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June 18,2013

. Mr Kryoshr Yamaucln ‘
~ Mitsubishi Nuclear Energy Systems, Inc.
1001 19" Street North, Suite 2000
‘ Arlmgton Vlrgmla 22209

: jVIA EMAIL & FEDERAL EXPRESS ;

_‘Sub’ ect' ' Mttsu’bisht“s 'Propos’ed “Type' 1 Repair to the San Onofre Nuclear (Jeneratmﬂ Stdtron L
( SONGS”) replacement steam generators( RSGs Y T S _‘

: -Dear Yamauehl san

. Thts letter responds to your J une 4 ‘?013 letter whrch drscusses Mttsublsht s U Bend Reparr Report
' : RSGs. Your June 4, 9013 letter contams statements that are clearly wronﬂ and drsregard our
. compames respectlve contractual roles and responsrbthtles :

- :iMHI s Type l reparr plan offered nothmg more than an undeveloped engmeermg theory lackmo .
e ':adequate vahdatron Southem Cahfomra Edrson (“SCE’ ) takes the safety of the people of

o :excessrve wear in Mttsubrshr s defectxve RSGs or provrde necessary assurances that these serxous
: 3;.problems would not recur. . - : : : ‘

- As you know SONGS has been out of service for nearl} 17 months Durme thls trme SCE has
spent hundreds of millions of dollars investigating and ‘repairing the RSGs and keepirig the plant in.
. astate of readmess in hopes that Mitsubishi would meet its oblrgatron to repair or replace the RSGs
" But with'no viable path to restonng SONGS to service, SCE is. forced to retire and decommission
- "SONGSas a result of Mltsubtshl s total and fundamental failure to meet its contractual obltgattons
. 1ncludmg its oblrgatron to reparr or replace the defecttve RSGs \Mth due dthgence and drspatch

o iMltsublShl Promlsed That [ts RSGs Would Be Free me All Defects

o Your letter tur ns the relatronshtp between Mttsubtsht and SCE on its head SCE is Mltsublsht 5.
* customer. Itis a utility that operates SONGS, not a steam generator designer or manufacturer. SCE
B hired Mitsubishi for its purported expertise in des1gnmg and manufacturing steam generators —
: _:expemse MltSUblShl repeatedly promtsed SCE it had SCE did not 1mpose a spec1ﬁcat10n on
'generator replacement prOJects in the industry and its expertence w1th the ortgmal SONGS steam R
S generators SCE souOht recerved and mcorporated Mltsubtshr S mput on the specmcattons In fact
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L | Mttsubrsht and SCE went through several revisions of the document that ult1mately became the '
, Conformed Specrﬁcatton SOZ.a 617-01 (the “Contract )

‘: lf any of the requtrements in thc Contract presented a rrsk that the RSGs would wear S0 raptdly that o

. one of the RSGs would suffer a leak after less than a year of operation (or present any other safety e

“. concern), it was Mitsubishi’s obltga‘uon as the desn:ner of the RSGs - to tell SCE so that the -
- partles could prevent such problems. But Mitsubishi never sugoested to SCE that any purported

B requtrement in the Contract would lead to unsafe RSGs

L Indeed Mltsubtsht promrsed the opp051te Mrtsubrshl now clarms that the four excessne wear

'phenomena and unprecedented thermal hydraulic conditions were “the result of the requirements in
. the SCE certlﬁed desrcn specrﬁcatton ” However in the Contract Mttsubtshl promrsed among :
. _other thrngs that ' » SRR L - : o

M]tsublsht s RSGs shall be free from Defects » (Sectton 1. 17 l 1 )

o 'fg(Sectlon 1.17.2. 3)
‘. ‘The serwce hte of the RSGs shall be 40 calendar years[ ] (Sectron 3 7.1. l)

e The [RSGs] shall be designed and fabricated such that there is no primary to secondarv
10 - tube leakage unider any normal operating conditions.” :(Section 3.8.1.7.) o

- " e_The RSGs “shall be equipped with tube supports- that adequately support the tube bundle o
- “facilitate internal circulation,” “[p]reclude tube damage due to wear caused by flow :
-;tnduced vibration,” and ““[p]rovide the tube-to-tube support contact length such as to
_ - minimize tube wear.” (Section 3.9.3.7.) S
-~ s Mitsubishi “shall demonstrate that its design will minimize v1brat10n mduced tube wear or
-~ fatigue in the tube bend area of the tube bundle.” (Section 3.9.3.7. ) -
e “The tube support/tube bundle assembly shall ‘be fabricated suchas to ensure no damage

i __to the tubes and subsequent operatron of the RSG mth mtntmal v1brat10n (Sectton
e lO 3. 5) L : S : :

;Desptte MltsublSl’ll S exphcrt promtses the RSGs e\rpenenced four excessive wear phenomena and
- suffered a primary-to-secondary leak due, among other things, to Mitsubishi’s failure to accurately
- fpredtct thermal hydraultc condmons and Mrtsubrsht s fallure to desron efiectlve supports '

, f SﬁMttsublshl Has Falled To Meet Its Warrantv Obhaatton To Renalr or Renlace Defects Wlth
: Due Dlllgence And Dlspatch R : : :

B § ;As you are aware Sectton 1 l7 l 3 of the Contract requrres among other thmas that [a]ny Detect '

shall be repatred or replaced, in a mutually agrecable manner, by the Supplier at its sole expense
. wrth due diligence and dispatch. ” Almost 17 months after the outages at SONGS, Mitsubishi still .
| has not reparred the RSGS or replaced the RSGS such that they could operate safely at full power for . -
. restoring the RSGs, much less one that could be unplemented wrthm anytlung approachtng a :
reasonable ttmeframe ’ Lo : o - -

“There will be no pr1mary~to secondarv leakaae due to Defects 1n any of the RSG Umts » _ ": Lo



: I am surpnsed and drsappornted that Mrtsublshr management has chosen to repudrate the criteria
that Mitsubishi engineers agreed were necessary and appropriate to determine whether a proposed
. repair would actually remedy the problems in Mitsubishi’s defective RSGs. F ollowmo the outages
. at SONGS, our companies spent. months developmg mutually agreeable screening criteria to assist -
~ Mitsubishi in developing a permanent repair that could safely restore the RSGs to full ‘operation in -
- compliance with Mitsubishi’s warranty obhganons In November 2012 ; multiple SONGS

C employees and contractors met almost daily with Mltsubtshr in furtherance of this' effort with the

. belief that our companies were workmg toward the same goal. -Mitsubishi engineers based both in o
~California and in. J apan were tully enoaged in thrs et‘fort whrch culmmated in Jomtly crafted criteria B
for evaluatmg reparr optrons ¥ : : :

Your lette_r I‘E:JECtS any such mutual aoreement and contends that Mitsubishi “never agreed to SCE’s
: criteria.” Asan mrtral matter MltSublShl is wronor But in any event; the screening criteria srmply -
. -rerterate the requlrements already present in the Contract “These criteria fell into four categortes

. e the reparr must be (1) effective in meeting warranty condrtrons (2) valtdated (a) capable of

.E - lmplementatron and (4) operatronal In addition, the repair must be licensable by the Nuclear -
Reoulatory Commission (* NRC”) Mitsubishi cannot escape its clear contractual obl1g,atrons to .
“repair[] or replac[e]” “with due diligence and dispatch” and to.ensure the RSGs are “free from

.' Defects™ for their 40-vear operational life: Neither Mrtsubtshr s Type 1 proposal, nor any of its

»other ‘efforts™ to address ‘the RSGs Defects were suthcnent to meet its warranty obhganons

a. Mttsublshl S Tvpe 1 Reparr Lacks Adequate Valldatlon To Ensure Safety

o ) Ij'Your letter asserts that Mltsublshr S Type 1 reparr proposal isa comprehenswe descrrptron ofa

~ - repair that Mrtsubrsht recommends be implemented to stop tube-to-tube wear, prevent the associated |

- in-plane fluid elastic instability conditions, and mitigate tube-to-anti-vibration bar (AVB)wear in

the SONGS RSGs.” Mitsubishi further.claims that the thicker AVB design “amply demonstrates .
that the proposed reparr 1s v1able and approprrate Acam Mltsubrsht iswrong. .-

:Desprte the fact that the RS(:s had been out of s¢ servrce nearly l7 months the proposed reparr has

! . f g vbeen described only in general terms. \levertheless in hopes’ that the RSGs could, in fact hav
~ been restored to service through a Type 1 repair, SCE carefullv reviewed the proposal in

3 -con]unctton wrth its contractors and outsrde engineering consultants. Based on these | revrews SC E
~-believes the Type 1 proposal is noth1n0 ‘more than a conceptual plan that does not address -much -

U éss solve —the problems in Mitsubishi’s RSG design. Mitsubishi’s proposal represents “first- of—a-

 kind” engineering which risks mtroducmg new and additional problems into the RSGs. These risks
- included new modes of tube bundle damage, increased vibration of the existing AVBs, deformation -

oof tubes, balloomne of tubes and additional ‘tube-to-tube wear. Mrtsubrshr s reparr proposal is S

=D unvalrdated and lacks sufficient testrnc. analy sis and operattonal experrence necessary to ensure it -
- could safelv restore the steam generators to 40 Vears of tull power operanon and a\«otd mtroducmg
= ,addltronal unacceptable rtsks e R S e

b Mxtsublshl s Type 1 Repalr Proposal Farls To Address The Thermal Hydrauhc ‘
Condmons . o

" Your letter claims that Mltsublshx S reparr proposal fully addresses the RSG tube wear, and does S0 - |

wrthout needlno to modrfv the e‘nstmo RSG thermal hydraullc condttlons ” Thrs is rllomcal '



. Mrtsubrshr prev1ously 1dent1ﬁed the thermal hydrauhc condmons whrch Mrtsubrshl grossly
underpred1cted as a root cause of each of the four wear phenomena in the RSGs (mcludmg the wear
‘ phenomena that caused the tube leak) T 1us addressmo and correctmg the thermal hydrauhc

- RSGs. Rather than address these thermal hydraulrc condltrons \/Irtsuhrshl S reparr proposal risks

: exacerbatmg such condrtrons and acceleratmg rather than dlmlmshmc wear

' '_ Your letter ooes on to state that [s]hould SCE choose to modrfy the thermal hydrauhc condrtrons

 ‘sucha modrﬁcatron ‘while unnecessary, may enhance the margin against tube wear.’ " Again,

“ Mitsubishi’s statement attempts to flip the relatlonshrp between Mitsubishi (the designer and

T ._manufacturer) and SCE (the customer and operator) on its head. ‘Mitsubishi, not SCE, had the '

- _responsibility (and, Mitsubishi claimed, the expertise) to predict, calculate and modify thermal
hydraulic conditions. .For that reason, SCE hired Mitsubishi, and the expertise Mitsubishi

. i " repeatedly promised it possessed, to design the RSGs." As the designer, Mitsubishi, not SCE, had
* . the obligation to build sufficient margin into its RSG desrg,n Mitsubishi, not SCE, undertook the

: _-obligation to repair or replace all defects in its RSG design at its sole expense and wrth due
- drhoence and drspatch Mrtsublshr has farled to meet that obhganon RRT

Mrtsubrshr Falled To Prove That Its Type 1 Repalr Could Be Implemented

‘In addltlon Mrtsubrshr S report farls to provrde sufﬁcrent detarl that i 1ts reparr proposal could be

- _ _'jsafely 1mplemented Mitsubishi’s Type 1 repair would requrre workers to access a space in the U—

' Bend region less than 18 1nches wide where they could remain for only a matter of minutes given .

'+ the radioactive environment.” The specralty toolinig Mitsubishi’s proposal contemplated using in

: order to’ perform the repair in such extreme conditions is still in the’ developmental stage and does
“not yet exist. Mltsubrshr did not provrde details of how workers-could effectively operate within the
~confined space in the: U-bend region. On the contrary, Mrtsubrshr s report states that details wrll be
“confirmed by trammg Mrtsubrshr s proposal also lacks detalls for adequately controllmg _
. radxatlon exposure to the persons installing the new AVBs or preventing the introduction. of forergn
) j-.materral that could further damage the RSGs: Given these uncertainties, SCE could not and would -

" not permit Mitsubishi to engage in a science experiment which would have risked the safety of the

- workers engaged to undertake Mrtsubrshl’ “reparr and the access to rehable power for the people
of Southern Cahforma ' : s : : N

d Mltsubrshr F auled To Establrsh That Its Repalr Proposal Was Llcensable EEE

R 'Your letter also states that Mltsubrshr “erll also conf' irm the lrcensablhty of our- reparr plan

', n Mrtsubrshr has had almost 17 months to conduct the necessary evaluatron Your reference to the =
- ¢ontinuing’ need for future evaluatlon proves that Mitsubishi’s repair proposal lacks sutﬁcrent detarl
and is not currently licensable. ‘Given the low likelihood of being able to- 1mplement the repair plan ,

3 : under 10 C.F.R. 50.59, SCE would be required to. seek a lrcense amendment for SONGS, but -

- Mitsubishi has failed to prowde testing and analysrs sufficient to assure the’ NRC that the repalr 1s
. fea51ble and will address all wear phenomena seen at SO\EGS ¥ :



- After careful réview of M1tsub1sh1 s proposed Type l repalr SCE was forced to conclude that the U- .
- Bend Repair Report failed to meet Mitsubishi’s contractual warranty obligation to “repair{] or

S jreplac[e]” all defects “at its sole expense with due diligence and dispatch.” Mitsubishi’s Type 1

repair proposal presents an unacceptable level of uncertamty with respect to the design, operation, ~ -
“and licensability of the SONGS RSGs. . The proposed repair is without precedent in the U.S. nuclear =

-mdustry, represents “‘ﬁrst of—a kind” engineering, and threatens unanalyzed and unacceptable rxsks R

In short, Mitsubishi’s U- Bend Repair Report presents engineering. concepts that have not been REE

e 'sufﬁcnentlv vahdated and do not oﬁer any guarantee (or hlgh rehabtllty) of success

3 ﬁ 'Mltsublshl Has A Contractual Oblloatlon To Bear All Warrantv Costs And Expenses

o ;F mally, 1 am 'very dlsappomted in Mltsublsht s refusal to acknowledce its obhganons to pav SCE s .
“invoices for the expenses that SCE was forced to incur as part of the efforts to investigate and repair

the RSGs. Section 1.9.4 of the Contract requires Mitsubishi to pay these expenses within 30 days of . o

- invoice. Mltsublsh1 s “payment” of one of SCE’s six invoices last December is meaningless since
o Mitsubishi réfuses to acknowledge that SCE is entitled to the transferred funds and expressly
- ;reserved its rxght to seek oﬂsets from SCE for those amounts in the future '

As you know SCE has prox 1ded Mltsublshl with several thousand pa&,es of detatled back up
~ documents supportmg the charg:,es SCE emplovees have spent hundreds of hours responding to
Mitsubishi’s ongoing demands for more information about SCE’s efforts to assist Mitsubishi in |
) mvestlgatmg and repairing the RSGs lncludmg by creatmg spec1ahzed reports for Mxtsubxshl that
otherwise do not exist.  The documentation SCE has' provided far exceeds the level of detail that is -

“customary in the mdustry (and 0oes well bevond the detall that Mxtsublsht has ever prov1ded SCE in .

l support of lts charoes)

o Regardmg the AREVA mvoices 'yOUr refetences in 'you'r‘ le':tte.r' l.must remmd you that SCE was L

© " required to redact certain proprletary mformatton from the invoices it recewed from third-party -

vendors (such as AREVA) The redacted i 1nv01ces still reflected the amounts that SCE paid and -
“included a detailed description of the services the vendors provided. Nevertheless, to accommodate
“Mitsubishi, SCE negotiated with the vendors to permit Mitsubishi’s consultants to review .
* unredacted invoices (mcludmg proprietary mformatlon that is not relevant to the validation of the
~ invoices), and Mitsubishi’s consultants have had unredacted AREVA invoices for months. But -
- Mitsubishi snll has not acknowledged its obllgahon to pay a penny of the costs reﬂected inthe
complete mvmces ThlS is not the conduct of a company that supports its’ customer in Good lalth

Please do not hesxtate to contact me at 1f have you any ques’nons '




