
From: Mitchell, Matthew
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: FW: More thoughts
Date: Saturday, January 28, 2012 7:23:52 PM

Public comment for assessment
 

From: Tom Gurdziel [tgurdziel@twcny.rr.com]
Sent: Saturday, January 28, 2012 8:32 AM
To: Mitchell, Matthew
Cc: CHAIRMAN Resource
Subject: More thoughts

Hello Matt,
 
My guess is that this would take 2 or 3 trained people and about a year of time (for the Level I
part),but, I want to suggest that you have a PRA done of at least one of the Fukushima Daiichi plants
and compare it to the ones the U.S. industry did already in the early 1990s.  And, even if you can’t
justify that expense, I think you need to analyze the offsite power supplies to all SIX plants there and
compare them with what we have in the U.S. for multi plant sites.  You would probably need to use the
computer program CAFTA to handle the fault trees.
 
It would also be useful if a member of your group was fluent in circuit breaker operation, at least how
many times it will try to automatically switch power (fast-transfer) before allowing time for the voltage to
decay and then trying a dead bus transfer, and if that will try multiple times as well.
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom  
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From: Ancient Druid
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Comments on NRC Draft 50.54f Letters
Date: Sunday, January 29, 2012 3:45:07 PM
Attachments: 5054f_PAS_12A27.pdf

Please see attached.

Paul Sicard
1424 Kenilworth Parkway
Baton Rouge, LA
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27 January 2012 


 
 
Mr. David L. Skeen 
Director, Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC  20555-0001 
 
 
Dear Mr. Skeen, 
 
This letter provides comments for NRC consideration regarding the recently release draft 
NRC Tier 1 Fukushima Near Term Task Force recommendations requests for information 
(10CFR50.54(F) letters) and NRC orders. 
 
1. The most important Lesson Learned from the Fukushima event is that the greatest 


safety improvements will result from improved coping capabilities for a long-term 
Station Blackout, greater than the current licensing basis Station Blackouts with 
typical four hour coping durations for U.S. plants.  The Japanese earthquake, as well 
as last summer's North Anna earthquake, proved that nuclear plants are designed to 
be seismically rugged.   
 
Thus, to maximize improvements in nuclear safety, there should be more focus on 
rulemaking to extend the Station Blackout coping period.  This should allow for a 
flexible response, crediting non-safety equipment, since the nature of the initiating 
event is unknown. 
 
To accomodate a greater focus on Station Blackout Coping period rulemaking, the 
priority of NTTF item 2.1 on Seismic Hazard risk assessments should be decreased.  
Nuclear structures have proven themselves to be seismically rugged.  The 
uncertainties involved in seismic risk assessment combined with the unproven 
processes for compiling Seismic PRA's, including the lack of a successful pilot against 
the ASME/ANS PRA standard, mean that there is more benefit to nuclear safety in 
upgrading SBO response capability than in pursuit of additional analytic 
understanding which would have high uncertainties in the results. 
 
Thus, priority for the seismic risk assessment for item 2.1 should be lowered and 
timelines for completion of that work should be extended. 


 
2. Regarding Item 5.1 on Hardened Containment vents:  The NRC should also 


investigate and perform cost-benefit analyses to determine if hardened venting 
capability should also be required for Mark III containments.  The ability to vent the 
containment remains important to reactor safety for Mark III containments, both in 
terms of preventing core damage due to releases that fail auxiliary building 
equipment (e.g., ECCS systems; failure of DC control  power for SRV's) as well as 
the ability of venting to prevent large scale containment structural failure with 
associated large increases in radiological releases.  The Mark III geometry allows for 
filtration through the suppression pool prior to releases from the containment, thus 
the focus for Mark III should be upon the ability to vent containment vice 
consideration of a filtered vent with the associated higher failure probabilities and 
higher costs of the filtered vent due to increased complexity. 
 
Consideration should be given to requiring all BWR's to have a venting capacity 







 


 


capable of preventing long-term containment overpressurization due to a loss of 
decay heat removal (e.g., loss of suppression pool cooling).   
 
Regulations should recognize that venting may be required for both preventing core 
damage as well as for preventing containment structural failure after core damage 
has occurred.  Thus, NRC should recognize that different venting paths may be 
required for these two different conditions, as radiological conditions would be much 
less severe for vent paths used to prevent core damage. 


 
3. In conjunction with item 5.1 on Hardened Containment Vents, it is recognized that 


early containment venting is an important strategy for helping to maintain the 
availability of safety-related injection equipment (e.g., HPCI and RCIC systems for 
BWR's) as well as for helping to prevent and/or delay containment failure due to 
long-term loss of decay heat removal (i.e., "TW" sequences).  NRC should require 
utilities to investigate the use of early containment venting and integrate this into 
their Emergency Operating Procedures, including establishing any appropriate 
requirements for such vent paths, including their ability to operate under Station 
Blackout conditions. 


 
4. As part of response to the Station Blackout rule, nuclear plants established their 


ability to meet Containment Integrity requirements.  Consistent with NUMARC 87-00, 
containment isolations of less than 3 inches nominal diameter were excluded from 
consideration.  While this is appropriate for a short term (typically 4 hour) Station 
Blackout with minimal containment heatup and pressurization, failure to isolate such 
lines under extended station blackout conditions can result in releases of hydrogen 
and fission products if core damage has occurred.  Conversely, there can be a benefit 
from such relatively small penetrations as they will assist with core venting prior to 
core damage, as long as they can be isolated to prevent the significant radiological 
releases which would result after core damage. 
 
Thus, NRC needs to address both the mitigation assistance that such over overlooked 
smaller penetrations can provide for delaying containment pressurization under 
extended Station Blackout conditions, as well as reviewing isolation requirements to 
ensure that releases of hydrogen and radiological releases from core melt are 
prevented under Extended Station Blackout conditions. 


 
5. As a detailed suggestion to the seismic risk assessment process of item 2.1, NRC 


should make the process more risk-informed by having a different criteria in Step 5 
for Reduced Seismic Scope plants (per NUREG-1407) for determination of if a 
Seismic Margin Analysis or a Seismic PRA is required if the GMRS exceeds the SSE.  
Based on industry experience, including North Anna and Fukushima Daiichi,  that 
demonstrates the hardiness of seismic design, plants with a different (higher) 
multiplier should be used as the criteria for low seismic hazard plants for when a 
SPRA is required, rather than the choice of a SPRA or SMA. 


 
These suggestions and comments are provided to assist the NRC in developing sensible 
regulations to improve reactor safety using insights from the March 2011 Japanese tsunami.  
It is important, in the process, that the regulations on nuclear power do not become so 
restrictive and expensive to implement that electric power generation shifts to other options 
involving greater risks to the overall environment.  Nuclear power is an important option for 
long-term electric power generation due to the lack of greenhouse gas contributions.  While 
risks are extensively studied and discussed for nuclear power production, risks are also 
associated with other power sources.  The Deepwater Horizon oil rig explosion killed 11 
people and released 4.9 million barrels of crude oil into the Gulf of Mexico.  The 1975 failure 







 


 


of the Banqiao Dam, used for hydroelectric power generation in China, is estimated to have 
killed 171,000 people and left 11 million people homeless.  These examples show that there 
is risk associated with other energy generation technologies, and requirements for nuclear 
power need to consider the risk of the other energy generation options. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
Paul Sicard 
1424 Kenilworth Parkway 
Baton Rouge, LA  70808 







 

 

 
27 January 2012 

 
 
Mr. David L. Skeen 
Director, Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC  20555-0001 
 
 
Dear Mr. Skeen, 
 
This letter provides comments for NRC consideration regarding the recently release draft 
NRC Tier 1 Fukushima Near Term Task Force recommendations requests for information 
(10CFR50.54(F) letters) and NRC orders. 
 
1. The most important Lesson Learned from the Fukushima event is that the greatest 

safety improvements will result from improved coping capabilities for a long-term 
Station Blackout, greater than the current licensing basis Station Blackouts with 
typical four hour coping durations for U.S. plants.  The Japanese earthquake, as well 
as last summer's North Anna earthquake, proved that nuclear plants are designed to 
be seismically rugged.   
 
Thus, to maximize improvements in nuclear safety, there should be more focus on 
rulemaking to extend the Station Blackout coping period.  This should allow for a 
flexible response, crediting non-safety equipment, since the nature of the initiating 
event is unknown. 
 
To accomodate a greater focus on Station Blackout Coping period rulemaking, the 
priority of NTTF item 2.1 on Seismic Hazard risk assessments should be decreased.  
Nuclear structures have proven themselves to be seismically rugged.  The 
uncertainties involved in seismic risk assessment combined with the unproven 
processes for compiling Seismic PRA's, including the lack of a successful pilot against 
the ASME/ANS PRA standard, mean that there is more benefit to nuclear safety in 
upgrading SBO response capability than in pursuit of additional analytic 
understanding which would have high uncertainties in the results. 
 
Thus, priority for the seismic risk assessment for item 2.1 should be lowered and 
timelines for completion of that work should be extended. 

 
2. Regarding Item 5.1 on Hardened Containment vents:  The NRC should also 

investigate and perform cost-benefit analyses to determine if hardened venting 
capability should also be required for Mark III containments.  The ability to vent the 
containment remains important to reactor safety for Mark III containments, both in 
terms of preventing core damage due to releases that fail auxiliary building 
equipment (e.g., ECCS systems; failure of DC control  power for SRV's) as well as 
the ability of venting to prevent large scale containment structural failure with 
associated large increases in radiological releases.  The Mark III geometry allows for 
filtration through the suppression pool prior to releases from the containment, thus 
the focus for Mark III should be upon the ability to vent containment vice 
consideration of a filtered vent with the associated higher failure probabilities and 
higher costs of the filtered vent due to increased complexity. 
 
Consideration should be given to requiring all BWR's to have a venting capacity 



 

 

capable of preventing long-term containment overpressurization due to a loss of 
decay heat removal (e.g., loss of suppression pool cooling).   
 
Regulations should recognize that venting may be required for both preventing core 
damage as well as for preventing containment structural failure after core damage 
has occurred.  Thus, NRC should recognize that different venting paths may be 
required for these two different conditions, as radiological conditions would be much 
less severe for vent paths used to prevent core damage. 

 
3. In conjunction with item 5.1 on Hardened Containment Vents, it is recognized that 

early containment venting is an important strategy for helping to maintain the 
availability of safety-related injection equipment (e.g., HPCI and RCIC systems for 
BWR's) as well as for helping to prevent and/or delay containment failure due to 
long-term loss of decay heat removal (i.e., "TW" sequences).  NRC should require 
utilities to investigate the use of early containment venting and integrate this into 
their Emergency Operating Procedures, including establishing any appropriate 
requirements for such vent paths, including their ability to operate under Station 
Blackout conditions. 

 
4. As part of response to the Station Blackout rule, nuclear plants established their 

ability to meet Containment Integrity requirements.  Consistent with NUMARC 87-00, 
containment isolations of less than 3 inches nominal diameter were excluded from 
consideration.  While this is appropriate for a short term (typically 4 hour) Station 
Blackout with minimal containment heatup and pressurization, failure to isolate such 
lines under extended station blackout conditions can result in releases of hydrogen 
and fission products if core damage has occurred.  Conversely, there can be a benefit 
from such relatively small penetrations as they will assist with core venting prior to 
core damage, as long as they can be isolated to prevent the significant radiological 
releases which would result after core damage. 
 
Thus, NRC needs to address both the mitigation assistance that such over overlooked 
smaller penetrations can provide for delaying containment pressurization under 
extended Station Blackout conditions, as well as reviewing isolation requirements to 
ensure that releases of hydrogen and radiological releases from core melt are 
prevented under Extended Station Blackout conditions. 

 
5. As a detailed suggestion to the seismic risk assessment process of item 2.1, NRC 

should make the process more risk-informed by having a different criteria in Step 5 
for Reduced Seismic Scope plants (per NUREG-1407) for determination of if a 
Seismic Margin Analysis or a Seismic PRA is required if the GMRS exceeds the SSE.  
Based on industry experience, including North Anna and Fukushima Daiichi,  that 
demonstrates the hardiness of seismic design, plants with a different (higher) 
multiplier should be used as the criteria for low seismic hazard plants for when a 
SPRA is required, rather than the choice of a SPRA or SMA. 

 
These suggestions and comments are provided to assist the NRC in developing sensible 
regulations to improve reactor safety using insights from the March 2011 Japanese tsunami.  
It is important, in the process, that the regulations on nuclear power do not become so 
restrictive and expensive to implement that electric power generation shifts to other options 
involving greater risks to the overall environment.  Nuclear power is an important option for 
long-term electric power generation due to the lack of greenhouse gas contributions.  While 
risks are extensively studied and discussed for nuclear power production, risks are also 
associated with other power sources.  The Deepwater Horizon oil rig explosion killed 11 
people and released 4.9 million barrels of crude oil into the Gulf of Mexico.  The 1975 failure 



 

 

of the Banqiao Dam, used for hydroelectric power generation in China, is estimated to have 
killed 171,000 people and left 11 million people homeless.  These examples show that there 
is risk associated with other energy generation technologies, and requirements for nuclear 
power need to consider the risk of the other energy generation options. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
Paul Sicard 
1424 Kenilworth Parkway 
Baton Rouge, LA  70808 



From: Doug Hibbard
To: JLD_Public Resource; dhibbardj@aol.com
Subject: Comments to NTTF 4.
Date: Sunday, January 29, 2012 8:35:19 PM
Attachments: Comments_to_Fukushima_Daiichi_Near_Term_Task_Force.doc

Attached are my personnel comments to NTTF 4.
 

mailto:dhibbardj@aol.com
mailto:JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov
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Comments to Fukushima Daiichi Near Term Task Force 4.

From reading the public documents of the Fukushima Daiichi accident, the lose of all site electrical power seem to be the most significant.

From looking at video of the earthquake / tsunami, a short distance from the devastated areas there were areas unaffected. This was because of distance and elevation from the local event were vastly different.. A solution to providing electrical power to the site would be a standoff series of small dual fuel gas turbine a short distance from the plant at a different elevation. These are readily available in commercial grade. They should be hardened in a simple concrete building or outside with a steel structure. An underground cable would be run directly to the site. Dual fuel of gas or oil add defense –in-depth. There should be a series of unit with one dedicated to the site. The other could be used for peeking units at any time. The reason to use them as peeker is that they get run time. The connection to the grid would be different then that to the site. The worst thing for a mechanical system is to just let it sit. By letting operating the gas turbines, and there performance can easily be trended, thus increasing reliability.

The advantage of site separation cannot be over emphasized. The effects of natural disaster can be different a short distance away. This can be observed from recent events such as hurricane Andrew, Katrina and Rita, resent tornado out breaks, recent flooding in the Midwest and northeast. This can also be observed from the North Ridge Earthquake, where one structure collapsed and others similar structures a short distance away did not.

Modern gas turbines are reliable and readily available packaged units. 

In place units have a great advanced over temporary equipment. Setting up temporary equipment and refueling during some natural events are next to impossible. During winds greater than gale force, ice storms, blizzards, dust storms and fog & smoke events. These natural events can go on for a long time and can very well be a cause of a site blackout. From reading the INPO 11-005 report, the heroic effort of site personnel to get temporary equipment in place thru the debris, inoperable security gates, incompatible connection, standing water with manhole covers knocked off, complete darkness and running out of fuel; reads like the keystone cops.

This same philosophy could be applied to the lost of ultimate heat sink by having a standoff water storage tank connected directly to the plant with underground HDPE pipe.
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; "Tom Henry"; paul_eddy@dps.state.ny.us; Screnci, Diane; "Clary, Gregory"; OIGHOTLINE

Resource; Bowman, Gregory; P.Kaiser@iaea.org; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 1-31-2012
Date: Tuesday, January 31, 2012 8:29:39 AM

Good morning,
 

Remote Shutdown Panels
 
One modification to existing U.S. plants has been the provision of remote shutdown panels.  The
intention is to allow the plant to be shut down even if operators can no longer occupy the control
room.  As I recall reading INPO Report 11-005, that really should have been the case at Fukushima
Daiichi when the control room radiation dose was high.
 
This leads to an interesting question.  Do they have remote shutdown panels, or, actually any other
modification (since original design) intended to make plant operation safer?  Maybe another way to ask
this is: do they have a functioning plant operating experience assessment effort?
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
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From: Weiner, Michael R
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: NRC Recommendation 4.2 Order for Mitigating Strategies and relationship to SAMGs in the future
Date: Monday, January 30, 2012 10:37:59 AM

I am on the PWROG procedures subcommittee (vice chair) and on some of the other industry
groups following Fukushima response for United States plants.  I was part of NEI FLEX team last

week and listed to the hearing on Jan 18th.  You provided this email address if folks wanted to give
you additional comments.  My comments do NOT represent PWROG, NEI, or my utility.  These are
my personal observations from attending a number of Fukushima industry meetings and 15 years
as an EOP coordinator and SAMG lead evaluator.
 
I agree with the industry approach for extended loss of all AC / loss of ultimate heat sink to have
strategies to avoid core damage in these events with FLEX.  This should be the first order of
business.
 
However, no matter what we do with FLEX, there will be scenarios where we cannot avoid core
damage.  For example for PWRs, if primary leakage is significantly higher than anticipated, FLEX
equipment cannot maintain core cooling;  FLEX cannot establish Cold Leg Recirc for long term core
cooling with significant primary leakage.  Site access or plant damage may prevent other pre-
thought out strategies from being implemented in time.  That’s where SAMG strategies come in.
 
Perhaps as a different order that should take a lower priority, protect the containment boundary in
an SAMG type event.  This appears to consist of 3 or 4 essential components for a PWR.  The first 2

would not be associated with FLEX.  The 3rd might be.  The 4th is an additional consideration.
1.       Keep containment pressure within limits.  I have seen a number of presentations on how

many international utilities do this with the filtered vents, even PWRs.  Some of these
designs have a rupture disk to take out the operator action if necessary.  I understand this
is being looked at in a different order.

2.       Keep H2 at a limit that cannot challenge containment.  The passive H2 recombiners that
many international utilities have or will install look promising.  Ice condenser plants have
igniters, but a FLEX strategy to use them would be challenged by damage or flooding of
distribution centers and might not be implemented in time. 

3.       Put water below the reactor vessel.  There is a B5b strategy to do this, however all we
committed to was a 300 gpm minimum flow requirement.  No time limit to implement, no
time limit to have water under the vessel, no requirement for boration, no requirement for
operator accessibility during an SAMG event or internal plant flooding.  For some
containment designs, you may have to put the equivalent of 2 RWSTs into containment
before ANY water gets under the vessel.  You may have to realign valves in various

locations deep inside the aux bldgs to get the flow.  If the NRC is interested in this 3rd leg of
SAMGs working, some requirements for accessibility and time to get water (with level and
boration if determined needed) will need to be made.  A FLEX strategy could be used, but
plant mods to be able to actually get the water where you need in the time required may
be necessary for some plants.  The owners groups could be requested to make
recommendations for this SAMG strategy (time to get water under vessel, what level, what

mailto:Michael.Weiner@duke-energy.com
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boron if any).
4.       Ensure containment isolation capability in a severe event.  Plants should evaluate

penetrations and ability to close valves in adverse environment (internal flooding etc). 
Passive designs such as check valves and fail closed air operated valves on penetrations
that may allow air to air release.  (Penetrations into closed loop systems are of less
concern.)



From: Bloom, Steven
To: JLD_Public Resource
Cc: Reed, Timothy
Subject: RE: NTTF Recommenfation 4.1
Date: Monday, January 30, 2012 6:48:42 AM

Tim Reed.
 
From: JLD_Public Resource 
Sent: Friday, January 27, 2012 4:44 PM
To: Bloom, Steven
Subject: FW: NTTF Recommenfation 4.1
 
Steven,
 
We received the e-mail below as a public comment. This is related to Station Blackout.
Please let me know if there is another project manager who should receive this. There is
no response required; this is for your review and consideration.
 
Thank you,
 
Lauren
 
 
Lauren K. Gibson
Project Manager
Policy and Support Branch
Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate
(301) 415-1056
 
 
 
 
From: George Morris [mailto:gwm2@msn.com] 
Sent: Monday, January 23, 2012 2:00 PM
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: NTTF Recommenfation 4.1
 
Pbody.hmmessage

Regarding the NTTF Recommendation 4.1, Enhanced SBO Coping Capability, the NRC should insist on
enhancing SBO coping by requiring a minimum of N+1 AAC power supplies (Where N = the number of
nuclear unites on a common site).   Each AAC should be permanently installed and separately located
around the site in protected enclosures.
 
George W Morris, PE
20 Marquette Drive
Cody WY 82414
GeorgeWMorris@ieee.org
1-307-583-5413
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From: Mitchell, Matthew
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: FW: Fukushima-related Comments for 1-28-2012
Date: Monday, January 30, 2012 7:20:46 AM

Public stakeholder comments.
 
From: Tom Gurdziel [mailto:tgurdziel@twcny.rr.com] 
Sent: Saturday, January 28, 2012 7:36 PM
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; 'Tom Henry'; paul_eddy@dps.state.ny.us; Screnci, Diane; 'Clary, Gregory';
OIGHOTLINE Resource; Bowman, Gregory; Mitchell, Matthew; P.Kaiser@iaea.org; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 1-28-2012
 
Good morning,
 

Plant Electric Power
 
It has been more than 10 months since the plants could not use their flooded switchgear or their
flooded batteries, which were ALL located at a common low elevation.  (Ref. INPO Report 11-005,
page 7)  Wouldn’t it make sense to require that one (redundant) set of station batteries (and battery
boards) and one (redundant) set of emergency powerboards be moved to and located at a diverse
elevation (where flooding would be less likely)?
 
Maybe one of the emergency diesel generators has to be moved out of the basement as well.
 

Off site Electric Power Reliability
 
Frankly, it is disturbing to me that, at least at Unit I, the trip of a main generator apparently causes a
loss of 6.9 kv power until an emergency diesel generator is started.  (Ref. INPO Report 11-005, page
71)  I don’t like this system configuration.  It would, therefore, be reassuring to have somebody obtain
and compare the fault tree failure analysis used in the Probabilistic Risk Assessments for all 6
Fukushima-Daiichi plants with those for all BWRs in the United States.     
 
(You know what I mean: the results from a computer program like CAFTA.)
 
I would also like to know if the control rod drive pump starts automatically on restoration of electric
power (to its powerboard), or if manual and remote operator action is required before it resumes
providing cooling-water flow to the control rod drives.
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; "Tom Henry"; paul_eddy@dps.state.ny.us; Screnci, Diane; "Clary, Gregory"; Bowman,

Gregory; P.Kaiser@iaea.org; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 1-31-2012 PM
Date: Tuesday, January 31, 2012 10:37:33 PM

Hello,
 

Progress
 
It is not too long and one year will be gone.  Where is any significant progress?
 

At the site
 
We are still pumping water into the reactor buildings somewhere.  We have not reported attempting to
even flood up one torus.  At Unit 1 we have a big enclosing building around the reactor building but no
public announcement of whether or not it has contained any radiation.  At Unit 2 we have about an
hour’s worth of video.  We found out that the water level is somewhere below where we thought it
was.  At Unit 3 apparently nothing has changed.  At Unit 4 no (undamaged) nuclear fuel in the spent
fuel pool has been reported removed.
 
Additionally, usable emergency diesel generators at the site have not been configured to provide
electric power for the site when off site power is lost (as happened about 2 weekends ago.)  So, it
would appear, the spent fuel at the Unit 4 spent fuel pool still does not have emergency electric power
for cooling/circulation (at 10 ½ months.).
 
My understanding is that about 3000 people are employed at the Fukushima Daiichi site.
 

Hydraulic Mining
 
In the mid 1800s, people looking for gold in California used high pressure water jets to move large
amounts of material including the gold it contained.  Today, I have a hard time not thinking that we are
doing the same thing at Fukushima Daiichi.  There we supply water (for cooling) but it appears to me
that it also either erodes or dissolves highly radioactive nuclear material.  Then we try to remove it from
the water we recover.  Is anybody thinking of some other way that would be less costly (and more
efficient)?
 

Gaining Public Confidence
 
How can we expect the public to believe or even respect the authorities when, 10 ½ months after an
unprecedented multi unit destruction, those units are still licensed for 100% power?  And, have you
heard the physical and operating improvements accepted by the owners to improve their other nuclear
plants, based on the Fukushima Daiichi experience (so that they can get permission to restart)?  (I
haven’t.)
 

Stress Tests
 
I don’t understand what a “stress test” is.  Nevertheless, I feel it might provide some insight to the
general public if the stress test results for Fukushima Daiichi Unit 1 and 2 and 3 and 4 and 5 and 6 (as
they were before March 11, 2011) were publically compared to the present results of other nuclear
plants.
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: Barr, Steve
Cc: Trapp, James; Screnci, Diane; hillsc@INPO.org; paul_eddy@dps.state.ny.us; bridget.frymire@dps.ny.gov;

JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Other Comments on SOARCA NUREG-1935 draft
Date: Tuesday, February 07, 2012 9:14:00 PM

Hello Steve,
 
Here some more comments I have made to the www.regulations.gov website.  Unfortunately, I don’t
have the ability to send you a copy of them from that website.
 
Item 6 Figures being referred to on pages 72 of 133, 82 of 133, and 96 of 133 lack identification by
number.
 
Item 7 (Ref. p. 78 of 133)  Check that reference to “wind direction” is not confusing.  Is wind direction
the direction wind blows from or blows to?
 
Item 8  The appendix containing the final reports of the peer review committee, (page 38 of 133), has
not been provided.  These comments would have been useful.
 
Item 9  Figure 5 Surry reference on page 66 of 133 is not correct for the actual Figure 5 on page 67 of
133.  (It shows Peach Bottom.)
 
Item 10  Problems with multi unit plant sites, including those with common facilities, are pretty  much
overlooked in this report.  (Ref. p. 34 of 133)  For instance, it appears to me that only a non-common
control room plant is addressed, yet that is all that they had at Fukushima Daiichi.  Where is the
control room noise, alarms, and commotion when both units trip at exactly the same time even
identified as an operational concern?
 
The use of a common ventilation exhaust stack at Fukushima Daiichi allowed explosive gas from Unit 3
to blow up the non-operating Unit 4 plant.  (The reference is INPO Report 11-005, pages 33 & 34.) 
How is this considered?
 
A more basic problem is that all operating (and non-operating) plants and independent spent fuel
storage locations at a site experience an earthquake at the same time.  I find it quite unrealistic to
assume that a “smart” earthquake attacks only one reactor vessel, and nothing else.
 
Item 11  Problems with human performance are unrealistically AVOIDED in this report.  (Ref. p 19 of
133)  There is no consideration that adequate staffing by knowledgeable people exists at the time of an
accident, that command and control methods are adequate, or even that communication will be
possible, other than by face to face.
 
Item 12  On page 44 of 133 is a comment that flooding would be expected to result in delayed failures. 
At Fukushima Daiichi, DC power was lost for Unit 1-2 control room lighting within 51 minutes after the
scram.  Recall that the first tsunami arrived 41 minutes after the earthquake.  That is not a delayed
failure to me.  (Ref. INPO Report 11-005, pages 8 & 3)
 
Item 13  On page 52 of 133 is a comment that portable generators also provide electrical power
needed to operate safety relief valves.  My understanding is that portable generators provide
Alternating Current; our Electromatic relief value pilot valves needed Direct Current.
 
Item 14  On page 54 of 133 is a comment about using portable air bottles to open air operated valves. 
How dependable is this method considering the Fukushima Daiichi experience while attempting to vent
their primary containments?  (Ref. INPO Report 11-005, p. 77, 78, 83, 88, and especially p. 89 for 15
Mar  0002 hr.)  
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: Barr, Steve
Cc: Trapp, James; Screnci, Diane; hillsc@INPO.org; paul_eddy@dps.state.ny.us; bridget.frymire@dps.ny.gov;

JLD_Public Resource
Subject: More Comments on SOARCA NUREG-1935 draft
Date: Thursday, February 09, 2012 8:53:37 PM

Hello Steve,
 
Item 15
 
How confident are you that the blackrun of RCIC after station battery exhaustion (in a Station Blackout)
can continue to cool the core? (Ref. p. 53 of 133)  Considering the eventual condition that you are
taking a suction from the torus water, how long can this be done before the higher torus water
temperature disables the RCIC pump or its ability to pump due to inadequate net positive suction head
(or NPSH)?
 
Item 16    Refueling
 
After running a BWR for about 2 years, you will notice that you can’t get full licensed power from it any
longer.  We used to run it this way for a bit more time.  We called this “coastdown.”  Today the practice
seems to be to stop for refueling before coastdown begins.
 
How do you get fuel into (or out of) a BWR nuclear reactor?
 
The first step is to use the Reactor Building overhead crane to lift and move massive “logs” of concrete
that during plant operation span across and above the (primary containment) drywell head.  With them
out of the way the next step is to unbolt the drywell head and lift it up and out of the way, too.  (As
soon as you start loosening those bolts, you lose primary containment integrity: a Technical
Specification requirement for some plant operating conditions.)
 
So now, you are standing on the Refuel Floor of the Reactor Building and looking down.  What do you
see?  You are looking at the top of the installed reactor vessel head.  It needs to be unbolted and
removed next.  The operators will bring reactor vessel water level up to just below the reactor vessel
flange to provide some radiation shielding (from all the nuclear fuel inside the reactor vessel) before
this begins.
 
Mechanics are now sent down into the reactor head cavity but, before they start unbolting the reactor
vessel head, they remove some ventilation ductwork and cover holes they pass through with shiny,
round, silver-colored aluminum disks.  (At our plant, these were known as the “silver dollars.”)
 
Then unbolting of the reactor vessel head begins.  Just as the last group of nuts is loosened, suppose
an across-the-site Station Blackout occurs.
 
Has the amount of risk at this condition been determined to be less that that from 100% full power? 
Or, is it even more?
 
A realistic BWR study needs to consider that one on-site-nuclear plant is in this type of condition with
only secondary containment to rely on to protect the public.
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom  
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: Barr, Steve
Cc: Trapp, James; Screnci, Diane; hillsc@INPO.org; paul_eddy@dps.state.ny.us; bridget.frymire@dps.ny.gov;

JLD_Public Resource; Dempsey, Douglas
Subject: Even More Comments on SOARCA NUREG-1935 draft
Date: Sunday, February 12, 2012 7:23:35 PM

Good morning Steve,
 
Item 17
 
A realistic PWR Station Blackout study needs to also consider that one of the on-site-nuclear plants is
moving nuclear fuel with the containment building equipment hatch removed and rolled away, with NO
containment (currently required by the US NRC) to protect the public.
 
If the Station Blackout is initiated by an earthquake, can it be guaranteed that the equipment hatch can
be moved back before tsunami arrival (for oceanside PWRs)?  Or, can it be moved back at all?
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom
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