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Joosten, Sandy

From: Beverly Findlay-Kaneko [blfkaneko@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 5:12 PM
To: CHAIRMAN Resource; CMRSVINICKI Resource; CMRAPOSTOLAKIS Resource;

CMRMAGWOOD Resource; CMROSTENDORFF Resource
Subject: Docket ID NRC20130070 / 4
Dear Nuclear Regulatory Commission, -79
The comments included below are regarding Docket ID NRC20130070. 7-
I urge the NRC to reject Edison's unacceptable license amendment and no significant ha oncft atio requests. The NRC must ensure that Edison
undergoes the appropriate thorough license amendment process for the multiple areas of no mian.with the operating cense, that all relevant
investigations are completed, and that public hearings on these requests are held before any decision on a licenses amendment or restart proposal is
made.

I applaud the ASLB ruling that a full, transparent adjudicated hearing is necessary, and that restarting reactor #2 at 70% power is tantamount to an
experiment. I strongly urge you to respect that ruling and fulfill your duties as representatives of the public, and ensure that the process is transparent
and accessible to the people it is supposed to protect, and not beholden to SCE's bottom line. A ruling from the ASLB--a judicial panel--should be taken
very seriously for the legal ramifications possible if a forced and hasty decision to restart the broken reactor were to cause further damage to our
environment and economy in Southern California.

In addition, please make arrangements for the hearings to be held in Southern California, so that concerned citizens can attend. Also, strive for the
highest level of transparency in the process. The credibility of the NRC as an institution that is supposed to "protect people and the environment"
depends on just and transparent proceedings.

Both San Onofre reactors are severely damaged. Restarting Unit 2 experimentally, when the root cause of the problems hasn't been found, Edison's own
experts disagree on even the secondary cause of the issues, and disagree on .the length of time left before another accident could occur -- which could
be somewhere in the range of a few months to a little over a year -- puts the public at unnecessary and unacceptable risk.

I ask that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission deny Edison's narrow license amendment and request for a no significant hazard determination, both of
which fail to address the significance of the problems at San Onofre and could lead to a restart of the San Onofre nuclear reactor Unit 2.

Additionally, Senator Boxer has asked the NRC to complete a comprehensive investigation and provide full opportunity for public participation and
independent expert testimony. I agree. The investigation may reveal critical information that would provide important insights into the safety of the
restart proposal. To pave the way for restart without having all relevant information in hand would be both premature and irresponsible.

The narrow license amendment request and request for a no significant hazard determination consideration amount to an end run by Southern
California Edison to rush restart of their damaged reactors, rather than ensuring safety. As the regulatory body charged with ensuring safety, you must
reject these requests and hold Edison accountable to a thorough vetting of all the safety issues raised by their restart plan and the numerous areas
where the restart scheme does not comply with the terms of their license.

We were deeply disturbed when on April 10 the NRC staff ignored the requests of Senator Boxer -- and the public -- and instead announced a
"preliminary finding" that a San Onofre restart at 70 percent power posed no significant safety risk.

The safety of Southern California cannot be reduced to merely wordsmithing and removing Edison's requests from the context in which they are
requested -- which is to restart a severely damaged reactor.

Sincerely,

Beverly Findlay-Kaneko
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