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Attorneys for Petitioner,
Public Watchdogs

UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

PUBLIC WATCHDOGS, a California | PUBLIC WATCHDOGS SUPPLEMENT
501(c)(3) corporation, TO 10 C.F.R.§2.206 PETITIONTO
IMMEDIATELY SUSPEND
DECOMMISSIONING OPERATIONS
AT SAN ONOFRE NUCLEAR
GENERATING STATION UNITS 2 AND
3

Petitioner,

V.

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY AND SAN DIEGO GAS
& ELECTRIC COMPANY,

Licensees.

Pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 2.206 and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s (“NRC”)
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Management Directive 8.11, Petitioner Public Watchdogs hereby submits this Supplement
to its Petition to Immediately Suspend Decommissioning Operations at San Onofre
Nuclear Generating Station (“SONGS”) Units 2 and 3, which was submitted to the NRC
on September 24, 2019. The purpose of this Supplement is to clarify the issues raised in
the Public Watchdogs’ Petition and to provide the Petition Review Board (“PRB”) with
supplemental information relevant to the Petition, some of which was not available to
Public Watchdogs at the time the Petition was filed nor to the PRB at the time it made the
initial decision not to accept the Petition for review.
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

1. Spent nuclear fuel “poses a dangerous, long-term health and environmental

risk. It will remain dangerous for time spans seemingly beyond human comprehension.”
New York v. NRC, 681 F.3d 471, 474 (D.C. Cir. 2012) (internal quotations omitted).
Unfortunately, long-term storage and management of spent nuclear fuel has proven to be
an intractable Sisyphean task in the United States. Despite repeated efforts by Congress,
federal agencies, and numerous stakeholders to construct a centralized deep geological
permanent repository for the country’s ever-growing stockpile of lethal, radioactive spent
nuclear fuel, no viable plan currently exists for a permanent storage solution.

2. Due to the lack of a permanent repository, the majority of the country’s spent
nuclear fuel is stored on site at nuclear power plants. Although there is currently no
permanent storage solution or even a viable plan to create one, the NRC routinely permits
licensees to implement decommissioning plans and store fuel on-site, in densely populated
areas, based on the false assumption that spent nuclear fuel will be removed from on-site
storage facilities and transferred to a permanent repository in the relatively near future.
See Exhibit 1. By permitting licensees to implement these falsely predicated
decommissioning and nuclear waste burial plans, the NRC is effectively authorizing
licensees to store spent nuclear fuel indefinitely without any plan or strategy for managing
or funding such indefinite storage operations. The NRC’s general policy of willful

ignorance not only violates its own regulations and policies, but it also equates to a
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complete abdication of the NRC’s paramount statutory obligation to protect public health
and safety.

3. As explained in Public Watchdogs’ Petition, the NRC’s policy of willful
ignorance has created unique and particularly acute public health and safety risks at
SONGS. Licensees are burying spent nuclear fuel in the SONGS Independent Spent Fuel
Storage Installation (*ISFSI”) pursuant to a decommissioning plan that is predicated on
the arbitrary and erroneous assumption that all spent nuclear fuel being stored at SONGS
will be accepted by the Department of Energy and transferred to an offsite permanent
repository by 2049. Situated a mere 108 feet from one of California’s most populated
public beaches, only inches above the median high tide level, within an officially
designated tsunami inundation zone, and surrounded by active fault lines, the SONGS
ISFSI is in the most perilous location possible. To make matters worse, Licensees are
burying spent nuclear fuel at SONGS in defective and damaged canisters that are only
warranted to last 25 years. By Licensees’ own public admissions, technology does not
currently exist that would enable Licensees to retrieve these canisters and safely repackage
the tons of radioactive spent nuclear fuel contained therein if and when a canister fails or
even if routine replacement of the canisters becomes necessary. Furthermore, Licensees
have been unable to design or develop an underground monitoring system or Aging
Management Plan as required by the “Special Conditions” imposed by the California
Coastal Commision nuclear waste burial permit granted October 6, 2015. Thus, the NRC,
by its own negligent enforcement, is allowing Licensees to bury one of the most dangerous
substances known to human kind, in one of the most dangerous places imaginable, in
defective and damaged canisters that cannot be monitored, retrieved, or repaired, all
pursuant to a decommissioning plan that is predicated on the knowingly false assumption
that all spent nuclear fuel will be removed from SONGS and transferred to a centralized
permanent repository in the relatively near future. Despite the grave public health and
safety hazards posed by this reckless course of action, Licensees have made clear that they

intend to bury all spent nuclear fuel at SONGS as quickly as possible. What’s more, the
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NRC has also made clear that it will neglect to regulate Licensees’ violations of federal
law, thereby using its regulatory authority to facilitate the hasty and unsafe burial of all
spent nuclear fuel at SONGS.

4, Since Public Watchdogs filed its Petition, Licensees have publicly admitted
that continued storage of spent nuclear fuel at SONGS is not feasible, and that there is
currently no viable alternative. In addition, state regulators recently delayed the release
of more than $400 million in decommissioning trust funds, imperiling Licensees’ ability
to continue its decommissioning operations at all, much less safely. Based on these
troubling recent developments, as well as the various public health, safety, and
environmental concerns identified in the Petition, Public Watchdogs respectfully requests
that the NRC issue an order immediately suspending all decommissioning operations at
SONGS, including all spent fuel transfer operations, and requiring Licensees to submit an
amended decommissioning plan that properly accounts for the reality that spent nuclear

fuel will likely remain buried at SONGS indefinitely.

CLARIFICATION AND SUPPLEMENTATION OF GROUNDS FOR
IMMEDIATELY SUSPENDING DECOMMISSIONING OPERATIONS

l. RECENT EVENTS CONFIRM THAT LICENSEES CANNOT ENSURE
THEIR FINANCIAL ABILITY TO PAY FOR THE TOTAL COST OF
DECOMMISSIONING AND LONG TERM SPENT FUEL MANAGEMENT.

5. Although the NRC’s Generic Environmental Impact Statement (“GEIS™) for
the long term storage of spent nuclear fuel finds that spent nuclear fuel can be stored on-
site for an indefinite period without significant environmental impact, the GEIS does not
authorize, license, or otherwise permit licensees to store spent fuel for any length of time.
See NUREG-2157. Moreover, the GEIS validates that indefinite on-site storage of spent
nuclear fuel will require periodic repackaging of spent nuclear fuel and replacement of
spent nuclear fuel canisters, as well as long term security to protect the stored spent nuclear

fuel from terrorist attack or other radiological sabotage. Id.
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6. NRC regulations require licensees to provide assurance that they will have
sufficient financial resources to pay for the total cost of decommissioning a nuclear power
plant and managing spent nuclear fuel. See 10 C.F.R. 50.75, 50.82, and 72.30. As NRC
Chairwoman Allison Macfarlane stated in her comments to the Final Rule for the
Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel, there are “significant uncertainties” associated
with the indefinite and risky on-site storage of spent nuclear fuel, including “the lack of
experience in repeatedly repackaging spent fuel into new storage devices over time,” “the
lack of a guarantee that responsible parties would pay for the costs of repackaging over
time,” and “unforeseen events in our natural environment and society.” See Exhibit 2.
Indeed, Chairwoman Macfarlane presciently predicted that “[d]Jecommissioned licensees
will likely not have sufficient revenue to pay for the reoccurring expenses such as
repackaging of spent fuel, construction of dry transfer facilities, and increased security
needs assumed in the GEIS.” Id.

7. At a SONGS Community Engagement Panel on November 21, 2019,
Licensees implicitly conceded that indefinite storage of spent nuclear fuel at SONGS is
not feasible and they acknowledged that they are working to develop a strategy to relocate
the SONGS spent fuel to an offsite storage or disposal facility. See Exhibit 3. Although
Licensees’ entire decommissioning plan, including their decommissioning cost estimate
and irradiated fuel management plan, is predicated on the assumption that spent nuclear
fuel will be removed from SONGS by 2049, Licensees acknowledged at the Community
Engagement Panel that they have not even identified a receiving site, much less
established a viable plan to remove all spent nuclear fuel from SONGS by 2049. Id. In
other words, Licensees publicly admitted that the fundamental predicate for their entire
decommissioning plan is false.

8. On December 4, 2019, Licensees sought authorization from the Public
Utilities Commission of the State of California (“CPUC”) to disburse more than $400
million from the SONGS decommissioning trust fund to pay for various 2020

decommissioning costs, including fuel transfer operations. See Exhibit 4. This
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represented a nearly threefold increase in the amount of funds Licensees’ previously
estimated would be necessary to perform 2020 decommissioning and spent nuclear fuel
transfer operations. Id. On January 6, 2020, following Public Watchdogs’ objection, the
CPUC suspended the disbursement of these funds for up to 120 days, finding that
Licensees’ request requires further staff review. Id. The CPUC decision also includes
options to extend the suspension beyond the 120-day period, if necessary.

Q. As discussed in Public Watchdogs® Petition, Licensees’ entire
decommissioning plan is predicated on the false assumption that all spent nuclear fuel will
be removed from SONGS by 2049. Based on this assumption, Licensees have only
assured the NRC that they will have enough funds to pay for decommissioning and spent
fuel management through 2049. Given Licensees’ recent public acknowledgement that
they have not identified a receiving site for SONGS’ spent nuclear fuel, much less
developed a viable plan to remove all spent nuclear from SONGS by 2049, Licensees’
assurances regarding their ability to pay the full cost of decommissioning and spent fuel
management are not credible.  Moreover, CPUC’s recent decision to suspend
disbursements from the SONGS decommissioning trust fund further undermines
Licensees’ assurances that they have sufficient funds available to them to pay the full cost
of decommissioning and spent fuel management. Because Licensees are unable to provide
the financial assurances required by NRC regulations, the NRC should immediately
suspend all decommissioning activities at SONGS and require Licensees to submit a new
decommissioning plan that accounts for the reality that Licensees will have to bear the
cost of spent fuel management indefinitely. At minimum, the NRC should suspend all
decommissioning activities until such time as the CPUC approves the disbursement of
SONGS decommissioning funds for 2020. Without such funds, Licensees will have a
perverse incentive to cut corners and ignore safety requirements, which will significantly
increase the already prodigious risks to public health and safety associated with Licensees’

continued decommissioning and fuel transfer operations.
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II.  LICENSEES ARE VIOLATING NRC REGULATIONS BY BURYING
SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL AT SONGS IN A STORAGE SYSTEM THAT
DOES NOT ALLOW FOR READY RETRIEVAL OF THE FUEL.

10. Under NRC regulations, “[s]torage systems must be designed to allow ready
retrieval of spent fuel, high-level radioactive waste, and reactor-related GTCC waste for
further processing or disposal.” See 10 C.F.R. 72.122(l). As discussed in Public
Watchdogs® Petition, Licensees have publicly acknowledged that technology does not
currently exist that would enable Licensees to retrieve the canisters being buried at
SONGS and repackage the tons of spent nuclear fuel contained therein if and when a
critical failure of the canisters occurs or even if routine replacement of a canister becomes
necessary. See Public Watchdogs® Petition at Exhibit 18. Moreover, Licensees have
publicly acknowledged that any technology for unloading a canister that might be
developed in the future would require a spent fuel pool or a dry transfer facility. Id.
Significantly, Licensees have recently confirmed that they intend to demolish the spent
fuel pools and the fuel handling building at SONGS as soon as all spent nuclear fuel is
transferred from the spent fuel pools to the ISFSI, which is imminent since the Licensee
projects the burial will be completed prior to July 15, 2020. See Exhibit 3; see also
Exhibit 5 at p. 11-12. Thus, Public Watchdogs respectfully submits that the spent nuclear
fuel being buried at SONGS is currently unretrievable in violation of NRC regulations,
and that Licensees’ own admissions confirm that the spent nuclear fuel will be completely
unretrievable by this summer, when the spent fuel pools are demolished. For this
additional reason, the NRC should suspend all decommissioning activities at SONGS,
including all spent fuel transfer operations, and require Licensees to submit a
decommissioning plan that complies with NRC regulations.

I1l. THE SONGS ISFSI IS OPERATING IN AN UNANALYZED CONDITION.

11.  Asdiscussed at length in Public Watchdogs’ Petition, the precarious location
of the SONGS ISFSI—only feet from the Pacific Ocean, in a tsunami inundation zone,

and between active fault lines—makes it uniquely susceptible flooding. The potential
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consequences of a flooding event would be disastrous, including, but not limited to,
canister deformation or rupture and the simultaneous release of radioactive “geysers” from
the ISFSI. Although the Holtec Final Safety Analysis Report and Certificates of
Compliance clearly contemplate a potential flooding event and state that a site specific
analysis will be submitted by Licensees, Public Watchdogs is not aware that any such
analysis has been performed or submitted. Accordingly, the SONGS ISFSI is operating
in an unanalyzed condition, and all decommissioning operations, including all spent fuel

transfer operations, should be suspended until such an analysis is performed.

CONCLUSION
12.  For the reasons set forth in this supplement, and for the reasons set forth in

Public Watchdogs’ Petition, Public Watchdogs respectfully requests that the NRC enter an
order immediately suspending all decommissioning operations at SONGS, including all
spent fuel transfer operations, and requiring Licensees to submit an amended
decommissioning plan that properly accounts for the reality that the spent nuclear fuel

being buried at SONGS will likely remain there indefinitely.

Dated: January 21, 2019 BARNES & THORNBURG LLP

By: /s/ Charles G. La Bella
Charles G. La Bella
Attorneys for Plaintiff
Public Watchdogs
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Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc.

1340 Echelon Parkway
Jackson, MS 39213
Tel: (601)368-5000

Mandy K. Halter
Director, Nuclear Licensing

10 CFR 50.54
November 16, 2018
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Document Control Desk
Washington, DC 20555-0001
SUBJECT: Update to Spent Fuel Management Plan Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(bb)

Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station

Docket No. 50-293
Renewed License No. DPR-35

LETTER NUMBER: 2.18.071

REFERENCES: 1.

Letter, Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. to USNRC, “Spent Fuel
Management Plan Submittal in accordance with 10 CFR 50.54(bb),”
2.07.055, dated June 7, 2007 (ML0O71700121)

Letter, Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. to USNRC, “Response to
NRC Request for Additional Information (RAI) Regarding Pilgrim
Nuclear Power Station Spent Fuel Management Plan Pursuant to 10
CFR 50.54(bb),” 2.08.018, dated April 9, 2008 (ML081060520)

Letter, Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. to USNRC, “Response to
Request for Additional Information to Support the Review of the
Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station Spent Fuel Management Plan
Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(bb) and the Preliminary
Decommissioning Cost Estimate Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.75(f)(3),”
2.08.052, dated October 14, 2008 (ML082910039)

Letter, USNRC to Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc., Pilgrim Nuclear
Power Station - Safety Evaluation Re: Spent Fuel Management
Program and Preliminary Decommissioning Cost Estimate (TAC
Nos. MD8036 and MD9416), 1.09.001, dated January 7, 2009
(ML083190292)

Letter, Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. to USNRC, “Notification of
Permanent Cessation of Power Operations,” 2.15.080, dated
November 10, 2015 (ML15328A053)
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Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station
Updated Spent Fuel Management Plan

l. Background and Introduction

Entergy Nuclear Operations, Inc. (ENOI) submitted a Spent Fuel Management Plan on
June 7, 2007 (Reference 1), as supplemented by its responses to the NRC staff's
Requests for Additional Information, which ENOI submitted on April 9, 2008 (Reference
2) and October 14, 2008 (Reference 3). ENOI submitted its plan pursuant to 10 CFR
50.54(bb), which requires power reactor licensees to submit a spent fuel management
and funding program for NRC review five years prior to the expiration of a reactor
operating license. At the time, the PNPS operating license was set to expire on June 8,
2012. On January 7, 2009, the NRC staff approved the PNPS Spent Fuel Management
Plan on a preliminary basis (Reference 4).

By letter dated November 10, 2015, ENOI notified the NRC of its intent to permanently
cease power operations at PNPS no later than June 1, 2019 (Reference 5).

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(bb), licensees are required to notify the NRC of any
significant changes to their proposed spent fuel management plans. As a result of its
decision to permanently cease operations at PNPS and related changes to the
anticipated schedule of decommissioning activities, irradiated fuel management
activities, and decommissioning funding assumptions, ENOI is modifying the PNPS
Spent Fuel Management Plan (SFMP). This submittal provides the required Section
50.54(bb) natification, and this Updated SFMP supersedes all prior versions of the
SFMP.

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.82(a)(4)(i), on November 16, 2018, ENOI submitted a Post
Shutdown Decommissioning Activities Report (PSDAR) for PNPS that included a site-
specific decommissioning cost estimate (DCE) as an attachment (Reference 6). The
DCE describes the bases for the assumptions regarding the U.S. Department of
Energy’s (DOE) acceptance of spent fuel from the industry and from PNPS. As
discussed in the DCE (and subject to the assumptions, qualifications, and reservations
stated therein), the SFMP is based on the assumption that DOE will commence
acceptance of PNPS's spent fuel in 2030 and complete removal of all spent fuel from the
site in 2062, consistent with the current DOE spent fuel management and acceptance
strategy.l The DCE identifies the details, schedules, and costs of spent fuel
management activities associated with the SFMP, along with license termination and site
restoration activities and costs.

As noted in the DCE, DOE'’s repository program assumes that spent fuel is accepted for disposal
from the nation’s commercial nuclear plants in the order in which it was removed from service (“oldest
fuel first”). The contracts that U.S. generators have with the DOE provide a number of mechanisms
for altering the oldest fuel first allocation scheme, including emergency deliveries, exchanges of
allocations amongst generators, and the option of providing priority acceptance from permanently
shut down nuclear reactors. PNPS will seek the most expeditious means of removing fuel from the
site when DOE commences performance. Given DOE'’s failure to accept fuel under its contracts,
however, it is unclear how these mechanisms will operate once DOE begins accepting spent fuel
from commercial reactors. Accordingly, for planning purposes only, this SFMP conservatively
assumes that DOE will accept spent fuel in an oldest fuel first order.
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1. Spent Fuel Management Strateqy

At the time of shutdown, there will be a total of 4,114 spent fuel assemblies at the PNPS
site, including 580 fuel assemblies residing in the reactor as part of the current operating
cycle, 2,378 spent fuel assemblies stored in the spent fuel pool, and 1,156 assemblies
stored in 17 dry storage casks on an independent spent fuel storage installation (ISFSI)
facility. In 2014, construction of the ISFSI pad was completed, which PNPS operates
under the General License in 10 CFR 72.210. PNPS uses the Holtec HI-STORM 100
dry cask storage system for the spent fuel that is currently stored on the ISFSI. The
system consists of a multipurpose canister (MPC) with a nominal capacity of 68 fuel
assemblies and a concrete storage overpack. The existing ISFSI pad was constructed
with a capacity of 40 dry storage casks, which is administratively limited to a capacity of
38 casks to allow for cask movement and access. PNPS completed fuel loading

campaigns to the ISFSI in 2015, 2016, and 2018.

As indicated in the PNPS PSDAR (Reference 6), PNPS owner Entergy Nuclear
Generation Company (ENGC) has selected the SAFSTOR decommissioning option.
The SFMP assumes that radiological decommissioning is completed within 60 years of
permanent plant shutdown (i.e., by June 1, 2079). Following shutdown, the reactor
building will be operated as an interim wet fuel storage facility for approximately three
years after operations cease. During this time period, the spent fuel residing in the
storage pool will be transferred to dry storage. The ISFSI will remain operational until
DOE is able to complete the transfer of the fuel to a repository or interim storage facility.

The PSDAR and DCE describe three major phases related to spent fuel management at
PNPS, which are summarized below.?

Table 1 - Spent Fuel Management Plan: Summary Schedule and Costs

Decommissioning Period Start End Approximate | Estimated
Duration Cost
(Years) (thousands
of 2018
dollars)
Periods 0 and 1: Planning and 2018 | March 2020 1.84 $93,869
Preparations for Dormancy
Period 2a: Dormancy with | March 2020 2022 2.8 $134,770
Wet Fuel Storage
Period 2b: Dormancy with Dry 2022 2062 40 $191,611
Fuel Storage
TOTAL 44.64 $420,250

2

decommissioning activities, including spent fuel management activities, by period.

Appendix C to the DCE (Reference 6, Attachment 1) includes a detailed cost analysis of all
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1. Pre-Shutdown Planning and Preparations for SAFSTOR Dormancy

Pre-shutdown spent fuel management planning activities include designing a
consolidated ISFSI facility that will include a single storage pad that will have space
to accommodate a total of 61 casks, which will allow for dry storage of all spent fuel
assemblies generated during the plant’s operational history. The planned location
for the consolidated ISFSI facility is in an area of the site that is southwest of the
power block.

The estimated spent fuel management costs associated with ISFSI design, and other
expenses during this initial phase, such as emergency planning and preparations for
dormancy, total approximately $93.9 million.

2. Dormancy with Wet Fuel Storage

The initial decommissioning activities to be performed after plant shutdown will focus
primarily on preparing the plant for a period of safe-storage (also referred to as
dormancy) and constructing the consolidated ISFSI facility. During this phase, spent
fuel will remain in the spent fuel pool until it meets the criteria for transfer to dry
storage. PNPS expects to begin construction of the consolidated ISFSI pad in 2019,
assuming the timely receipt of required permits.

PNPS expects to begin transferring the remaining spent fuel from the spent fuel pool
to dry storage in 2020 and to complete the transfer of all fuel to the consolidated
ISFSI by mid-2022. In addition, the 17 casks that are currently stored on the existing
ISFSI pad will be relocated to the consolidated ISFSI facility. In total, 4,114 spent
fuel assemblies will be stored in 61 dry cask systems on the new consolidated ISFSI
pad. After the fuel transfer is completed, the pool will be drained and supporting
systems will be de-energized for the remainder of the dormancy period.

Costs in this phase total approximately $134.8 million and include: construction of
the consolidated ISFSI facility (including the new storage pad, other ISFSI
infrastructure, and related security modifications), 44 additional dry cask systems,
and transferring fuel from the spent fuel pool to the ISFSI.

3. Dormancy with Dry Fuel Storage

During this phase, the spent fuel will remain stored on the ISFSI until DOE accepts
the fuel and removes it from the site. As discussed above and in the DCE
(Reference 6, Attachment 1), for planning purposes, the SFMP assumes that DOE
will begin removing fuel from PNPS in 2030 and will complete the removal of all
spent fuel from the site in 2062, according to the schedule set forth in Table 2 below.

During this phase, programs and procedures required to support safe operation of
the ISFSI will be maintained in accordance with applicable requirements. Equipment
maintenance, monitoring, and inspection will be performed as necessary. PNPS will
also maintain a 24-hour security force, which will safeguard the spent fuel for as long
as it remains on site. A security barrier, sensors, alarms, and other surveillance
equipment will be maintained as required to provide security for the spent fuel. The
estimated average annual cost to operate the ISFSI during this phase is
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approximately $5 million, which reflects the portion of the total site caretaking costs
that is allocated to the Spent Fuel Management cost category.

Late in the dormancy period, additional activities will include transferring the spent
fuel from the ISFSI to the DOE. The estimated cost for the eventual transfer of the
MPCs to a DOE-provided transport vehicle for off-site disposal is approximately
$10.5 million.®

The total estimated spent fuel management cost associated with this phase is
approximately $191.6 million.

Table 2 - Spent Fuel Management Schedule
(Fuel Assembly Totals by Location)

Pool ISFSI DOE

Year |Inventory | Inventory |Acceptance
2018 2,378 1,156

2019 2,958 1,156

2020 2,958 1,156

2021 2,958 1,156

2022 0 4,114

2023 4,114

2024 4,114

2025 4,114

2026 4,114

2027 4,114

2028 4,114

2029 4,114

2030 4,094 20
2031 3,962 132
2032 3,534 428
2033 3,534 0
2034 3,442 92

As noted in the DCE (Reference 6, Attachment 1), DOE has breached its obligations to remove fuel
from reactor sites on the contracted schedule, and has also failed to provide plant owners with
information about how it will ultimately perform and fulfill its obligation. DOE officials have stated that
DOE does not have an obligation to accept already-canistered fuel without an amendment to the
Standard Contract, but DOE has not explained what costs any such amendment would involve.
Consequently, the plant owner has no information or expectations on how DOE will remove fuel from
the site in the future. In the absence of information about how DOE will specifically deal with already-
canistered fuel, and for purposes of the DCE only, the PNPS DCE assumes that there will be no
additional costs associated with DOE’s acceptance of such fuel, as such fuel will be contained in
MPCs developed to be suitable for storage, transport and permanent disposal. If this assumption is
incorrect, it is assumed that DOE will have liability for costs incurred to transfer the fuel to DOE-
supplied containers, and to dispose of existing containers.
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Table 2 - Spent Fuel Management Schedule (continued)
(Fuel Assembly Totals by Location)

Year Pool ISFSI DOE

Inventory Inventory | Acceptance
2035 3,210 232
2036 2,986 224
2037 2,986 0
2038 2,794 192
2039 2,794 0
2040 2,794 0
2041 2,626 168
2042 2,486 140
2043 2,350 136
2044 2,350 0
2045 2,144 206
2046 2,128 16
2047 1,984 144
2048 1,840 144
2049 1,676 164
2050 1,676 0
2051 1,516 160
2052 1,356 160
2053 1,356 0
2054 1,200 156
2055 1,048 152
2056 1,048 0
2057 896 152
2058 896 0
2059 752 144
2060 580 172
2061 580 0
2062 0 580
Total 4114

II. ISESI Decommissioning

The ISFSI pads and facilities will be decommissioned at the time of plant
decommissioning or after DOE has removed all spent fuel from the site. The bases and
assumptions used to formulate the cost estimate are discussed in the DCE (Reference
6, Attachment 1). As detailed in Appendix D to the DCE, the estimated cost to
decommission the ISFSI is approximately $9.4 million (assuming a 25% contingency).
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V.

Funding Demonstration for License Termination and Spent Fuel Management
Operations Costs

As shown in the DCE (Reference 6, Attachment 1), the projected total cost to
decommission PNPS, after an extended period of safe storage, is estimated at $1.66
billion (in 2018 dollars). This amount includes estimated costs associated with license
termination ($1.19 billion), spent fuel management ($420.25 million), and site restoration
($53.01 million) activities.

As of October 31, 2018, the PNPS decommissioning trust fund balance was
$1,051,722,466. Tables 3.2a and 3.2b of the DCE (Reference 6, Attachment 1) set forth
the estimated annual expenditures for license termination and spent fuel management,
respectively. For convenience, those tables are reproduced below as Tables 3 and 4.
This annual expenditure information is used in the cash flow analysis in Table 5 below.*
The cash flow analysis demonstrates that the PNPS trust fund is sufficiently funded for
all license termination, spent fuel management, and site restoration activities.

Thus, considering the fund balance of $1.05 billion (as of October 31, 2018) and
projected fund earnings during the SAFSTOR period (assuming an annual 2% growth
rate), the trust fund is expected to have an excess of approximately $152.87 million over
the estimated license termination, spent fuel management costs, and site restoration
costs.

4

The same cash flow analysis table is reproduced as Table 4 of ENOI's November 16, 2018 Request
for Exemption from 10 CFR 50.82(a)(8)(i)(A) (Reference 7).
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Table 3 - License Termination Expenditures

(thousands, 2018 dollars)

Equip. & Waste

Year Labor Materials Energy Disposal Other Total

2018 0 0 0 0 19,142 19,142
2019 45,256 1,040 1,409 276 52,043 100,024
2020 22,178 1,040 1,572 539 36,245 61,574
2021 13,526 454 1,157 323 30,572 46,032
2022 13,526 454 1,157 323 28,339 43,799
2023 2,276 130 524 7 11,579 14,516
2024 2,282 130 525 7 3,953 6,897
2025 2,276 130 524 7 3,322 6,259
2026 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2027 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2028 2,282 130 525 7 2,953 5,897
2029 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2030 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2031 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2032 2,282 130 525 7 2,953 5,897
2033 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2034 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2035 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2036 2,282 130 525 7 2,953 5,897
2037 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2038 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2039 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2040 2,282 130 525 7 2,953 5,897
2041 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2042 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2043 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2044 2,282 130 525 7 2,953 5,897
2045 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2046 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2047 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2048 2,282 130 525 7 2,953 5,897
2049 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2050 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2051 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2052 2,282 130 525 7 2,953 5,897
2053 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2054 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2055 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2056 2,282 130 525 7 2,953 5,897
2057 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2058 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
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Table 3 - License Termination Expenditures (continued)

(thousands, 2018 dollars)

Equip. & Waste

Year Labor Materials Energy Disposal Other Total

2059 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2060 2,282 130 525 7 2,953 5,897
2061 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2062 2,276 130 524 7 2,947 5,884
2063 1,663 298 216 6 2,514 4,697
2064 1,668 298 217 6 2,521 4,710
2065 1,663 298 216 6 2,514 4,697
2066 1,663 298 216 6 2,514 4,697
2067 1,663 298 216 6 2,514 4,697
2068 1,668 298 217 6 2,521 4,710
2069 1,663 298 216 6 2,514 4,697
2070 1,663 298 216 6 2,514 4,697
2071 1,663 298 216 6 2,514 4,697
2072 1,668 298 217 6 2,521 4,710
2073 22,411 1,183 1,324 21 3,694 28,634
2074 38,252 8,293 2,154 5,384 7,668 61,751
2075 47,682 24,256 2,053 68,469 17,586 160,046
2076 63,341 15,092 1,775 41,144 16,992 138,344
2077 66,082 10,159 1,621 26,451 16,606 120,920
2078 56,725 7,373 1,230 17,765 13,112 96,205
2079 15,548 693 178 12 2,457 18,888
2080 137 0 0 0 0 137
Total 512,400 78,223 38,769 161,050 397,552 1,187,994
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Table 4 - Spent Fuel Management Expenditures

(thousands, 2018 dollars)

Equip. & Waste

Year Labor Materials Energy Disposal Other Total

2018 4,033 12,100 0 0 0 16,133
2019 11,838 35,513 0 0 12,665 60,016
2020 12,611 28,315 0 0 13,768 54,694
2021 12,272 24,230 0 0 12,396 48,898
2022 12,272 24,230 0 0 12,396 48,898
2023 4,188 0 0 0 8,694 12,882
2024 4,200 0 0 0 122 4,322
2025 4,188 0 0 0 122 4,310
2026 4,188 0 0 0 122 4,310
2027 4,188 0 0 0 122 4,310
2028 4,200 0 0 0 122 4,322
2029 4,188 0 0 0 122 4,310
2030 4,188 0 0 0 122 4,310
2031 4,274 259 0 0 122 4,655
2032 4,501 906 0 0 122 5,529
2033 4,188 0 0 0 122 4,310
2034 4,231 129 0 0 122 4,482
2035 4,361 518 0 0 122 5,000
2036 4,329 388 0 0 122 4,839
2037 4,188 0 0 0 122 4,310
2038 4,317 388 0 0 122 4,827
2039 4,188 0 0 0 122 4,310
2040 4,200 0 0 0 122 4,322
2041 4,317 388 0 0 122 4,827
2042 4,274 259 0 0 122 4,655
2043 4,274 259 0 0 122 4,655
2044 4,200 0 0 0 122 4,322
2045 4,317 388 0 0 122 4,827
2046 4,188 0 0 0 122 4,310
2047 4,274 259 0 0 122 4,655
2048 4,286 259 0 0 122 4,667
2049 4,317 388 0 0 122 4,827
2050 4,188 0 0 0 122 4,310
2051 4,274 259 0 0 122 4,655
2052 4,286 259 0 0 122 4,667
2053 4,188 0 0 0 122 4,310
2054 4,274 259 0 0 122 4,655
2055 4,274 259 0 0 122 4,655
2056 4,200 0 0 0 122 4,322
2057 4,274 259 0 0 122 4,655
2058 4,188 0 0 0 122 4,310
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Table 4 - Spent Fuel Management Expenditures (continued)
(thousands, 2018 dollars)

Year

Labor

Equip. &
Materials

Energy

Waste
Disposal

Other

Total
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Table 5 Definitions:

Column 1: 50.75 License Termination Cost

Reflects the total annual License Termination costs in 2018 dollars at a 0.0% escalation
rate

Column 2: 50.54 (bb) Spent Fuel Management Cost

Reflects the total annual Spent Fuel Management costs in 2018 dollars at a 0.0%
escalation rate

Column 3: Site Restoration Cost

Reflects the total annual Site Restoration costs in 2018 dollars at a 0.0% escalation rate
Column 4: Total Cost

Reflects the total annual License Termination costs plus total annual Spent Fuel

Management costs plus total annual Site Restoration costs, all in 2018 dollars at a 0.0%

escalation rate (Column 1 + Column 2 + Column 3)

Column 5: Beqinning of Year Trust Fund Balance

Reflects the beginning of year Trust Fund balance in 2018 dollars at a 0.0% escalation
rate and 2.0% Fund Earnings

Column 6: Withdraw

Reflects the annual expenditures from the Trust Fund in 2018 dollars at a 0.0%
escalation rate

Column 7: Contribute

Reflects the annual contributions to the Trust Fund in 2018 dollars at a 0.0% escalation
rate

Column 8: Balance for Earnings Calculation

Reflects the Trust Fund balance in 2018 dollars used to calculate the Trust Fund
Earnings (Column 5 — Column 6)

Column 9: Trust Fund Earnings

Reflects earnings on funds remaining in the Trust Fund. A 2.0% earnings rate is used
over a 0.0% cost escalation rate. The annual 2.0% earnings are calculated on the
balance after the annual expenditures are removed (Column 8 * 2.0%)

Column 10: Year Ending Trust Fund Balance

Reflects the end of year Trust Fund balance after all projected earnings are added and all
projected expenditures are deducted for year-end, specified at a 0.0% escalation rate
and 2.0% fund earnings in 2018 dollars (Column 5 — Column 6 + Column 9)
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V.

VI.

VII.

Requlatory Activities

The SFMP assumes withdrawals from the PNPS decommissioning trust fund for spent
fuel management. ENOI is making a separate submittal to request an exemption in
accordance with 10 CFR 50.12 from the requirements of 10 CFR 50.82(a)(8)(i)(A), which
if approved, would permit the use of decommissioning trust funds for spent fuel
management and site restoration expenses (Reference 7). The availability of
decommissioning funding sources will be periodically revisited to ensure that
withdrawals from the fund do not inhibit the ability to complete license termination and
spent fuel management activities.

In addition, in accordance with 10 CFR 50.82(a)(8)(vii), ENOI will submit a report on the
status of spent fuel management funding by March 31 of each year. The report will
include, current through the end of the previous calendar year, the amount of funds
accumulated to cover the cost of managing spent fuel, the projected cost of managing
spent fuel until it is transferred to DOE, and if the funds accumulated do not cover the
projected cost, a plan to provide additional funding assurance using one of the methods
allowed by NRC regulations.

Summary

The spent fuel management activities described in this Updated SFMP must be
performed in conjunction with license termination activities. The annual cash flow
analysis provided in Table 5 demonstrates that the PNPS decommissioning trust fund
with projected earnings is sufficient to cover the estimated license termination and spent
fuel management costs.
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Chairman Macfarlane’s Comments on SECY-14-0072
“Proposed Rule: Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel”

Introduction

| approve publishing the rule for the Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel, subject to the
following comments and edits to the Federal Register Notice (FRN) and the final Generic
Environmental Impact Statement for continued storage of spent nuclear fuel (GEIS). | do not
approve publishing the GEIS without addressing the potential range of environmental impacts
for indefinite storage, with and without institutional controls.

Under consideration is a rulemaking regarding the environmental impacts of continued storage
of spent nuclear fuel beyond the licensed life of nuclear power reactor operations.” This is a
departure from a “Waste Confidence Decision” by the Commission, which historically included a
set of findings about the availability of a mined geologic repository and the safe management of
spent nuclear fuel in the interim. The staff has by contrast prepared the GEIS for Commission
consideration.? The GEIS addresses the environmental impacts of continued above ground
storage and provides a regulatory basis for completing this rulemaking. The GEIS also
documents the results of extensive engagement with the public on the matter and accounts for
the feedback we received.

An important backdrop to the Commission’s decision on this matter is how to make a
determination about the environmental impacts of on-site storage of spent nuclear fuel until a
repository is sited and constructed at an unknown time in the future — while not inadvertently
enabling the continued postponement of efforts to secure a geologic disposal solution. In
essence, the GEIS concludes that unavoidable adverse environmental impacts are “small” for
short-term, long-term, and indefinite time frames for storage of spent nuclear fuel. The
proverbial “elephant in the room” is this: if the environmental impacts of storing waste
indefinitely on the surface are essentially small, then is it necessary to have a deep geologic
disposal option?

Deep geologic disposal is necessary. A majority of the public, industry, academia, and
regulators agree on the need for geologic storage. Their reasoning is based on a number of
factors: intergenerational equity, safety risks posed by unmonitored spent fuel, the high costs of
indefinite storage, and the potential security and proliferation risks posed by lower activity spent
fuel. However, siting and operating a repository is challenging, politically and technically. |
believe it is essential to account for the broader context of national policy related to the
management and disposition of spent nuclear fuel. In short, the U.S. government has yet to
meet its own long-established responsibility to site a repository for the permanent disposal of
spent nuclear fuel, contrary to the hopes expressed in previous Waste Confidence decisions. |
want to ensure that the NRC, through its own policymaking, does not tip the balance in the
direction of avoiding this necessary task.

! This rule is not applicable to the assessment of environmental impacts of spent fuel storage that occur during a
reactor’s licensed life for operation.

The requirement to complete an environmental impact statement for major federal actions was established by the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to promote informed decision-making by federal agencies and to ensure
that information about potential environmental impacts of a pending federal action are available to both agency
leadership and the public.



Therefore, my vote last year on the draft “Waste Confidence” rule continues to underpin my
review of this final rule.®> | am pleased that staff has addressed my belief that the Commission
should not make a finding regarding the feasibility of repository availability as Commission
policy. Staff is instead recommending that the Commission remove “waste confidence” from the
lexicon and not include findings regarding repository availability in the final rule. | also objected
to the assumption that institutional controls, the ability of the state to assure the safety and
security of spent fuel, would continue indefinitely. | appreciate the staff's expanded discussion
on institutional controls in Appendix B.3.4 of the GEIS, including the potential environmental
impacts of both a temporary and a permanent loss of control. | still believe, however, that the
GEIS needs to fully analyze the potential range of environmental impacts for indefinite storage,
with and without institutional controls.

Lastly, | compliment our technical and legal staff for their work to complete this complex task on
schedule. The Commission’s charge to the staff demanded broad-based engagement with the
public and extensive internal debate and deliberation. | am particularly appreciative of the
staff’'s openness to consider the range of perspectives offered by the public and the
Commission during this undertaking.

Repository Availability and Safe Storage

Consistent with my previous vote, | support the approach to discontinue a Commission policy
decision on predicting the timing of a repository. The Commission’s original policy was that it
“would not continue to license reactors if it did not have reasonable confidence that wastes can
and will be in ‘due course’ be disposed of safely.” The resultant Waste Confidence Decision
had historically been a set of five generic findings that consisted of two key ingredients: (1)
affirmation that spent fuel can be safely stored for a certain period of time, and (2) affirmation
that a repository to permanently dispose the spent fuel would be available within that timeframe.
The first ingredient has been proven true thus far with experience. The second has not.* The
timing of a repository is based on policy decisions and societal factors that are beyond the
authority and control of the Commission.

Given the current progress being made in some countries and the U.S. experience with — and
lessons learned from the operation of — the Waste Isolation Pilot Project, | have reasonable
confidence that a deep geologic repository can be designed, authorized, constructed, and
opened to accept waste for permanent disposal.> But there is not convincing evidence that a
repository will be available in a “due course” of time given the nation’s legislative and executive
branch policy impasse. | will have confidence in the timing when a renewed national consensus
emerges on a repository for spent nuclear fuel. In this context, however, | do not agree with
certain supporting statements in the FRN and GEIS that seem to subtly affirm Commission
conclusions that a repository will be available in the near-term (presumably by the middle of this
century) as the “most likely scenario.” These statements may be viewed as Commission policy
and have no significant bearing on the environmental impact findings in the GEIS.® Therefore,

3 Chairman Macfarlane's Comments on SECY-13-0061, "Proposed Rule: Waste Confidence - Continued Storage of
Spent Nuclear Fuel," July 12, 2013. Available at http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1321/ML13217A261.pdf

* The original Waste Confidence Decision (1984), which set precedent on the structure of the Commission’s
approach, had determined that a repository would be available by 2009.

® Sweden, Finland, and France have selected repository sites already and Canada is making significant progress.
Cltis important to note that both the plans of the current Administration to establish a repository by 2048, and the
plans of the previous Administration to license and operate Yucca Mountain, would continue to be dependent on



the staff should revise statements in the GEIS and FRN to characterize repository availability in
the near-term as “one reasonable scenario” rather than the “most likely scenario.”

Institutional Controls During Indefinite Storage

Again, consistent with my previous vote, | do not fully approve the final GEIS without a formal
analysis of indefinite storage to fully address a loss of institutional controls as one scenario.
While | acknowledge that NEPA does not require consideration of worst case scenarios, | find
that this is a unique and unprecedented review: the task of examining the impacts of indefinitely
storing spent fuel on the surface without a repository — which would require millennia of active
human oversight. Other power industries (e.g., coal or gas) may not be required to predict and
disclose the indefinite impacts of their waste products (e.g., carbon pollution, heavy metals in
coal ash) with the same rigor as considered here in this GEIS.” But we must.

Based on comments received on the draft GEIS, the staff has provided a discussion of the loss
of institutional controls (see Appendix B.3.4). The staff recognizes some relevant analyses and
literature, including the environmental impact statement for Yucca Mountain that analyzes
environmental consequences of a storage alternative assuming loss of institutional controls.?
The staff also notes the difficulty in reasonably foreseeing loss of institutional control scenarios
and in predicting future consequences. The staff maintains that the most reasonably
foreseeable assumption is that institutional controls will continue indefinitely, claiming in part
that it would be illogical for any government to abandon the storage facilities given the
significant hazards posed by spent fuel. Nonetheless, the staff concludes that a temporary loss
of control would have impacts similar to spent fuel storage accidents and that a permanent loss
of institutional controls would be a “catastrophe to the environment.” These impacts “across
nearly all resource areas would be clearly noticeable and destabilizing to the environment.”

In its remand, the Court “focused on the effects of failure to secure permanent storage.” "°
Current institutional controls have already stalled in the U.S., in the sense that permanent
disposal of spent fuel in a deep geologic repository is in itself a primary institutional control that
was designated by Congress to permanently isolate long-lived radionuclides from the
environment and human population. The court’s remand was based on the federal
government’s failure thus far to implement the primary institutional control of permanent

approvals and long-term commitment from future Congresses and Administrations (e.g., authorizations,
appropriations).

" The staff in fact may need to consider indefinite or irreversible impacts of these technologies when implementing the
GEIS and comparing alternate power replacement sources in site-specific EIS for reactors.

8 us. Department of Energy, “Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the
Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada.” DOE
EIS-0250F-S1, Office Civilian Radioactive Waste Management, Las Vegas, Nevada, 2008.

National Academy of Sciences “Technical Bases for Yucca Mountain Standards,” National Academy of Sciences /
National Research Council of Board on Radioactive Waste Management, Committee on the Remediation of Buried
and Tank Waste, National Academy Press, Washington, D.C., 1995.

National Academy of Sciences, “Long-Term Institutional Management of the U.S. Department of Energy Legacy
Waste Sites,” National Academy of Sciences/National Research Council of Board on Radioactive Waste
Management, Committee on the Remediation of Buried and Tank Waste, National Academy Press, Washington,
D.C., 2000

o “Clearly noticeable and destabilizing” impacts are associated with LARGE environmental impacts as defined in
Section 1.8.5 of the GEIS.

" New York v. NRC, 681, F.3d 471, 479 (D.C. Cir. 2012).



isolation. On this basis alone it is reasonable to question whether political and societal
willingness to maintain obvious institutional controls will continue forever. Obijectively, there are
significant uncertainties such as (1) the lack of experience in repeatedly repackaging spent fuel
into new storage devices over time, (2) the lack of a guarantee that responsible parties would
pay for the costs of repackaging over time, and (3) unforeseen events in our natural
environment and society. These all pose challenges to the assumption that indefinite
institutional controls is the only scenario to consider in the resource impact assessments of the
GEIS.

In my view, a thorough and complete analysis would have refined and expanded the
assumptions made in the DOE analysis and analyzed the impact of radionuclides on the local
environment that would occur if the barriers maintained by institutional controls failed." |
believe the agency should present a complete analysis of indefinite storage, including the full
range of potential impacts from the worst case scenario. | disagree in part with the staff's views
about the difficulty of quantitatively measuring impact, and believe it is relatively straightforward
to calculate bounding impacts of indefinite storage. There is no need, however, to hypothesize
which institutions will exist hundreds of years from now, or imagine what a future society would
be like. | agree with staff that these are impossible tasks. We should only put forward what we
can know with some certainty: if the casks containing the spent fuel and the fuel cladding were
to fail, we can still calculate the concentrations of radionuclides at a given time. We can then
qualitatively argue, underpinned by this factual analysis, that the impacts on the environment,
surrounding soils, air, surface and ground waters would be LARGE.

| therefore maintain the position that the staff should fully evaluate the potential range of
environmental impacts for indefinite, no-repository storage under two scenarios — keeping and
losing institutional controls. Chapters 4 and 5 of the GEIS should be updated to systematically
examine indefinite storage in the major resource areas that would be affected by uncontrolled
releases from loss of institutional controls. Factually stating these impacts is transparent, stays
closest to using assumptions based on factual data, and best conveys the potential range of
environmental and societal consequences of generating spent nuclear fuel and failing to
dispose of it in a repository — regardless of how unthinkable, remote, or speculative it may
deemed to be today.

Spent Fuel Management Funds and Storage Costs (An Institutional Control Issue)

In the GEIS, the staff estimate that costs for activities related to onsite spent fuel storage,
away-from reactor storage, periodic replacement of casks, and/or the use of dry transfer
systems could reach hundreds of millions to billions of (2014) dollars for each site during a
hundred-year lifetime (e.g., long-term scenario). They also note the Standard Contract of 10
CFR Part 961 requires the federal government to take title to and dispose of spent fuel,

and numerous successful lawsuits filed by licensees have resulted in payments from the
Judgment Fund for partial breaches of the Standard Contract.™

" An underlying assumption of the impacts in the GEIS is that as long as the spent fuel remains sealed and isolated
in a dry storage cask, there will be no significant exposures to the natural environment and humans that surround the
cask.

"2 The NRC staff acknowledges that, because of delays in the siting and licensing of a repository, the federal
government bears an increasing share of the financial responsibility for storage costs. Although the annual costs for
continued storage are manageable, cumulative costs will be large. The staff references a GAO report that indicates
that the federal government has estimated it will pay a total of approximately $20 billion in damage awards and



To ensure safety and security at spent fuel storage sites, NRC requires that licensees have
sufficient financial resources (e.g., revenue, trust funds) to maintain spent fuel management
operations. In the GEIS, the staff points to spent fuel management funding requirements as the
mechanism to ensure decommissioned licensees have these resources. This system and
processes suffice over the short term. The question remains as to how to assure funding over
the long-term and indefinite storage scenarios.

The business plan for nuclear power reactor licensees has been that the federal government
would assume ownership of spent fuel under the Standard Contract, and would cover any
additional costs. Decommissioned licensees will likely not have sufficient revenue to pay for the
reoccurring expenses such as repackaging of spent fuel, construction of dry transfer facilities,
and increased security needs assumed in the GEIS. As spent fuel ages, its radioactivity
decreases, and hence it loses its self-protecting qualities that increase vulnerability to theft. As
a result, security requirements for storage facilities will increase over time. It is only logical that
the federal government would have to step in at some point to directly finance indefinite storage;
or licensees would have to rely upon favorable judgments from the courts to reimburse them
indefinitely for continued storage costs. While funding near-term storage is not a crisis, the staff
should revise the GEIS and associated comments in Appendix D to reflect the genuine reality
that the U.S. government will have to pay for the long-term storage of spent fuel."

Site-specific Environmental Issues

The NRC received numerous public comments on the use of a generic analysis that would
represent the environmental impacts for each location in the U.S. where storage of commercial
spent nuclear fuel may continue. As discussed in question A5 of the Federal Register Notice
(FRN), the NRC staff determined that the impacts of continued storage will not vary significantly
across sites, despite variations in site-specific characteristics. Some commenters still
questioned whether the generic analysis can adequately account for site-specific conditions and
unique attributes surrounding each facility. Some commenters also expressed concern that the
GEIS would preclude a site-specific evaluation of spent fuel storage where they live. | am
receptive to some of these concerns, in particular, concerns that some power plant sites may
have unique resources, liabilities, or other characteristics, such as location in a marine or wet
environment, that influence environmental impacts. The staff assigns impact ranges to a few
areas, such as historic and cultural resources. In addition, staff points out that each future site-
specific storage application (in the continued storage phase) will have its own site-specific
environmental analysis.™ For purposes of this rulemaking, | believe a generic environmental
impact statement (with a full understanding of indefinite storage as discussed above) is the best
approach for establishing this rule. However, in implementing the GEIS findings into site-
specific environmental analyses, the staff should develop approaches and procedures that are
transparent to the public on how these impact ranges are considered for each specific site.

settlements by the year 2020 and $500 million per year after that, if DOE does not accept fuel by 2021 and spent fuel
continues to accumulate at reactor sites.

'3 This substantial financial burden again underscores the importance of considering scenarios that cover the range
of possibilities related to the impact of the loss of institutional controls over an indefinite timeframe.

" This could result in a conundrum if the licensee or NRC determines there is a significant safety or environmental
issue during operations or in a future licensing proceeding — because the spent fuel has already been generated and
exists at the site. Unlike reactor facilities, dry storage casks are passive systems that cannot immediately “cease
operating.” Dry storage casks must remain safe and secure until they are transferred to a regional storage or
disposal facility.



I am also concerned about generic statements in the GEIS that could imply that all current
reactor sites that enter the continued storage phase will be automatically subject to specific
licensing actions and have site-specific environmental reviews. Storage under a site-specific
license will result in a site-specific environmental review. However, the majority of current
reactor licensees store spent fuel under their general license and use storage casks that are
certified by NRC through rulemaking, based on generic NEPA assessments. These sites
therefore do not have site-specific NEPA analyses. The staff should revise the response to
question A10 of the FRN to clarify that appropriate site-specific NEPA analysis may not be
conducted for continued storage until the end of the short term storage timeframe for general
license storage.

Finally, | take note of the significant number of comments on spent fuel pool fire hazards. Some
commented that the spent fuel pool fire risk depends on site-specific factors and cannot be
assessed generically. Others disagree with the risk-based impact finding of SMALL, which
results from the low probability assigned to spent fuel pool loss of water and fire events." |
have previously commented on spent fuel fire risks in regard to the need for optimizing spent
fuel management at operating reactors with pools and dry cask storage.”® One key objective of
NEPA is full disclosure of potential environmental impacts so that decision makers can use this
knowledge to inform decisions. In this regard, | approve the record of discussion in the GEIS:
while deemed a very low probability, the potential consequences of a spent fuel fire could be
significant and destabilizing to the environment (see Appendix F of the GEIS).

Periodic Re-examination of the GEIS and Rule

The GEIS should not be a one-time exercise. The GEIS that supports this continued storage
rule contains a great level of specificity in its analyses and assumptions regarding long-term
storage. These assumptions are based on the best-available information today. The GEIS will
need to remain viable over the long-term. It underpins both the rule language in 10 CFR Part 51
and the way in which staff examines spent fuel storage impacts in site-specific NEPA reviews.
There is also a significant amount of public interest with valuable input on this matter. The staff
proposes that the Commission review the GEIS for possible revision when warranted by
significant events that may call into question the appropriateness of the rule.

For effectiveness, openness, and in the spirit of public participation in the NEPA process, a
periodic review of the GEIS is warranted. On a ten year periodic basis, the staff should examine
the GEIS, including: (1) the fundamental assumptions that underpin the impact findings for all
three storage scenarios, (2) changes in U.S. national policy or direction on long-term spent fuel

' NRC uses the terms SMALL, MODERATE, and LARGE to define the standard of significance in assessing
environmental issues. SMALL environmental effects are not detectable or are so minor that they will neither
destabilize nor noticeably alter an important attribute of the resource. MODERATE environmental effects are
sufficient to alter noticeably, but not to destabilize important attributes of the resource. LARGE environmental effects
are clearly noticeable and are sufficient to destabilize important attributes of the resource. For risk-based
determinations, such as analyses of spent fuel pool fires, the probability of occurrence and potential consequences
have been factored into the determination of significance.

'® See Chairman Macfarlane comments on COMSECY-13-0030, “Staff Evaluation and Recommendation for Japan
Lessons-Learned Tier 3 Issue on Expedited Transfer of Spent Fuel,” April 8, 2014. Key elements of managing spent
fuel fire risks is the thermal management of recently discharged fuel assemblies and reducing source terms in spent
fuel pools. In this regard, | believe the risks for spent fuel fires in a pool during the continued storage period is
generically lower than at operating plants. The decay heat significantly decreases after the first few years of reactor
shutdown, thus making thermal management factors less relevant.
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SAN ONOFRE
COMMUNITY

ENGAGEMENT
PANEL

Public comment?
Write to: nuccomm@songs.sce.com
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CEP and SCE welcome & opening comments

CEP general updates

. NRC NEIMA CAB meeting:

. CEP visit to Holtec International, Inc. in Camden, NJ
. 3Q CEP meeting questions and answers

SONGS decommissioning update

. Decommissioning plan
. Fuel transfer operations
. Environmental stewardship

Dismantlement & removal of plant structures
. Decommissioning general contractor/SONGS DecommissioningSolutions -
Radiological safety

Advancing Spent Fuel Removal from San Onofre
. Experts Team
. SONGS Strategic Plan update

Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board
* Mission and recent reports

Break

Public comment

Facilitated dialogue

SCE and CEP closing comments

David Victor
Doug Bauder

David Victor
David Victor
D. Victor, D. Stetson, J. Kern

Doug Bauder
Lou Bosch
Ron Pontes

Tom Dieter (SDS)
Bob Corbett (SDS)

Tom Isaacs (ET)

Phil Niedzielski-Eichner (NWT)
Brian Gutherman (NWT)

Joe Hezir (NWT)

Bret Leslie

Dan Stetson
Jerry Kern

Doug Bauder
David Victor

5:30 - 5:35 (5 min)

5:35 — 5:50 (15 min)

5:50 - 6:10 (20 min)

6:10 — 6:30 (20 min)

6:30 — 6:50 (20 mins)

6:50 — 6:55 (5 min)

6:55 — 7:05 (10 min)
7:05 - 8:05 (60 min)

8:05 — 8:25 (20 min)

8:25 — 8:30 (5 min)
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COMMUNITY
ENGAGEMENT
PANEL

Welcome and Opening
Comments

David Victor and Doug Bauder




SAN ONOFRE
COMMUNITY

ENGAGEMENT
PANEL

CEP General Community Updates

NRC NEIMA community advisory board meeting
 CEP Visit to Holtec International, Inc.

o 34 Quarter CEP Meeting Questions and Answers
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CEP Updates

David Victor, Dan Stetson & Jerry Kern

* NRC public meeting on community advisory board best
practices — Aug. 29, 2019 in San Juan Capistrano

* CEP leadership visit with Holtec — Sept. 17, 2019



3Q CEP Meeting Q&A

Dan Stetson & Jerry Kern

Answers to questions related to the following topics are available on songscommunity.com:

Nounkw

Information on double walled canisters assessed by SCE
Why the Holtec system was selected among the top three vendors
https://www.songscommunity.com/need-to-know/overview/sce-releases-

comprehensive-dry-storage-overview-paper

“Risk driven” inspections and reason for the number of canisters inspected
TN/NUHOMS canister inspections using robotics

Determine if there are any leaking canisters in U.S.

How much low level radiological waste is on site and expected to be shipped
Information on sea-level rise

https://www.songscommunity.com/internal redirect/cms.ipressroom.com.s3.amazona
ws.cc8)m/9333f/fiIes/201910/3Q%20CEP%20QA%20Document%20Rev.%203%20FINAL%ZO
11-18-19.p

NRC requirements on canister retrievability

https://www.songscommunity.com/internal redirect/cms.ipressroom.com.s3.amazona
ws.com/339/tiles/201910/201911180405/Canister%20UnloadingTraining%20Excercise
%20versus%20Retrievability%20Requirements.pdf

Write a white paper on Inspection & Maintenance and Aging Management Program for

CEP members and general audience and post it on the website
https://www.songscommunity.com/internal redirect/cms.ipressroom.com.s3.amazona
ws.com/339/tiles/201910/CEP%20White%20Paper%20Licensing%20Inspection%20and
%20Mlitigation%20for%20TN%20and%20Holtec%20Systems%2011%2012%2019.pdf
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https://www.songscommunity.com/need-to-know/overview/sce-releases-comprehensive-dry-storage-overview-paper
https://www.songscommunity.com/internal_redirect/cms.ipressroom.com.s3.amazonaws.com/339/files/201910/3Q CEP QA Document Rev. 3 FINAL 11-18-19.pdf
https://www.songscommunity.com/internal_redirect/cms.ipressroom.com.s3.amazonaws.com/339/files/201910/201911180405/Canister UnloadingTraining Excercise versus Retrievability Requirements.pdf
https://www.songscommunity.com/internal_redirect/cms.ipressroom.com.s3.amazonaws.com/339/files/201910/CEP White Paper Licensing Inspection and Mitigation for TN and Holtec Systems 11 12 19.pdf




Decommissioning Update Topics

* Decommissioning plan
* Fuel Transfer Operations Update

* Environmental Stewardship
— Permitting
— Radiation monitoring and reporting

— Environmental monitoring — public notifications



Decommissioning Plan

SONGS Decommissioning Plan

[2014]2015]2016]2017[2018] 2019 [2020] ... [2025] 2026 [ 2027]2028]2029]2030]2031[2032]2033]2034]2035] ... [2040] ... [2045]2046]2047[2048[2049]2050] 2051
I I

Pre-Decommissioning Work

Fuel in Wet & Dry Storage

|
|
|
|
|
CEQA Review :
1

Major Decommissioning Work

All Fuel in Dry Storage

Transfer Fuel Offsite
(Actual Timing Pending Offsite Storage Facility)

1
I
I
I
:
|
|
|
1
|
|

Substructure Removal &
Site Restoration

Complete Transfer of Fuel

from Wet to Dry Storage m
1

ISFSI-only NRC NRC Partial Site - Future milestones are tentative Terminate NRC
Requirements Release License
Implemented

10
SUBJECT TO SONGS DECOMMISSIONING AGREEMENT, SECTION 19.3






Decommissioning Principles

Safety
Stewardship
Engagement

For more information on SONGS visit
www.SONGScommunity.com



http://www.songscommunity.com/

Tracking Fuel Movement

40 downloaded to date
forecast complete mid-2020
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Pool To Pad Transfer
Summary

Continued focus on Safety
Low threshold for use of Corrective Action Program
Early identification of issues and prompt resolution

Schedule pressure not an issue
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Challenges

Shield cone

Vertical Cask Transporter (VCT) diesel
exhaust fumes

Vertical Cask Transporter (VCT) tower
height sensor cable failed

Unit 2 cask crane speed sensor broken bolt
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Status Summary
No serious safety or human performance issues
Continued good teamwork
Healthy and effective relationship between Holtec and SCE

Continuous improvement actions are in process

— Procedure revisions to improve clarity

16






Permitting: California
Environmental Quality Act

Two permits required to start dismantlement and removal of plant structures

MILESTONE TIMING

Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and lease Approved
certified by CSLC at public meeting March 21, 2019
Coastal Development Permit (CDP) application for Approved
onshore work approved by CCC at public meeting October 17, 2019

Offshore work on intake and discharge conduits requires a CDP from CCC with a
public meeting anticipated by mid-2021 .



Dry Cask Storage
Radiation Monitoring System

» Radiation monitoring:

— Added in response to public interest;
SCE exceeds NRC requirements

— ISFSI radiation data to be streamed
to offsite agencies

— Monthly public reports published by
CA Department of Public Health,
Radiologic Health Branch

— System will be in service before
dismantlement of the plant begins

— System installation and testing
underway
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Liquid Batch Radiological
Releases

 Liquid batch radiological releases

— Effluents processed and cleaned to ensure safety to people,
marine life, and the environment

— Releases performed since start of Unit 1 operations

— Performed in accordance with NRC license and regulations
(none require advance notice due to low, safe levels)

— All releases monitored, measured and reported annually to the
NRC (reports are available to the public at the NRC website)

— Significantly reduced following shutdown of Unit 1 in 1992 and
shutdown of Units 2 and 3 in 2013

20



Reporting Future
Liquid Batch Releases

* SCE will notify the public 48 hours prior to release via
the website

* Information will include
v'Estimated volume
v'Estimated duration
v'Radiological characterization

21



Radiological Environmental
Monitoring

To ensure health & safety of the public and environment,
SCE conducts year-round radiological monitoring including:

— Ocean water

— Saill

— Kelp

— Beach sand sediment

— Non-migratory fish species surrounding the plant

Environmental monitoring results will be posted to
www.SONGScommunity.com

Batch release is anticipated in mid-December 2019
Additional batch releases planned during 1Q 2020
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SONGS Decontamination and Dismantlement

Thomas J. Dieter

Executive Sponsor

SONGS DecommissioningSolutions
(SDS)

25
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Thomas J. Dieter

Executive Sponsor, SONGS DecommissioningSolutions (SDS)

Confidential and Proprietary
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Vice President and Project Manager
Rocky Flats Closure Project

Confidential and Proprietary



ZION Decommissioning SDS Partner
EnergySolutions

Zion Nuclear Station

Sept 2019
Zion Nuclear Station
Sept 2010
Current Status Projected Original
Demo Complete Finish Planned
D&D Start Date Oct 2019 Early 2020 Completion
Oct 2010

I I I [Dec 2020]

Confidential and Proprietary



San Onofre Decommissioning Project
Delivers

Confidential and Proprietary



Decommissioning Video

* SDS video of San Onofre plant dismantlement

Confidential and Proprietary



Delivers




Bob Corbett

Radiation Protection Manager, SONGS DecommissioningSolutions (SDS)

Confidential and Proprietary



Radiological Safety During Decommissioning

* #1 Priority: Ensure radiological safety for both site workers and public

— Employ fully trained and qualified staff

— Maintain control of radioactive material (keep it where it belongs)

* Verification methods include: surveys, sampling, and monitoring

— Site condition will meet or exceed federal standards when complete

Confidential and Proprietary






A Unique Effort to Relocate Spent
Nuclear Fuel Offsite

« A utility exploring alternatives for removing spent nuclear fuel from a
commercial nuclear plant is unique in the U.S.

« A Strategic Plan will consider a range of alternatives for offsite
storage/disposal and recommend actions that SCE can take to:
— advance viable solutions for relocating spent fuel off-site,
— be ready to transport once a site becomes available, and
— advance policy and regulations to promote off-site storage/disposal
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SONGS Experts Team is Providing
Guidance and Peer Review

Tom Isaacs (Chairman) Siting and licensing

Kris Cummings Nuclear engineering

Gary Lanthrum Transportation

Allison Macfarlane Siting and licensing

Rick Moore Transportation

Dr. Josie Piccone Radiation monitoring and detection

* Roles and activities of Experts Team
— Helped select consultant North Wind Team to develop Strategic Plan
— Providing ongoing guidance and peer review on Strategic Plan
— Assisting in the selection of the consultant to develop a Conceptual Transportation Plan
— Will provide guidance and peer review on Conceptual Transportation Plan
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STRATEGIC PLAN FOR SONGS SPENT
FUEL REMOVAL

Today’s North Wind Team Members:

* Phil Niedzielski-Eichner | Team Director
e Brian Gutherman | Regulatory Lead
* Joe Hezir | Legislative and Policy Lead



An Old Problem
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Seeking a SONGS Solution

* Develop a strategy to relocate the SONGS spent fuel
to an offsite storage or disposal facility

— Conduct economic, regulatory, logistical, legal and
statutory analysis of a range of alternatives

— Examine potential sources of funding
— |dentify actions required to implement viable solutions
— Solicits local, regional and national stakeholder input

* Identify actions that will enhance SCE’s readiness to
ship spent fuel offsite



TALENT WORKING ON THE SOLUTION

North Wind Team Member Role and Subject Matter Expertise

Phillip Niedzielski-Eichner Team Director, Policy and Legal Analysis

Elizabeth Helvey Project Manager, Transportation Stakeholder Engagement
Ernest Moniz Senior Advisor | Former Secretary of Energy

Tom Hassenboehler Senior Advisor | Former Congressional Staff Director
Steven Croley Policy and Legal Analysis

Brian Gutherman Regulatory, Cask Loading and Operations

Joseph Hezir Strategic Planning and Options Analysis

Jeanette Pablo Legal Advisor

Joseph Rivers Environmental Analysis

Timothy Runyon Transportation Operations and Regulatory Analysis
Marika Tatsutani Writer and Editor

James Voss Engineering and Operations

Mary Woollen Stakeholder Engagement
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Analyze the Alternatives
Brian Gutherman

SONGS Transportation Receiving
Site . Site
(Possession?) DOE/Prlvate (Location?)
(Title Transfer?) (Modes?) (Possession?)

(Title Transfer?)

SCE DOE/Private
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Tackle Hard Questions

* SONGS Site

— When and under what conditions does possession and title transfer of
the spent fuel occur?

— What does SCE need to do to prepare for transportation?
— What are the national implications of SONGS actions?

* Transportation
— If not DOE, who is the shipper?
— How would a private shipping model work (e.g., licensing, insurance)
— What transportation modes are available and feasible?
— Strategic Plan content | Conceptual Transportation Plan content
* Receiving Site
— Federal or private facility?
— Timeframe for licensing, construction, operation?
— Commerical arrangements



Legislative & Funding Challenges
Joe Hezir

e Legislative

— McNerney/Shimkus (House)

— Levin (House)

— Murkowski/Alexander/Feinstein (Senate)
* Funding

— Congressional Appropriation

— Nuclear Waste Fund

— Judgment Fund

— Private Investment
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The Schedule

e Commenced work June 2019
* Publish Strategic Plan in December 2020



Stay Involved

Continue to follow national efforts and
understand historical barriers to success

Track progress at [website address]
Submit comments to [website address]
Attend CEP meetings for progress reports
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Board Mission

 The U.S. Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board
(Board) was established by Congress as an
Independent federal agency in the 1987 amendments to
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act

 The Board evaluates the “technical and scientific
validity” of U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Nuclear
Waste Policy Act-related activities, wherever in DOE the
activities are undertaken, including

» Activities relating to packaging or transportation of spent
nuclear fuel (SNF) and high-level radioactive waste (HLW)

» Site characterization, design, and development of facilities for
disposing of SNF or HLW

NWTR B e
U.S. Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board www.nwirb.gov 5
November 21, 2019
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Board Report on Transportation (cont.)

* The Board did not suggest that repackaging of most
SNF in dry-storage would be required prior to removal
from nuclear power plant sites

* The report also includes discussion of DOE analysis of
transportation of SNF away from the nuclear power
plant sites in the existing casks and canisters

* The Board recommended that, for planning purposes,
DOE should allow for a minimum of a decade to
develop new cask and canister designs for SNF and
HLW storage and transportation

U.S. Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board www nwirb.gov 7
November 21, 2019



SAN ONOFRE

COMMUNITY
ENGAGEMENT

PANEL

BREAK

Information Booths Available
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SAN ONOFRE
COMMUNITY

ENGAGEMENT
PANEL

-
Public Comment

Submit written comments to:
huccomm@songs.sce.com




CLOSING COMMENTS

DAVID VICTOR AND DOUG BAUDER



2020 CEP Meetings

Planned Focus Topics *Timing

SONGS Strategic Plan for Removing Spent and
Dismantlement

11-21-19

1Q CEP Meeting Feb. 27, 2020
Dry Cask Storage Design, Potential Events, & Remedies Mar. 26, 2020
2Q CEP Meeting May 28, 2020
3Q CEP Meeting Aug. 20, 2020
4Q CEP Meeting Nov. 19, 2020

* Topics to be determined

Subject to Change
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Acronyms

AMP
Ca&D
CAP
ccc
CDP
CEC
CEP
CEQA
Cls
CIsCC
CPUC
CSLC
D&D
LA
DCE
DDT
DGC
DID
DOD
DOE
DON
DSAR
DsC
D-SEIS
D-SER
DTF
EIR
EP
EPRI
FIER
FTO
GEIS

H-PORT
HI-TRAC

Aging Management Program

Cold & Dark

Corrective Action Program

California Coastal Commission

Coastal Development Permit

Cavity Enclosure Container

Community Engagement Panel

California Environmental Quality Act

Consolidated Interim Storage

Chloride-Induced Stress Corrosion Cracking
California Public Utilities Commission

California State Lands Commission
Decontamination & Dismantlement
Decommissioning Agreement; Decommissioning Agent
Decommissioning Cost Estimate
Decommissioning & Dismantlement Team
Decommissioning General Contractor
Defense-in-Depth

Department of Defense

Department of Energy

Department of Navy

Defueled Safety Analysis Report (replaces FSAR)
Dry Storage Canister

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Draft Safety Evaluation Report

Decommissioning Trust Fund

Environmental Impact Report

Emergency Plan

Electric Power Research Institute

Final Environmental Impact Report

Fuel Transfer Operations
Generic Environmental Impact Statement

Holtec International — (Engineered Low Profile) Transporter

Holtec International — Transfer Cask

IFMP
ISFS
LAR
LOED
MAPS
MARSSIM
MOU
NAHC
NDCTP
NDE
NDTF
NEI
NEPA
NGS
NOP
NPP
NRC
oc
PDEP
PDTS
PSDAR
Q8A
REIR
SCE
sD
SDG&E
sDS
SFP
SFPI
sLC
SLR
SONGS
TBA
veT
ZCAP

Irradiated Fuel Management Plan

Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation
License Amendment Request

Large Organism Exclusion Device

Managing Aging Programs in Storage
Multi-Agency Radiation Survey Site & Investigation Manual
Memorandum of Understanding

Native American Heritage Commission
Nuclear Decommissioning Cost Triennial Proceeding
Non Destructive Examination

Muclear Decommissioning Trust Fund

Nuclear Energy Institute

National Environmental Policy Act

Nuclear Generating Station

Motice of Preparation

Nuclear Power Plant

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Orange County

Permanently Defueled Emergency Plan
Permanently Defueled Technical Specifications
Post-Shutdown Decommissioning Activities Report
Questions & Answers

Request for Environmental Impact Review
Southern California Edison

San Diego

San Diego Gas & Electric

SONGS Decommissioning Solutions

Spent Fuel Pool

Spent Fuel Pool Island

State Lands Commission (CA)

Sea Level Rise

San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station

To Be Announced

Vertical Canister Transporter

Zion Community Advisor Panel
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Used Fuel
Readiness for Transportation

« Some fuel qualified for transport now
* Remaining fuel qualifies over time

Y
Units 2/3 ~—1
AREVA NUHOMS 24PT4 33 33
Y

T T
Unit 1 ~—1 D
AREVA NUHOMS 24PT1 2 1 5 17
N N
T
HOLTEC MPC-37
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ADVICE LETTER (AL) SUSPENSION NOTICE
ENERGY DIVISION

Utility Name: Southern California Edison Date Utility Notified: December 24, 2019
Utility Number/Type: U 338-E [X] Emailed to: Darrah.Morgan@sce.com,
Advice Letter Number(s) 4122-E AdviceTariffManager @sce.com

Date AL(s) Filed) December 4, 2019 ED Staff Contact: David Zizmor

Utility Contact Person: Dara Morgan ED Staff Email: David.Zizmor@cpuc.ca.gov
Utility Phone No.: 626-302-2086 ED Staff Phone No.: 415-703-1575

[ X] INITIAL SUSPENSION (up to 120 DAY S from the expiration of theinitial review period)

Thisisto notify that the above-indicated AL is suspended for up to 120 days beginning

January 6, 2020 for the following reason(s) below. If the AL requires a Commission resolution and the
Commission’s deliberation on the resolution prepared by Energy Division extends beyond the
expiration of theinitial suspension period, the advice letter will be automatically suspended for up to
180 days beyond the initial suspension period.

[ 1 A Commission Resolution is Required to Dispose of the Advice Letter

[ ] Advice Letter Requests a Commission Order

[X] Advice Letter Requires Staff Review

The expected duration of initial suspension period is 120 days

[] FURTHER SUSPENSION (up to 180 DAY S beyond initial suspension period)

The AL requires a Commission resolution and the Commission’s deliberation on the resolution
prepared by Energy Division has extended beyond the expiration of the initial suspension period. The
advice letter is suspended for up to 180 days beyond the initial suspension period.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact David Zizmor at
David.Zizmor@cpuc.ca.gov.

CC:
EDTariffUnit

* Note: reference — Decision D.02-02-049, dated February 21, 2002, and Rule 7.5 in appendix A of D.O7-01-024



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

E D I S O N Gary A. Stern, Ph.D.

Managing Director, State Regulatory Operations
An EDISON INTERNATIONAL Company

PUBLIC VERSION

December 4, 2019

ADVICE 4122-E
(U 338-E)

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
ENERGY DIVISION

SUBJECT: Request for Authorization of Disbursements from the
Decommissioning Master Trusts for 2020 San Onofre Nuclear
Generating Station (SONGS) 2&3 Forecasted
Decommissioning Costs

l. PURPOSE AND INTRODUCTION

Southern California Edison Company (SCE) respectfully submits this Tier 2 advice letter
(AL) requesting that the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) authorize
disbursements of $405.5 million1 (SCE share, 2020 $) from the San Onofre Nuclear
Generating Station Unit Nos. 2&3 (SONGS 2&3) nuclear decommissioning trusts
(NDTs) for SCE’s share of 2020 SONGS 2&3 forecasted decommissioning costs.2

SCE does not seek in this AL any rate increase or additional funding for the NDTs. The
trusts have accumulated funds for more than 30 years, funded by SCE customers
pursuant to the Nuclear Facilities Decommissioning Act of 1985 (Decommissioning
Act).3 Accordingly, SCE seeks to pay for SONGS 2&3 decommissioning expenses by
utilizing the NDTs for their intended purposes.

This AL follows the direction provided by the Commission in D.11-07-003, which
established the advice letter process and content requirements for reporting costs;
D.14-12-082, which adopted the process to be followed by SCE for SONGS 2&3
decommissioning activities;* and D.16-04-019, which adopted the two-step process

$535.0 million (100% share, 2020 $). See Attachment 6.

The participants respective decommissioning cost shares are set forth in Section 4.21 of the SONGS
Decommissioning Agreement, dated April 23, 2015. Based on this agreement, SCE’s share is
approximately 76% of the costs.

California Public Utilities Code, Section 8321, et. seq.

D.14-12-082, p. 40.

N =

I Jw

P.O. Box 800 8631 Rush Street Rosemead, California 91770 (626) 302-9645 Fax (626) 302-6396
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(forecast and recorded) for reporting decommissioning costs and disbursing NDT
funds.2 In addition, in accordance with D.18-11-034, this AL provides additional
information regarding the SONGS decommissioning schedule and status of certain
activities (i.e., fuel transfer operations, environmental permitting process, and other
developments occurring in the past year).

Il BACKGROUND

A. SONGS 2&3 STATUS

SONGS 2&3 was a 2250-megawatt nuclear generation facility consisting of two
pressurized water reactors that commenced operation in 1983 and 1984, respectively.
On June 7, 2013, SCE announced plans to permanently retire SONGS 2&3. On

June 12, 2013, SCE submitted a Certification of Permanent Cessation of Power
Operations to the NRC. SCE submitted to the NRC a Certification of Permanent
Removal of Fuel for SONGS Unit 3 on June 28, 2013, and for SONGS Unit 2 on

July 22, 2013. As a result of these submittals, SCE now holds an NRC license that does
not permit power operations but does authorize the possession of the SONGS 2&3
facilities and licensed nuclear material (i.e., spent nuclear fuel).

B. CPUC REGULATORY PROCEEDINGS

On March 1, 2016, SCE and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), jointly filed
Application (A.)16-03-004 for the 2015 Nuclear Decommissioning Cost Triennial
Proceeding (NDCTP). The application included a number of requests relating to SCE’s
and SDG&E’s 2016 SONGS 1 Decommissioning Cost Estimate (DCE), recorded
decommissioning costs for SONGS 1, 2, and 3; and SCE’s share of the 2016 Palo
Verde Nuclear Generating Station Unit Nos. 1, 2, and 3 (PVNGS) DCE. SCE'’s
application (A.15-01-014) and SDG&E'’s application (A.15-02-006) for a reasonableness
review of 2014 SONGS 2&3 decommissioning costs were consolidated with the 2015
NDCTP.

On December 7, 2018, the Commission issued D.18-11-034 for Phases 2 and 3 of the
2015 NDCTP. That decision adopted the Milestone Framework and required the utilities’
advice letters to provide schedule performance of Major Projects, to identify any
expected impacts of delays upon undistributed costs, and to provide plans to avoid or
minimize such schedule and cost impacts. Accordingly, SCE is providing this
information as part of Attachment 11 to this advice filing.

In addition, D.18-11-034 required SCE and SDG&E to meet with the Energy Division
and interested parties to discuss the potential for additional modifications to the annual
Tier 2 advice letter process for requesting NDT disbursements and reporting recorded
decommissioning costs. SCE held these meetings in early 2019. Working with the
Energy Division and interested parties, SCE has incorporated, at their request in this

3 D.16-04-019, Ordering Paragraph 4, p. 34.
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advice filing: (1) the SONGS 2&3 NDT balances, (2) the percent expended of the
SONGS 2&3 NDT, and (3) an expanded overview of project performance.

On March 15, 2018, SCE and SDG&E jointly filed A.18-03-009 for the 2018 NDCTP.
SCE and SDG&E requested in the application that the Commission, among other things
find: (1) the 2017 SONGS 1 DCE is reasonable; (2) the 2017 SONGS 2&3 DCE is
reasonable; (3) SONGS 1 decommissioning expenses incurred during 2016-2017 are
reasonable; (4) certain SONGS 2&3 decommissioning expenses incurred during 2016-
2017 are reasonable; and (5) the Utilities are compliant with prior Commission decisions
regarding the NDCTP. These issues are all still pending before the Commission.

C. CPUC AUTHORITY TO APPROVE DISBURSEMENTS

The Commission’s authority to approve access to the NDTs, as requested in this AL, is
governed by SCE’s Nuclear Facilities Qualified and Non-Qualified CPUC
Decommissioning Master Trust Agreements for the San Onofre and Palo Verde Nuclear
Generating Stations (Master Trust Agreements), which the Commission approved in
D.87-05-062. The Master Trust Agreements expressly provide that the advice letter
process may be utilized for obtaining disbursements. Specifically, Section 2.01 of the
Master Trust Agreement states:

The Trustee shall make payments of the Decommissioning
Costs in accordance with the following procedures... (4)(d) a
CPUC Order authorizing either Interim Disbursements or
Final Disbursements.

Section 1.01 (8) of the Master Trust Agreements further provides:

CPUC Order shall mean an order or resolution issued by the
CPUC after the Company, the Committee, the CPUC Staff,
the Trustee, and other interested parties have been given
notice and an opportunity to be heard. The order may be
issued with or without hearing or by the CPUC Advice Letter
procedure or comparable procedure.” (emphasis added)

lil. 2019 STATUS UPDATE

On March 21, 2019, the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) certified its Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) regarding SCE’s decommissioning of the SONGS
facility. On October 17, 2019, the California Coastal Commission (CCC) approved
SCE’s application for a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) for the onshore portion of
the SONGS decommissioning project and on October 21, 2019, issued the
corresponding CDP (No. 09-19-0194). Having obtained certification of the FEIR and
issuance of the CDP, SCE now has the regulatory approvals needed to authorize the
SONGS decommissioning general contractor, SONGS DecommissioningSolutions
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(SDS), to commence decontamination and dismantling (D&D) activities of SONGS 2&3.
SCE anticipates that SDS will commence D&D activities in early 2020.8

While awaiting the issuance of the CDP, SDS performed detailed planning of many of
the D&D activities and executed contracts with several subcontractors who will be
performing various portions of the D&D work scope. In addition, one of SDS’s offsite
subcontractors completed the fabrication of specialized equipment that will be used to
perform underwater segmentation of the highly radioactive SONGS 2&3 reactor vessels
and internals.

During the period that SONGS Fuel Transfer Operations (FTO) were suspended
following the August 3, 2018 canister downloading event, SCE and Holtec reviewed all
aspects of FTO and updated FTO procedures, processes, equipment, and staffing. On
July 15, 2019, after having satisfied themselves and the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission that appropriate corrective actions had been incorporated, FTO resumed
and as of November 22, 2019, 41 of 73 canisters have been safely transferred from the
wet storage pools into dry storage in the on-site Independent Spent Fuel Storage
Installation (ISFSI). SCE forecasts completing FTO by mid-to-late 2020.

Iv. CONTRACTUAL ISSUES

6  CCC confirmation of SCE’s compliance with certain conditions in the CDP is required before SCE
will be authorized to issue the Notice to Proceed to SDS. SCE anticipates that the CCC will confirm
SCE’s compliance with these conditions by the end of 2019 or early in 2020.
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V. PREVIOUS ADVICE LETTER REQUESTS FOR NDT WITHDRAWALS

On November 28, 2018, SCE submitted Tier 2 AL 3903-E requesting Commission
approval to withdraw up to $341.3 million from SCE’s SONGS 2&3 NDTs for
decommissioning costs forecasted for 2019. SCE received authorization from the
Commission, effective December 28, 2018. SCE will submit a Tier 2 AL reporting 2019
recorded decommissioning costs in comparison to this forecast in the spring of 2020.

Attachment 9 provides a breakdown of total amounts requested by SCE in advice letters
and approved by the Commission to date.

VI. PRESENT REQUEST

The approval sought by this AL will authorize disbursements from the NDTs for the
2020 forecasted costs. SCE will submit a separate advice letter in the spring of 2021
providing 2020 recorded cost information and a comparison to the forecasted costs
provided in this AL. In addition, the final recorded 2020 decommissioning costs will be
subject to the Commission’s reasonableness review in a future NDCTP or other
proceeding, as designated by the Commission.

To present the 2020 forecasted costs in 2014 dollars, SCE de-escalated current dollars
(i.e., year of expense dollars) based on the forecasted de-escalation factors summarized
in Attachment 7. Summarizing costs in 2014 dollars allows the Commission to compare
the 2020 forecasted costs in this AL to the 2017 SONGS 2&3 DCE, which is currently
being reviewed in the 2018 NDCTP. Although costs are presented in 2014 dollars for
comparison, SCE is requesting disbursement of funds based on the expected year of
expense or 2020 dollars in this AL.

In Table 1 below, SCE summarizes 2020 forecasted costs compared to the
corresponding cost estimate provided in the 2017 DCE.
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Table 1
Comparison Of 2020 Forecast Costs To 2017 DCE
(Dollars In Millions)
(t%o(iiZal:tCif): . 2020 Forecast | Variance To
Advice L 2017 DCE
2020) dvice Letter 017 DC

100% Share, 2020 $ $ 191.7 $ 535.0] $ (343.3)
SCE Share, 2020 $ 145.4 405.5 (260.1)
100% Share, 2014 $ 166.3 461.8 (295.5)

A. DISBURSEMENTS FOR 2020 EXPENSES

The 2017 SONGS 2&3 DCE included $166.3 million (100% share, 2014 $) for 2020
activities and associated expenses. For the same time period, SCE currently forecasts
expenditures of $461.8 million (100% share, 2014$), or $295.5 million (100% share,
2014 $) more than included in the DCE for this year. As explained in further detail
below, the variance includes costs for work deferred from 2018 and 2019 to 2020, as
well as accelerated from later years into 2020.

This variance occurred primarily due to the regulatory delays SCE experienced in
obtaining certification of the FEIR and approval of the CDP. In addition, SCE
experienced delays due to the nearly year-long suspension of fuel transfer operations
following the August 3, 2018 canister downloading event. The cash flows for these
activities were deferred from prior years to 2020.

The activities for which SCE seeks 2020 NDT disbursements, are further discussed in
Attachment 2.

In accordance with D.16-04-019, SCE is providing the following additional information to
assist in the review of this AL:

Attachment 1 Graph Tracking Total 2017 DCE Estimate and Actual and
Forecasted Decommissioning Expenditures

Attachment 2 Description of Work Activities and Preliminary Variance
Explanations for 2020 Forecasted Expenses with Reference to the
2017 DCE

Attachment 3 Comparison of 2017 DCE Estimated and Forecasted Expenditures

by Cost Category and DCE Line Number
Attachment 4 Comparison of 2017 DCE Estimated and Forecasted Cash Flow

Attachment 5 Schedule
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Attachment 6 Adjusted Total Amounts Requested to Date Including Previous
Advice Letters

Attachment 7 Forecasted Escalation and De-Escalation Factors

Attachment 8 2018 Final Escalation Factor & SLA Adjustment — Updated Advice
Letter 3988-E 2018 Recorded Costs in 2014$

Attachment 9 SCE Trust Fund Disbursement Amounts Requested, Approved,

and Withdrawn
Attachment 10 2017 DCE Waste Disposal Adjustment
Attachment 11 Status Report for Projected 2021 NDCTP Completed Projects

V. REQUEST FOR RELIEF

For the reasons explained above, SCE requests that the Commission approve this AL
by authorizing disbursements from the NDTs of up to $405.5 million (SCE share,
2020 $) for 2020 SONGS 2&3 forecasted decommissioning expenditures.

VI. OTHER INFORMATION

A. TIER DESIGNATION

Pursuant to GO 96-B, Energy Industry Rule 5.2, this advice letter is submitted with a
Tier 2 designation.

B. EFFECTIVE DATE

SCE requests that this advice letter become effective on January 3, 2020, the 30
calendar day after the date of filing.

C. NOTICE

Anyone wishing to protest this advice letter may do so by letter via U.S. Mail, facsimile,
or electronically, any of which must be received no later than December 24, 2019, which
is 20 days after the date of this advice letter. Protests should be mailed to:
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CPUC, Energy Division

Attention: Tariff Unit

505 Van Ness Avenue, 4" Floor
San Francisco, California 94102
Facsimile: (415) 703-2200

E-mail: EDTariffUnit@cpuc.ca.gov

Copies of protests should also be mailed to the attention of the Director, Energy
Division, Room 4004, at the address shown above.

The protest and all other correspondence regarding this advice letter should also be
sent by letter and transmitted via facsimile or electronically to the attention of:

Gary A. Stern, Ph.D.

Managing Director, State Regulatory Operations
Southern California Edison Company

8631 Rush Street

Rosemead, California 91770

Telephone: (626) 302-9645

Facsimile: (626) 302-6396

E-mail: AdviceTariffManager@sce.com

Laura Genao

Managing Director, State Regulatory Affairs
c/o Karyn Gansecki

Southern California Edison Company

601 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 2030

San Francisco, California 94102

Facsimile: (415) 929-5544

E-mail: Karyn.Gansecki@sce.com

With a copy to:

Jose L. Perez

Principal Manager, Nuclear CPUC Regulatory Affairs and Compliance
Southern California Edison Company

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Rosemead, California 91770

Telephone: (949) 368-9133

E-mail: Jose.Perez@sce.com

There are no restrictions on who may file a protest, but the protest shall set forth
specifically the grounds upon which it is based and must be received by the deadline
shown above.
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In accordance with General Rule 4 of GO 96-B, SCE is serving copies of this advice
filing to the interested parties shown on the attached GO 96-B, A.12-12-012 et al,
1.12-10-013, A.15-01-014, A.16-03-004, and A.18-03-009 service lists.

Address change requests to the GO 96-B service list should be directed by electronic
mail to AdviceTariffManager@sce.com or at (626) 302-4039. For changes to all other
service lists, please contact the CPUC’s Process Office at (415) 703-2021 or by
electronic mail at Process _Office@cpuc.ca.gov.

Further, in accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 491, notice to the public is
hereby given by filing and keeping the advice filing at SCE’s corporate headquarters.
To view other SCE advice letters filed with the CPUC, log on to SCE’s web site at
https://www.sce.com/wps/portal/home/requlatory/advice-letters.

For questions, please contact Jose Perez at (949) 368-9133 or by electronic mail at
Jose.Perez@sce.com.

Southern California Edison Company

/s/ Gary A. Stern, Ph.D
Gary A. Stern, Ph.D.

GAS:jp:jm
Enclosures



ADVICE LETTER

SUMMARY

ENERGY UTILITY

MUST BE COMPLETED BY UTILITY (Attach additional pages as needed)

Company name/CPUC Utility No.: Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E)

Utility type: Contact Person: Darrah Morgan

IE ELC D GAS D WATER Phone #: (626) 302-2086

|:| e HEAT E-mail: AdviceTariffManager(@sce.com

D E-mail Disposition Notice to: AdviceTariffManager@sce.com
EXPLANATION OF UTILITY TYPE (Date Submitted / Received Stamp by CPUC)

ELC = Electric GAS = Gas _
PLC = Pipeline HEAT = Heat WATER = Water
Advice Letter (AL) #: 4122-E Tier Designation: 2
Subject of AL:

Request for Authorization of Disbursements from the Decommissioning Master Trusts for 2020 San Onofre Nuclear
Generating Station (SONGS) 2&3 Forecasted Decommissioning Costs

Keywords (choose from CPUC listing): Compliance
ALType: [] Monthly [ | Quarterly[ ] Annual [O] One-Time[ ] Other:

If AL submitted in compliance with a Commission order, indicate relevant Decision/Resolution #:
Decisions 11-07-003 and 14-12-082

Does AL replace a withdrawn or rejected AL? If so, identify the prior AL:
Summarize differences between the AL and the prior withdrawn or rejected AL:
Confidential treatment requested? @ Yes |:| No

If yes, specification of confidential information: See Confidentiality Declaration

Confidential information will be made available to appropriate parties who execute a
nondisclosure agreement. Name and contact information to request nondisclosure agreement/
access to confidential information: Contact Walker.Matthews@sce.com or 626-302-6879

Resolution required? |:| Yes @ NO
Requested effective date: 1/3/2020 No. of tariff sheets: -

Estimated system annual revenue effect (%):

Estimated system average rate effect (%):

When rates are affected by AL, include attachment in AL showing average rate effects on customer classes
(residential, small commercial, large C/I, agricultural, lighting).

Tariff schedules affected:
None

Service affected and changes proposed®

Pending advice letters that revise the same tariff sheets: None

IDiscuss in AL if more space is needed. Clear Form




Protests and all other correspondence regarding this AL are due no later than 20 days after the date
of this submittal, unless otherwise authorized by the Commission, and shall be sent to:

Name: Garv A. Stern. Ph.D.

CPUC, Energy Division Title: Managing Director. State Regulatory Operations
Attention: Tariff Unit Utility Name: Southern California Edison Company
505 Van Ness Avenue Address: 8631 Rush Street

San Francisco, CA 94102 City: Rosemead

Email: EDTariffUnit@cpuc.ca.gov State: California Zip: 91770

Telephone (xxx) xXxx-xxxx: (626) 302-9645
Facsimile (xxx) xxx-xxxx: (626) 302-6396
Email: advicetariffmanager(@sce.com

Name: Laura Genao c¢/o Karyn Gansecki

Title: Managing Director, State Regulatory Affairs
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SCE’s 2019 FALL ADVICE LETTER

DECLARATION OF JOSE LUIS PEREZ

REGARDING THE CONFIDENTIALITY OF CERTAIN DATA

I, Jose Luis Perez, declare and state:

1. I am employed by Southern California Edison (SCE) as a Principal
Manager for Nuclear CPUC Regulatory Affairs and Compliance. In my position as
Principal Manager, [ am familiar with the Decommissioning General Contractor (DGC)
Agreement between SCE, EnergySolutions Services, Inc. (EnergySolutions), and
AECOM Energy & Construction, Inc. (AECOM), dated December 20, 2016 (DGC
Agreement). EnergySolutions and AECOM formed a joint venture known as SONGS
DecommissioningSolutions (SDS). I also am familiar with the Independent Spent Fuel
Storage Installation (ISFSI) Agreement between SCE and Holtec International (ISFSI
Agreement), dated December 5, 2015. I had responsibility for overseeing and reviewing
the Fall advice letter and its attachments, which contain certain confidential information
pertaining to the DGC Agreement and ISFSI Agreement. Doug Bauder, Vice President
of SONGS Decommissioning and Chief Nuclear Officer, delegated authority to me to
sign this declaration regarding the confidentiality of this information, as described below.

2. I am making this declaration in accordance with the instructions set forth
in Decision 16-08-024 and Decision 17-09-023 of R. 14-11-001, which were issued
August 25, 2016, and September 28, 2017, respectively, and govern the submission of
confidential documents to the Commission.

3. I have personal knowledge of the facts and representations herein and, if
called upon to testify, could and would do so, except for those facts expressly stated to be

based upon information and belief, and as to those matters, I believe them to be true.



4.

Listed below are the data for which SCE is seeking confidential protection

and the basis for SCE’s confidentiality request. Paragraphs 5-10 also provide additional

reasons supporting SCE’s confidentiality claim.

LS L] Description of Information LER TG O
Confidential ,P ages PH . Confidentiality
(if available) that is Confidential .
Data Claim
Advice Letter Section IV, 1. Discussion of contractual | California Gov.
Contractual issues issues Code § 6255 (the
public interest
served by not
disclosing the
information
outweighs the
public interest
served by
disclosure of the
record).
Advice Letter Attachment 2, pp. 1- | 2. DGC Agreement California Gov.
2,4-5; contract terms, including Code § 6255 (the
decommissioning plans and | public interest
pricing terms contained served by not
therein. disclosing the
3. Contingency and cost- information
estimating information outweighs the
pertaining to the DGC public interest
Agreement and ISFSI served by
Agreement. disclosure of the
record).
5. Both the DGC Agreement and ISFSI Agreement require SCE to make

reasonable efforts to protect the confidentiality of the terms and conditions in the

agreements. The agreements and discussions between SCE and its contractors regarding

contractual issues under those agreement require confidentiality because the agreements

and discussions involve commercially sensitive pricing terms and proprietary

information, such as work sequencing and scope. If this information was publicly

disclosed without protection, competitors, including potential vendors for

decommissioning sub-contract work and other activities, could mis-use the information to

the detriment of SCE’s customers. For example, if a vendor seeking to bid on a

subcontract or another activity knew the DGC Agreement or ISFSI Agreement pricing

terms, the vendor would have an opportunity to adjust its bid prices (e.g., the vendor

could bid higher than it otherwise may have bid).




6. Public release of this information could also hinder SCE’s ability to obtain
favorable contract terms for related decommissioning work not covered under the DGC
Agreement and ISFSI Agreement. For example, if a vendor (who SCE has not yet
contracted with for SONGS decommissioning) was aware of various terms in the DGC
Agreement and ISFSI Agreement, the vendor could mis-use this information during
contract negotiations to extract terms favorable to the vendor that the vendor may not
have otherwise sought.

7. Finally, it is also in the best interest of the long-term success of the
SONGS decommissioning project that SDS and Holtec remain commercially competitive
throughout the terms of the DGC Agreement and ISFSI Agreement, respectively. Both
agreements are long-term agreements that will require SDS’ and Holtec’s continued
performance for the next decade and beyond. If information regarding the agreements
was disclosed without protection, their competitors could mis-use the information against
them during the bidding process for other decommissioning projects across the world and
potentially threaten the financial health of both companies. This in turn could threaten
the companies’ ability to complete contractually required services for SONGS in the
future without interruption.

8. The other category of information that SCE seeks to maintain as
confidential is contingency. SCE applied various contingency amounts on the remaining
decommissioning work identified in the 2017 SONGS 2&3 decommissioning cost
estimate (DCE) used in this advice letter, including work to be completed under the DGC
Agreement and ISFSI Agreement. The contingency reflects SCE’s judgment of potential
costs, based on the technical complexity, contracting status, estimating approach, and
timing, of the remaining work scope. It is in SCE customers’ interest for contingency
included for the DGC Agreement and ISFSI Agreement to be protected as confidential,
because the disclosure of the information without protection could allow vendors to mis-
use the information to the detriment of SCE’s customers. For example, if a vendor
(including SDS, Holtec, or one of their competitors) knew the contingency SCE has
applied in the 2017 DCE to work to be completed under the DGC Agreement and ISFSI
Agreement, the vendor would have an opportunity to manipulate its negotiating strategy
pertaining to new contracts and/or change orders regarding that work (e.g., the vendor

could demand higher prices than it otherwise would have demanded).



9. The confidential information identified in Paragraph 4 cannot be provided
in a form that can be further aggregated, redacted, summarized, masked, or otherwise
protected in a manner that would allow partial disclosure of the data while protecting
confidential information.

10. For the reasons described above, the confidential information should be
protected from public disclosure. Information regarding the DGC Agreement and ISFSI
Agreement, including the pricing terms of those agreements and contingency SCE
applied in the 2017 DCE for work remaining under those agreements, is market sensitive
information that should remain confidential under GO-66-C Section 2.2(b) (“unfair
business advantage™) and GO 66-C Section 2.8 (“Information obtained in confidence
from other than a business regulated by this Commission where the disclosure would be

against the public interest”).

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on November 25, 2019 at San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, near

San Clemente, California.

osedAqis P



Attachment 1

Graph Tracking Total 2017 DCE Estimate and Actual and Forecasted
Decommissioning Expenditures
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2017 Decommissioning Cost Estimate and Recorded &

Forecasted Decommissioning Expenditures
(100% Level, 2014%)
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General Note:

(A) The 2019 forecast includes amounts for certain milestone payments that have slipped into 2020 from 2019 (i.e., there is a substantial 2019
underrun as explained further in this AL). These milestones have been included in this Advice Letter’s 2020 forecast. The 2019 underrun will be
reflected in the Spring 2020 recorded costs Advice Letter, showing the forecasted costs through 2020 (dashed/green line) as tracking more closely to

the DCE (blue line).
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Description of Work Activities and Preliminary Variance Explanations
for 2020 Forecasted Expenses with Reference to the 2017 DCE
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Description of Work Activities and Preliminary Variance Explanations for 2020 Forecasted
Expenses with Reference to the 2017 Decommissioning Cost Estimate

The 2017 SONGS 2&3 Decommissioning Cost Estimate (DCE) included $166.3 million for
2020 activities and associated expenses. For the same time period, SCE currently forecasts
expenditures of $461.8 million, or $295.5 million more than included in the DCE for this year.
As explained in further detail below, the variance includes costs for work deferred from 2018
and 2019 to 2020, as well as accelerated from later years into 2020.

Table 1
Summary Comparison Of 2020 Forecasted Expenses To The 2017 DCE
(2014 Dollars In Millions, 100% Level)

2017DCE | Forecasted | Variance
1 Major Projects (Distributed)
2 | Decontamination, Demolition, & Disposal $ 231.3 _
3 | ISFSI 65.4
4 | Other Major Projects 19.2 26.9 7.7
5 Subtotal | $ 88.1 |8 323.6 | $ (235.5)
6
7 Undistributed
8 | Labor-Staffing $ 473 (S 81.8|$ (34.5)
9 | Non-Labor 22.1 47.7 (25.6)
10| Service Level Agreements 8.8 8.7 0.1
11 Subtotal | $ 78.2 | $ 138.2 | § (60.0)
12
13 Total |$ 1663 | $ 461.8 | $ (295.5)

The variance is primarily the result of the delays associated with environmental permitting
activities and transferring the spent nuclear fuel to the ISFSI. Having completed the
environmental permitting activities and nearing completion of fuel-transfer activities, SCE
anticipates performing many of the activities in 2020 that were previously planned to be
performed in 2018 and 2019, and in later years. This results in an increased work scope for 2020
as compared to the DCE schedule and the associated cash flow for 2020. These shifts in the
timing of expenditures do not change overall estimated decommissioning costs.

The forecast provided in this Advice Letter was developed by SONGS personnel based on the
current decommissioning project schedule, expected contract milestone payments, and expected
SCE staffing level in 2020.

SCE discusses below the major activities planned to be performed in 2020, and explains
variances by distributed cost activities and undistributed costs.
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Table 2
Comparison Of 2020 Forecasted Expenses To The 2017 DCE
(2014 Dollars In Millions, 100% Level)

Category

2017 DCE

| Forecasted

Variance

1 Major Projects (Distributed)

Initial D&D Activities

Internals and Vessel Segmentation

Steam Generator Removal

Non-Essential System Removal

Removal of Spent Fuel Systems/ Equipment

Containment Building Demo

Initial Plant Building Demo

Final Survey/License Reduction

D&D Waste

Decontamination, Demolition, & Disposal Subtotal

=== === ]=]==
Ol Qlalun|rlw|n|—|c|C|® |||k LI

ISFSI
ISFSI Subtotal

ISFSI CDP Settlement - 1.7 (L.7)

Coastal Development Permit Extensions 0.4 0.3 0.1

ISFSI Aging Management 6.5 4.9 1.6

GTCC Waste 7.7 13.8 6.1
20| Siren Removals - 0.0 (0.0)
21| NIA Sump Modifications 0.4 - 0.4
22| NEPA 1.6 0.5 1.1
23| Mesa Turnover 2.3 5.4 3.1
24| DCE Updates 0.3 0.3 0.0
25 Other Major Projects Subtotal | $ 19.2 | $ 269 | $ 7.7
26
27 Total Major Projects (Distributed) $ 88.1 | $ 323.6 | $ (235.5)
28
29 Undistributed
30| Labor-Staffing $ 4731 $ 81.8 | $ (34.5)
31| Non-Labor 22.1 47.7 (25.6)
32| Service Level Agreements 8.8 8.7 0.1
33
34  Total Undistributed $ 78.2 | § 138.2 | § (60.0)
35
36 Grand Total B 166.3 | $ 461.8 | $ (295.5)

Distributed Cost Activities — Major Projects

Based on the Milestone Framework approved by the CPUC, all distributed cost activities
have been incorporated into Major Projects. For the period January 1, 2020 through
December 31, 2020, Major Project costs in the 2017 DCE were estimated to be $88.1 million.
SCE now forecasts that $323.6 million will be incurred for Major Projects in 2020, or $235.5
million more than included in the DCE. The variances are discussed in more detail below:
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e Decontamination, Demolition, & Disposal (Table 2 Lines 2 through 11)

On December 20, 2016, SCE awarded the decommissioning general contract to SONGS
DecommissioningSolutions (SDS) to perform the major decontamination & dismantlement
(D&D) activities for SONGS 2&3 decommissioning. Beginning on the contract effective date of
January 9, 2017, SDS began planning and preparing for the major D&D activities. The

2017 DCE assumed that the major D&D activities would begin in January 2019 after the
California State Lands Commission (CSLC) completed its environmental review of the
decommissioning project as required under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
and after the California Coastal Commission (CCC) issued the required Coastal Development
Permit (CDP) in late 2018. However, due to regulatory delays beyond SCE’s control, the CCC
did not issue the CDP to SCE until October 2019.

During this permitting delay period, SCE completed certain activities that could be performed
outside the scope of the pending permitting process, including the detailed planning of many
D&D activities and executing contracts with several subcontractors who will be performing
various portions of the D&D work scope. In addition, one of SDS’s offsite subcontractors
completed the fabrication of specialized equipment that will be used to perform underwater
segmentation of the highly radioactive SONGS 2&3 reactor vessels and internals.

Now that the CDP has been issued, and barring any unexpected legal impediments, SCE
forecasts that work on major D&D activities will begin in early 2020 (i.e., Phase II of the DGC
Agreement).! An overview of significant work forecasted to be performed by the DGC in 2020 is
provided below.

Initial D&D Activities
e Survey, preparation, and removal of the four Unit 3 reactor vessel concrete missile
shields from containment and stage for packaging.
e Disassembly, rigging, and removal of the Unit 2 steel missile shields from containment
and stage for packaging.
e Modification of the Unit 2 containment exterior concrete shield door and internal
equipment hatch opening.

Internals and Vessel Segmentation
e Completion of the reactor vessel segmentation equipment design and delivery to site.
e Delivery of reactor vessel internals segmentation equipment to site.
e Reactor vessel and internals segmentation equipment mock-up, testing, and training.

' CCC confirmation of SCE’s compliance with certain conditions in the CDP is required before SCE will issue the
Notice to Proceed to SDS. SCE anticipates that the CCC will confirm SCE’s compliance with these conditions by
the end of 2019 or early in 2020.
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Steam Generator Removal
e Preparation and air gapping? of reactor coolant supply and feedwater piping as necessary
for removal of steam generators.
e Size reduction activities to facilitate future disposal.

Initial Plant Building Demolition
e Demolition of the high flow make-up demineralizer area structures, systems, and
components.
e Subcontract award for design and fabrication of the demolition isolation enclosure® and
the material handling facility for loading and shipping debris.

Non-Essential Systems Removal
e Removal of non-essential systems (e.g., interior/exterior equipment and components)
from the Administration, Warehouse, and Shop (AWS) Building, site Maintenance
Buildings, South Security Processing Facility, Outage Control Center, and other ancillary
buildings.
e Demolition of the main and reserve auxiliary transformers.

Containment Building Demolition
e Detension and removal of horizontal and vertical metal strand tendons in both
Containment Buildings including the collection of tendon grease as necessary to package
and prepare for shipping.

D&D Waste
e Preparation and loading of waste material generated during decommissioning activities
for off-site transportation.
e Transportation and disposition of waste materials generated during decommissioning
activities.

Although certain D&D activities have been deferred or advanced in the D&D schedule for
performance in 2020, the total cost for these activities has not changed, and the costs for these
activities in the DGC contract remains consistent with the costs included in the 2017 DCE. For
January 1, 2020 through December 31, 2020, DGC costs included in the 2017 DCE were
million. SCE now forecasts that it will incur million for DGC costs in 2020, or
million more than estimated in the DCE. For additional context and comparison, the
DGC Agreement assumed a total of million of work would be performed during the first
year of physical D&D activities (i.e., during 2019). As noted above, the variance of $162.4
million is primarily the result of the regulatory delays associated with environmental permitting

2 Air gapping is the physical isolation of the installed components, in this case the steam generators, from all
potential inputs, outflows, or energy sources. The steam generators’ primary system (hot and cold leg) and
secondary system (main feedwater and main steam line) pipes are severed and capped, preparing the steam
generators for removal.

3 The demolition isolation enclosure will be a large temporary enclosure that will be installed between SONGS 2
and SONGS 3 to support major demolition activities. It will serve as a physical barrier between the demolition work
and the outside elements and will maintain negative pressure ventilation to prevent the spread of radioactive
contamination.
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activities. Most of this variance is related to SDS’ anticipated waste disposal effort (i.e., -
million of the - million total variance).

e ISFSI & Fuel Transfer Operations (Table 2 lines 13 through 14)

The 2017 DCE forecasted that the fuel transfer operations (FTO) would be completed by mid-
2019, therefore, the DCE assumed $0 in 2020 for this project. SCE now forecasts - million
for 2020 ISFSI-related activities, resulting in the million variance shown in Table 2.
Following the August 3, 2018 canister downloading event, SCE and Holtec stopped FTO
activities, pending a review of the event and implementation of various corrective actions. SCE
and Holtec resumed FTO activities on July 15, 2019, following the NRC’s review of the
corrective actions implemented. SCE anticipates completing FTO activities by mid-to-late 2020.*
For 2020, SCE will incur FTO costs relating to its oversight of Holtec, waste disposal, and
various other milestone payments related to FTO completion. As noted above, the DCE
forecasted these costs to be incurred by SCE prior to 2020. The schedule change created a timing
variance relative to the DCE, but not a cost change for the contractual costs included in the DCE.

e Other Major Projects (Table 2 Lines 16 through 25)

For 2020, the 2017 DCE estimated $19.2 million for Other Major Projects. SCE now forecasts
$26.9 million will be incurred in 2020 for Other Major Projects, resulting in a $7.7 million
increase. As discussed below, the primary driver for this variance is the GTCC Waste Storage
project and the timing impacts related to the delayed issuance of the CDP. The remainder of the
variance for Other Major Projects is driven by project timing issues unrelated to the CDP.
Nevertheless, the total budgets for all Other Major Projects do not exceed the 2017 DCE
estimated cost.

0 GTCC Waste Storage (Table 2 Line 19)

SCE forecasts $13.8 million in 2020 related to GTCC Waste Storage, whereas the 2017 DCE
included $7.7 million in 2020. The 2017 DCE assumed that SCE will be required to license and
purchase ten new canisters for storing GTCC waste generated during the segmentation of the
reactor vessel internals and move the GTCC to the ISFSI. The DCE assumed that SCE would
start the GTCC Waste Storage project in 2018 and complete it in 2020. However, due to the
delayed issuance of the CDP, the anticipated GTCC canister procurement activities and
associated expenses did not occur in 2018 as the DCE estimated. SCE now estimates the canister
procurement process will start in 2020.

Undistributed Costs

For January 1, 2020 through December 31, 2020, undistributed costs in the
2017 DCE were estimated to be $78.2 million. SCE now forecasts these costs at $138.2
million, or $60.0 million more than included in the DCE. The variances are discussed below.

4 SCE currently forecasts that it will have transferred 45 of the 73 canisters to the ISFSI by the end of 2019.

5
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e Undistributed Labor-Staffing (Table 2 Line 30)

The 2017 DCE included $47.3 million in 2020 undistributed labor, which includes SCE utility
staff, security force, and DGC staff. SCE now forecasts $81.8 million in 2020, or $34.5 million
more than estimated in the DCE. The increase, in part, is due to SCE’s need to maintain the
appropriate level of security staffing to keep SONGS safe and compliant with NRC regulations
during the FTO project. Additionally, as long as spent fuel remains in the spent fuel pools, SCE
is required to maintain an operations organization consistent with NRC regulations. SCE
currently anticipates that a staffing ramp down will occur at the completion of the FTO project
that will maintain compliance with site programs and plans approved by the NRC, such as the
ISFSI-only technical specifications, the security plan, the emergency plan, and the ISFSI-only
decommissioning quality assurance plan. In addition, SCE forecasted higher DGC monthly
staffing costs during 2020 than were estimated in the DCE. The primary reason for the variance
is the impact on DGC staff resulting from the delayed start of D&D activities and the need to
maintain the site programs (e.g., maintenance, engineering, and chemistry), that were
transitioned to the DGC in 2018 until Phase II of the contract commences in early 2020.

e Undistributed Non-Labor (Table 2 Line 31)

The 2017 DCE included $22.1 million in 2020 for undistributed non-labor costs. SCE now
forecasts $47.7 million in 2020, or $25.6 million more than estimated in the DCE. The primary
reason for this variance is a timing delay in the expenditure for severance costs associated with
the post-FTO staffing ramp down. Additionally, contracted services is higher than forecasted in
the DCE due to required site infrastructure maintenance activities that either were not estimated
or will be higher than estimated in the 2017 DCE, including repairs to the public beach walkway
and adjacent rip-rap resulting from ocean currents and wave action. Finally, SCE will be required
to incur costs associated with the special conditions and mitigation requirements imposed by the
CSLC and the CCC arising from the FEIR and the CDP. These compliance and mitigation-
related costs imposed during the environmental permitting process could not have been known at
the time the DCE was developed and were therefore not included in the estimate.
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Comparison of 2017 DCE Estimated and Forecasted Expenditures by
Cost Category and DCE Line Number
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Detailed Comparison Of 2020 Forecasted Costs To The 2017 DCE

(2014 Dollars in Millions, 100% Level)
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2020
[A] [B] [C=A-B] [D] [E] [F] [C]
Forecasted
Inception To
Date Through Total 2017 Current Current
DCE No. Major Project“) Description(z) 2017 DCE® Forecasted Variance 20201 DCE®® Start Finish

LT-2-D-2.17 Historical Site Assessment /Characterization Perform Historic Site Assessment and Site Characterization $ = $ = $ = $ 62 § 6.2 1/17/2014 7/14/2015
Historical Site Assessment/Characterization Subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ 62 § 6.2

LT-2-D-2.16 Legacy Radwaste Disposal Disposition of Legacy Wastes - - - 11.6 11.6 1/2/2014 6/30/2015
LT-1-D-1.05 Legacy Radwaste Disposal Disposition of Legacy Waste - - - 8.4 8.4 7/19/2013 10/10/2013
Legacy Radwaste Disposal Subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ 200 $ 20.0

SR-1-D-14.04 Project Governance and Admin Fuel Cancellation Expense - - - 54.4 54.4 7/8/2013 10/30/2015
Project Governance and Admin Subtotal $ = $ = $ = $ 544 $ 54.4

LT-2-D-2.02 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Post-Shutdown QA Plan = = = 0.4 0.4 1/2/2014 8/21/2015
LT-2-D-2.03 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Post-Shutdown Security Plan - - - 0.1 0.1 1/2/2014 4/22/2015
LT-2-D-2.04 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Post-Shutdown Fire Protection Plan - - - 0.0 0.0 1/2/2014 4/22/2015
LT-2-D-2.06 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Preliminary Defueled Technical Specifications - - - 0.3 0.3 1/2/2014 7/17/2015
LT-2-D-2.08 Regulatory Compliance Implement Technical Specification Modifications - - - 0.1 0.1 7/10/2015 8/21/2015
LT-2-D-2.09 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Post-Shutdown Emergency Preparedness Plan - - - 1.7 1.7 1/2/2014 10/29/2015
LT-2-D-2.11 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Post-Shutdown Decommissioning Activities Report (PSDAR) - - - 0.2 0.2 1/2/2014 6/19/2014
LT-2-D-2.12 Regulatory Compliance Post-Shutdown Decommissioning Activities Report (PSDAR) - NRC Review - - - 0.2 0.2 9/24/2014 8/21/2015
LT-2-D-2.14 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Decommissioning Cost Estimate (DCE) = = = 12 12 1/2/2014 7/30/2014
SNF-1-D-7.03 Regulatory Compliance Post Fukushima Modifications - Unit 2 - - - 0.1 0.1 6/7/2013 12/31/2013
SNF-2-D-FLEX Regulatory Compliance Flex Initiative - - - 0.2 0.2 1/2/2014 12/31/2014
SNF-2-D-8.02 Regulatory Compliance Decay Heat Analysis - - - 0.2 0.2 1/2/2014 8/28/2014
SNF-2-D-8.03 Regulatory Compliance Zirconium Fire/ Shine Analysis = = = 0.1 0.1 1/2/2014 8/28/2014
SNF-2-D-8.05 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Irradiated Fuel Management Plan & NRC Review - - - 0.0 0.0 1/2/2014 8/19/2015
Regulatory Compliance Subtotal $ = $ = $ = $ 49 $ 49

LT-2-D-2.31 Transition Modifications - Phase 1 Transition Project Modifications - - - 11 11 8/1/2015 10/16/2015
Transition Modifications - Phase 1 Subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ 11 $ 11

SNF-1-D-7.01 Security Programs Security Shutdown Strategy - - - 2.9 2.9 11/1/2013 12/31/2013
SNF-2-D-8.01 Security Programs Security Shutdown Strategy - - - 45 4.5 1/3/2014 11/13/2014
Security Programs Subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ 75 $ 75

LT-2-D-2.22 DGC RFP & Prep Select Decommissioning General Contractor (DGC) - - - 13.8 13.8 4/11/2014 12/20/2016
DGC RFP & Preps Subtotal $ - $ = $ - $ 138§ 13.8

LT-2-D-LOED Transition Modifications - Phase 2 Large Organism Exclusion Device Modification - - - 13 13 8/1/2015 10/13/2016
LT-3-D-RecB Transition Modifications - Phase 2 Records Backlog - - - 1.9 19 5/5/2016 12/31/2016
LT-3-D-S&S Transition Modifications - Phase 2 Simplification & Streamlining Project - - - 13 13 3/6/2015 11/30/2016
LT-D-SPV Transition Modifications - Phase 2 Special Purpose Vehicle Support - - - 0.4 0.4 10/1/2015 3/16/2016
Transition Modifications - Phase 2 Subtotal $ ° $ = $ ° $ 50 § 5.0

LT-2-D-2.26 Spent Fuel Islanding Install Spent Fuel Pool System Modifications - Unit 2 - - - 4.2 4.2 11/3/2014 6/30/2016
LT-2-D-2.27 Spent Fuel Islanding Install Spent Fuel Pool System Modifications - Unit 3 - - - 4.2 4.2 11/3/2014 6/30/2016
Spent Fuel Islanding Subtotal $ = $ = $ = $ 84 § 84

SNF-1-D-7.05 Cyber Security Modifications Cyber Security Modifications - - - 9.4 9.4 6/7/2013 4/27/2017
Cyber Security Modifications Subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ 94 $ 9.4

LT-3-D-DCE Phase 2 Regulatory Compliance DCE Update - - - 18 15 3/1/2017 3/8/2018
LT-2-D-2.07 Phase 2 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Defueled Safety Analysis Report (DSAR) = = = 2.0 2.0 1/2/2014 4/13/2016
Phase 2 Regulatory Compliance Subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ 37§ 35

LT-2-D-2.18 Initial D&D Activities Planning & Design For Cold and Dark - - - 20.2 20.2 2/3/2014 12/15/2016
LT-2-D-2.19 Initial D&D Activities Implement Cold and Dark (Repower Site) = = = 54.0 54.0 11/3/2014 1/11/2017
LT-2-D-2.20 Initial D&D Activities Install 12 kV Service Line to Power Temp Power Ring - - - 10.1 10.1 11/3/2014 9/30/2017
LT-2-D-2.21 Initial D&D Activities Drain & De-Energize Non-Essential Systems (DEC Process) - - - 6.1 6.1 1/2/2014 11/16/2016
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Detailed Comparison Of 2020 Forecasted Costs To The 2017 DCE

(2014 Dollars in Millions, 100% Level)

Attachment 3

2020
[A] [B] [C=A-B] [D] [E] [F] [G]
Forecasted
Inception To
Date Through Total 2017 Current Current
DCE No. Major Project(l) Description(z) 2017 DCE® Forecasted Variance 20201 DCE®® Start Finish

LT-2-D-2.29 Initial D&D Activities Implement Control Room Modifications (Command Center Relocation) - - - 0.3 0.3 4/2/2015 7/18/2016
LT-3-D-3.10 Initial D&D Activities Modify Containment Access- Unit 2 2.2 4/24/2018 12/31/2020
LT-3-D-3.12 Initial D&D Activities Remove and Dispose of Missile Shields - Unit 2 4.1 6/25/2019 9/15/2020
LT-3-D-3.13 Initial D&D Activities Remove and Dispose of Reactor Head - Unit 2 - 2/28/2018 12/3/2020
LT-3-D-3.11 Initial D&D Activities Modify Containment Access- Unit 3 - 12/27/2018 12/8/2020
LT-3-D-3.14 Initial D&D Activities Remove and Dispose of Missile Shields - Unit 3 49 8/7/2019 8/6/2020
LT-3-D-3.15 Initial D&D Activities Remove and Dispose of Reactor Head - Unit 3 - 2/28/2018 10/1/2020
LT-3-D-3.01 Initial D&D Activities Prepare Integrated Work Sequence and Schedule for Decommissioning - 1/8/2017 1/11/2018
LT-4-D-4.02 Initial D&D Activities Install GARDIAN System - 8/14/2017 9/28/2017
LT-3-D-3.17 Initial D&D Activities Prepare Activity Specifications - U2 - 1/8/2017 12/31/2018
LT-3-D-3.02 Initial D&D Activities Prepare Detailed Work Procedures and Activity Specifications for Decommissioning - 1/8/2017 1/11/2018
LT-4-D-4.14 Initial D&D Activities Remove and Dispose of Legacy Class B and C Waste - Unit 2 - 6/4/2018 9/17/2018
LT-4-D-4.15 Initial D&D Activities Remove and Dispose of Legacy Class B and C Waste - Unit 3 - 6/4/2018 9/17/2018
LT-3-D-DGC_BUR Initial D&D Activities Waste Contracts - 2/22/2017 2/27/2018
LT-D-FRASB Initial D&D Activities Removal of Friable Asbestos _ 8.3 12/3/2019 5/20/2020
Initial D&D Activities Subtotal $ $ 19.5

LT-3-D-3.23 Internals and Vessel Segmentation Finalize Internals and Vessel Segmenting Details - Unit 2 - 12/18/2017 1/25/2019
LT-3-D-3.26 Internals and Vessel Segmentation Finalize Internals and Vessel Segmenting Details - Unit 3 - 10/30/2017 12/20/2017
LT-3-D-3.24 Internals and Vessel Segmentation Segment, Package and Dispose of Reactor Internals - Unit 2 4.8 5/25/2017 8/22/2022
LT-3-D-3.27 Internals and Vessel Segmentation Segment, Package and Dispose of Reactor Internals - Unit 3 4.8 5/25/2017 9/6/2022
LT-3-D-3.19 Internals and Vessel Segmentation Design, Specify, and Procure Special Items and Materials 6.1 10/24/2020 12/19/2020
LT-3-D-3.22 Internals and Vessel Segmentation Test Special Cutting and Handling Equipment and Train Operators _ 6.0 1/28/2019 10/23/2020
Internals and Vessel Segmentation Subtotal 8| $ 218

LT-4-D-4.33 Steam Generator Removal Remove and Dispose of Steam Generators - Unit 2 255 7/23/2018 2/12/2024
LT-4-D-4.35 Steam Generator Removal Remove and Dispose of Steam Generators - Unit 3 _ 20.6 7/23/2018 6/28/2023
Steam Generator Removal Subtotal 8| $ 46.1

LT-4-D-4.06 Non-Essential System Removal Remove, Package and Dispose of Non-Essential Systems - Unit 2 7.3 5/21/2018 10/18/2023
LT-4-D-4.09 Non-Essential System Removal Remove, Package and Dispose of Non-Essential Systems - Unit 3 _ 10.5 5/11/2018 6/5/2024
Non-Essential System Removal Subtotal $ | $ 17.8

SR-4-D-17.05 Removal of Spent Fuel Systems/ Equipment Remove Protected Area Security Fencing | 0.3 10/1/2020 3/23/2021
Removal of Spent Fuel Systems/ Equipment Subtotal $ $ 0.3

SR-4-D-17.07 Containment Building Demo Detension and Remove Unit 3 Containment Building Tendons 7.1 4/20/2020 7/14/2020
SR-4-D-17.15 Containment Building Demo Detension and Remove Unit 2 Containment Building Tendons | 7.0 8/7/2019 7/14/2020
Containment Building Demo Subtotal $ $ 14.1

SR-4-D-17.17 Initial Plant Building Demo Demolish Condensate Building and Transformer Pads - Unit 2 - 3/19/2018 11/13/2023
SR-4-D-17.01 Initial Plant Building Demo Procure Clean Building Demolition Equipment 9.6 2/3/2020 9/7/2023
SR-4-D-17.30 Initial Plant Building Demo Demolish Auxiliary Radwaste Building - Common - 5/17/2023 6/21/2024
SR-4-D-17.32 Initial Plant Building Demo Remove Systems and Demolish Make-Up Demineralizer Structures 13 5/7/2018 3/3/2021
SR-4-D-17.33 Initial Plant Building Demo Install Concrete Plugs in Intake and Discharge Structures | - 12/10/2018 8/26/2021
Initial Plant Building Demo Subtotal $ $ 110

LT-5-D-5.05 Building Decontamination Decon Turbine Building - Unit 3 - 5/29/2018 7/3/2023
LT-5-D-5.10 Building Decontamination Decon Turbine Building - Unit 2 | - 5/29/2018 7/3/2023
Building Decontamination Subtotal $ $ -

LT-4-D-4.23 Final Plant Building Demo Asbestos Abatement and Hazardous Waste Disposal for Essential Systems | - 8/1/2018 2/12/2019
Final Plant Building Demo Subtotal $ | $ -

LT-4-D-4.39 Final Survey/License Reduction Prepare License Termination Plan 2.4 12/18/2017 8/14/2024
SR-3-D-16.02 Final Survey/License Reduction Subsurface Structure Removal Engineering Planning and Design | - 10/1/2017 12/31/2017
Final Survey/License Reduction Subtotal $ $ 2.4
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Detailed Comparison Of 2020 Forecasted Costs To The 2017 DCE

(2014 Dollars in Millions, 100% Level)

Attachment 3

[F] [C]
Current Current

Start Finish
1/24/2017 12/31/2027
1/24/2017 12/31/2027
6/7/2013 6/28/2018
2/412014 12/31/2014
12/8/2014 9/14/2020
1/1/2016 1/15/2020
12/5/2014 6/28/2018
12/5/2014 6/28/2018
11/1/2015 6/10/2020
11/1/2015 8/14/2020
8/30/2017 8/30/2021
1/1/2020 12/20/2022
9/1/2016 5/22/2022
2/15/2017 10/6/2020
12/11/2019 8/1/2022
10/1/2018 2/28/2020
1/1/2020 12/31/2021
7/1/2015 10/17/2019
5/15/2015 5/23/2024
71412014 9/6/2021
9/1/2014 9/6/2021
8/1/2015 5/26/2020
4/11/2014 11/11/2021
6/2/2014 6/2/2021
6/1/2020 12/21/2020

2020
A Bl [C=AB] 0] G|
Forecasted
Inception To
Date Through Total 2017
DCE No. Major Project“) Description(z) 2017 DCE® Forecasted ~ Variance 20201 _DCE(S) ©)

115
116 LT-D-WPTT D&D Waste Waste Taxes (Pass Through) 2.1 7.8
117 LT-D-BUR D&D Waste Waste Disposal 96.2 168.6
118 D&D Waste Subtotal $ 176.4
119
120 Decontamination, Demolition, & Disposal Subtotal $ 557.8
121
122 SNF-1-D-7.02 ISFSI Holtec Long Lead Items and Areva Contract Closure 311
123 SNF-2-D-8.07 ISFSI ISFSI Pad Study 0.2
124 SNF-2-D-8.08 ISFSI Design ISFSI Expansion, Fuel Inspection, and Oversight 84.5
125 SNF-2-D-8.09 ISFSI Construct ISFSI Expansion 46.8
126 SNF-2-D-8.10 ISFSI Fabrication of Spent Fuel Canisters - Unit 2 43.2
127 SNF-2-D-8.11 ISFSI Fabrication of Spent Fuel Canisters - Unit 3 34.6
128 SNF-2-D-8.12 ISFSI Load Fuel Canisters and Fuel Transfer Operations - Unit 2 54.1
129 SNF-2-D-8.13 ISFSI Load Fuel Canisters and Fuel Transfer Operations - Unit 3 54.3
130 ISFSI Subtotal $ 348.9
131
132 ISFSI Subtotal $ - $ 65.4 $ 3489 $ 270.2
133
134 SNF-2-D-CDP ISFSI CDP Settlement ISFSI CDP Settlement - 1.7 (1.7) 4.7 4.3
135 ISFSI Coastal Development Permit Settlement Subtotal $ = $ 17 $ [ 47 8 43
136
137 SNF-2-D-EP Areva Coastal Development Permit Extensions Environmental Permitting - Areva 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.3 1.9
138 Coastal Development Permit Extensions Subtotal $ 04 $ 0.3 $ 0.1 $ 03 §$ 19
139
140 SNF-2-D-AM Areva  ISFSI Aging Management Areva ISFSI Relicensing 2.4 2.8 (0.4) 8.1 141
141 SNF-2-D-AM Holtecl ISFSI Aging Management Holtec ISFSI 1&M Program Development 4.1 2.1 2.0 8.5 16.7
142 ISFSI Aging Management Subtotal $ 6.5 $ 4.9 $ 1.6 $ 167 $ 30.8
143
144 SNF-2-D-GTCC GTCC Waste Storage GTCC Waste Storage 7.7 13.8 (6.1) 27.9 26.6
145 GTCC Waste Storage Subtotal $ 7.7 $ 13.8 $ 61 $ 219 % 26.6
146
147 SNF-D-SIREN Siren Removals Siren Removals - 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 -
148  Siren Removal Subtotal $ - $ 0.0 $ 00 % 00 §$ -
149
150 SNF-D-NIA Sump NIA Sump Modifications NIA Sump Modifications 0.4 - 0.4 - 1.1
151  NIA Sump Modifications Subtotal $ 04 $ = $ 04 $ = $ 11
152
153 SR-3-D-16.05 CEQA Obtain CEQA Permit & Approvals - - - 8.0 7.9
154 CEQA Subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ 80 $ 7.9
155
156 SR-3-D-16.03 NEPA Initial Real Estate Authorization Renewal and Plant Easement 1.6 05 11 34 14.4
157 NEPA Subtotal $ 1.6 $ 0.5 $ 1.1 $ 3.4 $ 14.4
158
159 SR-1-D-14.02 Mesa Turnover Disposition Hazardous Waste from Mesa Site - - - 0.2 0.2
160 SR-2-D-15.09 Mesa Turnover Mesa Buildings - Demo, Maintenance 1.0 31 (2.1) 10.7 9.5
161 SR-2-D-15.02 Mesa Turnover Obtain Required Permits - Mesa - - - 0.1 0.1
162 SR-1-D-14.01 Mesa Turnover Mesa Site Phase | and 11 Site Assessment and Lease Surrender 13 2.4 (1.0) 8.7 85
163 SR-1-D-14.03 Mesa Turnover Mesa Site Characterization Survey - - - 0.1 0.1
164 Mesa Turnover Subtotal $ 2.3 $ 5.4 $ 31 $ 197  $ 18.4
165
166 LT-D-DCE2 © pcE Updates DCE Update 2020 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.3
167 DCE Updates Subtotal $ 0.3 $ 0.3 $ 0.0 $ 03 § 0.3
168
169 Other Major Projects Subtotal $ 19.2 $ 26.9 $ 77 % 810 $ 105.7
170
171 Major Projects (Distributed) Subtotal $ 88.1 $ 323.6 $ (2355) $ 11221 $ -
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Detailed Comparison Of 2020 Forecasted Costs To The 2017 DCE
(2014 Dollars in Millions, 100% Level)

Attachment 3

2020
[A] [B] [C=A-B] [D] [E] [F] [C]
Forecasted
Inception To
Date Through Total 2017 Current Current
DCE No. Major Project“) Description(z) 2017 DCE® Forecasted Variance 20201 DCE®® Start Finish
LT-U-1.01 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Utility Staff 18.9 17.4 15 199.4 308.3
SNF-U-2.01 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Utility Staff 52 13.1 (7.9) 153.1 295.4
SR-U-3.01 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Utility Staff 0.3 0.8 (0.5) 4.2 109.4
Utility Staff Subtotal $ 24.4 $ 313 $ (7.0) 356.6 $ 713.1
LT-U-1.03 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Security Force - 0.6 (0.6) 7.6 6.7
SNF-U-2.04 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Security Force 2.7 14.3 (11.6) 140.0 212.0
SR-U-3.02 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Security Force - - - - -
Security Force Subtotal $ 2.7 $ 15.0 $ (12.3) 1477 8 218.7
LT-U-1.11 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Decommissioning General Contractor Staffing
SNF-U-2.14 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Decommissioning General Contractor Staffing
SR-U-3.08 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Decommissioning General Contractor Staffing |
Decommissioning General Contractor Subtotal 3
LT-U-RS Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Short-Term Incentive Compensation
SNF-U-RS Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Short-Term Incentive Compensation
SR-U-RS Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Short-Term Incentive Compensation |
Short-Term Incentive Compensation Subtotal 3
Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Subtotal $
LT-U-1.02 Undistributed - Non-Labor Utility Staff Health Physics Supplies - - - 1.0 11
SNF-U-2.02 Undistributed - Non-Labor Utility Staff Health Physics Supplies 0.0 - 0.0 1.7 25
Utility Staff Health Physics Supplies Subtotal $ 0.0 $ = $ 0.0 27§ 3.7
LT-U-1.04 Undistributed - Non-Labor Security Related Expenses - 0.0 (0.0) 0.4 0.7
SNF-U-2.05 Undistributed - Non-Labor Security Related Expenses 0.1 0.7 (0.6) 2.9 10.6
SR-U-3.03 Undistributed - Non-Labor Security Related Expenses - - - 0.4 0.6
Security Related Expenses Subtotal $ 0.1 $ 0.7 $ (0.6) 38 § 11.8
LT-U-1.05 Undistributed - Non-Labor Insurance 0.5 15 (1.0 8.3 19.7
LT-U-1.14 Undistributed - Non-Labor Workers Compensation Insurance - - - 13 0.4
SNF-U-2.06 Undistributed - Non-Labor Insurance 11 25 (1.4) 3.0 38.5
SR-U-3.04 Undistributed - Non-Labor Insurance 0.0 0.2 (0.2) 0.3 5.0
Insurance Subtotal $ 1.6 $ 4.2 $ (2.6) 129 $ 63.7
LT-U-1.06 Undistributed - Non-Labor Site Lease and Easement Expenses - - - 4.3 4.4
SR-U-3.05 Undistributed - Non-Labor Site Lease and Easement Expenses 28 2.9 (0.6) 13.0 47.1
Site Lease and Easement Expenses Subtotal $ 2.3 $ 2.9 $ (0.6) 174 $ 515
LT-U-1.07 Undistributed - Non-Labor NRC Fees 0.3 0.3 (0.0) 5.9 115
SNF-U-2.08 Undistributed - Non-Labor NRC Fees 0.3 0.3 (0.0) 1.9 19.7
NRC Fees Subtotal $ 0.6 $ 0.6 $ (0.0) 78 $ 312
LT-U-1.08 Undistributed - Non-Labor Contracted Services 4.7 55 (0.8) 77.0 100.2
SNF-U-2.11 Undistributed - Non-Labor Contracted Services 1.7 6.2 (4.6) 411 99.1
SR-U-3.06 Undistributed - Non-Labor Contracted Services 0.1 2.7 (2.6) 4.9 26.1
SR-U-Bank Undistributed - Non-Labor Bank Fees And Interest - - - (0.1) (0.1)
SR-U-Inv Adj Undistributed - Non-Labor Vendor Invoice Adjustment - - - (0.3) (0.2)
Contracted Services Subtotal $ 6.4 $ 14.4 $ (7.9) 1226 $ 225.2
LT-U-1.09 Undistributed - Non-Labor DAW Disposal - - - 0.0 0.0
SNF-U-2.12 Undistributed - Non-Labor DAW Disposal - - - 0.0 0.0
DAW Disposal Subtotal $ - $ = $ - 00 $ 0.0
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Detailed Comparison Of 2020 Forecasted Costs To The 2017 DCE

(2014 Dollars in Millions, 100% Level)

Attachment 3

2020
[A] [B] [C=A-B] [D] [E] [F] [C]
Forecasted
Inception To
Date Through Total 2017 Current Current
DCE No. Major Project“) Description(z) 2017 DCE® Forecasted Variance 20201 DCE®® Start Finish

LT-U-1.10 Undistributed - Non-Labor Energy 3.8 2.9 0.9 234 49.9
SNF-U-2.13 Undistributed - Non-Labor Energy 0.8 13 (0.5) 7.0 18.4
SR-U-3.07 Undistributed - Non-Labor Energy 0.2 0.4 (0.2) 0.9 16.4
Energy Subtotal $ 4.8 $ 4.6 0.2 $ 313§ 84.7
LT-U-1.15 Undistributed - Non-Labor Community Engagement Panel 0.4 0.4 0.0 3.6 7.6
SNF-U-2.25 Undistributed - Non-Labor Community Engagement Panel 0.1 0.1 (0.0) 0.5 2.7
SR-U-3.21 Undistributed - Non-Labor Community Engagement Panel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 2.1
Community Engagement Panel Subtotal $ 0.5 $ 0.5 0.0 $ 43 8 12.5
LT-U-1.17 Undistributed - Non-Labor Association Fees and Expenses 0.4 0.4 0.1 2.4 49
SNF-U-2.26 Undistributed - Non-Labor Association Fees and Expenses 0.1 0.2 (0.1) 0.4 2.3
SR-U-3.17 Undistributed - Non-Labor Association Fees and Expenses 0.0 0.1 (0.0) 0.1 1.4
Association Fees and Expenses Subtotal $ 0.6 $ 0.6 0.0 $ 29 § 8.6
LT-U-1.18 Undistributed - Non-Labor Water 0.3 0.1 0.2 14 4.2
SNF-U-2.18 Undistributed - Non-Labor Water 0.1 0.1 0.0 12 9.1
SR-U-3.13 Undistributed - Non-Labor Water 0.0 0.0 - 0.1 33
Water Subtotal $ 04 $ 0.2 0.2 $ 27§ 16.5
LT-U-1.19 Undistributed - Non-Labor Tools and Equipment - - - 0.1 0.0
Tools and Equipment Subtotal $ - $ - - $ 01 § 0.0
LT-U-1.20 Undistributed - Non-Labor Information Technology 0.6 15 (0.9) 16.0 184
LT-U-1.21 Undistributed - Non-Labor Telecommunications - - - 23 23
LT-U-1.22 Undistributed - Non-Labor Personal Computers - - - 0.0 0.0
SNF-U-2.20 Undistributed - Non-Labor Information Technology 0.1 0.7 (0.6) 31 5.6
SNF-U-2.22 Undistributed - Non-Labor Personal Computers - - - 0.0 0.0
SR-U-3.15 Undistributed - Non-Labor Information Technology 0.0 0.2 (0.2) 0.5 55
Information Technology Subtotal $ 0.7 $ 2.4 (16) 8 220 % 319
LT-U-1.24 Undistributed - Non-Labor Environmental Permits and Fees 0.0 0.0 (0.0) 3.7 3.8
SNF-U-2.27 Undistributed - Non-Labor Environmental Permits and Fees 0.0 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 11
SR-U-3.23 Undistributed - Non-Labor Environmental Permits and Fees 0.0 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 1.8
Environmental Permits and Fees Subtotal $ 0.0 $ 0.0 00 8 37§ 6.7
LT-U-1.25 Undistributed - Non-Labor Decommissioning Advisor 0.5 0.4 0.1 46 7.9
SNF-U-2.28 Undistributed - Non-Labor Decommissioning Advisor 0.1 0.2 (0.1) 0.4 0.3
SR-U-3.22 Undistributed - Non-Labor Decommissioning Advisor 0.0 0.1 (0.0) 0.1 17
Decommissioning Advisor Subtotal $ 0.6 $ 0.6 0.0 $ 51 $ 9.9
LT-U-Legal Undistributed - Non-Labor Third-Party Legal 0.8 0.9 (0.1) 5.0 9.4
SNF-U-Legal Undistributed - Non-Labor Third-Party Legal 0.2 - 0.2 2.3 10.1
SR-U-Legal Undistributed - Non-Labor Third-Party Legal 0.0 - 0.0 0.9 4.3
Third-Party Legal Subtotal $ 11 $ 0.9 0.2 $ 82 §$ 238
LT-U-CO Undistributed - Non-Labor DGC Executive Oversight Committee 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.6 2.9
DGC Executive Oversight Committee Subtotal $ 0.3 $ 0.3 0.0 $ 06 $ 2.9
SNF-U-2.09 Undistributed - Non-Labor Emergency Preparedness Fees 1.8 1.7 0.1 16.3 48.3
Emergency Preparedness Fees Subtotal $ 18 $ 17 0.1 $ 163 $ 48.3
SNF-U-AM Holtec Undistributed - Non-Labor Holtec ISFSI Aging Management 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 11.2
Aging Management Subtotal $ 0.1 $ 0.1 0.0 $ 01 § 11.2
SR-U-CEQA-RPT Undistributed - Non-Labor CEQA Reporting - 1.6 (1.6) 1.6 -

CEQA Reporting Subtotal $ = $ 16 16 $ 16 $ =
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Attachment 3

Detailed Comparison Of 2020 Forecasted Costs To The 2017 DCE
(2014 Dollars in Millions, 100% Level)

2020
[A] [B] [C=A-B] [D] [E] [F] [C]

Forecasted

Inception To

Date Through Total 2017 Current Current

DCE No. Major Project“) Description(z) 2017 DCE® Forecasted Variance 20201 DCE®® Start Finish

286
287 SR-U-3.11 Undistributed - Non-Labor Severance - 114 (11.4) 128.8 121.0
288 Severance Subtotal $ - $ 114 $ (114) $ 1288  $ 121.0
289
290 Undistributed - Non-Labor Subtotal $ 22.1 $ 477 $ (256) $ 3950 $ 765.2
291
292 LT-U-SLA Service Level Agreement Service Level Agreements 6.9 5.4 15 27.9 76.1
293 SNF-U-SLA Service Level Agreement Service Level Agreements 15 25 (1.0 19.9 459
294 SR-U-SLA Service Level Agreement Service Level Agreements 0.4 0.8 (0.4) 2.1 46.2
295 Undistributed - Service Level Agreement Subtotal $ 8.8 $ 8.7 $ 0.1 $ 500 $ 168.2
296
297 _ Undistributed Subtotal $ 78.2 $ 138.2 $ (60.00 $ 1,140.5
298
299 Total $ 166.3 $ 461.8 $ (2955) $ 2,262.6
300
301 Other DCE Costs
302
303 $ 44786

General Notes:
(A) Totals may not reconcile due to rounding.
(B) Amounts with $0.0 or $(0.0) indicate that costs are included in the category but round to $0 when rounded to the nearest hundred thousand. $ - indicates that no costs are included in the category.

Notes:

(1) Not all line items associated with each major project are included. Only line items with costs in 2020 in the DCE or forecast, or line items with costs forecasted inception to date through 2020 are summarized.

(2) All descriptions are consistent with the 2017 Decommissioning Cost Estimate.

(3) 2017 DCE values are from Attachment 10, *2017 DCE Waste Disposal Adjustment."

(4) The current year’s forecast includes amounts for certain milestone payments that have slipped into 2020 from 2019 and had been included in the 2019 disbursement Advice Letter request. These amounts will be adjusted in the Spring recorded costs Advice Letter.
(5) The "Total 2017 DCE" column contains the total DCE cost associated with each line item.

(6) For convenience in the 2017 DCE, all DCE updates were included in line number LT-3-D-DCE. Each DCE is actually treated as its own distributed project, so a new line item (LT-D-DCE?2) for the 2020 DCE update has been created and the portion of

costs assumed in the 2017 DCE for the 2020 update have been moved to this new line.
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Attachment 4
Comparison of 2017 DCE Estimated and Forecasted Cash Flow



Comparison Of Annual Cash Flow
(2014 Dollars In Thousands, 100% Level)

[A] [B]
Total 2017 Recorded /
Year® DCE Forecasted
2013-A $ 243,504 $ 243,504
2014-A 217,175 217,175
2015-A 277,491 277,491
2016-A 213,002 213,002
2017-A 339,744 283,878
2018-A 262,910 165,878
2019 173,493 399,800
2020 166,288 461,832 @
2021 276,416
2022 320,235
2023 237,386
2024 162,140
2025 151,283
2026 155,336
2027 126,368
2028 52,748
2029 22,046
2030 19,580
2031 21,094
2032 21,903
2033 24,760
2034 24,718
2035 27,283
2036 24,921
2037 22,091
2038 21,851
2039 22,701
2040 25,313
2041 23,575
2042 24,775
2043 24,117
2044 35,098
2045 33,490
2046 73,197
2047 160,624
2048 134,176
2049 113,710
2050 99,449
2051 102,574
Total $ 4,478,566 $ 2,262,560

Notes:

(1) "-A" indicates the costs for the given year in Column [B] are actual recorded

costs. All other years are forecasted amounts.

(2) The current year’s forecast includes amounts for certain milestone payments
that have slipped into 2020 from 2019 and had been included in the 2019
disbursement Advice Letter request. These amounts will be adjusted in the

Spring recorded costs Advice Letter.
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Attachment 5
Schedule



Decommissioning Plan

SONGS Decommissioning Plan

[2014]2015]2016]2017]2018] 2019 [2020] ... [2025]2026]2027]2028]2029]2030]2031]2032]2033][2034]2035] ... [2040] ... [2045]2046]2047]2048] 204920502051
1 |

Pre-Decommissioning Work

Fuel in Wet & Dry Storage

CEQA Review

Major Decommissioning Work
All Fuel in Dry Storage

Transfer Fuel Offsite
(Actual Timing Pending Offsite Storage Facility)

NEPA Review

Substructure Removal &
Site Restoration

Complete Transfer of Fuel

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
1
|
|
from Wet to Dry Storage I
|
1

ISFSI-only NRC NRC Partial Site - Future milestones are tentative Terminate NRC
Requirements Release License
Implemented

SUBJECT TO SONGS DECOMMISSIONING AGREEMENT, SECTION 19.3



Attachment 6

Adjusted Total Amounts Requested to Date Including Previous Advice
Letters



Adjusted Total Amounts Requested To Date Including Previous Advice Letters

(Dollars In Millions)

2013 - 2020
100% Share (2014$) 100% Share (Nominal) SCE Share (Nominal)
Requested In 2018 Final Adjusted Total| Requested In Adjusted Total| Requested In Adjusted Total
Previous Advice Escalation Requested To | Previous Advice Requested To | Previous Advice Requested To
Major Project Letters 2018 Underrun®|  Adjustment | 2020 Forecast Date Letters 2018 Underrun®| 2020 Forecast Date Letters 2018 Underrun®| 2020 Forecast Date

1 Major Projects (Distributed)
2 Historical Site Assessment /Characterization $ -8 - 8 - 8 -8 - -8 -8 4.8
3 Legacy Radwaste Disposal - - - - - - - 15.2
4 Project Governance and Admin - - - - - - - 432
5 Regulatory Compliance - - - - - - - 3.7
6 Transition Modifications - Phase 1 - - - - - - - 0.8
7 | Security Programs - - - - - - - 57
8 DGC RFP & Prep - - - - - - - 10.8
9 Transition Modifications - Phase 2 - - - - - - - 3.9
10 Spent Fuel Islanding - - - - - - - 6.5
11 Cyber Security Modifications - - - - - - - 7.3
12 Phase 2 Regulatory Compliance (0.1) (0.0) - (0.1) - (0.1) - 29
13 Completed Projects Subtotal | $ 01) $ 0.0) $ -8 ©1) $ - 01 $ -8 104.8
14
15/ Initial D&D Activities $ (6.9) $ 0.0) $ 195 § (75) $ 27 $ (57 $ 171 $
16 Internals and Vessel Segmentation (9.8) (0.0) 218 (10.7) 254 (8.1) 19.2
17 Steam Generator Removal - - 46.1 - 53.7 - 40.7
18 Non-Essential System Removal - - 17.8 - 20.7 - 15.7
19 Removal of Spent Fuel Systems/ Equipment - - 0.3 - 0.3 - 0.3
20 Containment Building Demo - - 141 - 16.4 - 124
21 Initial Plant Building Demo - - 11.0 - 12.7 - 9.6
22 Building Decontamination - - - - - - -
23 Final Plant Building Demo 04 (0.0) - 0.4 - 0.3 -
24 Final Survey/License Reduction 0.1 0.0 2.4 0.1 2.8 0.1 2.2
25 D&D Waste - - 98.3 - 1143 - 86.6
26 Decontamination, Demolition, & Disposal Subtotal | $ (16.2) $ 00 $ 2313 $ 17.7) $ 269.0 (134) $ 2038 $
27
28 ISFSI (24.8) (0.1) 65.4 (26.5) 75.8 (20.1) 57.5
29 ISFSI Subtotal | $ (24.8) $ (0.1) $ 654 $ (26.5) $ 75.8 (20.1) $ 575 $
30
31/ ISFSI CDP Settlement $ 51 $ (21 $ 0.0) $ 17§ . (23) $ 20 $ 533 43 3 (18) $ 15 § 40
32 Coastal Development Permit Extensions - - - 0.3 0.3 - - 0.4 0.4 - - 03 03
33 ISFSI Aging Management 13.2 (1.4) 0.0 49 16.7 14.6 (1.5) 5.7 18.8 111 (1.1) 43 143
34 GTCC Waste Storage 14.0 0.1 0.0 138 27.9 15.7 0.1 16.0 318 119 0.1 12.2 24.2
35 Siren Removals - - - 0.0 0.0 - - 0.1 0.1 - - 0.0 0.0
36 NIA Sump Modifications - - - - - - - - - - - - -
37 CEQA 10.2 (2.2) 0.0 - 8.0 10.8 (2.4) - 8.4 8.2 (1.8) - 6.4
38 NEPA 4.0 (1.1) (0.0) 0.5 34 42 (1.2) 0.5 35 32 (0.9) 0.3 2.6
39 Mesa Turnover 14.7 (0.4) 0.0 5.4 19.7 15.6 (0.4) 6.3 215 117 (0.3) 48 16.2
40 DCE Updates - - - 0.3 0.3 - - 0.3 0.3 - - 0.2 0.2
41 Other Major Projects Subtotal | $ 612 $ (71) $ (0.0) $ 269 $ 81.0|$ 66.5 $ (77 $ 313 $ 1] $ 504 $ (58) $ 236 $ 68.2
42
43 Total Major Projects (Distributed) $ 8468 $ (48.2) $ 0y $ 3236 $ 11221 |3 9057 $ (52.0) $ 3761 $ 12298 | $ 686.1 $ (39.4) $ 2849 $ 931.6
44
45 Undistributed
46 Labor-Staffing $ 6432 $ (295) $ 00 $ 818 $ 6955 | $ 6758 $ (32.0) $ 95.1 $ 7389 | $ 5131 $ (242) $ 721 % 561.0
47 Non-Labor 361.3 (14.0) (0.0) 477 395.0 3731 (14.7) 542 4126 286.8 (11.0) 412 317.0
48  Service Level Agreements 44.6 (3.3) 0.0 8.7 50.0 478 (3.5 9.6 53.9 37.0 (2.3) 7.3 42.0
49
50 Total Undistributed $ 10491 $ (46.8) $ 00 $ 1382 $ 114051 $ 1,09.7 $ (50.2) $ 1589 $ 12054 1% 8369 $ (375) $ 1206 $ 920.0
51
52 Grand Total $ 18959 $ (95.0) $ 01) $ 461.8 $ 2,2626 | $ 2,0024 $ (102.2) $ 5350 $ 24352 $ 15230 $ (76.9) $ 4055 $ 1,851.6
Note:

(1) The 2018 underrun per Advice Letter 3988-E has been re-organized to match the categorization of costs in this Advice Letter, which is consistent with the major project framework.
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Attachment 7

Forecasted Escalation and De-Escalation Factors



Forecasted Escalation And De-Escalation Factors

Escalation Factors

Year® Labor Material Other Contract Burial Overheads | Contingency IMM

2015-A 1.0210 1.0063 1.0063 1.0210 1.0012 1.0210 1.0063 1.0063
2016-A 1.0427 1.0154 1.0154 1.0427 1.0140 1.0427 1.0154 1.0154
2017-A 1.0683 1.0318 1.0318 1.0683 1.0357 1.0683 1.0318 1.0318
2018-A 1.0997 1.0521 1.0521 1.0997 1.0610 1.0997 1.0521 1.0521
2019-F 1.1298 1.0772 1.0772 1.1298 1.0818 1.1298 1.0772 1.0772
2020-F 1.1681 1.1045 1.1045 1.1681 1.1041 1.1681 1.1045 1.1045

De-Escalation Factors

Year® Labor Material Other Contract Burial Overhead | Contingency IMM

2015-A 0.9794 0.9938 0.9938 0.9794 0.9988 0.9794 0.9938 0.9938
2016-A 0.9591 0.9848 0.9848 0.9591 0.9862 0.9591 0.9848 0.9848
2017-A 0.9361 0.9691 0.9691 0.9361 0.9655 0.9361 0.9691 0.9691
2018-A 0.9093 0.9505 0.9505 0.9093 0.9425 0.9093 0.9505 0.9505
2019-F 0.8851 0.9283 0.9283 0.8851 0.9244 0.8851 0.9283 0.9283
2020-F 0.8561 0.9054 0.9054 0.8561 0.9057 0.8561 0.9054 0.9054

Note:

(1) "-F" indicates the escalation factors are forecasted for the given year. "-A" denotes actual factors. The 2018

Escalation Factors have been updated since the last Advice Letter filing (Advice Letter 3988-E on April 15, 2019) to
reflect the final 2018 escalation factors. The relevant US Bureau of Labor indices, which are the basis for the escalation
factors, were not published when Advice Letter 3988-E was filed and therefore forecasted escalation factors were used.
The US Bureau of Labor indices needed to determine the final 2018 escalation factors were made available in May of
2019. See Attachment 8 for the cost impact associated with the change from the forecasted to actual escalation factors.
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2018 Final Escalation Factor & SLA Adjustment — Updated Advice
Letter 3988-E 2018 Recorded Costs in 2014$



Attachment 8

2018 Final Escalation Factor & SLA Adjustment — Updated Advice Letter 3988-E 2018 Recorded Costs In 2014$
(2014 Dollars in Millions, 100% Level)
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[A] [B] [C] [D=A+B+C]
Final
Escalation

AL 3988-E 2018 SLA Factor Final 2018

DCE No. Major Project Description 2018 Recorded  Allocation® Adjustment® Recorded
LT-2-D-2.17 Historical Site Assessment /Characterization Perform Historic Site Assessment and Site Characterization $ - $ - $ - $ -
Historical Site Assessment/Characterization Subtotal $ = $ =
LT-2-D-2.16 Legacy Radwaste Disposal Disposition of Legacy Wastes - -
LT-1-D-1.05 Legacy Radwaste Disposal Disposition of Legacy Waste - -
Legacy Radwaste Disposal Subtotal $ = $ =
SR-1-D-14.04 Project Governance and Admin Fuel Cancellation Expense - -
Project Governance and Admin Subtotal $ - $ -
LT-2-D-2.02 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Post-Shutdown QA Plan - -
LT-2-D-2.03 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Post-Shutdown Security Plan - -
LT-2-D-2.04 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Post-Shutdown Fire Protection Plan - -
LT-2-D-2.06 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Preliminary Defueled Technical Specifications - -
LT-2-D-2.08 Regulatory Compliance Implement Technical Specification Modifications - -
LT-2-D-2.09 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Post-Shutdown Emergency Preparedness Plan - -
LT-2-D-2.11 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Post-Shutdown Decommissioning Activities Report (PSDAR) - -
LT-2-D-2.12 Regulatory Compliance Post-Shutdown Decommissioning Activities Report (PSDAR) - NRC Review - -
LT-2-D-2.14 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Decommissioning Cost Estimate (DCE) - -
SNF-1-D-7.03 Regulatory Compliance Post Fukushima Modifications - Unit 2 - -
SNF-2-D-FLEX Regulatory Compliance Flex Initiative - -
SNF-2-D-8.02 Regulatory Compliance Decay Heat Analysis - -
SNF-2-D-8.03 Regulatory Compliance Zirconium Fire/ Shine Analysis - -
SNF-2-D-8.05 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Irradiated Fuel Management Plan & NRC Review - -
Regulatory Compliance Subtotal $ - $ -
LT-2-D-2.31 Transition Modifications - Phase 1 Transition Project Modifications - -
Transition Modifications - Phase 1 Subtotal $ = $ =
SNF-1-D-7.01 Security Programs Security Shutdown Strategy - -
SNF-2-D-8.01 Security Programs Security Shutdown Strategy - -
Security Programs Subtotal $ = $ =
LT-2-D-2.22 DGC RFP & Prep Select Decommissioning General Contractor (DGC) - -
DGC RFP & Preps Subtotal $ - $ -
LT-2-D-LOED Transition Modifications - Phase 2 Large Organism Exclusion Device Modification - -
LT-3-D-RecB Transition Modifications - Phase 2 Records Backlog - -
LT-3-D-S&S Transition Modifications - Phase 2 Simplification & Streamlining Project - -
LT-D-SPV Transition Modifications - Phase 2 Special Purpose Vehicle Support - -
Transition Modifications - Phase 2 Subtotal $ - $ -
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2018 Final Escalation Factor & SLA Adjustment — Updated Advice Letter 3988-E 2018 Recorded Costs In 2014$

(2014 Dollars in Millions, 100% Level)

Attachment 8

[A] [B] [C] [D=A+B+C]
Final
Escalation
AL 3988-E 2018 SLA Factor Final 2018
DCE No. Major Project Description 2018 Recorded  Allocation® Adjustment® Recorded
LT-2-D-2.26 Spent Fuel Islanding Install Spent Fuel Pool System Modifications - Unit 2 - - -
LT-2-D-2.27 Spent Fuel Islanding Install Spent Fuel Pool System Modifications - Unit 3 - - -
Spent Fuel Islanding Subtotal $ - - $ $ -
SNF-1-D-7.05 Cyber Security Modifications Cyber Security Modifications - - -
Cyber Security Modifications Subtotal $ - - $ $ =
LT-3-D-DCE Phase 2 Regulatory Compliance DCE Update 0.2 - (0.0) 0.2
LT-2-D-2.07 Phase 2 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Defueled Safety Analysis Report (DSAR) - - - -
Phase 2 Regulatory Compliance Subtotal $ 0.2 - $ 0.00 $ 0.2
LT-2-D-2.18 Initial D&D Activities Planning & Design For Cold and Dark - -
LT-2-D-2.19 Initial D&D Activities Implement Cold and Dark (Repower Site) -
LT-2-D-2.20 Initial D&D Activities Install 12 kV Service Line to Power Temp Power Ring -
LT-2-D-2.21 Initial D&D Activities Drain & De-Energize Non-Essential Systems (DEC Process) -
LT-2-D-2.29 Initial D&D Activities Implement Control Room Modifications (Command Center Relocation) -
LT-3-D-3.10 Initial D&D Activities Modify Containment Access- Unit 2 -
LT-3-D-3.12 Initial D&D Activities Remove and Dispose of Missile Shields - Unit 2 -
LT-3-D-3.13 Initial D&D Activities Remove and Dispose of Reactor Head - Unit 2 -
LT-3-D-3.11 Initial D&D Activities Modify Containment Access- Unit 3 -
LT-3-D-3.14 Initial D&D Activities Remove and Dispose of Missile Shields - Unit 3 -
LT-3-D-3.15 Initial D&D Activities Remove and Dispose of Reactor Head - Unit 3 -
LT-3-D-3.01 Initial D&D Activities Prepare Integrated Work Sequence and Schedule for Decommissioning 0.1) (0.0)
LT-4-D-4.02 Initial D&D Activities Install GARDIAN System -
LT-3-D-3.17 Initial D&D Activities Prepare Activity Specifications - U2 -
LT-3-D-3.02 Initial D&D Activities Prepare Detailed Work Procedures and Activity Specifications for Decommissioning -
LT-3-D-DGC_BUR Initial D&D Activities Waste Contracts 0.4) (0.0)
LT-4-D-4.14 Initial D&D Activities Remove and Dispose of Legacy Class B and C Waste - Unit 2 (0.1) (0.0)
LT-4-D-4.15 Initial D&D Activities Remove and Dispose of Legacy Class B and C Waste - Unit 3 0.1) (0.0)
Initial D&D Activities Subtotal $ 08 $ 0.0 $
LT-3-D-3.23 Internals and Vessel Segmentation Finalize Internals and Vessel Segmenting Details - Unit 2 0.1 4
LT-3-D-3.26 Internals and Vessel Segmentation Finalize Internals and Vessel Segmenting Details - Unit 3 0.1) (0.0)
LT-3-D-3.24 Internals and Vessel Segmentation Segment, Package and Dispose of Reactor Internals - Unit 2 (0.1) (0.0)
LT-3-D-3.27 Internals and Vessel Segmentation Segment, Package and Dispose of Reactor Internals - Unit 3 -
LT-3-D-3.22 Internals and Vessel Segmentation Test Special Cutting and Handling Equipment and Train Operators -
Internals and Vessel Segmentation Subtotal $ 01 3 00 3
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2018 Final Escalation Factor & SLA Adjustment — Updated Advice Letter 3988-E 2018 Recorded Costs In 2014$
(2014 Dollars in Millions, 100% Level)

Attachment 8

[A] [B]
AL 3988-E 2018 SLA

DCE No. Major Project Description 2018 Recorded  Allocation™
LT-4-D-4.33 Steam Generator Removal Remove and Dispose of Steam Generators - Unit 2 -
LT-4-D-4.35 Steam Generator Removal Remove and Dispose of Steam Generators - Unit 3 -
Steam Generator Removal Subtotal $ -
SR-4-D-17.17 Initial Plant Building Demo Demolish Condensate Building and Transformer Pads - Unit 2 -
SR-4-D-17.01 Initial Plant Building Demo Procure Clean Building Demolition Equipment -
SR-4-D-17.30 Initial Plant Building Demo Demolish Auxiliary Radwaste Building - Common -
SR-4-D-17.32 Initial Plant Building Demo Remove Systems and Demolish Make-Up Demineralizer Structures -
SR-4-D-17.33 Initial Plant Building Demo Install Concrete Plugs in Intake and Discharge Structures -
Initial Plant Building Demo Subtotal $ -
LT-5-D-5.05 Building Decontamination Decon Turbine Building - Unit 3 -
LT-5-D-5.10 Building Decontamination Decon Turbine Building - Unit 2 -
Building Decontamination Subtotal $ $ =
LT-4-D-4.23 Final Plant Building Demo Asbestos Abatement and Hazardous Waste Disposal for Essential Systems -
Final Plant Building Demo Subtotal $ $ -
LT-4-D-4.39 Final Survey/License Reduction Prepare License Termination Plan -
SR-3-D-16.02 Final Survey/License Reduction Subsurface Structure Removal Engineering Planning and Design (0.0)
Final Survey/License Reduction Subtotal $ (0.0)
LT-D-WPTT D&D Waste Waste Taxes (Pass Through) -
LT-D-BUR D&D Waste Waste Disposal -
D&D Waste Subtotal $ $ -
Decontamination, Demolition, & Disposal Subtotal $ $ (0.8)
SNF-1-D-7.02 ISFSI Holtec Long Lead Items and Areva Contract Closure (0.1)
SNF-2-D-8.07 ISFSI ISFSI Pad Study -
SNF-2-D-8.08 ISFSI Design ISFSI Expansion, Fuel Inspection, and Oversight (0.2)
SNF-2-D-8.09 ISFSI Construct ISFSI Expansion 0.3)
SNF-2-D-8.10 ISFSI Fabrication of Spent Fuel Canisters - Unit 2 (0.4)
SNF-2-D-8.11 ISFSI Fabrication of Spent Fuel Canisters - Unit 3 0.4)
SNF-2-D-8.12 ISFSI Load Fuel Canisters and Fuel Transfer Operations - Unit 2 (0.5)
SNF-2-D-8.13 ISFSI Load Fuel Canisters and Fuel Transfer Operations - Unit 3 (0.5)
ISFSI Subtotal $ $ (2.5)
ISFSI Subtotal $ $ (2.5)

[C] [D=A+B+C]
Final
Escalation
Factor Final 2018
Adjustment®  Recorded
$ S
s STy
s - 5
00 _
$ ©00) $ |
00 |
$ 00 §$
s S
$ 00
(0.0)
(0.0)
(0.0)
(0.0)
(0.0)
(0.0)
00 _
$ 01 $ |
$ 01
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(2014 Dollars in Millions, 100% Level)

2018 Final Escalation Factor & SLA Adjustment — Updated Advice Letter 3988-E 2018 Recorded Costs In 2014$

Attachment 8

[A] [B] [C] [D=A+B+C]
Final
Escalation
AL 3988-E 2018 SLA Factor Final 2018
DCE No. Major Project Description 2018 Recorded  Allocation® Adjustment® Recorded
121 SNF-2-D-CDP ISFSI CDP Settlement ISFSI CDP Settlement 0.4 - (0.0) 0.3
122 ISFSI Coastal Development Permit Settlement Subtotal $ 04 $ = $ 00 $ 0.3
123
124 SNF-2-D-AM Areva ISFSI Aging Management Areva ISFSI Relicensing 1.8 0.1) 0.0 1.7
125 SNF-2-D-AM Holtecl ISFSI Aging Management Holtec ISFSI 1&M Program Development 0.8 (0.0) (0.0) 0.8
126 ISFSI Aging Management Subtotal $ 26 $ 01 $ 00 $ 25
127
128 SNF-2-D-GTCC GTCC Waste Storage GTCC Waste Storage 0.1 (0.0) 0.0 0.1
129 GTCC Waste Storage Subtotal $ 01  $ 0.00 $ 00 $ 0.1
130
131 SNF-D-NIA Sump NIA Sump Modifications NIA Sump Modifications - - - -
132 NIA Sump Modifications Subtotal $ = $ = $ = $ =
133
134 SR-3-D-16.05 CEQA Obtain CEQA Permit & Approvals 13 (0.1) 0.0 1.2
135 CEQA Subtotal $ 1.3 % (01 $ 00 $ 1.2
136
137 SR-3-D-16.03 NEPA Initial Real Estate Authorization Renewal and Plant Easement 0.3 - (0.0) 0.3
138 NEPA Subtotal $ 03 $ = $ 00 $ 0.3
139
140 SR-1-D-14.02 Mesa Turnover Disposition Hazardous Waste from Mesa Site - - - -
141 SR-2-D-15.09 Mesa Turnover Mesa Buildings - Demo, Maintenance 0.4 (0.0) 0.0 0.4
142 SR-2-D-15.02 Mesa Turnover Obtain Required Permits - Mesa - - - -
143 SR-1-D-14.01 Mesa Turnover Mesa Site Phase | and 11 Site Assessment and Lease Surrender 1.9 (0.1) 0.0 1.8
144 SR-1-D-14.03 Mesa Turnover Mesa Site Characterization Survey - - - -
145 Mesa Turnover Subtotal $ 23  $ 01 $ 00 $ 2.2
146
147  Other Major Projects Subtotal $ 70 % 03 $ 0.00 $ 6.7
148
149 Major Projects (Distributed) Subtotal $ 673  $ 36) $ 01 $ 63.6
150
151 LT-U-1.01 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Utility Staff 15.5 (1.1) (0.0) 14.4
152 SNF-U-2.01 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Utility Staff 12.9 (0.9) (0.0) 11.9
153 SR-U-3.01 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Utility Staff - - - -
154  Utility Staff Subtotal $ 284 % (200 $ 0.0 $ 264
155
156 LT-U-1.03 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Security Force 1.2 0.1) (0.0) 11
157 SNF-U-2.04 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Security Force 17.9 (1.0) 0.0 17.0
158 SR-U-3.02 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Security Force - - - -
159  Security Force Subtotal $ 192 $ (100 $ 00 $ 18.1
160

40f7



Attachment 8

2018 Final Escalation Factor & SLA Adjustment — Updated Advice Letter 3988-E 2018 Recorded Costs In 2014$
(2014 Dollars in Millions, 100% Level)

[A] [B] [C] [D=A+B+C]
Final
Escalation
AL 3988-E 2018 SLA Factor Final 2018
DCE No. Major Project Description 2018 Recorded  Allocation® Adjustment® Recorded

161 LT-U-1.11 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Decommissioning General Contractor Staffing (0.8) (0.0)

162 SR-U-3.08 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Decommissioning General Contractor Staffing - = |

163 Decommissioning General Contractor Subtotal $ 08 $ 0.0 $

164

165 LT-U-RS Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Short-Term Incentive Compensation (0.1) (0.0)

166 SNF-U-RS Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Short-Term Incentive Compensation 0.2) (0.0)

167 SR-U-RS Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Short-Term Incentive Compensation (0.0) 00 |

168 Short-Term Incentive Compensation Subtotal $ 02 $ 0.0 $

169

170 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Subtotal $ 40 $ 00 $ 61.3
171

172 LT-U-1.02 Undistributed - Non-Labor Utility Staff Health Physics Supplies - - - -
173 SNF-U-2.02 Undistributed - Non-Labor Utility Staff Health Physics Supplies 0.0 (0.0) (0.0) 0.0
174  Utility Staff Health Physics Supplies Subtotal $ 00 % 0.0 $ 0.0 $ 0.0
175

176 LT-U-1.04 Undistributed - Non-Labor Security Related Expenses 0.1 (0.0) 0.0 0.1
177 SNF-U-2.05 Undistributed - Non-Labor Security Related Expenses 0.4 (0.0) 0.0 0.3
178 SR-U-3.03 Undistributed - Non-Labor Security Related Expenses - - - -
179  Security Related Expenses Subtotal $ 05  $ 00 $ 00 % 0.5
180

181 LT-U-1.05 Undistributed - Non-Labor Insurance (5.9) 0.3 (0.0) (5.6)
182 LT-U-1.14 Undistributed - Non-Labor Workers Compensation Insurance 0.9 (0.0) 0.0 0.8
183 SNF-U-2.06 Undistributed - Non-Labor Insurance (2.4) 0.1 0.0 (2.2)
184 SR-U-3.04 Undistributed - Non-Labor Insurance - - - -
185 Insurance Subtotal $ 74) $ 04  $ 0.0 $ (7.0
186

187 LT-U-1.06 Undistributed - Non-Labor Site Lease and Easement Expenses 2.1 (0.1) 0.0 2.0
188 SR-U-3.05 Undistributed - Non-Labor Site Lease and Easement Expenses (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) (0.0)
189 Site Lease and Easement Expenses Subtotal $ 21 $ 01 $ 00 $ 2.0
190

191 LT-U-1.07 Undistributed - Non-Labor NRC Fees 0.8 (0.0) 0.0 0.7
192 SNF-U-2.08 Undistributed - Non-Labor NRC Fees 0.2 (0.0) 0.0 0.2
193 NRC Fees Subtotal $ 10 $ 01 $ 00 $ 0.9
194

195 LT-U-1.08 Undistributed - Non-Labor Contracted Services 6.0 (0.4) (0.0) 5.6
196 SNF-U-2.11 Undistributed - Non-Labor Contracted Services 7.4 (0.5) (0.0) 7.0
197 SR-U-3.06 Undistributed - Non-Labor Contracted Services 0.3 (0.0) (0.0) 0.3
198 SR-U-Bank Undistributed - Non-Labor Bank Fees And Interest (0.1) 0.0 (0.0) (0.1)
199 SR-U-Inv Adj Undistributed - Non-Labor Vendor Invoice Adjustment (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) (0.0)
200 Contracted Services Subtotal $ 137 3 09 3 0.0 3 12.8
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2018 Final Escalation Factor & SLA Adjustment — Updated Advice Letter 3988-E 2018 Recorded Costs In 2014$

(2014 Dollars in Millions, 100% Level)

Attachment 8

[A] [B] [C] [D=A+B+C]
Final
Escalation

AL 3988-E 2018 SLA Factor Final 2018

DCE No. Major Project Description 2018 Recorded  Allocation® Adjustment® Recorded

LT-U-1.09 Undistributed - Non-Labor DAW Disposal - - - -

SNF-U-2.12 Undistributed - Non-Labor DAW Disposal - - - -

DAW Disposal Subtotal $ = $ = $ = $ =
LT-U-1.10 Undistributed - Non-Labor Energy 2.6 0.1) 0.0 25
SNF-U-2.13 Undistributed - Non-Labor Energy 0.7 (0.0) 0.0 0.7

SR-U-3.07 Undistributed - Non-Labor Energy - - - -
Energy Subtotal $ 34 % 02 $ - $ 3.2
LT-U-1.15 Undistributed - Non-Labor Community Engagement Panel 0.6 (0.0) (0.0) 0.5

SNF-U-2.25 Undistributed - Non-Labor Community Engagement Panel - - - -

SR-U-3.21 Undistributed - Non-Labor Community Engagement Panel - - - -
Community Engagement Panel Subtotal $ 06  $ 0.0 $ 0.0 $ 0.5
LT-U-1.17 Undistributed - Non-Labor Association Fees and Expenses 0.4 (0.0) (0.0) 0.3

SNF-U-2.26 Undistributed - Non-Labor Association Fees and Expenses - - - -

SR-U-3.17 Undistributed - Non-Labor Association Fees and Expenses - - - -
Association Fees and Expenses Subtotal $ 04  $ 00 $ 00 $ 0.3
LT-U-1.18 Undistributed - Non-Labor Water 0.1 (0.0) 0.0 0.1
SNF-U-2.18 Undistributed - Non-Labor Water 0.2 (0.0) 0.0 0.2

SR-U-3.13 Undistributed - Non-Labor Water - - - -
Water Subtotal $ 02 § 00 $ 00 $ 0.2
LT-U-1.19 Undistributed - Non-Labor Tools and Equipment 0.0 (0.0) (0.0) 0.0
Tools and Equipment Subtotal $ 00 $ 0.00 $ 0.00 $ 0.0
LT-U-1.20 Undistributed - Non-Labor Information Technology 1.9 (0.1) 0.0 1.8

LT-U-1.21 Undistributed - Non-Labor Telecommunications - - - -
LT-U-1.22 Undistributed - Non-Labor Personal Computers (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) (0.0)
SNF-U-2.20 Undistributed - Non-Labor Information Technology 1.8 0.1) 0.0 1.7
SNF-U-2.22 Undistributed - Non-Labor Personal Computers (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) (0.0)

SR-U-3.15 Undistributed - Non-Labor Information Technology - - - -
Information Technology Subtotal $ 37 3 02 $ 00  $ 35
LT-U-1.24 Undistributed - Non-Labor Environmental Permits and Fees 0.3 (0.0) 0.0 0.3

SNF-U-2.27 Undistributed - Non-Labor Environmental Permits and Fees - - - -

SR-U-3.23 Undistributed - Non-Labor Environmental Permits and Fees - - - -
Environmental Permits and Fees Subtotal $ 03 % 00 $ 00 $ 0.3
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Attachment 8

2018 Final Escalation Factor & SLA Adjustment — Updated Advice Letter 3988-E 2018 Recorded Costs In 2014$
(2014 Dollars in Millions, 100% Level)

[A] [B] [C] [D=A+B+C]
Final
Escalation
AL 3988-E 2018 SLA Factor Final 2018
DCE No. Major Project Description 2018 Recorded  Allocation® Adjustment® Recorded
241
242 LT-U-1.25 Undistributed - Non-Labor Decommissioning Advisor 0.9 (0.0) 0.0 0.8
243 SNF-U-2.28 Undistributed - Non-Labor Decommissioning Advisor - - - -
244 SR-U-3.22 Undistributed - Non-Labor Decommissioning Advisor - - - -
245 Decommissioning Advisor Subtotal $ 09  $ 00 $ 00 $ 0.8
246
247 LT-U-Legal Undistributed - Non-Labor Third-Party Legal 0.9 0.1) 0.0 0.9
248 SNF-U-Legal Undistributed - Non-Labor Third-Party Legal 0.2 (0.0 (0.0 0.2
249 SR-U-Legal Undistributed - Non-Labor Third-Party Legal 0.1 (0.0) 0.0 0.1
250 Third-Party Legal Subtotal $ 12 $ 01 $ 00 $ 11
251
252 LT-U-CO Undistributed - Non-Labor DGC Executive Oversight Committee - - - -
253 DGC Executive Oversight Committee Subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ -
254
255 SNF-U-2.09 Undistributed - Non-Labor Emergency Preparedness Fees 1.8 0.1) 0.0 1.7
256 Emergency Preparedness Fees Subtotal $ 18  $ 01 $ 00 $ 17
257
258 SNF-U-AM Holtec  Undistributed - Non-Labor Holtec ISFSI Aging Management - - - -
259  Aging Management Subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ -
260
261 SR-U-3.11 Undistributed - Non-Labor Severance 11.2 (0.6) (0.0) 10.6
262 Severance Subtotal $ 112§ 06 $ 0.0 $ 10.6
263
264 Undistributed - Non-Labor Subtotal $ 334 % 19 $ 00 $ 315
265
266 LT-U-SLA Service Level Agreement Service Level Agreements - 52 0.0 5.2
267 SNF-U-SLA Service Level Agreement Service Level Agreements - 45 0.0 45
268 SR-U-SLA Service Level Agreement Service Level Agreements - - - -
269 Undistributed - Service Level Agreement Subtotal $ - $ 96 % 00 $ 9.6
270
271 Undistributed Subtotal $ 987  $ 37  $ 00 $ 102.4
272
273 Total $ 166.0 $ - $ 01 $ 165.9

General Notes:
(A) Totals may not reconcile due to rounding.
(B) Amounts with $0.0 or $(0.0) indicate that costs are included in the category but are $0 when rounded to the nearest hundred thousand. $ - indicates that no costs are included in the category.

Notes:

(1) In Advice Letter AL 3988-E, Service Level Agreement (SLA) costs were allocated proportionately to each line item. In the 2017 DCE, a separate line item for Service Level Agreements was created; therefore, the SLA costs that were previously
allocated have been moved to the SLA line items.

(2) The 2018 Escalation Factors have been updated since the last Advice Letter (Advice Letter 3988-E on April 15, 2019) to reflect final 2018 escalation factors. The relevant US Bureau of Labor indices, which are the basis of escalation factors,
were not published when Advice Letter 3988-E was filed and therefore forecasted escalation factors were used. The US Bureau of Labor indices needed to determine the final 2018 escalation factors were made available in May of 2019.

7of7



Attachment 9

SCE Trust Fund Disbursement Amounts Requested, Approved, and
Withdrawn



Attachment 9

SCE Trust Fund Disbursement Amounts Requested, Approved, And Withdrawn As Of September 30, 2019
(Nominal Dollars In Millions, SCE Share)
Prior Year
Adjusted Adjustments Trust
Advice Letter Requested Requested Approved Approved in | Withdrawn

Year Number Amount Amount Amount 2015 Amount

2013 3193-E $ 1803 | $ 1803 | $ 1803 | $ 451 % 184.8

2014 3193-E 159.7 159.7 159.7 5.2 164.9

2015 3285-E 236.7 236.7 236.7 - 215.3
Prior Year Adj. 3285-E 9.7 9.7 9.7 Above -

2016 3307-E 228.8 228.8 228.8 - 151.0

2017 3535-E 302.7 302.7 302.7 - 233.3

2018 3697-E 215.8 215.8 215.8 - 134.4

2019 3903-E 341.3 341.3 341.3 - 126.3

2020 405.5 405.5 - -

Total $ 2,0805 | $ 2,0805 | $ 1,675.0 $ 1,210.0

Liquidation Value As Of September 30, 2019
Qualified Non-Qualified

Unit Trust Trust Total Trust

Unit 2 $ 11232 | $ 70| $ 1,130.2

Unit 3 1,333.7 6.9 1,340.6

Total $ 2,456.9 | $ 139 $ 2,470.8

Note:

2015 Request includes $9.7 for 2013-2014 Adjustments
2013 Adjustment is $4.5
2014 Adjustment is $5.2
Total Adjustment  $9.7
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2017 DCE Waste Disposal Adjustment
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2017 DCE Waste Disposal Adjustment
(2014 Dollars In Millions, 100% Level)

2020 Cash Flow

Total 2017 DCE

[A] [B] [C=A+B] [O] [E] [F=D+E]
Waste Waste
Disposal Adjusted Disposal Adjusted

DCE No. Major Project Description 2017 DCE Adjustment 2017 DCE 2017 DCE Adjustment 2017 DCE
LT-2-D-2.17 Historical Site Assessment /Characterization Perform Historic Site Assessment and Site Characterization $ - $ - $ - $ 6.2 $ - $ 6.2
Historical Site Assessment/Characterization Subtotal $ ° $ = $ ° $ 62 % = $ 6.2
LT-2-D-2.16 Legacy Radwaste Disposal Disposition of Legacy Wastes - - - 11.6 - 11.6
LT-1-D-1.05 Legacy Radwaste Disposal Disposition of Legacy Waste - - - 8.4 - 8.4
Legacy Radwaste Disposal Subtotal $ 2 $ = $ = $ 200 $ = $ 20.0
SR-1-D-14.04 Project Governance and Admin Fuel Cancellation Expense - - - 54.4 - 54.4
Project Governance and Admin Subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ 544 $ - $ 54.4
LT-2-D-2.02 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Post-Shutdown QA Plan - - - 0.4 - 0.4
LT-2-D-2.03 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Post-Shutdown Security Plan - - - 0.1 - 0.1
LT-2-D-2.04 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Post-Shutdown Fire Protection Plan - - - 0.0 - 0.0
LT-2-D-2.06 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Preliminary Defueled Technical Specifications - - - 0.3 - 0.3
LT-2-D-2.08 Regulatory Compliance Implement Technical Specification Modifications - - - 0.1 - 0.1
LT-2-D-2.09 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Post-Shutdown Emergency Preparedness Plan - - - 17 - 17
LT-2-D-2.11 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Post-Shutdown Decommissioning Activities Report (PSDAR) - - - 0.2 - 0.2
LT-2-D-2.12 Regulatory Compliance Post-Shutdown Decommissioning Activities Report (PSDAR) - NRC Review - - - 0.2 - 0.2
LT-2-D-2.14 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Decommissioning Cost Estimate (DCE) - - - 1.2 - 1.2
SNF-1-D-7.03 Regulatory Compliance Post Fukushima Modifications - Unit 2 - - - 0.1 - 0.1
SNF-2-D-FLEX Regulatory Compliance Flex Initiative - - - 0.2 - 0.2
SNF-2-D-8.02 Regulatory Compliance Decay Heat Analysis - - - 0.2 - 0.2
SNF-2-D-8.03 Regulatory Compliance Zirconium Fire/ Shine Analysis - - - 0.1 - 0.1
SNF-2-D-8.05 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Irradiated Fuel Management Plan & NRC Review - - - 0.0 - 0.0
Regulatory Compliance Subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ 49 $ - $ 4.9
LT-2-D-2.31 Transition Modifications - Phase 1 Transition Project Modifications - - - 1.1 - 1.1
Transition Modifications - Phase 1 Subtotal $ - $ = $ = $ 11 8 = $ il
SNF-1-D-7.01 Security Programs Security Shutdown Strategy - - - 29 - 29
SNF-2-D-8.01 Security Programs Security Shutdown Strategy - - - 4.5 - 45
Security Programs Subtotal $ - $ = $ - $ 75 $ = $ 7.5
LT-2-D-2.22 DGC RFP & Prep Select Decommissioning General Contractor (DGC) - - - 13.8 - 13.8
DGC RFP & Preps Subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ 138  $ - $ 138
LT-2-D-LOED Transition Modifications - Phase 2 Large Organism Exclusion Device Modification - - - 13 - 13
LT-3-D-RecB Transition Modifications - Phase 2 Records Backlog - - - 19 - 19
LT-3-D-S&S Transition Modifications - Phase 2 Simplification & Streamlining Project - - - 13 - 13
LT-D-SPV Transition Modifications - Phase 2 Special Purpose Vehicle Support - - - 0.4 - 0.4
Transition Modifications - Phase 2 Subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ 50 $ - $ 5.0
LT-2-D-2.26 Spent Fuel Islanding Install Spent Fuel Pool System Modifications - Unit 2 - - - 4.2 - 4.2
LT-2-D-2.27 Spent Fuel Islanding Install Spent Fuel Pool System Modifications - Unit 3 = = = 4.2 = 4.2
Spent Fuel Islanding Subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ 84 $ - $ 8.4
SNF-1-D-7.05 Cyber Security Modifications Cyber Security Modifications - - - 9.4 - 9.4
Cyber Security Modifications Subtotal $ - $ = $ = $ 94 $ - $ 9.4
LT-3-D-DCE Phase 2 Regulatory Compliance DCE Update - - - 15 - 15
LT-2-D-2.07 Phase 2 Regulatory Compliance Prepare Defueled Safety Analysis Report (DSAR) - - - 2.0 - 2.0
Phase 2 Regulatory Compliance Subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ 35 § - $ 3.5

LT-2-D-2.18
LT-2-D-2.19

Initial D&D Activities
Initial D&D Activities

Planning & Design For Cold and Dark
Implement Cold and Dark (Repower Site)
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56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
7
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111

DCE No.

Major Project

2017 DCE Waste Disposal Adjustment
(2014 Dollars In Millions, 100% Level)

Description

LT-2-D-2.20
LT-2-D-2.21
LT-2-D-2.29
LT-3-D-3.10
LT-3-D-3.12
LT-3-D-3.13
LT-3-D-3.11
LT-3-D-3.14
LT-3-D-3.15
LT-3-D-3.01
LT-4-D-4.02
LT-3-D-3.17
LT-3-D-3.02
LT-3-D-DGC_BUR
LT-D-FRASB

Initial D&D Activities
Initial D&D Activities
Initial D&D Activities
Initial D&D Activities
Initial D&D Activities
Initial D&D Activities
Initial D&D Activities
Initial D&D Activities
Initial D&D Activities
Initial D&D Activities
Initial D&D Activities
Initial D&D Activities
Initial D&D Activities
Initial D&D Activities
Initial D&D Activities

Initial D&D Activities Subtotal

LT-3-D-3.23
LT-3-D-3.24
LT-3-D-3.27
LT-3-D-3.22

Internals and Vessel Segmentation
Internals and Vessel Segmentation
Internals and Vessel Segmentation
Internals and Vessel Segmentation

Internals and Vessel Segmentation Subtotal

LT-4-D-4.33
LT-4-D-4.35

Steam Generator Removal
Steam Generator Removal

Steam Generator Removal Subtotal

LT-4-D-4.06
LT-4-D-4.09

Non-Essential System Removal
Non-Essential System Removal

Non-Essential System Removal Subtotal

LT-4-D-4.27
LT-4-D-4.31
LT-4-D-4.36

Large Component Removal
Large Component Removal
Large Component Removal

Large Component Removal Subtotal

SR-4-D-17.05

SR-4-D-17.07
SR-4-D-17.15

Removal of Spent Fuel Systems/ Equipment
Removal of Spent Fuel Systems/ Equipment Subtotal

Containment Building Demo
Containment Building Demo

Containment Building Demo Subtotal

SR-4-D-17.17
SR-4-D-17.01
SR-4-D-17.30
SR-4-D-17.32
SR-4-D-17.33

Initial Plant Building Demo
Initial Plant Building Demo
Initial Plant Building Demo
Initial Plant Building Demo
Initial Plant Building Demo

Initial Plant Building Demo Subtotal

LT-5-D-5.05
LT-5-D-5.10

Building Decontamination
Building Decontamination

Building Decontamination Subtotal

LT-4-D-4.23

Final Plant Building Demo

Final Plant Building Demo Subtotal

Install 12 kV Service Line to Power Temp Power Ring

Drain & De-Energize Non-Essential Systems (DEC Process)
Implement Control Room Modifications (Command Center Relocation)
Modify Containment Access- Unit 2

Remove and Dispose of Missile Shields - Unit 2

Remove and Dispose of Reactor Head - Unit 2

Modify Containment Access- Unit 3

Remove and Dispose of Missile Shields - Unit 3

Remove and Dispose of Reactor Head - Unit 3

Prepare Integrated Work Sequence and Schedule for Decommissioning
Install GARDIAN System

Prepare Activity Specifications - U2

Prepare Detailed Work Procedures and Activity Specifications for Decommissioning

Waste Contracts
Removal of Friable Asbestos

Finalize Internals and Vessel Segmenting Details - Unit 2
Segment, Package and Dispose of Reactor Internals - Unit 2
Segment, Package and Dispose of Reactor Internals - Unit 3

Test Special Cutting and Handling Equipment and Train Operators

Remove and Dispose of Steam Generators - Unit 2
Remove and Dispose of Steam Generators - Unit 3

Remove, Package and Dispose of Non-Essential Systems - Unit 2
Remove, Package and Dispose of Non-Essential Systems - Unit 3

Reactor Vessel Insulation Removal and Disposal - Unit 2
Reactor Vessel Insulation Removal and Disposal - Unit 3
Remove and Dispose of Pressurizer - Unit 3

Remove Protected Area Security Fencing

Detension and Remove Unit 3 Containment Building Tendons
Detension and Remove Unit 2 Containment Building Tendons

Demolish Condensate Building and Transformer Pads - Unit 2
Procure Clean Building Demolition Equipment

Demolish Auxiliary Radwaste Building - Common

Remove Systems and Demolish Make-Up Demineralizer Structures
Install Concrete Plugs in Intake and Discharge Structures

Decon Turbine Building - Unit 3
Decon Turbine Building - Unit 2

Asbestos Abatement and Hazardous Waste Disposal for Essential Systems
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2020 Cash Flow

Total 2017 DCE

[Al

_ 2017 DCE
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Waste
Disposal
_Adjustment
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[C=A+B]

Adjusted

[D] [E] [F=D+E]
Waste
Disposal Adjusted
2017 DCE 2
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112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166

2017 DCE Waste Disposal Adjustment
(2014 Dollars In Millions, 100% Level)

2020 Cash Flow

Attachment 10

Total 2017 DCE

DCE No. Major Project Description
LT-4-D-4.39 Final Survey/License Reduction Prepare License Termination Plan
SR-3-D-16.02 Final Survey/License Reduction Subsurface Structure Removal Engineering Planning and Design

Final Survey/License Reduction Subtotal

LT-D-WPTT D&D Waste
LT-D-BUR D&D Waste
D&D Waste Subtotal

Decontamination, Demolition, & Disposal Subtotal

SNF-1-D-7.02 ISFSI
SNF-2-D-8.07 ISFSI
SNF-2-D-8.08 ISFSI
SNF-2-D-8.09 ISFSI
SNF-2-D-8.10 ISFSI
SNF-2-D-8.11 ISFSI
SNF-2-D-8.12 ISFSI
SNF-2-D-8.13 ISFSI

ISFSI Subtotal
ISFSI Subtotal

SNF-2-D-CDP ISFSI CDP Settlement
ISFSI Coastal Development Permit Settlement Subtotal

SNF-2-D-EP Areva Coastal Development Permit Extensions
Coastal Development Permit Extensions Subtotal

SNF-2-D-AM Areva  ISFSI Aging Management
SNF-2-D-AM Holtecl ISFSI Aging Management
ISFSI Aging Management Subtotal

SNF-2-D-GTCC GTCC Waste Storage
GTCC Waste Storage Subtotal

SNF-D-SIREN Siren Removals
Siren Removal Subtotal

SNF-D-NIA Sump NIA Sump Modifications
NIA Sump Modifications Subtotal

SR-3-D-16.05 CEQA

CEQA Subtotal

SR-3-D-16.03 NEPA

NEPA Subtotal

SR-1-D-14.02 Mesa Turnover
SR-2-D-15.09 Mesa Turnover
SR-2-D-15.02 Mesa Turnover
SR-1-D-14.01 Mesa Turnover
SR-1-D-14.03 Mesa Turnover

Mesa Turnover Subtotal

Waste Taxes (Pass Through)
Weaste Disposal

Holtec Long Lead Items and Areva Contract Closure
ISFSI Pad Study

Design ISFSI Expansion, Fuel Inspection, and Oversight
Construct ISFSI Expansion

Fabrication of Spent Fuel Canisters - Unit 2

Fabrication of Spent Fuel Canisters - Unit 3

Load Fuel Canisters and Fuel Transfer Operations - Unit 2
Load Fuel Canisters and Fuel Transfer Operations - Unit 3

ISFSI CDP Settlement

Coastal Development Permit Extensions

Avreva ISFSI Relicensing
Holtec ISFSI 1&M Program Development

GTCC Waste Storage

Siren Removals

NIA Sump Modifications

Obtain CEQA Permit & Approvals

Initial Real Estate Authorization Renewal and Plant Easement

Disposition Hazardous Waste from Mesa Site

Mesa Buildings - Demo, Maintenance

Obtain Required Permits - Mesa

Mesa Site Phase | and Il Site Assessment and Lease Surrender
Mesa Site Characterization Survey
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Waste
Disposal
_Adjustment

o] ||

[C=A+B]

Adjusted

_X

[O] [E] [F=D+E]
Waste
Disposal Adjusted
2017 DCE Adjustment 2017 DCE

- $ - -
04 - 04 19 - 19
04§ - 04§ 19 $ - s 1.9
2.4 - 24 14.1 - 14.1
41 - 4.1 16.7 - 16.7
65 - 65 $ 308 $ - s 30.8
7.7 - 7.7 26.6 - 26.6
778 = 77 $ 266 8 - 3 26.6
-~ 5 - -5 - 3 - 3 -
0.4 - 04 11 - 11
04 8 - 04 8 11 8 - 5 11
- - - 79 - 79
- $ - - B 79 $ - s 7.9
16 - 16 14.4 - 14.4
6 8 = 16 $ 144 s -3 14.4
- - - 02 - 02
1.0 - 1.0 95 - 95
- - - 01 - 01
13 - 13 85 - 85
- - - 01 - 01
23§ - 23§ 184 $ -3 18.4




2017 DCE Waste Disposal Adjustment
(2014 Dollars In Millions, 100% Level)

2020 Cash Flow

Total 2017 DCE

Al B [C=A+B] D] E [F=D+E]
Waste Waste
Disposal Adjusted Disposal Adjusted

DCE No. Major Project Description 2017 DCE Adjustment 2017 DCE 2017 DCE Adjustment 2017 DCE
167 LT-D-DCE2 DCE Updates DCE Update 2020 0.3 - 0.3 0.3 - 0.3
168 DCE Updates Subtotal $ 0.3 $ ° $ 0.3 $ 03 § = $ 0.3
169
170 Other Major Projects Subtotal $ 19.2 $ = $ 19.2 $ 1057  $ = $ 105.7
171
172 Major Projects (Distributed) Subtotal $ 88.1 $ - $ 88.1 _
173
174 LT-U-1.01 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Utility Staff 18.9 - 18.9 308.3 - 308.3
175 SNF-U-2.01 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Utility Staff 5.2 - 52 295.4 - 295.4
176 SR-U-3.01 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Utility Staff 0.3 - 0.3 109.4 - 109.4
177  Utility Staff Subtotal $ 24.4 $ - $ 24.4 $ 713.1 $ - $ 713.1
178
179 LT-U-1.03 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Security Force - - - 6.7 - 6.7
180 SNF-U-2.04 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Security Force 2.7 - 2.7 212.0 - 212.0
181 SR-U-3.02 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Security Force - - - - - -
182 Security Force Subtotal
183
184 LT-U-1.11 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Decommissioning General Contractor Staffing
185 SNF-U-2.14 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Decommissioning General Contractor Staffing
186 SR-U-3.08 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Decommissioning General Contractor Staffing
187 Decommissioning General Contractor Subtotal
188
189 LT-U-RS Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Short-Term Incentive Compensation
190 SNF-U-RS Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Short-Term Incentive Compensation
191 SR-U-RS Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Short-Term Incentive Compensation
192 Short-Term Incentive Compensation Subtotal
193
194 Undistributed - Labor-Staffing Subtotal $ $ $ $ 12447 $ $ 12447
195
196 LT-U-1.02 Undistributed - Non-Labor Utility Staff Health Physics Supplies - - - 11 - 11
197 SNF-U-2.02 Undistributed - Non-Labor Utility Staff Health Physics Supplies 0.0 - 0.0 25 - 25
198  Utility Staff Health Physics Supplies Subtotal $ 0.0 $ - $ 0.0 $ 37 $ - $ 3.7
199
200 LT-U-1.04 Undistributed - Non-Labor Security Related Expenses - - - 0.7 - 0.7
201 SNF-U-2.05 Undistributed - Non-Labor Security Related Expenses 0.1 - 0.1 10.6 - 10.6
202 SR-U-3.03 Undistributed - Non-Labor Security Related Expenses - - - 0.6 - 0.6
203  Security Related Expenses Subtotal $ 0.1 $ - $ 0.1 $ 118 3 - $ 118
204
205 LT-U-1.05 Undistributed - Non-Labor Insurance 0.5 - 0.5 19.7 - 19.7
206 LT-U-1.14 Undistributed - Non-Labor Workers Compensation Insurance = = = 0.4 = 0.4
207 SNF-U-2.06 Undistributed - Non-Labor Insurance 11 - 11 385 - 385
208 SR-U-3.04 Undistributed - Non-Labor Insurance 0.0 - 0.0 5.0 = 5.0
209 Insurance Subtotal $ 1.6 $ - $ 16 $ 63.7 $ - $ 63.7
210
211 LT-U-1.06 Undistributed - Non-Labor Site Lease and Easement Expenses - - - 4.4 - 4.4
212 SR-U-3.05 Undistributed - Non-Labor Site Lease and Easement Expenses 2.3 - 2.3 47.1 - 47.1
213  Site Lease and Easement Expenses Subtotal $ 2.3 $ - $ 2.3 $ 515 $ - $ 515
214
215 LT-U-1.07 Undistributed - Non-Labor NRC Fees 0.3 - 0.3 11.5 - 11.5
216 SNF-U-2.08 Undistributed - Non-Labor NRC Fees 0.3 - 0.3 19.7 - 19.7
217 NRC Fees Subtotal $ 0.6 $ - $ 0.6 $ 312§ - $ 31.2
218
219 LT-U-1.08 Undistributed - Non-Labor Contracted Services 4.7 - 4.7 100.2 - 100.2
220 SNF-U-2.11 Undistributed - Non-Labor Contracted Services 17 = 17 99.1 - 99.1
221 SR-U-3.06 Undistributed - Non-Labor Contracted Services 0.1 - 0.1 26.1 - 26.1

40f6

Attachment 10




222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230
231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241
242
243
244
245
246
247
248
249
250
251
252

254
255
256
257
258
259
260
261
262
263
264
265
266
267
268
269
270
271
272
273
274
275

2017 DCE Waste Disposal Adjustment
(2014 Dollars In Millions, 100% Level)

2020 Cash Flow

Total 2017 DCE

[A] [B] [C=A+B] [O] [E] [F=D+E]
Waste Waste
Disposal Adjusted Disposal Adjusted

DCE No. Major Project Description 2017 DCE Adjustment 2017 DCE 2017 DCE Adjustment 2017 DCE
SR-U-Bank Undistributed - Non-Labor Bank Fees And Interest - - - (0.2) - (0.2)
SR-U-Inv Adj Undistributed - Non-Labor Vendor Invoice Adjustment - - - (0.2) - (0.2)
Contracted Services Subtotal $ 6.4 $ = $ 6.4 $ 2252 $ = $ 225.2
LT-U-1.09 Undistributed - Non-Labor DAW Disposal - - - 0.0 - 0.0
SNF-U-2.12 Undistributed - Non-Labor DAW Disposal - - - 0.0 - 0.0
DAW Disposal Subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ 00 § - $ 0.0
LT-U-1.10 Undistributed - Non-Labor Energy 338 - 38 49.9 - 49.9
SNF-U-2.13 Undistributed - Non-Labor Energy 0.8 - 0.8 18.4 - 18.4
SR-U-3.07 Undistributed - Non-Labor Energy 0.2 - 0.2 16.4 - 16.4
Energy Subtotal $ 4.8 $ - $ 4.8 $ 847 $ - $ 84.7
LT-U-1.15 Undistributed - Non-Labor Community Engagement Panel 0.4 - 0.4 7.6 - 7.6
SNF-U-2.25 Undistributed - Non-Labor Community Engagement Panel 0.1 - 0.1 27 - 27
SR-U-3.21 Undistributed - Non-Labor Community Engagement Panel 0.0 - 0.0 2.1 - 2.1
Community Engagement Panel Subtotal $ 0.5 $ = $ 0.5 $ 125 $ = $ 125
LT-U-1.17 Undistributed - Non-Labor Association Fees and Expenses 0.4 - 0.4 49 - 49
SNF-U-2.26 Undistributed - Non-Labor Association Fees and Expenses 0.1 - 0.1 23 - 23
SR-U-3.17 Undistributed - Non-Labor Association Fees and Expenses 0.0 - 0.0 14 - 14
Association Fees and Expenses Subtotal $ 0.6 $ - $ 0.6 $ 86 $ - $ 8.6
LT-U-1.18 Undistributed - Non-Labor Water 0.3 - 0.3 4.2 - 4.2
SNF-U-2.18 Undistributed - Non-Labor Water 0.1 - 0.1 9.1 - 9.1
SR-U-3.13 Undistributed - Non-Labor Water 0.0 - 0.0 3.3 - 3.3
Water Subtotal $ 0.4 $ = $ 0.4 $ 165 $ = $ 16.5
LT-U-1.19 Undistributed - Non-Labor Tools and Equipment - - - 0.0 - 0.0
Tools and Equipment Subtotal $ - $ - $ - $ 00 $ - $ 0.0
LT-U-1.20 Undistributed - Non-Labor Information Technology 0.6 - 0.6 18.4 - 18.4
LT-U-1.21 Undistributed - Non-Labor Telecommunications - - - 23 - 23
LT-U-1.22 Undistributed - Non-Labor Personal Computers - - - 0.0 - 0.0
SNF-U-2.20 Undistributed - Non-Labor Information Technology 0.1 - 0.1 5.6 - 5.6
SNF-U-2.22 Undistributed - Non-Labor Personal Computers - - - 0.0 - 0.0
SR-U-3.15 Undistributed - Non-Labor Information Technology 0.0 - 0.0 B - B
Information Technology Subtotal $ 0.7 $ - $ 0.7 $ 319 $ - $ 31.9
LT-U-1.24 Undistributed - Non-Labor Environmental Permits and Fees 0.0 - 0.0 3.8 - 3.8
SNF-U-2.27 Undistributed - Non-Labor Environmental Permits and Fees 0.0 - 0.0 11 - 11
SR-U-3.23 Undistributed - Non-Labor Environmental Permits and Fees 0.0 - 0.0 1.8 - 1.8
Environmental Permits and Fees Subtotal $ 0.0 $ = $ 0.0 $ 67 $ = $ 6.7
LT-U-1.25 Undistributed - Non-Labor Decommissioning Advisor 0.5 - 0.5 7.9 - 7.9
SNF-U-2.28 Undistributed - Non-Labor Decommissioning Advisor 0.1 - 0.1 0.3 - 0.3
SR-U-3.22 Undistributed - Non-Labor Decommissioning Advisor 0.0 - 0.0 1.7 - 1.7
Decommissioning Advisor Subtotal $ 0.6 $ - $ 0.6 $ 99 § - $ 9.9
LT-U-Legal Undistributed - Non-Labor Third-Party Legal 0.8 - 0.8 9.4 - 9.4
SNF-U-Legal Undistributed - Non-Labor Third-Party Legal 0.2 - 0.2 10.1 - 10.1
SR-U-Legal Undistributed - Non-Labor Third-Party Legal 0.0 - 0.0 4.3 - 4.3
Third-Party Legal Subtotal $ 1.1 $ = $ 11 $ 238 $ = $ 238
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2017 DCE Waste Disposal Adjustment
(2014 Dollars In Millions, 100% Level)

2020 Cash Flow

Total 2017 DCE

[A] [B] [C=A+B] [O] [E] [F=D+E]
Waste Waste
Disposal Adjusted Disposal Adjusted
DCE No. Major Project Description 2017 DCE Adjustment 2017 DCE 2017 DCE Adjustment 2017 DCE
276 LT-U-CO Undistributed - Non-Labor DGC Executive Oversight Committee 0.3 - 0.3 2.9 - 2.9
277 DGC Executive Oversight Committee Subtotal $ 0.3 $ - 0.3 $ 29 § - $ 2.9
278
279 SNF-U-2.09 Undistributed - Non-Labor Emergency Preparedness Fees 18 - 1.8 48.3 - 48.3
280 Emergency Preparedness Fees Subtotal $ 1.8 $ - 1.8 $ 483 % = $ 48.3
281
282 SNF-U-AM Holtec Undistributed - Non-Labor Holtec ISFSI Aging Management 0.1 - 0.1 112 - 112
283 Aging Management Subtotal $ 0.1 $ - 0.1 $ 11.2 $ - $ 11.2
284
285 SR-U-CEQA-RPT Undistributed - Non-Labor CEQA Reporting - - - - - -
286 CEQA Reporting Subtotal $ - $ - - $ = $ = $ =
287
288 SR-U-3.11 Undistributed - Non-Labor Severance - - - 121.0 - 121.0
289 Severance Subtotal $ - $ - - $ 1210 $ - $ 121.0
290
291 Undistributed - Non-Labor Subtotal $ 22.1 $ - 22.1 $ 7652 3 - $ 765.2
292
293 LT-U-SLA Service Level Agreement Service Level Agreements 6.9 - 6.9 76.1 - 76.1
294 SNF-U-SLA Service Level Agreement Service Level Agreements 15 - 15 45.9 - 45.9
295 SR-U-SLA Service Level Agreement Service Level Agreements 0.4 - 0.4 46.2 - 46.2
296 Undistributed - Service Level Agreement Subtotal $ 8.8 $ - 8.8 $ 1682  $ = $ 168.2
297
298 Undistributed Subtotal $ 78.2 $ = 78.2 $ 21782 $ = $ 21782
299
300 Total $ 166.3 $ o 166.3
301
302 Other DCE Costs
303
304 Total DCE $ 44786 $ = $ 44786

General Notes:
(A) Totals may not reconcile due to rounding.

(B) Amounts with $0.0 or $(0.0) indicate that costs are included in the category but are $0 when rounded to the nearest hundred thousand. $ - indicates that no costs are included in the category.
(C) The 2017 DCE allocated waste disposal milestones associated with the Decommissioning General Contract to various line items in the DCE. After the DCE was submitted, it was determined that waste disposal costs should be tracked as a separate line

item within its own Major Project. Therefore, the waste disposal costs that were previously allocated have been moved to the Waste Disposal line item (LT-D-BUR).
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Attachment 11

Status Report for Projected 2021 NDCTP Completed Projects

Major Project DCE Line Item Description

Overall Major Project Status

ISFSI - 2021 NDCTP (2018-2020)

ISFSI SNF-1-D-7.02 Holtec Long Lead Items and Areva Contract Closure « The 2017 DCE forecasted the ISFSI project would be completed by June 2019. Fuel Transfer operations restarted on July 15, 2019,
ISFSI SNF-2-D-8.07 ISFSI Pad Study following August 2018 loading event. FTO is now expected to be completed in 2020.

ISFSI SNF-2-D-8.08 Design ISFSI Expansion, Fuel Inspection, and Oversight « By the end of 2019, SCE estimates that 45 of 73 canisters will have been loaded in the ISFSI.

ISFSI SNF-2-D-8.09 Construct ISFSI Expansion « Fabrication of all spent fuel canisters is completed.

ISFSI SNF-2-D-8.10 Fabrication of Spent Fuel Canisters - Unit 2

ISFSI SNF-2-D-8.11 Fabrication of Spent Fuel Canisters - Unit 3

ISFSI SNF-2-D-8.12 Load Fuel Canisters and Fuel Transfer Operations - Unit 2

ISFSI SNF-2-D-8.13 Load Fuel Canisters and Fuel Transfer Operations - Unit 3

Initial D&D Activities - 2021 NDCTP (2018-2020)

Initial D&D Activities LT-3-D-DGC_BUR Waste Contracts

Initial D&D Activities LT-2-D-2.18 Planning & Design For Cold and Dark « The 2017 DCE estimated Initial D&D Activities would be completed in July 2019. It is now expected to be completed by the end of
Initial D&D Activities LT-2-D-2.19 Implement Cold and Dark (Repower Site) 2020. The change in the forecast completion date is due to the environmental permitting delay and the receipt of a Coastal Development
Initial D&D Activities LT-2-D-2.20 Install 12 kV Service Line to Power Temp Power Ring Permit and is not expected to impact the decommissioning project completion date.

Initial D&D Activities LT-2-D-2.21 Drain & De-Energize Non-Essential Systems (DEC Process) « Activities related to Cold and Dark have been completed, which includes all “LT-2-D" DCE line numbers.

Initial D&D Activities LT-2-D-2.29 Implement Control Room Modifications (Command Center Relocation) « DCE line items LT-3-D-3.01 (Prepare Integrated Work Sequence and Schedule for Decommissioning) and LT-3-D-DGC_BUR (Waste
Initial D&D Activities LT-3-D-3.10 Modify Containment Access- Unit 2 Contracts) are completed.

Initial D&D Activities LT-3-D-3.12 Remove and Dispose of Missile Shields - Unit 2 « SDS is working on planning and engineering activities related to the Units 2 and 3 containment access

Initial D&D Activities LT-3-D-3.13 Remove and Dispose of Reactor Head - Unit 2 modifications, missile shield and reactor head removal.

Initial D&D Activities LT-3-D-3.11 Modify Containment Access- Unit 3

Initial D&D Activities LT-3-D-3.14 Remove and Dispose of Missile Shields - Unit 3

Initial D&D Activities LT-3-D-3.15 Remove and Dispose of Reactor Head - Unit 3

Initial D&D Activities LT-3-D-3.01 Prepare Integrated Work Sequence and Schedule for Decommissioning

Initial D&D Activities LT-4-D-4.02 Install GARDIAN System

Initial D&D Activities LT-3-D-3.17 Prepare Activity Specifications - U2

Phase 2 Regulatory Compliance - 2021 NDCTP (2018-2020)

Phase 2 Regulatory Compliance
Phase 2 Regulatory Compliance

LT-3-D-DCE 2017 DCE Update
LT-2-D-2.07 Prepare Defueled Safety Analysis Report (DSAR)

+ 2017 DCE was completed in March 2018 and submitted to the California Public Utility Commission for review.
* The DSAR was completed and provided to the NRC in late 2016.

CEQA - 2021 NDCTP (2018-2020)

CEQA SR-3-D-16.05 Obtain CEQA Permit & Approvals

« Environmental Impact Report was certified by the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) in March 2019.

« California Coastal Commission (CCC) issued SCE a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) on October 21, 2019.

« SCE and SDS are preparing required mitigation plans to meet the CSLC and CCC conditions. Expected approval in December 2019.
« Receipt of the CDP is a critical activity, as it allows the DGC to commence with physical D&D of SONGS.

Cyber Security Modifications - 2021 NDCTP (2018-2020)

Cyber Security Modifications SNF-1-D-7.05 Cyber Security Modifications

*Requirements based on 10 C.F.R. § 73.54
*Project is completed and will be reviewed in 2021 NDCTP.

ISFSI Coastal Development Permit Settlement - 2021 NDCTP (2018-2020)

ISFSI CDP Settlement SNF-2-D-CDP ISFSI CDP Settlement

« Expert Team was identified and retained.
« Engagement of outside experts to develop SONGS Strategic Plan for Relocation of Spent Fuel to Offsite Storage Facility is
underway.

DCE Updates - 2021 NDCTP (2018-2020)

DCE Updates LT-D-DCE2 DCE Update

« SCE's next SONGS DCE has not started, and will likely not begin until 2020.

Note: The Unit 1 RV Disposal is also scheduled to be completed in 2020
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Glossary of Terms

(O O1 ££90)

Term

Abbreviation

2015 amendments to Songs Unit 2
Facility Operating License
(Amendment No. 230) and SONGS
Unit 3 Facility Operating License
(Amendment No. 223)

2015 License Amendment

10 CFR 2.206 Petition submitted by
Public Watchdogs

2.206 Petition or NRC Petition

Declaration of Douglas R. Bauder Bauder Decl.
California Coastal Commission CCC
Coastal Development Permit CDP
Certificate of Compliance CoC
Storing spent nuclear fuel in sealed, Dry Storage

cylindrical, stainless-steel canisters

Public Watchdogs’ Emergency Petition
for Writ of Mandamus

Emergency Petition

Holtec International

Holtec

Holtec International’s HI-STORM
UMAX Canister Storage System

Holtec System

Independent Spent Fuel Storage ISFSI
Installation

Multi-Purpose Canister MPC
Nuclear Regulatory Commission NRC

Facility Operating Licenses for
SONGS

Part 50 Licenses

Public Watchdogs v. United States, et Public Watchdogs I
al., Case No. 17-cv-2323-JLS (BGS)

filed November 15, 2017

Public Watchdogs v. Southern Public Watchdogs II
California Edison Company et al., 19-

cv-1635-JLS (MSB) filed August 29,

2019

Public Watchdogs Petitioner
Southern California Edison SCE

Nuclear Waste Technical Review September 2019 Report

Board Report entitled “Preparing for

LEGAL02/39436945v7
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Term

Abbreviation

Nuclear Waste Transportation:
Technical Issues that Need to Be
Addressed in Preparing for a
Nationwide Effort to Transport Spent
Nuclear Fuel and High-Level
Radioactive Waste”

San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station

SONGS

Storing spent nuclear fuel in pools of
water

Wet Storage
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INTRODUCTION

Petitioner Public Watchdogs requests an “emergency” writ of mandamus from
this Court directing the NRC to issue an order requiring SCE to “immediately suspend
decommissioning operations” at SONGS. Petitioner suggests that a “recalcitrant”
NRC has somehow “filibustered” by failing to act on an administrative petition filed
by Petitioner on September 24, 2019. With ongoing oversight by the NRC, SCE has
been utilizing an onsite dry storage facility for spent nuclear fuel at SONGS since 2004,
and it is currently transferring spent nuclear fuel from wet storage into an NRC-
approved dry storage system. An injunction will cause SCE (and its ratepayers) to
incur millions of dollars per month in costs certain to be suffered if the
decommissioning of the nuclear plant is delayed.! Moreover, as the federal agency
specially mandated for reviewing and approving nuclear-related issues, the NRC is
uniquely and appropriately situated to determine the proper means and methods for
storing spent nuclear fuel at commercial nuclear reactors within its jurisdiction, and
Petitioner has offered no proof that the NRC’s administrative actions have been (or
will be) arbitrary or capricious. In short, Petitioner has offered no legal or factual
justification for the mandamus petition it seeks.

The petition at bar is a thinly disguised request for an injunction to enjoin the

transfer of spent fuel and the demolition of SONGS notwithstanding the NRC’s highly

! Because it will suffer material financial harm if an injunction is issued, SCE has a
significant stake in the outcome of the petition at bar.

1
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specialized review and oversight of nuclear related activities at SONGS. Because
injunctive relief is an extraordinary remedy, Petitioner must show: (a) it is
“indisputably clear” that it is entitled to the relief it seeks (an order compelling the
NRC to immediately enjoin the transfer of nuclear fuel at SONGS and to adopt a
different plan for storing nuclear fuel other than that approved by the NRC), and (b)
that an injunction is “necessary or appropriate in aid” of this Court's jurisdiction. For a
number of reasons, the petition fails this standard and should be denied.

First, Petitioner cannot show that the NRC has “delayed unreasonably” in acting
on the administrative petition presently before the NRC. As such, Petitioner is not
entitled to the relief it seeks.?

Second, Petitioner has failed to show that it is entitled to the relief it seeks from
the NRC—much less that it is “indisputably clear.” Petitioner has made no showing
of a right to challenge the NRC’s decisions in enforcement actions pertaining to the
transfer of spent nuclear fuel. Because enforcement action by the NRC is
discretionary, the NRC’s enforcement decisions are generally unreviewable.

Third, even if the NRC’s enforcement decisions regarding SONGS’ spent fuel

transfer operations were reviewable at this time (which they are not), Petitioner’s right

2 The 36-page Petition violates Circuit Rule 21-1(c) (30-page limit on mandamus
petitions). Petitioner’s failure to articulate and address the appropriate standard for
the relief it seeks in the Petition, as well as its refusal to conform to formatting rules,
warrants dismissal of this Petition. N/S Corp. v. Liberty Mut. Ins. Co., 127 F.3d
1145, 1146 (9th Cir. 1997).

2
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to relief is not “indisputably clear” because the NRC Petition is untimely. Petitioner
filed its NRC petition challenging the 2015 License Amendment and the Holtec
System on September 24, 2019—four years after the NRC granted a 2015 License
Amendment that relates (in part) to the storage of spent fuel at SONGS, and more than
two years after the NRC certified the Holtec System in January of 2017 (codified by
NRC regulations after publication in the Federal Register). Under 28 U.S.C § 2344,
Petitioner had 60 days from the date of issuance of the 2015 License Amendment and
the Holtec System CoCs, respectively, to bring a challenge before this Court. It did
not. As discussed below at pages 8-22, the NRC has, with due diligence, been
exercising its regulatory authority over the dry storage of spent fuel at SONGS for
more than a decade. The NRC’s regular, active, and extensive oversight of the storage
of spent fuel at SONGS, and its lengthy review and approval of the storage systems
used at SONGS, demonstrates that the NRC has been neither arbitrary nor capricious.
Content to sit on its hands for years without a whisper of complaint to the NRC,
Petitioner now rushes into this Court seeking emergency relief because the NRC has
not yet issued a decision on the administrative petition filed on September 24, 2019.
Finally, Petitioner cannot demonstrate its “indisputable” right to relief because
the NRC’s determination of nuclear safety issues is owed unique and substantial
deference. The NRC has reviewed and evaluated all the issues raised here by

Petitioner. The NRC has: 1) investigated the safety of the geographic location of

LEGAL02/39436945v7



(10 01 ££990)
Case: 19-72670, 12/09/2019, ID: 11526498, DktEntry: 16-1, Page 13 of 41

SONGS (infra 8-9); 2) evaluated and certified the Holtec System for dry storage of
spent fuel at nuclear plant sites in the United States (such as SONGS) (infra 12-18); 3)
investigated and evaluated the August 2018 incident and SCE’s corrective actions
(infra 20-21); 4) evaluated the safety of the canisters with the shim pin design
Petitioner challenges (infra 21-22); and 5) evaluated the safety of purportedly
scratched canisters (infira 22). There is no basis for the extraordinary relief.
JURISDICTION AND VENUE

Although SCE contends that Petitioner is not entitled to the relief it seeks, SCE
does not contest that this Court has jurisdiction to consider whether the NRC has
unreasonably delayed in acting on the September 24, 2019 administrative petition, and
jurisdiction to determine whether an injunction should be issued to preserve the status
quo in aid of the Court’s jurisdiction.* SCE also does not contest that venue is proper.

STANDING

Although SCE contends that Petitioner lacks standing to seek any relief against
SCE because Petitioner has suffered no particularized injury or harm, SCE does not
contest Petitioner’s standing to bring its Emergency Petition.

ISSUE PRESENTED

Whether it is “indisputably clear” that Petitioner is entitled to an order from the

3 Finally, an immediate injunction is not necessary; the wet pools in Units 2 and 3
will remain operative at least through Summer 2020.

* FTC v. Dean Foods Co., 384 U.S. 597, 604 (1966); Confederated Tribes v.
Bonneville Power Admin., 342 F.3d 924, 930 (9th Cir. 2003).

4
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NRC halting all decommissioning activities at SONGS such that this Court should
issue an injunction notwithstanding that (1) the NRC has and continues to exercise
timely and effective oversight of the storage of spent nuclear fuel at SONGS, and (2)
SCE and its ratepayers will incur millions of dollars in expenses each month that its
transfer of spent fuel from wet storage into dry storage is delayed?
LEGAL STANDARD

“The writ of mandamus is a drastic and extraordinary remedy reserved for really
extraordinary causes.” United States v. United States Dist. Court, 884 F.3d 830, 834
(9th Cir. 2018) (citation omitted). “[O]nly exceptional circumstances...will justify the
invocation of this extraordinary remedy.” /d. (citations omitted). Injunctive relief
under the All Writs Act is to be issued “sparingly and only in the most critical and
exigent circumstances.” Brown v. Gilmore, 533 U.S. 1301, 1303 (2001) (Rehnquist,
W., in chambers) (citation omitted). “Under the All Writs Act, a court may issue an
injunction only where it is ‘necessary or appropriate in aid’ of the court's jurisdiction,
28 U.S.C. § 1651(a), and ‘the legal rights at issue are indisputably clear.”” Makekau v.
Hawaii, 2019 U.S. App. LEXIS 35363, at *9 (__F.3d __ ) (9th Cir. Nov. 26, 2019)
(citation omitted).

RELEVANT PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND
Petitioner’s concocted “emergency” ignores the procedural history of this

dispute. Petitioner failed to file an administrative petition with the NRC challenging
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the NRC’s actions until September 24, 2019. Petitioner filed its untimely NRC Petition
approximately five years after SCE submitted the Post-Shutdown Decommissioning
Activities Report (“PSDAR”) to the NRC (Emergency Petition at 8); four years after
the NRC granted a 2015 License Amendment that, according to Petitioner, permits
SCE to store spent fuel at SONGS (id. at 17); two years after Petitioner initiated a
lawsuit in the Southern District of California seeking to halt the transfer and storage of
spent fuel at SONGS (“Public Watchdogs I’); and more than 18 months after the most
recent spent fuel transfers began on February 2018.°> Petitioner also failed to exhaust
its administrative remedies before the NRC in a timely manner, and waited to take any
action whatsoever until dozens of canisters had already been safely secured in an onsite
ISFSI® under NRC oversight.

A. Petitioner Files Its First Unsuccessful Lawsuit in 2017.

Petitioner initiated Public Watchdogs I in November 2017 naming the NRC,
SCE and others as defendants. Public Watchdogs I at Dkt. 1. In that case, Petitioner
alleged that dry storage of spent fuel at SONGS threatens a nuclear disaster. See e.g.,

id. at 16. In its first lawsuit, Petitioner challenged the NRC’s licensing, oversight and

> SCE has safely stored spent fuel at SONGS since 2004 in accordance with NRC
regulations. With the NRC’s ongoing oversight, SCE continues to move spent
nuclear fuel from wet storage pools into dry storage canisters certified by the NRC.
Bauder Decl. at §67.

6 The NRC defines an ISFSI as “[a] complex designed and constructed for the
interim storage of spent nuclear fuel; solid, reactor-related, greater than Class C
waste; and other associated radioactive materials.” https://www.nrc.gov/reading-
rm/basic-ref/glossary/independent-spent-fuel-storage-installation-isfsi.html

6
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enforcement of nuclear storage at SONGS, and the NRC'’s certification and safety of
the Holtec System. Public Watchdogs I at Dkt. 25 at 6, 8. In response to motions to
dismiss, the District Court dismissed Petitioner’s complaint for lack of standing (with
leave to amend). Public Watchdogs I at Dkt. 24. Petitioner filed an amended complaint
on September 28, 2018, and defendants again moved to dismiss. Public Watchdogs 1
at Dkts. 25, 34, 35. Before the District Court ruled on the motions to dismiss, Petitioner
dismissed its amended complaint. Dkt. 50.

B. Petitioner Files Its Second Unsuccessful Lawsuit In 2019.

On August 29, 2019, Petitioner filed a second lawsuit (“Public Watchdogs II”).
In Public Watchdogs 11, Petitioner again challenged the same SCE actions and NRC
decisions complained of in the first lawsuit. Public Watchdogs II at Dkt. 38 (First
Amended Complaint). In Public Watchdogs 11, Petitioner moved for a preliminary
injunction suspending the decommissioning of SONGS Units 2 and 3, and the transfer
of the spent fuel from wet storage into dry storage. /bid. The defendants (including
SCE) opposed Petitioner’s motion for injunctive relief, and also moved to dismiss
Petitioner’s amended complaint. Public Watchdogs II at Dkts. 36, 37, 41, 42,47. On
December 3, 2019, the Court dismissed the amended complaint (with prejudice) and
denied Petitioner’s motion for preliminary injunction. Public Watchdogs II at Dkt. 60.

C. Petitioner Files a 2.206 Petition with the NRC on September 24, 2019

On September 24, 2019 (the same day it filed its amended complaint in Public
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Watchdogs II) Petitioner filed a 2.206 Petition with the NRC, again challenging the
Holtec System and the 2015 License Amendment. Emergency Petition at Add. 6-8.
On October 21, while the motions to dismiss in Public Watchdogs Il were still pending,
Petitioner filed the emergency petition at bar which challenges (again) the Holtec
System and the 2015 License Amendment.

THE RELEVANT FACTS

A. The Decommissioning of SONGS Requires the Transfer of Spent

Fuel Into Dry Storage.

SONGS is a nuclear power plant in the process of “decommissioning.” Bauder
Decl. at 9 17-18.7 Originally, three nuclear power reactors (known as Units 1, 2 and
3) were constructed and operated at SONGS pursuant to Construction Permits and
Operating Licenses issued by the NRC in accordance with 10 C.F.R. Part 50. /d. at 9
12-16. Each Unit had a Part 50 License granted by the NRC which authorized SCE to
operate each Unit and to possess and store nuclear materials, including spent fuel, in
accordance with NRC regulations. /bid. The lengthy application process for the Part

50 Licenses (and amendments thereto) includes safety reviews and environmental

7 Because the Emergency Petition relates to an administrative proceeding pending
before the NRC, and because the NRC has not ruled in that matter, Petitioner offers
very little in the way of an administrative record. SCE submits Mr. Bauder’s
declaration as an exhibit to fill in the gaps in the record. Federal Ninth Circuit Civil
Appellate Practice 4 13:279 (Rutter Group 2019) (“[R]elevant evidence outside the
district court record may be presented by means of declarations included as
Exhibits.”); id. at 9 13:309 (“if other documents will help the court understand the
case, real parties should include them as exhibits to the answer.”).

8
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reviews by the NRC. /d. at qq 13, 19-21. In connection with the Part 50 License
applications, the NRC evaluated (among other things) the characteristics of the
SONGS site, including surrounding population, seismology, meteorology, geology,
and hydrology. /bid. The NRC concluded, after its review, that spent fuel can be safely
transferred from the wet pools and safely dry-stored stored onsite. /d. at § 13-15, 19-
21, 31.

(1) Spent Fuel Has Been Safely Dry Stored at SONGS for More
than a Decade.

SONGS Unit 1 was permanently shut down in 1992. Spent fuel®, once removed
from the Unit 1 reactor after being used to generate electricity, was first stored in spent
fuel pools (referred to as “wet storage”). Id. at § 17. The pools provide radiation
shielding and cooling.® Id. at §32. Because the pools are a part of the Unit 1 buildings,
the spent fuel stored in the Unit 1 pool had to be removed before Unit 1 could be
demolished. /d. atq 17. The Unit 1 fuel was transferred to an ISFSI beginning in 2004

where it is “dry stored” (“Dry storage” involves storing spent fuel in sealed, cylindrical,

8 By way of background, spent nuclear fuel in commercial reactors like those at
SONGS is made up of solid, cylindrical pellets of uranium dioxide (slightly larger
than the eraser on a No. 2 pencil). Bauder Decl. at § 30. The nuclear fuel pellets are
stacked inside of sealed hollow metal tubes, several feet long and the tubes are bound
together, forming fuel assemblies. /bid.

? The original NRC evaluation of the SONGS site is significant because of the
characteristics of the “wet storage” Petitioner apparently prefers (Emergency
Petition at 36). Although wet storage is a safe means of storing spent fuel, the dry
storage systems used at SONGS offer even more robust protection against extreme
environmental events (such as earthquakes). Bauder Decl. atq9 45-46.

9
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stainless-steel canisters that are stored in the concrete and steel ISFSI structure—
where air, not water, provides the cooling, and the concrete and steel provide the
radiation shielding.) Id. atqq 17, 26, 34.

As such, for more than a decade SCE has safely dry-stored spent fuel at SONGS
in an NRC approved ISFSI. /d. at § 26. The California Coastal Commission, which
regulates the safety of the non-radiological aspects of the decommissioning project
such as the physical construction of the ISFSI and the demolition of SONGS, first
approved the physical construction of the SONGS ISFSI in February 2000. /bid.
Subject to NRC regulations, in 2004 SCE transferred Unit 1 spent fuel into the onsite
ISFSI. Ibid. In 2007, SCE began dry storing in the ISFSI the spent fuel from Units 2
and 3. Id. at 9 27. As confirmed via regular monitoring, the radiation emitted from the
ISFSI is very low and detectable only by very sensitive radiation-detection
instruments. Id. at 9 29. There has never been a release of radioactive materials in
excess of federal regulatory limits from the SONGS ISFSI or any other ISFSI at other
plant sites. /Ibid.

(2) Petitioner Unreasonably Delayed in Filing its NRC Petition.

Petitioner can offer no reasonable justification for its delays in challenging the
NRC’s approval of the 2015 License Amendments, or the Holtec System CoCs. Power
generation at SONGS Units 2 and 3 ceased in 2012. Id. at 4] 21-22, 38-40. On July

17, 2015, the NRC issued the 2015 License Amendment that included site specific

10
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safety evaluations by the NRC. Id. at 9919-22; Emergency Petition at Add. 277-357.
After completing its review of SCE’s 2015 license amendment application and its
safety evaluation, the NRC concluded that all regulatory requirements had been met."”
Ibid. Petitioner’s claim that there was no “meaningful public participation” in the 2015
License Amendments review (Emergency Petition at 17) is not accurate. The
amendment review process that resulted in the 2015 License Amendments was open
to public comment and intervention pursuant to 10 C.F.R. § 50.91 and 10 C.F.R. §
2.309. Petitioner did not comment, intervene or otherwise participate in the

administrative amendment review process. Id. at §22.

(3) Unit 2 and 3 Wet Pools will be Operable through Summer
2020.

Petitioner claims that if this Court does not act instantly, SCE will immediately
demolish the wet pools used to store spent fuel onsite thereby preventing SCE from
moving the spent fuel from dry storage back into the wet pools. Emergency Petition
at 3, 16. Petitioner is simply wrong. The pools will be retired only after they are

emptied of spent fuel, which will not likely occur until summer 2020.!! Only after

10 In October 2015, the Coastal Commission approved construction that expanded
the ISFSI to provide space so that spent fuel from Units 2 and 3 could be stored in
the Holtec System. Bauder Decl. at 4 28, 48. The Commission’s evaluation
considered the effects of groundwater and seawater. Ibid.

T"On October 17, 2019 the California Coastal Commission issued a Coastal
Development Permit (dated October 21) in response to SCE’s application for the
“demolition” Coastal Development Permit, filed in February 2019, supported by a
Final Environmental Impact Report. /d at 24 (Exhibits 6 and 7). The current
projection is that Unit 2 and 3 spent fuel pools will have the last fuel assemblies

11

LEGAL02/39436945v7



(£1 01 ££90)
Case: 19-72670, 12/09/2019, ID: 11526498, DktEntry: 16-1, Page 21 of 41

being retired can the pools then be demolished. Bauder Decl. at 99 33, 35, 42.
Consequently, the NRC has several months to provide a reasoned response to the NRC
Petition before the pools will be inoperable. If the petition at bar is granted, the
decommissioning will be delayed without justification, and the spent fuel will be thrust
in limbo (40-plus Unit 2 and 3 canisters will remain in the ISFSI and the remaining
spent fuel will be left in the wet pools). The delay would also cost a minimum of
$3,000,000 per month, and this cost would be borne by SCE’s ratepayers (customers).
1d. at §976-78.

B. The NRC Comprehensively Regulates Storage Of Spent Nuclear Fuel at

SONGS.

The NRC has comprehensive authority over all things nuclear, including the
safe storage of spent nuclear fuel in spent fuel pools, and the transfer of that fuel into
dry storage canisters that are held in an onsite ISFSI.!?> The NRC extensively reviews
and regulates the storage of spent nuclear fuel. Bauder Decl. at § 10; 10 C.F.R. Parts
50 and 72 et seq. The NRC has exclusive authority to license the spent fuel dry storage
technology, and to regulate where and how that technology is used at reactor sites,
including the loading, storage and maintenance of spent fuel storage systems. /d. at 9

11, 37, 43-47, 49. Specifically, the NRC regulates and licenses dry canister storage

removed in July or August 2020. /bid.
12 See, e.g. Bauder Decl. at 99 9-13, 19-22, 36-38, 43-47; see also Atomic Energy
Act §§ 101-103, 161, 182, 186,42 U.S.C. §§ 2131-2133, 2201, 2232, 2236.
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systems, including the Holtec System used at SONGS, by issuing CoCs under 10 CFR
Part 72. Id. at 9 37, 43. Pursuant to the NRC’s Part 72 certification process, before it
issues a CoC, the NRC conducts a detailed review and analysis of the safety and
operational characteristics of the canister system, including design analysis for
structural, thermal, radiation shielding, nuclear criticality, material content
confinement, and accident conditions. See Id. at 4 36, 10 C.F.R. § 72.236 (listing
licensing requirements for storage of spent fuel.). Before a dry canister technology can
be used to store spent fuel, it must receive a CoC from the NRC, which is only granted
to technology that meets NRC’s requirements (or the site must obtain a site-specific
license, also from the NRC).!* 10 C.F.R. § 72.214 (listing approved spent fuel storage
systems); 10 C.F.R. § 72.236 (listing licensing requirements for storage of spent fuel.);

Bauder Decl. at § 37. Nuclear power reactor licensees are authorized by the NRC to

13 By NRC regulation, storage canisters must among other things: (1) shield people
and the environment from radiation; (2) allow for the retrieval of the spent fuel, if
necessary for later transfer to a different storage facility; and (3) resist natural threats
such as earthquakes, tornadoes, floods, and temperature extremes. Safety of Spent
Fuel Storage” NUREG/BR-052, dated April 2017, at 1-2, available at
https://www.nrc.gov/docs/ML1710/ML17108 A306.pdf. In reviewing applications
for CoCs, the NRC conducts technical evaluations in several areas, including: (1)
canister materials (for example, the materials must meet durability requirements
regarding the rate of degradation over time); (2) the structural design in order to
confirm the canisters will be durable and stable enough to perform safety functions
under normal conditions and during accidents, natural events, and other abnormal
conditions; (3) confinement (e.g., design must prevent release of radioactive material
and keep fuel in a stable protected environment); and (4) radiation shielding (e.g.,
designs must meet regulatory limits on radiation doses at site boundaries under both
normal and accident conditions). See id. at 4-11. The NRC will approve only those
systems that meet its requirements and can perform safely. /d. at 3.
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store spent fuel onsite in dry storage systems certified by the NRC via a CoC. See 10
C.F.R. § 72.210 and §72.212 (holding that Part 50 licensees must “[e]nsure that each
cask used by the general licensee conforms to the terms, conditions, and specifications
of'a CoC or an amended CoC listed in § 72.214.”).

As part of this oversight and regulation, NRC inspectors conduct routine and
responsive inspections at SONGS (often unannounced), including the oversight and
inspection of the loading, transfer and storage of spent fuel. Bauder Decl. at §11. The
NRC has the sole authority to take enforcement action to determine whether SCE
personnel and contractors are complying with NRC regulations, including radiation-
safety requirements, licensing requirements, and quality assurance programs. /bid.

(1) Advantages of the Multi-Purpose Canister Dry Storage
Systems Licensed By The NRC.

Despite Petitioner’s unsupported claims of the purported advantages of wet
storage of spent fuel, dry storage has certain advantages over wet storage (indeed, there
have been congressional efforts to require rapid transition of spent fuel from wet to dry
storage). Bauder Decl. at 434. Wet storage pools require infrastructure support,
connection to a power grid to provide electrical cooling and continued water pressure,
and extensive operational and security personnel oversight. /d. at 9 33, 45. Dry
storage is more passive, requires less oversight and does not need the same
infrastructure support. Id. at 99 34, 45. Dry storage of spent fuel in ISFSIs offers

additional protection such as being able to withstand higher seismic activity and
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providing greater security against “hostile acts.” Ibid.

The U.S. Department of Energy has guided the nuclear industry toward MPC
technology as the standard. /d. at § 41. It found MPC technology to be “most suitable”
amongst the design concepts that it considered. Ibid. The clear majority of the
approximately 3,000 dry storage canisters used at ISFSIs in the United States are
Transnuclear (“TN”) or Holtec designed MPCs, including the MPCs used at SONGS.
1bid.

Another key advantage of the MPC design is that it alleviates the need to re-
handle spent fuel beyond the initial canister loading from the reactor’s spent fuel pool,;
spent fuel can be transported inside the sealed canister. /d. at 9 34, 41, 52-53. MPCs
(such as the Holtec MPCs that Petitioner challenges in this case) can be removed from
an ISFSI and placed directly into a transportation cask, for transportation to a different
site. Ibid. During transport the sealed MPC is never opened; it is instead placed in
another container, giving multiple levels of protection and minimizing potential for
adverse impacts. Id. at 99 52-53.

(2) The NRC Licensed Holtec System.

a)  The Holtec System has Features Which Make it More
Robust than Wet Pools for Storing Spent Fuel at
SONGS.

Petitioner’s assertion that SCE selected the Holtec System without “adequately
considering the grave risks or reasonable alternatives” is inaccurate. Emergency
Petition at 36. SCE specifically selected the Holtec System to store Unit 2 and 3 spent
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fuel because it has advantages that are appropriate for the physical and environmental
characteristics at SONGS.!* Id. at 9 34-36, 45-46. Although wet storage is safe, the
Holtec System overall offers more robust protection. The Holtec System has
capabilities that exceed minimum standards required by the NRC, and, in comparison
to wet pools, has features that provide greater protection in the event of extreme events
such as earthquakes--the “MSE” in the “HI-STORM UMAX Version MSE” system
used at SONGS means “most severe earthquake.” Ibid.

In sum, the Holtec System used at SONGS was designed to maintain the long-
term integrity of the multi-purpose canisters with consideration for the conditions
present at SONGS—including the marine environment, tsunami risk, seismic risk, and
other potential site-specific conditions. Id. at §46. The NRC diligently reviewed the
Holtec System before licensing it for dry storage of spent fuel. Petitioner’s
unsupported assertion that the Holtec system “is not properly intended to serve their
intended purposes” (Emergency Petition at 2) is unsupported by any evidence, and is

just flat wrong. The Holtec System received CoCs from the NRC that are codified and

14 Petitioner’s characterization of the Holtec System as “thin-walled” (Emergency
Petition at 12) betrays a misunderstanding of the technical details of the System. The
Holtec System provides multiple robust levels of protection. In the Holtec System,
spent fuel is stored in a honeycomb array of sub-compartments that comprise a fuel
basket, within the cylindrical multi-purpose canister, closed with a welded round top
lid. Bauder Decl. at §44. The loaded Holtec canisters are then transported and stored
in a vertical position, in underground metal vaults that are arranged in an engineered,
reinforced-concrete monolith. 7/bid. The vaults are sealed at the bottom to prevent
ingress of any groundwater in the MPC storage cavity from the surrounding
subgrade. Ibid.
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is expressly authorized to be used for spent fuel storage at 10 C.F.R. § 72.214. Id. at
36, 37, 43. The CoCs were issued concurrently with a related Final Safety Analysis
Report authored by the NRC which “certif[ied] that the [Holtec System’s] storage
design...meets the applicable safety standards set forth in 10 C.F.R. Part 72.”) Id. at
46, Exhibit 15 at 1.

b)  The Holtec Canisters Have a Minimum Design Life of
60 Years.

Contrary to Petitioner’s claims that the Holtec System is not suited for its
intended purpose, the Holtec canisters have a minimum design life of 60 years. /d. at
9 49. Here, Holtec obtained a CoC for 20 years. Ibid. After 20 years, the CoC may be
renewed by the NRC in increments of up to 40-years-per-renewal under 10 C.F.R. §
72.240. Ibid. Requests for renewal must include a description of an ISFSI aging
management program, which must be implemented at SONGS. /bid. The renewal
process maintains the NRC’s regulatory control throughout the duration of the storage
of the spent fuel in the Holtec System. The renewal process also makes sense from a
safety perspective as in-the-field data gathered during the first 20-year period is
required to be used to inform the application for renewal and the aging management
program. /bid; 10 C.F.R. § 72.240(c).

c) The Spent Fuel Can Be Retrieved from the ISFSI.

Contrary to Petitioner’s assertion, the Holtec canisters are not “buried.”

Emergency Petition at § 2. The canisters rest in the vaults and may be removed using
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a crane similar to that used to place the canisters in the vaults. Bauder Decl. at 9] 48,
50-53. Demonstration of the ability to remove the canisters via this method was
required as part of the CoC approval of the Holtec technology. Id. at §51. Consistent
with the discussion of MPCs above, the canisters can be removed and placed into a
transportation container which can then be moved offsite.'> Id. at §52.

d) Moving Spent Fuel into MPCs and into Dry Storage is
the First Step in Moving the Spent Fuel Offsite.

Because of SCE’s efforts, and the approvals of the NRC, SCE is now in an
excellent position to transport spent fuel from SONGS to an off-site storage facility
once space becomes available. As the September 2019 Nuclear Waste Technical
Review Board Report (Emergency Petition at 13)!® states:

For a small portion of the existing packaged waste (e.g.,
certain commercial SNF in NRC-approved, dual-purpose
[storage and transportation] canisters), few technical
issues remain unresolved. For example, barring
unforeseen problems, certain types of commercial spent
fuel likely could be shipped within a year or two of
resolving institutional issues, such as determining a
destination and obtaining funding. (September 2019
Report at Executive Summary xxvii.)

15 The transportation container is Holtec’s HI-STAR 190 Transportation Cask, which
is also licensed by the NRC per 10 C.F.R. Part 71. Id. at §47.

16 Petitioner mischaracterizes the September 19 Report when it argues that SONGS
canisters will not be ready to be moved until 2100. The cited portion of the
September 2019 Report addresses the removal of all SNF from all nuclear power
plants in the U.S generally. The Report makes no specific reference to SONGS, the
spent fuel stored there, or the Holtec System in issue in this action. September 2019
Report at 77.
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Regarding the canisters at SONGS (and 14 other shutdown commercial nuclear
sites), the Report notes that the canisters will be ready for transportation as soon as the
DOE is ready for them:

[A]t the 15 commercial nuclear sites considered to be
shutdown sites as of April 2019, all dry-storage canister
types in use are welded canister types that are approved by
the NRC for both storage and transportation...these
canisters could be ready to be transported by DOE early
when the national transportation campaign begins.

Id. at 73. Every canister at SONGS should qualify for offsite transport by the end of

2030. Bauder Decl. at § 54."

17 SCE has been working diligently at finding an offsite location to accept the spent
fuel once it is ready to be shipped. SCE has retained an “Experts Team” of
consultants, including a former Chairman of the NRC, a former director of the U.S.
Department of Energy’s Office of Policy, participants in the President’s Blue Ribbon
Commission on America’s Nuclear Future, and other experts including the
consultants North Wind, Inc. and Dr. Ernest J. Moniz (former U.S. Secretary of
Energy) to develop a strategic plan to explore alternatives to relocate SONGS spent
fuel to a licensed off-site storage or disposal facility. Bauder Decl. at § 56. Further,
Petitioner’s contention that SCE has “engaged in a sustained campaign of
obfuscation and secrecy” is wrong (Mandamus at 36). SCE has committed itself to
full transparency to the public during. Id. at 9§ 57. This policy of full transparency
includes community outreach, and regular meetings that are open to the public where
the public’s issues and concerns are addressed by knowledgeable SCE
representatives and expert third-party guest speakers. [bid.This policy of full
transparency includes SCE posting regular reports regarding 1) the status of the fuel
transfer from wet to dry storage; and 2) the status of efforts to explore relocating
SONGS spent fuel to a licensed off-site facility—both reports can be found at
https://www.songscommunity.com/used-nuclear-fuel/used-fuel-reports. /bid.
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(3) Continuing NRC Oversight at SONGS.

a)  Extensive NRC Review of the August 2018 Event

Petitioner grossly mischaracterizes an August 2018 event at SONGS
(Emergency Petition at 24) despite the fact that the NRC fully reviewed that event. On
August 3, 2018, a Holtec MPC became misaligned while being lowered into its storage
position in the storage vault within the ISFSI, coming to rest on a shield ring. /d. at
58. Onsite personnel realigned the canister and safely lowered it to its intended position
at the bottom of the storage vault in less than an hour of the initial misalignment. /d.
at9 59. The event did not result in a release of radioactive materials, did not result in
a canister drop, and did not cause any damage to the MPC, the vault or the ISFSI. Id.
at9 60. NRC analysis concluded that even if the canister had dropped (it did not), there
was no danger of radioactive materials escaping. Id. at§ 61. SCE discussed the event
with the NRC the next business day, suspended the transfer of spent fuel until the NRC
was satisfied that the causes of the event were addressed, and under the NRC’s
regulatory oversight, numerous corrective actions (new training, better equipment in
the form of new cameras, monitors, safety shackles, sensors and alarms) were
implemented. /d. at §962-65. Ultimately, the NRC found in its July 9, 2019 Report that

“licensee's evaluations and corrective actions taken in the areas of licensee

oversight, procedures, training, equipment, corrective action program, and

reportability were appropriate to prevent recurrence.” /d. 965 Exhibit 24 at 3.

(emphasis added). Transfers only resumed in the aftermath once the “NRC [was]
20
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satisfied with the corrective actions taken in response to the August 3, 2018, event

and ha[d] no objection to the resumption of fuel transfer operations.” /d. at § 66

Exhibit 26. (emphasis added).

The NRC has made a number of announced and unannounced inspections since
the resumption of spent fuel transfers. /d. at 68. On November 22, 2019, the NRC
released a follow up report documenting its finding arising from “unannounced
inspections of the dry cask storage activities™ held from July to September 2019. /d. at
Exhibit 27 at Executive Summary 1. The NRC “observed and confirmed that [SCE]
completed all required corrective actions from [SCE’s] causal evaluations to return to

fuel loading operations” and “NRC inspectors verified that the corrective actions

implemented were effective to ensure the safe transfer of spent fuel to the site’s

ISESL.” Ibid. (emphasis added)

b)  The Shim Pin “Issue” does not Support the Writ.

Petitioner’s writ is based in part, on an allegation that certain Holtec canisters
use a defective “shim pin” design. Emergency Petition at 18. Petitioner conspicuously
fails to mention that there are only four loaded MPCs in the SONGS ISFSI with shims
supported by shim standoff pins (the first four canisters loaded into the ISFSI). Bauder
Decl. at § 69. No other canisters loaded or scheduled to be loaded into the ISFSI have
this shim pin design. /bid.

Further, the NRC 1s aware that four of the canisters in the ISFSI have this shim
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pin design. Applying its expertise and discretion, the NRC decided that no further
action by SCE was required and that the four canisters could safely remain in storage.
The NRC reviewed the issue and concluded after a comprehensive analysis that for the
four loaded canisters with that design “all predicted results would remain below the
described limits in the final safety analysis report with acceptable margin” and
concluded “loaded MPCs would continue to be in a safe condition during the entire
licensed period of storage.” Id. at 472, Exhibit 28. at 2; see also id. at 99 70-71. The
NRC’s independent assessment into these canisters found that “the previously loaded
casks do not present a threat to public health and safety.” Id. at 73, Exhibit. 29 at 1.

¢) Investigation of “Scratches.”

The NRC (and SCE, along with an independent expert that it hired) have
investigated the “scratches” referenced by Petitioners on the exterior of some Holtec
canisters. /d. at 9 74-75. The NRC concluded that the scratches do not adversely
compromise or affect the structural integrity of the MPCs. Ibid. SCE’s investigation,
which the NRC affirmed, concluded the deepest scratch that could be imparted on a
canister if subject to scratching in the same location on the canister during both
insertion and then a subsequent withdrawal of the canister and co-located with pre-
existing manufacturing artifacts, with a 95 percent probability and 95 percent
confidence, was 0.0584 inches, which is below the American Society of Mechanical

Engineers (“ASME”) Code’s limit of 10 percent (0.0625 inches). Id. at §74.
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LEGAL ARGUMENT

A. Petitioner Cannot Meet its Burden to Obtain Injunctive Relief.

Petitioner’s writ of mandamus contains several mischaracterizations and
constitutes a thinly-guised request for a writ of injunction under the All Writs Act 28
U.S.C. § 1651(a). Although styled as a writ for administrative mandamus, Petitioners
writ does not ask this Court to direct the NRC to issue a final order by a certain date.!®
Instead, Petitioner requests that this Court “compel[] a recalcitrant...NRC to
immediately suspend decommissioning operations at San Onofre Nuclear Generating
Station” in order to preserve the status quo.!® See, e.g. Emergency Petition at 1, 3-4.
Consequently, the “TRAC” factors discussed by Petitioner (Emergency Petition at 30-
36) are irrelevant as the relief Petitioner seeks has nothing to do with compelling a final
order from the NRC. See e.g. Ry. Labor Executives' Assoc. v. U.S. R. Ret. Bd., 842
F.2d 466, 475 (1988) (Finding the TRAC factors “inapposite” because “the
Association does not seek to compel agency action unreasonably withheld; rather, it is

seeking to modify final action already taken by the Board[.]”) (Even if they were

18 Telecomm. Research & Action Ctr. v. Fed. Communications Comm’n, 750 F.2d
70 (D.C. Cir. 1984), In re Pesticide Action Network, 798 F.3d at 813 (9th Cir. 2015),
Pub. Citizen Health Research Grp. v. Auchter, 702 F.2d 1150, 1154 (D.C. Cir.
1983), Envtl. Def. Fund, Inc. v. Hardin, 428 F.2d 1093, 1099 (D.C. Cir. 1970), Pub.
Citizen Health Research Grp. v. Comm'r, Food & Drug Admin., 740 F.2d 21, 34
(D.C. Cir. 1984), In re California Power Exch. Corp.,245 F.3d 1110 (9th Cir. 2001),
In re A Community Voice, 878 F.3d 779 (9th Cir. 2017).

19 In effect, the petition seeks to nullify the California Coastal Commission’s permit
to demolish the wet storage pools (the demolition will be halted for as long as the
fuel remains in the wet pools).
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considered, Petitioner cannot show any unreasonable delay in the NRC not yet issuing
a final order on Petitioner’s flagrantly tardy (supra 5-8, 10-11)—and likely time-
bared—(infra 27-28) petition; especially as the wet storage pools will remain operable
until summer 2020 (supra 11). California Power Exch. Corp., 245 F.3d 1110, 1125
(9th Cir. 2001) (“cases in which courts have afforded relief have involved delays of

years, not months.”) (emphasis added))*

Instead, the proper vehicle to preserve the status quo while the NRC considers
Petitioner’s 2.206 Petition is a request for a writ of injunction. Simmons v. Ark. Power
& Light Co., 655 F.2d 131, 134 n.5. (8th Cir. 1981) (“if appellants' rights are in
jeopardy during the time which the case is under agency consideration, they may seek
action directly by the Court of Appeals under the All Writs Act, 28 U.S.C. § 1651(a).”);
Susquehanna Valley All. v. Three Mile Island Nuclear Reactor, 619 F.2d 231,237 (3d
Cir. 1980) (“the All Writs Act... section 1651(a) authorized courts of appeals to issue
preliminary injunctions preserving the status quo, pending final agency action[.]”).

e

Such an injunction is appropriate only if the legal rights at issue are “'indisputably

clear” and it is “necessary or appropriate in aid” of the court's jurisdiction. Makekau,

2019 U.S. App. LEXIS 35363, at *9.

20 SF Chptr. of A. Philip Randolph Inst. v. United States EPA, 2008 U.S. Dist.
LEXIS 27794, at *12-13 (N.D. Cal. Mar. 28, 2008) ([“the matter was remanded to
the EPA in September of 2007, just ten days before Plaintiffs filed their
complaint... The EPA's delay does not qualify, as a matter of law, as unreasonable.”)
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(1) Petition Has Not Attempted to Meet the Requirements for
Obtaining an Injunction Under the All Writs Act.

Petitioner makes no attempt to satisfy the requirements for a writ of injunction.

This is reason enough to deny this petition. For example, in Ohio Citizens for
Responsible Energy, Inc. v. Nuclear Regulatory Com., Petitioner sought a stay of “the
full-power operation of the Perry Nuclear Power Plant” while its challenge to the NRC
was considered by the Sixth Circuit. Ohio Citizens for Responsible Energy, Inc. v.
Nuclear Regulatory Com., 479 U.S. 1312, 1312 (1986) (Scalia, A., in chambers).
Justice Scalia rejected the request because of applicant’s failure to explicitly seek the
relief under the All Writs Act:

What the applicant would require in order to achieve the

substantive relief that it seeks is an original writ of

injunction, pursuant to the All Writs Act, 28 U. S. C. §

1651(a)... I will not consider counsel to have asked for

such extraordinary relief where, as here, he has neither

specifically requested it nor addressed the peculiar

requirements for its issuance.
Id. at 1313-14. In the case at bar, Petitioner has neither specifically requested a writ

of injunction, nor addressed the peculiar requirements for its issuance.

(2) Petitioner’s Right to Relief is hardly “Indisputably Clear.”

Petitioner’s effort to side-step the “indisputably clear” standard required for
injunctive relief is an apparent concession that Petitioner cannot meet that standard.
“Indisputably” means just that, there can be no dispute that Petitioner is entitled to

relief from this Court in connection with an NRC final decision on the administrative
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petition filed in late September 2019. The “indisputably clear” standard is such that
even a well-reasoned dissenting opinion in the appellate court, or divergent opinions
among courts on a relevant issue, would be sufficient to defeat a claim for injunctive
relief. Brown, 533 U.S. at 1303 (“Whatever else may be said about the issues and
equities in this case, the rights of the applicants are not ‘indisputably clear.” The pros
and cons of the applicants claim on the merits are fully set forth in the majority and
dissenting opinions in the Court of Appeals.”); Hobby Lobby Stores, Inc. v. Sebelius,
568 U.S. 1401, 1403-04, (2012) (Sotomayor, S., in chambers)(“[W]hatever the
ultimate merits of the applicants' claims, their entitlement to relief is not ‘indisputably
clear’... lower courts have diverged on whether to grant temporary injunctive relief to
similarly situated plaintiffs raising similar claims.”); see also Lux v. Rodrigues, 561
U.S. 1306, 1307 (2010) (Roberts, C. J., in chambers (“[T]he courts of appeals appear
to be reaching divergent results in this area...even if the reasoning in [Supreme Court
authority] does support Lux's claim, it cannot be said that his right to relief is
‘indisputably clear.””).

First, there is significant dispute about whether the NRC’s final order on the
NRC Petition would even be reviewable (it likely is not). A petition brought pursuant
to 10 C.F.R. § 2.206 provides a mechanism by which members of the public may
request initiation of an enforcement action to modify, suspend, or revoke a license, or

for such other action as may be appropriate. Fla. Power & Light Co. v. Lorion, 470
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U.S. 729, 731 (1985); Eddleman v. Nuclear Regulatory Com., 825 F.2d 46, 48 (4th
Cir. 1987). In Heckler v. Chaney, the Supreme Court held that an agency’s refusal to
take enforcement action requested by third parties is “committed to agency discretion”
and “not subject to judicial review under the [Administrative Procedures Act].” 470
U.S. 821, 838 (1985); see also 5 U.S.C. § 701(a)(2). This Court has held an agency
“decision not to take enforcement measures, like a prosecutor’s decision not to indict,
is one that is typically committed to the agency’s absolute discretion.” Sierra Club v.
Whitman, 268 F.3d 898, 903 (9th Cir. 2001).

Numerous circuit courts also have held that NRC decisions rejecting third party
requests for enforcement actions are not reviewable because of the unique expertise of
the NRC and the broad discretion granted to it by Congress. See e.g. Arnow v. NRC,
868 F.2d 223, 234-235 (7th Cir. 1989) (finding that the NRC’s rejection of plaintiff’s
claims that that “leak-rate testing of nuclear containments at a company's nuclear
power plants had created an unsafe situation” was not reviewable because “Congress
has entrusted the NRC with wide, unreviewable discretion in the area of agency
enforcement.”); Mass. Public Interest Research Group, Inc. v. NRC, 852 F.2d 9, 19
(1st Cir. 1988) (NRC decision not to take enforcement action against nuclear facility
(keeping the plant shut down), despite petitioner’s concerns relating to public health
and safety, was not subject to review.).

Second, the Petitioner’s 2.206 Petition is a challenge to prior final orders of the
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NRC (the 2015 License Amendment and the 2017 certification of the Holtec System.).
See, e.g. Emergency Petition at Add. 6-8. Under 28 U.S.C § 2344, Petitioner had 60
days from the date of issuance of these final orders to challenge the NRC in this Court.
It did not do so. Instead, it was only after defendants in Public Watchdogs II raised
jurisdictional issues that Petitioner finally filed its (untimely) 2.206 Petition.
Petitioner’s request for relief is time barred.?!

Third, even if this Court opted to review the NRC’s actions in approving the
2015 License Amendment, certifying the Holtec System, or deciding not to take an
enforcement action against SCE in connection with the “near misses” described by
Petitioner, Petitioner is nevertheless unable to demonstrate “indisputability” that the
NRC acted “capriciously” or “arbitrarily” in denying Petitioner’s request for relief.
Pub. Citizen v. NRC, 573 F.3d 916, 923 (9th Cir. 2009) (“Under the Administrative
Procedure Act, agency decisions may be set aside only if ‘arbitrary, capricious, an
abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law.”) (citation omitted).
Courts are most differential to the NRC’s judgment in the complex area of nuclear

safety:

2l Confederated Tribes, 342 F.3d at 930-31 (denying writ where “we had jurisdiction
over the older decisions, but we lost this power when Petitioners failed to seek timely
review.”); Sierra Club v. United States Nuclear Regulatory Com., 825 F.2d 1356,
1362-63 (9th Cir. 1987) (“petitioners could have sought appellate review from this
court within sixty days pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2344 but did not.”)
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[A] reviewing court must remember that the Commission
1s making predictions, within its area of special expertise,
at the frontiers of science. When examining this kind of
scientific determination, as opposed to simple findings of
fact, a reviewing court must generally be at its most
deferential.

Balt. Gas & Elec. Co. v. NRDC, 462 U.S. 87,103 (1983).%

As discussed in detail above, the NRC has not acted arbitrarily or capriciously,
as it has: 1) investigated and evaluated the safety of the geographic location of SONGS
(supra 8-9); 2) evaluated the Holtec System specifically (and similar systems
generally) for dry storage of spent fuel at all nuclear locations in the United States
(including SONGS) (supra 12-18); 3) investigated and evaluated the August 2018
incident and SCE’s remedial measures (supra 20-21); 4) evaluated the safety of the
canisters with the shim pin design Petitioner challenges (supra 21-22); and 5)
evaluated the safety of canisters that Petitioner alleged are scratched (supra 22). The
NRC completed due diligence and applied its expertise, made technical

determinations, and allowed the spent fuel transfer and storage to proceed because it

determined it is safe to do so. Petitioner (relying here, and in the previous cases, on

22 See also Silkwood v. Kerr-McGee Corp., 464 U.S. 238, 250 (1984) (“the [NRC]
[1s] more qualified to determine to determine what type of safety standard should be
enacted in this complex area.”); Kelley v. Selin, 42 F.3d 1501, 1521 (6th Cir. 1995)
(“Specifically, the NRC found the alternative technologies for spent fuel storage to
have been neither sufficiently demonstrated nor practicable for use under a general
license provision. As noted above, this type of technical decision by the NRC,
operating at the frontiers of science, is entitled to great deference by the courts.”).
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rhetoric and lawyer argument—not scientific, or any other kind of, evidence) disagrees
with the NRC’s determination. An opinion offered by lawyers and non-experts that
there are better ways to store spent fuel at SONGS does not make the NRC’s licensing
and enforcement actions arbitrary or capricious, and it certainly does not make
Petitioner’s right to relief “undisputed.””

CONCLUSION

For all the reasons stated above, SCE respectfully requests that this Court deny

Petitioner’s Emergency Petition for Writ of Mandamus.
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23 Petitioner has also put forward no viable argument that immediate injunctive relief
is either necessary or appropriate to protect this Court’s jurisdiction. As discussed
above, the wet pools will be operable until summer 2020. Supra at 11.
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