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Comments submitted April 21, 2014 by Michael Keegan for Don't Waste Michigan Intervenors

I am submitting these comments on behalf of Don't Waste Michigan. We are, indeed, legal intervenors in
the licensing proceedings on the Davis-Besse. Please enter these comments into the SDEIS docket for
Davis-Besse.

We did participate back in the scoping process. And as I review the SDEIS, they sliced and diced away
my comments, but didn't seem to adequately address them, in my mind. What was particularly lacking,
and bothersome, is how alternative energy was pooh pooed, and can't have it, can't --'won't be baseload.
And yet we are seeing it, it is happening now in real time.

In mid March a company came forward and said they were going to be building 300 megawatts of wind
energy in Ohio and it would be up within 12 to 18 months. It is doable.

Also in mid March, 2014 the PJM Interconnect grid, the largest grid in the U.S. said they could easily
accommodate 30 percent wind and solar brought onto the grid.

America's Largest Grid Operator: Massive Renewables Push
Won't Be a Problem

NRDC's John Moore looks at why PJM is bullish on the feasibility of
renewables integration.

John Moore

March 17, 2014

PJM Interconnection, the nation's largest power transmission grid organization, announced recently

that wind and solar power could generate about 30 percent of PJM's total electricity for its territory

covering the Mid-Atlantic region and part of the Midwest by 2026 without "any significant issues."

That's engineer-speak for "no big deal." Even better, we would see more clean power at less cost

and with far less pollution than our current mix of coal and natural gas power plants.

PJM's new renewables integration report, prepared by General Electric, is required reading for

anyone who questions the ability of the electric grid to handle large amounts of wind, solar and other

renewable energy. GE estimates that about 113,000 megawatts of installed wind and solar power

resources (including distributed/generation), could produce about 30 percent of thie region's total

energy. That's enough energy to power 23.5 million homes annually.

Here's the breakdown of the resource mix in one of the scenarios studied in the report:



Significant benefits from more clean energy

The report estimates that 30 percent penetration levels of wind and solar power in PJM territory

would bring the following benefits:

* 40 percent less carbon pollution than "business as usual"

• Lower average energy prices across PJM's footprint, because wind and solar would avoid $15.6

billion in coal and natural gas fuel costs

• Very little additional power (only 1500 megawatts) needed to support the minute-to-minute

variability of the renewable power

* No additional operating (known as "spinning") reserves needed for backup power

* 44 percent less gas-fired generation and 21 percent less coal-fired generation, which also

reduces the amount of carbon pollution emitted into the atmosphere

The benefits derive primarily from several facts: 1) solar and wind power have zero fuel cost, which

makes up most of the price of energy; 2) these resources are now commercially available and

competitive with other power; 3) they produce zero carbon and other pollution; and 4) PJM's large

size across fourteen states significantly reduces the magnitude of weather-caused variations in

power output that can occur during the day and night.

What grid changes may be necessary?



Getting all of this additional clean energy will require more transmission lines, which PJM's study

estimated would cost $8 billion. That is still far less the $15.6 billion in energy savings. But even

that's probably an exaggeration, since PJM's study looked only at renewable energy expansion

inside PJM. It didn't consider, for example, the savings from importing some of the wind power from

the Dakotas, Minnesota, Iowa, or other parts of the wind-rich Midwest and Great Plains. When you

factor in those possibilities, the total transmission cost of achieving the 30 percent renewables

integration could be lower than PJM's predictions.

The study also recommends several relatively modest steps that PJM can take t6 successfully

integrate these resources into the system. They include changes in the way PJM operates its energy

markets and dispatches power on a minute-to-minute basis, taking a more detailed look at reserve

requirements, and potentially improving the "flexibility" of baseload plants to better integrate them

with renewable energy resources.

Looking to the future and taking next steps

This study gives consumers, states, utilities, and others some things to think about in several areas.

First, it's clear that the grid can handle high levels of renewable power without compromising

reliability. Of course, we already know this because the Midwest and Texas grids have seen wind

energy constitute a significant portion of the power on the grid at a given time. The PJM study

affirms that the grid can handle much higher power levels. It also provides a stepping stone to

evaluating the impacts and savings of even more renewable power on the grid, which will be a top

priority for states looking to satisfy the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's upcoming carbon

pollution rules for existing power plants.

Second, as conventional power sources come to constitute less of the total energy production mix,

power markets will need to evolve to encourage the development of complementary conventional

resources. This is a critical point. PJM's study shows that existing coal and gas resources are going

to suffer revenue losses; indeed, PJM even suggested that it might be necessary to consider raising

energy prices to compensate for the lost revenue. No, no, no.

A better approach is to look into redesigning PJM's existing long-term power supply market (called a

"forward capacity market") so that it, in combination with reasonable state power preferences,

assures the right supply of conventional power sources are available to support renewable power.



Third, PJM's study was done in a relative vacuum; it didn't consider how several grid regions,

working together, could manage significantly more clean power. PJM and the other grid operators

across the country need to work in a more cooperative manner to conduct the studies and other

work necessary to show states across the country that power-sharing saves even more money than

for each region to plan for its own resources. FERC has encouraged this cooperation by issuing

interregional coordination requirements in its landmark Order 1000 (more about that h ), but the

regions can do more -- and they don't need to wait for further instructions from Washington.

John Moore is a senior attorney with the Natural Resources Defense Council. This piece was

on NRDCs Switchboard blog and was reprinted with permission.

PJM Interconnect 2010 ISO/RTO Metrics Report Published in 2010
http://www.ferc.gov/industries/electric/indus-act/rto/metrics/pjm-rto-metrics.pdf

It was well known to Pennsylvania Jersey Maryland Interconnect covering 13 states and
nations largest Interconnect has known and published since this 2010 report that Wind
and Solar are available in abundance and that there is no disruption or destabilizing of
"baseload grid". Replacement power was available in 2010 and is available now and
certainly in 2017. The NRC Commission Order of March 27, 2012 must be reversed
because they are simply wrong.

Within FENOC's own system there are 14,000 MW. With FENOC is selling to
wholesale markets electricity which is not needed on the grid. FENOC could easily
retire Davis-Besse and meet that loss of power generation from within their own system.
This amounts to gaming of the system to rationalize the need for the Davis-Besse
license renewal. Please review FENOC 10 K to learn how they game the system. For
the NRC Commission to reverse Contention 1,2,3 calling for 'reasonable' look at
Alternatives amounts to the NRC Commission aiding and abetting the rigid status quo.

http://www.4-traders.com/FIRSTEN ERGY-CORP-1 2586/news/FirstEnergy-Corp--
FIRSTENERGY-CORP-1 0-K-MANAGEMENTS-DISCUSSION-AND-ANALYSIS-OF-
REGISTRANT-AND-I 8017110/

The alternative of First Energy seeking out alternative energy that they don't generate,
that they could bring in through the grid, was not brought into consideration. This is a
self-serving economic game here at the detriment of FENOC ratepayers. We
understand that there's vested interest who are obstructing introduction of renewable
and alternatives of wind and solar. We understand that there are a lot of good paying
jobs. But there will be more jobs in a renewable and alternative economy, because
those jobs are labor intensive. Whereas jobs in the nuclear industry are capital



intensive, you get very few jobs for the money you spend. This has not adequately
been considered.

Amory Lovins recently conducted at study for Dartmouth documenting the poor
economics of building new nuclear and showing that many of existing nuclear plants are
not economically viable as they stand today. Please review the Amory Lovin's report.

http://web.mail.comcast.net/service/home/-/LovinsDartmouthSlides-and-notes-

15April2014. pdf?auth=co&loc=enUS&id= 1023194&part=2

At page 5 Lovin's writes:

Reactors are promoted as costly to build but cheap to run. Yet as Daniel Allegretti ably
described, many existing, long- paid-for U.S. reactors are now starting to be shut down
because just their operating cost can no longer compete with wholesale power prices,
typically depressed by gas-fired plants or windpower.

This graph from my Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists article a year ago summarizes
nuclear-industry data on the operating costs of all U.S. PWRs. Both within and between
the four quartiles, each with 25 reactors, the operating costs vary widely, especially
for major repairs or renovations-called "net capital additions" because they're
capitalized rather than expensed. These expenditures may fix failing oJd components,
or may invest to increase the unit's output or lifetime, or both, but the industry hasn't
publicly stated the mix of these causes. Suspicions are growing, though, that like an old
car, some reactors are no longer worth fixing, or fixing them is too risky a bet that
nothing else expensive will break for a long time. Last year, U.S. utilities bit that bullet
and terminated 14 operating or planned units. Many more are reportedly at risk of
closure this year.

And the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists Articles from 2013 indicating many existing
nuclear plants are not economical in 2013 with trends getting worse. Please review full
article at:
http://www.rmi.org/Knowledge-Center/Library/2013-09_BulletinAtomicScientists

AUTHOR: Lovins, Amory
DOCUMENT ID: 2013-09
YEAR: 2013
DOCUMENT TYPE: Journal or Magazine Article
PUBLISHER: Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, SAGE Publications Ltd.

In the United States, which trades three-fifths of its electricity in competitive markets, the
prohibitive capital cost of new nuclear power plants ensures that only a handful will be
built. Nonetheless, with 40-year licenses being extended to 60 years, the 104 existing
reactors' relatively low generating costs are widely expected to justify decades of
continued operation. But the generating costs of aging reactors have been rising, while



competitors, including modern renewables, show rapidly falling total costs-and those
opposed cost curves have begun to intersect. An expanding fraction of well-running
nuclear plants is now challenged to compete with moderating wholesale power prices,
while plants needing major repairs or located in regions rich in wind power increasingly
face difficult choices of whether to run or close. Thus, even without events that might
accelerate nuclear phase-out, as the Fukushima disaster did in Germany, shifting
competitive conditions have begun to drive a gradual US nuclear phase-out. Its
economics are illuminated by a detailed energy scenario that needs no nuclear energy,
coal, or oil and one-third less natural gas to run a 158 percent bigger US economy in
2050-but cuts carbon emissions by 82 to 86 percent and costs $5 trillion less. That
scenario's 80-percent-renewable, 50-percent-distributed, equally reliable, and more
resilient electricity system would cost essentially the same as a business-as-usual
version that sustains nuclear and coal power, but it would better manage all the
system's risks. Similarly comprehensive modeling could also analyze faster nuclear
phase-out if desired.

Use of High Burn-Up Fuel and Envrionmental Consequences

New information has been coming out on the high burnup fuel that is being utilized at
reactors around the U.S. that initially began in the early '90s. And I see, from a
document that Davis-Besse was authorized, according to amendment number 213, to
move to a fuel cycle which lasted 730 days. What happens is the fuel gets super burnt
up, becomes super hot, radioactively, and super hot thermally, decay. And it embrittles
the actual cladding around the fuel rods. So when you pull it out of the spent fuel pool
and go to put it in dry cask storage, you have a multitude of problems. It is not known
how this will respond in a Yucca Mountain, or some other proposal. So the whole entire
industry, for two decades, has been operating blind, and going about generating high
burnup fuel. We would like to know exactly when did Davis-Besse begin their high
burnup fuel cycles, and if indeed they will be projected to go for 20 additional years of
high burnup fuel cycles, when it is not known what to do with this waste that wasn't
considered in the beginning. This was not addressed in the DSEIS

Pasted immediatedly below are several documents one of them is generated by a Dr.
Marvin Resnikoff, within the last few month or so, speaking about the high burnup
nuclear fuel and how problematic it is, and it was never taken into consideration.

1 GAO-12-797 SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL Accumulating Quantities at Commercial
Reactors Present Storage & Other Challenges, August 2012
http://www.gao.gov/assets/600/593745.pdf Low-enriched uranium = up to 5% of U
235
2 DOE FCRD-NFST-2013-000132, Rev. 1; Fuel Cycle Research & Development-
Nuclear Fuel Storage and Transportation-2013-000132, Rev. 1,
6/15/13 http://www.hsdl.org/?abstract&did=739345
3 CoC No. 1029 Technical Specifications for Advanced NUHOMS® System Operating
Controls and Limits, Appendix A Tables 2-9 to 2-16
http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML0515/ML051520131.pdf



4 RWMA Marvin Resnikoff, PhD: The Hazards of Generation III Reactor Fuel Wastes
May 2010 http://bit.ly/19dVRsY
5 Edison request for NUHOMS® 32PTH2
http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1204/ML12046A013.pdf
6 SFPO Interim Staff Guidance 11, Rev 3 Cladding Considerations for the
Transportation and Storage of Spent Fuel 11/17/2003
http://www. nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/isg/isg-1 1 R3. pdf
7 NWTRB Douglas B. Rigby, PhD: The NRC approved the initial 20 year dry cask
storage based on assumptions. However, no information was
found on inspections conducted on high burnup fuels to confirm the predictions that
were made. U.S. Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board
December 2010 report http://www.nwtrb.gov/reports/eds-rpt.pdf
8 NRC Robert E. Einziger, PhD: insufficient data to support licensing dry casks for >20
years, March 13, 2013. http://1.usa.gov/15E8gX5

We have also had problems with how the issue of flooding has been addressed. And I don't believe it
properly has. Lake Erie is known for its seisches that is where the wind, straight line wind blow the lake
out, and it sloshes back and forth, back and forth. In fact the recent storm, in 2012, on the East Coast,
created a lot of havoc on the Great Lakes, and there were seisches, over on Lake Michigan, of 30 feet
high.

There have been sashes, historically, which have been 30 feet, 40 feet high. There have been recent
seisches, over near Cleveland area, that actually came up and pulled people into the water. It
does happen. We would like to reflect back in 1972, when the Davis-Besse was underwater for
nearly a month. But what I'm guaranteed, there is an elevation of 591, and the lake knows when
to stop, and it does not come over that elevation. So the whole of flooding has been inadequately
addressed, and has been swept under the rug. So We, I'm disappointed in that my comments got
sliced and diced. I'm vehemently opposed to this nuclear power plant. Certainly there has been
some economic activity, it has been a boon to the region. But the potential loss, the potential risk
of losing an area the size of Pennsylvania, the hundreds of billions of dollars of property damage,
hundreds of thousands of lives impacted, it is just a cost that we don't need to go into, we don't
need to go down that road. To generate one more ounce of nuclear waste is immoral, because we
do not know what to do with what we have. All we have gotten was a Waste Confidence, a con
game, we will figure out what to do with it later.

Now, many people look at Yucca Mountain, what a failure Yucca Mountain was. Yucca
Mountain is a tremendous success because for 27 years it kept the lie alive, that you knew what
to do with it, you don't. You are just kicking it down the road, it is immoral what you are doing.
It is now known you don't know what to do with it. And I would argue that the Nuremberg
principles do apply here, today, in the actions that decisionmakers make going forward. Because
it is not based on science.
To CoiintiueC to gcncratc hih leveC nIuclear waste among the most toxic and lethal poisons kno\wn

to mankind arc crinmes against hlimanit, amid crimes cal•.t Insl 11c [thittrc.

I ani conipelled to cnter into the record and puhlic comment the Principles of International Law

Recognized in the Charter of the Nuremberg Tribunal and in the Judgment of the Tribunal.



Principle I

Any person who commits an act which constitutes a crime under international law is responsible
therefor and liable to punishment.

Principle II

The fact that internal law does not impose a penalty for an act which constitutes a crime under
international law does not relieve the person who committed the act from responsibility under
international law.

Principle III

The fact that a person who committed an act which constitutes a crime under international law
acted as Head of State or responsible Government official does not relieve him from
responsibility under international law.

Principle IV

The fact that a person acted pursuant to order of his Government or of a superior does not relieve
him from responsibility under international law, provided a moral choice was in fact possible to
him.

Principle V

Any person charged with a crime under international law has the right to a fair trial on the facts
and law.

Principle VI

The crimes hereinafter set out are punishable as crimes under; international law:

a. Crimes against peace:

i. Planning, preparation, initiation or waging of a war
of aggression or a war in violation of international treaties, agreements or
assurances;

ii. Participation in a common plan or conspiracy for
the accomplishment of any of the acts mentioned under (i).

b. War crimes:
Violations of the laws or customs of war which include, but are not limited to,



murder, ill-treatment or deportation to slave-labor or for any other purpose of
civilian population of or in occupied territory, murder or illtreatment of prisoners
of war, of persons on the seas, killing of hostages, plunder of public or private
property, wanton destruction of cities, towns, or villages, or devastation not
justified by military necessity.

c. Crimes against humanity:
Murder, extermination, enslavement, deportation and other inhuman acts done
against any civilian population, or persecutions on political, racial or religious
grounds, when such acts are done or such persecutions are carried on in execution
of or in connection with any crime against peace or any war crime.

Principle VII

Complicity in the commission of a crime against peace, a war crime, or a crime against humanity
as set forth in Principles VI is a crime under international law.

Please enter into the record this testimony by Dr. John Gofman which further articulates
how the generation of nuclear power and waste constitute violations of the Nuremberg
Principles.

Dr. John Gofman (Ph.D. in nuclear-physical chemistry and M.D.)
Nuclear Power: A Simple Question

Many people think nuclear power is so complicated it requires discussion at a high level
of technicality. That's pure nonsense. Because the issue is simple and straightforward.

There are only two things about nuclear power that you need to know. One, why do you
want nuclear power? So you can boil water. That's all it does. It boils water. And any
way of boiling water will give you steam to turn turbines. That's the useful part.

The other thing to know is, it creates a mountain of radioactivity, and I M~ean a
mountain: astronomical quantities of strontium-90 and cesium-1 37 and plutonium-toxic
substances that will last-strontium-90 and cesium for 300 to 600 years, plutonium for
250,000 to 500,000 years-and still be deadly toxic. And the whole thing about nuclear
power is this simple: can you or can't you keep it all contained? If you can't, then you're
creating a human disaster.

You not only need to control it from the public, you also need to control it from the
workers. Because the dose that federal regulations allow workers to get is sufficient to
create a genetic hazard to the whole human species. You see, those workers are
allowed to procreate, and if you damage their genes by radiation, and they intermarry
with the rest of the population, for genetic purposes it's just the same as if you irradiate
the population directly.[27]

So I find nuclear power this simple: do you believe they're going to do the miracle of
containment that they predict? The answer is they're not going to accomplish it. It's
outside the realm of human prospects.



You don't need to discuss each valve and each transportation cask and each burial site.
The point is, if you lose a little bit of it-a terribly little bit of it-you're gQing to
contaminate the earth, and people are going to suffer for thousands of generations. You
have two choices: either you believe that engineers are going to achieve a perfection
that's never been achieved, and you go ahead; or you believe with common sense that
such a containment is never going to be achieved, and you give it up.

If people really understood how simple a problem it is-that they've got to accomplish a
miracle-no puffs like Three Mile Island-can't afford those puffs of radioactivity, or the
squirts and the spills that they always tell you won't harm the public-if. people
understood that, they'd say, "This is ridiculous. You don't create this astronomical
quantity of garbage and pray that somehow a miracle will happen to contain it. You just
don't do such stupid things!"

Licensing a nuclear power plant is in my view, licensing random premeditated murder.
First of all, when you license a plant, you know what you're doing-so it's premeditated.
You can't say, "I didn't know." Second, the evidence on radiation-producing cancer is
beyond doubt. I've worked fifteen years on it, and so have many others. It is not a
question any more: radiation produces cancer, and the evidence is good all the way
down to the lowest doses.

The only way you could license nuclear power plants and not have murder is if you
could guarantee perfect containment. But they admit that they're not going to contain it
perfectly. They allow workers to get irradiated, and they have an allowable dose for the
population.[28] So in essence I can figure out from their allowable amounts how many
they are willing to kill per year.

I view this as a disgrace, as a public health disgrace. The idea of anyone saying that it's
all right to murder so many in exchange for profits from electricity-or what they call
"benefits" from electricity-the idea that it's all right to do that is a new advance in
depravity, particularly since it will affect future generations.

You must decide what your views are on this: is it all right to murder people knowingly?
If so, why do you worry about homicide? But if you say, "The number won't be too large.
We might only kill fifty thousand-and that's like automobiles"-is that all right? ...

People like myself and a lot of the atomic energy scientists in the late fifties deserve
Nuremberg trials. At Nuremberg we said those who participate in human
experimentation are committing a crime. Scientists like myself who said in 1957, "Maybe
Linus Pauling is right about radiation causing cancer, but we don't really know, and
therefore we shouldn't stop progress," were saying in essence that it's all right to
experiment. Since we don't know, let's go ahead. So we were experimenting on
humans, weren't we? But once you know that your nuclear power plants are going to
release radioactivity and kill a certain number of people, you are no longer
committing the crime of experimentation-you are committing a higher crime. Scientists



who support these nuclear plants-knowing the effects of radiation-don't deserve trials
for experimentation; they deserve trials for murder....

I.. The only solution is, you must stop all efforts to develop first-strike force solutions
everywhere-whether they be nuclear or other-and move toward a more just society.

Even if you made an agreement to abolish all nuclear weapons, but you left established
power structure in the U.S. and the USSR, they'd go on to research mind control or
some chemical or biological thing. My view is, there exists a group of people in the
world that have a disease. I call it the "power disease." They want to rule and control
other people. They are a more important plague than cancer, pneumonia, bubonic
plague, tuberculosis, and heart disease put together. They can only think how to
obliterate, control, and use each other. They use people as nothing more than
instruments to cast aside when they don't need them any more. There are fifty million
people a year being consumed in a nutritional holocaust around the world; nobody gives
a damn about starvation. If fifty million white Westerners were dying, affluent Western
society would worry, but as long as it's fifty million Third World people dying every year,
it doesn't matter.

In my opinion, what we need is to move toward being nauseated by people who want to
be at the top, in power. Can you think of anything more ridiculous than that the Chinese,
Russian, and American people let their governments play with superlethal toys and
subject all of us to these hazards? The solution is not to replace one leader with another
or to have more government. Society has to reorganize itself. The structure we have
now is, the sicker you are socially, the more likely it is that you'll come out at the top of
the heap.

Dr. Gofman (September 21, 1918 - August 15, 2007) was a Professor Emeritus at the
University of California, Berkeley (Ph.D. in nuclear-physical chemistry and an M.D.) who
was the first Director of the Biomedical Research Division of the Lawrence Livermore
Laboratory from 1963-65 and one of nine Associate Directors at the Lab from 1963-
1969. He was involved in the Manhattan Project and was a co-discoverer of Uranium-
232, Plutonium-232, Uranium-233, and Plutonium-233, and of slow and fast neutron
fissionability of Uranium-233. He also was a co-inventor of the uranyl acetate and
columbium oxide processes for plutonium separation. He taught in the radioisotope and
radiobiology fields from the 1950s at least up into the 1980s, and did research in
radiochemistry, macromolecules, lipoproteins, coronary heart disease, arteriosclerosis,
trace element determination, x-ray spectroscopy, chromosomes and cancer and
radiation hazards. Starting in 1969 he began to challenge the AEC claim that there was
a "safe threshold" of radiation below which no adverse health effects could be detected.
http://www.ratical.org/radiation/inetSeries/nwJWG.html#line41

Albert Einstein also informs us "To the village square we must carry the facts of atomic
energy. From there must come America's voice." The people have spoken. Stop
making it!



Cease and desist. Stop making it period. Do not relicense. You don't know what to do
with the High Level Nuclear Waste that you have already made.

It is based on economic drivers, and now we are looking at a plant that. has just invested
600 to 700 million dollars, on steam generators, which have not been scrutinized, which
could not have been scrutinized, which Incadel 690 issue could have not been known,
because it wasn't realized in two years ago. The NRC did that on the oversight. The
utility relied on an in-house studies, of 50.59 processing, same, same, just checking it
out, same piece of equipment going in. The steam generators that came out weighed
590 tons. The ones that are going in weigh 465 tons. That is not same for same. So
the NRC oversight, there has been a meltdown, there is no credibility with the Nuclear

Regulatory Commission. And we see the inadequacy of the quality assurance of the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, when we realized, on Valentine's Day, we learn about
a 25 foot gap in the concrete that is 6 inches to 12 inches wide, 25 feet long. This is
when the plant was crawling with inspectors. And we were told that the cracks were not
propagating, and everything was being looked at. A simple ultrasound would have found
that.

But for over two years the NRC allowed them to operate that and only found it when
they came in to cut a fourth hole into that shield building, which does not meet the
design criteria, does not meet seismic qualification, which will crumble around that
primary containment and, potentially, tip into the reactor. So the NRC has no credibility
in this process, whatsoever. NRC's science is in their wallet, next to their ethics, and we
are sorry this is a very sad process. And we will be vehemently oppose this plant, and
we will follow it into the future.


