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U.S. NRC Blog 
Archive file prepared by NRC 

An Open Forum Now Available 

posted on Thu, 01 Mar 2012 21:03:45 +0000 

The NRC welcomes comments on the topics we’re blogging about. But we realize there are other topics you might want to talk 
about. This post serves as the Open Forum section of the NRC Blog. You may post comments here on any topic relevant to the role and 
mission of the NRC. Comments here are still moderated and must adhere to the Comment Guidelines. If we determine a comment on another 
post is more appropriate here, we’ll move it over. This post will stay open for comments and not be subject to the 30-day comment period of 
other posts. You can always find this post by clicking on the Open Forum category on the side bar.  
Holly Harrington 
NRC Blog Moderator 

Comments 

comment #282 posted on 2011-03-10 12:22:26 by Peter Van der Does 

comment #203 posted on 2011-02-25 10:27:15 by Moderator in response to comment #95 

comment #286 posted on 2011-03-11 10:32:12 by Dan 

comment #71 posted on 2011-02-07 16:01:35 by Moderator in response to comment #69 

comment #51 posted on 2011-02-04 16:15:57 by Moderator 

comment #52 posted on 2011-02-04 16:17:30 by Moderator 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. In a few days the NRC will likely give Vermont Yankee another license period. This is 
the same plant which has had a cooling tower collapse , a two story transformer fire ,unaccounted for missing fuel rods , cracks in the 
steam dryer and Tritium , Cobalt 60 and Ziinc 55 found in the groundwater test wells nearby and I won't repeat the earlier post about 
Strontium 90 in the fish in the nearby river. In a recent NRC report ( 2009 ? ) the estimate for a severe accident was every 1 million 
hours of man-operations. That works out to every 114 years. I suppose ''severe accident'' is a euphemism for a meltdown. Great 
research guys ! The 4 partial meltdowns we've had in the US were all within 15 years of starting operations : Simi Valley , Idaho SL-
1 , Enrico Fermi and TMI. Your Radioprotection Health Officer , a nice woman who I've met , would be interested to know that a 
health study was done and the 6 towns surrounding Vermont Yankee were found to have a slightly higher incidence of Leukemia in 
comparison with the rest of the county. Please forward this comment to your chairman. Thanks.

It’s not clear what reviews or reports you’re referring to, but here are some links that might be helpful: How the NRC reviews new 
plant designs: http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/fact-sheets/new-nuc-plant-des-bg.html How the NRC reviews new 
reactor applications: http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/nuregs/brochures/br0298/ How the NRC reviews reactor license 
renewals: http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/nuregs/brochures/br0291/ Moderator

Is the NRC staff following the recent news from the earthquake in Japan? Can you post some reliable technical information regarding 
the impact of the earthquake on Japanes nuclear facilities? What is the significance of the evacuations that have been ordered due to 
"failure of backup generators"?

You can learn more about the NRC's license renewal process for existing nuclear power plants here: http://www.nrc.gov/reading-
rm/doc-collections/fact-sheets/license-renewal-bg.html .

Thank you for the opportunity to speak out. The NRC allowed Vermont Yankee to forgo the ASME 10 year welds exam scheduled 
for 2010 and replace it with their own welds exam while Vermont Yankee has had the same internal radioactive leaks due to old 
welds in the same area two years running ?!? The Connecticut river now has Strontium 90 found in the fish in proximity to the 
Vermont Yankee nuclear power plant. Strontium 90 which the EPA says on their website causes Leukemia and bone cancer. 
Strontium 90 which has a half-life of 27.8 years and was produced at Vermont Yankee as effluents in 2002 , 2003 and 2004. We can 
collectively thank the NRC for contributing to the health of the American people. Peter Van der Does Moderator: This comment has 
been moved here from a different post.

When will the NRC be releasing SER, Volume 3? What is the rationale for holding it up and how does this support the commission’s 
commitment to openness and transparancy? Frank Moderator: This comment has been moved here from a different post.
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comment #53 posted on 2011-02-04 16:18:47 by Moderator 

comment #54 posted on 2011-02-04 16:20:13 by Moderator 

comment #55 posted on 2011-02-04 16:26:52 by Moderator 

comment #56 posted on 2011-02-04 19:15:15 by James E. Foster 

I am concerned about the aging nuclear reactors in the US. Recently there have been multiple incidents — scrams — that indicate less 
than secure conditions. I believe the public is being kept in the dark about the danger they are in because of the lack of repairs and 
continued use of aging nuclear reactors. I would like to see them all shut down, and replaced by solar and wind systems. Kathryn 
Barnes Moderator: This comment has been moved here from a different post.

The NRC Chairman’s recent actions regarding suspension of Yucca Mountain staff review of the license application is a disgrace to 
the NRC as an agency. If one person, chairman or not, can stop a licensing proceeding the stability of the NRC licensing process is 
undermined. NRC’s only job should be nuclear safety — not political favoritism. Not allowing the Commission vote on the Yucca 
Mountain CAB ruling is nothing short of a coverup. So much for openness in government. Joe Ziegler Moderator: This comment has 
been moved here from a different post.

Public Participation Wondering if you will make this a seperate NRC blog issue? (The point I make, is public participation fun for the 
NRC, they don’t take it as a serious business. NRC “having fun” over Vermont Yankee 2.206 So I am on the phone bridge this 
morning Feb 3, 2011 at 9am, I identify myself to the mechanical voice message system, then I am just kind of waiting around in 
silence on the phone waiting for them to push the button to join the conference. I assume there are people on the voice bridge, and 
then there are NRC officials in one or more rooms on a speaker phone device. All of a sudden I hear a click, I hear the snippet “and 
have a little fun”, then I hear the talking of all the NRC officials, then the “welcome to this is a 2.206 petition…”. All the background 
chatter of the officials stops…then we are off to the races with the 2.206 processes. From this point on everything is recorded in the 
NRC ops center and it is transcribed for addition into the public record. They do the introduction, then they give me the microphone 
so to speak. I say I got to get this down on the record. I just heard a snippet of “and have a little fun” when I first came into the 
meeting, when I was connected to the phone bridge…what did you mean by this? It was a male voice talking to a female. I am 
thinking two NRC officials were talking about outside activities, but you never can tell what is behind it. I said to myself too, they 
just might be talking about have having a little fun with me in the meeting. The chairman of the petition board pops up explaining on 
my phone, “I was introducing a new NRC official to the petition board and I was telling her to have a little fun as she participates and 
listens to your review board” concerning tritium and root cause analyze issues at Vermont Yankee. I want to force a shutdown of VY 
and remove the licenses of all the Entergy nuclear plants, or at least get peoples attention… Can you imagine a 2.206 petition meeting 
chairman indoctrinating a new NRC official into the petition process by saying have a little fun with it. Are they all laughing and 
making faces behind my back as I am stuttering and fumbling my way through my speech. Are they laughing and having a little fun 
over us all? Mike Mulligan Moderator: This comment has been moved here from a different post.

Since at least 1982, NRC Office of Investigations (OI) personnel at grade levels of GS-12 - 14, and GS-15 have been misclassified as 
series 1811, “Criminal Investigator.” To be classified in this series, an individual must meet most of the “frontline law enforcement” 
factors, and have them largely constitute the position duties: 1. Perform investigations (long-term, complicated reviews); 2. 
Investigate individuals suspected of or convicted of violating criminal laws of the United States (employing agency must have 
criminal investigation authority); 3. Have the authority to carry weapons; 4. Have the authority to arrest, seize evidence, give Miranda 
warnings, and execute search warrants; 5. Have a “rigorous” position which includes unusual physical hazards due to frequent 
contacts with criminals and suspected criminals, working for long periods without a break, and being in on-call status 24 hours a day. 
For LEO retirement credit, one must show that the primary duties of the position are the investigation, apprehension, and detention of 
criminals or suspects. The most important factors, are: 1) frequently pursuing or detaining criminals; 2) an early mandatory retirement 
age; 3) a youthful maximum entry age; 4) the job is physically demanding requiring a youthful workforce; and 5) exposure to hazard 
or danger. The factors (above) may also be considered as appropriate. OI duties and authorities do not match these criteria, especially 
since NRC lacks statutory authority for performing criminal investigations. They lack arrest responsibilities, agency authority to carry 
firearms or other weapons, do not perform undercover work, do not execute search or seizure warrants, do not give Miranda 
warnings, and are not exposed to hazardous conditions nor inclement weather. Most work takes place in an office setting, and is not 
“rigorous.” OI investigations do not involve felonies, but violations of the regulations contained in 10 Code of Federal Regulations 
(Energy). None of their work is “frontline law enforcement work, entailing unusual physical demands and hazards." In March 2007, 
the Director of OI admitted that OI personnel have never performed a single arrest. When OI was created, a proposed desk audit of 
investigative positions to determine the correct job classification was cancelled. OI personnel have indicated that “NRC is the best-
kept secret on the 1811 circuit!” Letters from the NRC to the Civil Service Commission or Office of Personnel Management (OPM) 
regarding 1811 classifications and law enforcement retirement contained vague, erroneous, or misleading and false information. 
These letters indicated high percentages of criminal investigations, or investigations involving “matters of potential criminality 
covering a wide spectrum of violations.” The position of “Investigation Specialist,” later “Investigator,” began with the Atomic 
Energy Commission (AEC). These positions were series 1810, located in the Division of Compliance, and the investigation reports 
issued were titled “Compliance Investigations.” These positions were clearly originally established to conduct civil investigations to 
determine compliance with the regulations found in 10 Code of Federal Regulations (Energy). OI investigative personnel actually 
perform the duties and responsibilities of the series 1801 or 1810 classifications, and meet the 1801 or 1810 position classification 
guidelines and qualification requirements. Personnel classified in series 1801 or 1810 do not receive early retirement nor availability 
premium pay. The 1801 series guide, for example, specifically speaks to positions where investigations relate to violations of 
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comment #57 posted on 2011-02-05 01:08:01 by Andrew Williams 

comment #58 posted on 2011-02-05 08:06:49 by Tom Clements 

comment #61 posted on 2011-02-05 09:43:01 by Rod Clemetson 

regulations and criminal matters are referred to another agency for criminal investigation. The result of the misclassification is that the 
NRC has unnecessarily paid OI investigators early retirement and premium pay (Administratively Uncontrollable Overtime [AUO] or 
“availability pay” of 25% of their salary), amounting to hundreds of thousands of dollars per year, and totaling millions of dollars 
during the period 1982-2010. The 25% availability pay is included in the OI investigators’ basic pay, and therefore raises the “high 
three” salary years utilized to determine retirement pay. Also, a more beneficial percentage is used to calculate retirement benefits. A 
very conservative analysis indicates that the overpayments greatly exceed $700,000 per year (the effect on Thrift Savings Plan agency 
contributions and retirement benefits of an additional 25% during an employee’s “high three” years was not calculated). OI 
Investigations largely consist of interviews with a court reporter present, and document reviews. Between 7% - 30% of the cases are 
referred to the Department of Justice (DOJ) for prosecutorial review, but very few are accepted for further investigation, and even 
fewer result in convictions. In extremely rare cases, the OI investigator may provide assistance to the DOJ in its review or 
investigation, and may provide testimony in court or before a Grand Jury. In vanishingly rare cases, the investigator may assist in 
obtaining and executing a search warrant (accompanying the primary law enforcement officers), or collecting physical evidence. A 
chronology of events indicates that NRC senior management was well aware that NRC did not have the authority to conduct criminal 
investigations, had not given such authority to OI, and that OI did not perform criminal investigations. In the early years, OI did not 
even directly interface with the DOJ, but passed their investigations to the Office of Inspector and Auditor for referral to DOJ. Of 
central importance is a memorandum dated October 15, 1982 in which the NRC Deputy General Counsel advised that, lacking 
statutory authority, NRC personnel should not conduct criminal investigations under any circumstances. Subsequently, numerous 
submittals were made to OPM, claiming that all OI investigations were criminal investigations. Perhaps as importantly, on April 9, 
1984, the full NRC Commission received a Briefing on Criminal versus Civil Investigations. A draft document giving OI the 
authority to conduct criminal investigations was discussed, with the Commission strongly objecting to and directing removal of the 
term “conduct” and substitution of the word “assist.” Quotes: “we believe that the Commission – and OGC has taken this position in 
the past – that the Commission does not have independent authority to conduct criminal investigations.” “Yes, our policy is to first 
serve our civil purpose and then help DOJ.” This briefing led to a commission paper used as guidance in negotiating a Memorandum 
of Understanding with the Department of Justice.

An issue which the NRC very much needs to address is the matter of the Yucca Mountain Nuclear Waste Repository. NRC Chairman 
Gregory Jaczko’s actions regarding this matter have been extremely disturbing. Last year, the NRC’s Atomic Safety and Licensing 
Board ruled that the Energy Department does not have the authority to withdraw its application to build the Yucca Mountain site. This
decision is now appealed to the full NRC commission of which Gregory Jaczko is the chairman. In what took the ASLB 39 days to 
decide, the NRC commission is still deciding and has been doing so for over 200 days. It is quite obvious to everyone involved as 
well as the public that the decision is being delayed for political reasons. Of five NRC commissioners, two oppose Yucca mountain 
(Jaczko and Magwood), two support Yucca mountain (Ostendorff and Svinicki ), and one recused himself from voting (Apostolakis). 
If the decision on whether to uphold the ASLB decision was made now, the vote would end in a tie meaning the ASLB decision 
would stand. This scenario is obviously untenable to Gregory Jaczko so he has delayed the commission’s vote for over 200 days. It is 
worth noting, at this point, that George Apostolakis, the commissioner who recused himself from voting on this issue, did so because 
he earlier worked on the DOE license application for the Yucca project. Ironically, Gregory Jaczko, who was senate majority leader 
Harry Reid’s science advisor and who helped Reid frame arguments against Yucca mountain, has NOT recused himself. In this 
blatantly political action, Jaczko has made it clear that he will use any means at his disposal to stop Yucca Mountain from going 
forward. Jaczko has already delayed a commission ruling for over 200 days and I have no doubt that he will delay further. In fact, I 
believe he will delay the decision until William Ostendorff’s term as NRC commissioner expires in June of this year. This will give 
him free reign to decide the matter how he wishes. Gregory Jaczko has turned the once apolitical Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
into a political tool for Harry Reid to exert control over America’s nuclear policy. He refuses to allow a vote to occur to decide the 
fate of the Yucca Repository until he can control the outcome. The NRC has lost credibility and will continue to lose credibility in the 
eyes of the American people until a decision is made by the commission. Gregory Jaczko is delaying a legal proceeding for political 
gain and should resign immediately from his position, as he has lost the confidence of the public. I also find it abhorrent that on this 
blog an NRC moderator said “The decision to cancel the Yucca Mountain Project was made by the White House and the Department 
of Energy, not the NRC.” The decision on whether or not to cancel Yucca Mountain is still in review! Furthermore, the NRC 
ultimately WILL decide on whether or not the project will go forward or not based on the commission’s ruling.

The NRC has a regulatory role related to DOE's program seeking utilities to use weapons-grade plutonium fuel (MOX) in commercial 
nuclear reactors. After Duke Energy withdrew from a failed test of MOX fuel in 2008, DOE was left with no utilities which even had 
interest in MOX. Now, DOE has turned to the TVA and Energy Northwest (Richland, WA), and is attempting to convince them to 
use weapons-grade MOX, which has never been used on a commercial scale and never even tested in a BWR. But any use in BWRs 
or PWRs will need a full three cycles of testing, licensed by the NRC, to see if "batch" use of MOX can be licensed by the NRC. As 
DOE, Energy Northwest (EN) and TVA, which has a MOU with EN (see that in documents linked below) failed to provide 
information to the public about the interest in MOX by EN, that has been done by Friends of the Earth, in the public interest: "Secret 
Plan Exposed to Use Surplus Weapons Plutonium in Washington State Nuclear Reactor" - see: http://www.foe.org/secret-plan-
exposed-use-surplus-weapons-plutonium-washington-state-nuclear-reactor

Part Two ==> China has grand plans to build enough nuclear power plants to supply 200 gigawatts by 2030, and do it with a modified 
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comment #66 posted on 2011-02-07 09:09:06 by Mike Mulligan in response to comment #55 

comment #67 posted on 2011-02-07 12:08:23 by Moderator 

comment #68 posted on 2011-02-07 12:11:53 by Moderator in response to comment #67 

comment #69 posted on 2011-02-07 14:18:48 by Raphael 

comment #74 posted on 2011-02-07 22:13:44 by Billy in response to comment #54 

comment #79 posted on 2011-02-08 15:54:16 by Moderator in response to comment #74 

comment #99 posted on 2011-02-11 18:35:19 by A concerned citizen 

comment #95 posted on 2011-02-11 15:50:37 by Moderator 

(Gen-III) Westinghouse AP 1000 design. Now they've included TFMSR's in the plans, which may eliminate the need for the much 
more expensive Westinghouse LWR's. Their nuclear capacity is already replacing coal-fired plants amounting to 60 gigawatts since 
2006. China has 13 nuclear plants in operation today, another 25 under construction, and 200+ more on the drawing boards. They 
aren't waiting around to sign any pollution reduction treaties, they're just *DOING* it! Now they're siezing the fantastic opportunity 
to leap straight ahead to Gen-IV designs, such as TFMSR and Liquid Flouride Thorium Reactors (LFTR's). Please google "Energy 
From Thorium" and "Thorium Energy Alliance". I promise you'll be amazed. By the way, the United States is preparing to destroy 
(i.e., down-blend and bury) one thousand kilograms of Uranium 233 (currently classified as toxic nuclear waste). U233 can be used to 
produce many beneficial medical and industrial isotopes, and is an ideal "starter" fuel for TFMSR's. It's going to cost several hundred 
million dollars to destroy this valuable stockpile of U233. The United States could proceed with the destruction plans -- which would 
make the Chinese TFMSR success more difficult -- or, we could develop our own TFMSR program and beat the Chinese to the patent 
office. The latter notion gets my vote. So here's a new challenge for the NRC: adopt and adapt regulations to take into account the 
concept of liquid fueled reactors that can operate at atmospheric pressure and passively shut down in an emergency. The SCRAM 
process for a liquid fuel reactor will manually or automatically drain the molten core into holding tanks where the fuel solidifies and 
traps all the radioactive materials. What a concept!

This is my test drive of the new car. If this is the new NRC...it is something? This transparency is powerful stuff...having people see 
events in their near immediacy....having people all see the information at the same time, or at least letting people see indiveguals 
interpretation of events, not just the bureaucrats' and licensee interpretation of events. ...It is transformational. Congratulations to the 
NRC!

I have read that the American military has more freedom as do research labs. If the military wanted to start developing their own 
Generation 4 reactor is there any reason they need to consult with the NRC? Moderator: This comment has been moved here from a 
different post.

The NRC has jurisdiction over all civilian (e.g., non-weapon) uses of nuclear materials in the United States. For example, the NRC 
regulates a research reactor operated by the Armed Forces Radiobiology Research Institute, while Congress has directed DOE to seek 
NRC licensing for the Next-Generation Nuclear Plant, a Generation IV project. The White House can designate specific facilities as 
being under the self-regulation of either the Department of Energy or the Department of Defense. DOE self-regulates a few of its own 
research reactors under this authority. The NRC, DOE and DOD have been discussing other small modular reactor concepts, some 
meeting the Generation IV definition. Both DOE and DOD have indicated they will seek NRC licensing for any small modular 
reactor projects at their respective facilities.

I remember seeing "The China Syndrome" as a kid and it kind of freaked me out. I have always wondered how realistic was that 
movie in terms of what Jack Lemmon's character was freaked out about. Forty years later and I do not recall any big snafus, which 
makes me wonder about the comment above regarding nuclear infrastructure as "aging". Any insights on this? 

since you did not include my earlier post it is obvious you are censoring posts you don't like. NRC is living a culture of corruption. 
Jaczko must go.

Posts that do not adhere to our Comment Guidelines cannot be posted. The full guidelines are available here: http://public-blog.nrc-
gateway.gov/nrc-public-blog-guidelines/ .

I have been told by NRC staff that Chairman Jaczko has been directing the staff to take various policy positions in papers being sent 
to the Commission either for information or for a vote. Recent examples would be the paper on Yucca Mountain and the paper on 
Waste Confidence which is close to being delivered to the Commission. If this allegation is true, it is quite disturbing. Openness 
demands that the public know what the professional staff's views are before the Commission acts. If the staff's views are modified by 
the Chairman before policy papers are delivered, how will the public ever know the staff's real views?

I would like to know more about your review process. Many people are confused about the long periods of time that are invested in 
providing a report on requests. For instance is their a research team that needs to study the technology being reviewed? Is there a 
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comment #196 posted on 2011-02-24 21:25:31 by Hamilton 

comment #85 posted on 2011-02-09 10:41:26 by Mike Mulligan in response to comment #66 

comment #88 posted on 2011-02-09 11:22:20 by Moderator 

comment #104 posted on 2011-02-13 00:49:53 by Kaye Swain 

comment #270 posted on 2011-03-07 18:23:05 by AMA Nation 

comment #287 posted on 2011-03-11 12:47:51 by Moderator in response to comment #286 

comment #264 posted on 2011-03-05 05:13:49 by Paul Christopher Anzalone 

comment #391 posted on 2011-03-16 17:49:41 by mapsurfer 

comment #403 posted on 2011-03-16 21:23:01 by Art 

consultation with the professionals about their processes? Your role is a complex one to understand so any information that can 
explain why some reports can take years and not just months. Moderator: This comment has been moved here from a different post.

I think it an important step in the right direction to put up this blog site. Collaboration and Communication is essential for projects of 
the magnitude as energy. Energy project affect everyone and everyone should know how things are going. Thanks.

Official Transcript of Proceedings NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION Title: 10 CFR 2.206 Petition Review Board RE 
Vermont Yankee Thursday, February 3, 2011 CHAIRMAN QUAY: At this point I would like to turn it over to Mr. Mulligan. Mr. 
Mulligan: Hello. I've got to get this on the record. When you first pushed the button when I came on the phone, I heard a snippet of 
information and the snippet of information was, "Let's have a little fun." What was that about? CHAIRMAN QUAY: That was me. I 
was welcoming a new Board member. She hasn't been here before and I said, "This will be fun for you." The reason I said that is it's a 
new experience. It's an experience which all of us need to have is interacting and learning how to interact with the public. MR. 
MULLIGAN: Who is this? CHAIRMAN QUAY: This is Ted Quay. MR. MULLIGAN: Okay. CHAIRMAN QUAY: Okay? MR. 
MULLIGAN: Thank you

As of recent, the NRC is becoming more dependant on industry’s ghost stories, basically unsubstantiation stories and events dressed 
up as fact. They and the industry are increasingly representing a filament or fragments of the facts, partial and incomplete evidence 
and truth in documents and testimony. The examples I would give is the engineering, design, licensing bases and UFAR of the VY 
AOG piping radiological containment system. A developing problem is a factual understanding of the technical meaning of 
environmental LLD…the standards of how long a sample stays in a scintillation counter that gives us a LLD…what is the minimum 
level of detection of tritium and what constitutes a indication of a radioactive leak? Don’t give me it is 2000 picocuries per liter…
Vermont establishes it at 670 to 700 picocuries. Has the NRC in their deeds and actions…in their hearts… been gaming the first 
emergent indication of a radiological leak at the nuclear plants? We are getting a lot engineering ghost stories out of the agency 
recently…the facts are so thin it is like translucent ghost and just fragments of the truth floating all around us. There was a lot of ghost
floating around in the part 26 commissioner meeting yesterday, did you see them…in LERs, the ROP and the inspection reports…its 
like Halloween all time and all year long. The NRC is just becoming a “not facts” based agency! Mike Mulligan Moderator: This 
comment has been moved here from a different post.

Thank you for a very informative article, along with interesting comments. It is rather disconcerting to consider all these issues with 
old and newer reactors, particularly for those of us caring for elderly parents who live far from us but near an older reactor. One more 
issue for those of us in the Sandwich Generation to have to take into consideration. I appreciate this website to keep us updated and 
informed.

Its great NCR have this open forum. And it's a good way of communication with the agency through people concerns.

Yes, the NRC is following the impact of the earthquake in Japan and the resulting tsunami. Please see our latest blog post outlining 
NRC actions. However, we cannot speak for the Japanese government on their actions nor on the specifics of their plants. Holly 
Harrington Blog Moderator

Howdy from Missouri! Just would like to post that NRC.GOV is my home page on my personal home computer. That's all. Sincerely, 
Paul Christopher Anzalone

OK, I wonder who's bright idea it was to build a nuclear plant on a subduction plate. Even if we survived this catastrophe, what 
happens down the road when this planet gets into the ring of fire? We might not have a planet left to talk about. Hillary Clinton said 
on CNN that we didn't have the foresight to see this catastrophe, but I disagree with that.

I've done several searches via your NUREG page and the ADAMS interface for NUREG 0408 and other documents applicable to the 
Mark I containment and Mark I containment short and long term programs from the 1970s and 1980s. Why are these not available?
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comment #705 posted on 2011-04-15 10:37:37 by Moderator 

comment #707 posted on 2011-04-15 11:04:07 by Moderator in response to comment #403 

comment #851 posted on 2011-04-29 22:58:56 by Kyle 

comment #1642 posted on 2011-07-26 13:39:26 by Moderator 

comment #693 posted on 2011-04-14 10:07:43 by TrueNorthist in response to comment #391 

comment #829 posted on 2011-04-26 03:11:27 by bestcarins 

comment #980 posted on 2011-05-22 14:08:25 by Nancy Allen 

comment #1021 posted on 2011-05-29 20:31:52 by wiwik 

comment #1600 posted on 2011-07-22 16:40:55 by Moderator 

This comment has been moved to this page by the moderator: Hello, Recent Congressional correspondence related to Yucca 
Mountain SER was made publically available through several websites. They included a letter from Chairman Jaczko as well as 
another letter signed by four Commissioners. Read together, it appears that the Chairman is not following the will of the Commission 
as a whole in sending policy views to Congress. If true, this is a major breach of existing protocol and calls into question whether the 
NRC has a Commission or a sole Administrator. What’s really going on? Thank you. Here’s a link to one of the stories. 
http://www.nucleartownhall.com/blog/rebellion-at-the-nrc-jaczko-outvoted-4-1-on-release-of-safety-report/

Unfortunately, many older documents that pre-date our electronic database have not been scanned and made available online, but you 
can still get them. For help, contact our Public Document Room. Contact information can be found here: http://www.nrc.gov/reading-
rm/contact-pdr.html

Reg guide 1.8 outlines the training requirements for SRO's and will be looked at on a case by case basis. If an individual without a 
bachelorette degree had a technical background in quality control would they be considered for the instant SRO program if they have 
three level III's from the American Society of Nondestructive Testing, a CWI from American Welding Society and over ten years of 
nuclear experience?

As much as nuclear energy proves effective on large scale production, a simple breach could be very catastrophic, solar and wind 
energy is the only safe way out. Lets embrace safe green energy. festow32@gmail.com Moved to Open Forum by the moderator

Non sequitur. This is a typically overwrought and hysterical response. The resulting effects from the earthquake and subsequent 
tsunami on the power station in Fukushima will in all likelihood result in a statistically insignificant number of casualties of any kind. 
The facilities in Japan performed extremely well considering the magnitude of the event, and the operators and authorities there have 
responded in a most timely and effective manner. I would suggest that the preceding posters' angst would be more effectively directed 
at banning walking outdoors, as the risk of injury and death from that engaging in that activity is exponentially higher.

I agree with The resulting effects from the earthquake and subsequent tsunami on the power station in Fukushima will in all 
likelihood result in a statistically insignificant number of casualties of any kind

Nancy Allen May 22, 2011 at 1:56 pm Your comment is awaiting moderation. I want to add my concerns about the dangers of station 
blackout and loss of cooling accident. The disaster in Japan showed everyone that emergency safety protocols must be updated in the 
US. The present emergency response cannot be considered adequate to address all events that would cut power to the reactors for an 
extended period of time. There is a need for power generation other than just back up diesel generators and the 4-8 hour back up 
batteries. There should be an immediate effort by the NRC to have a power supply available for all natural catastrophic events 
including large magnitude earthquakes, tsunamis, tornadoes, hurricanes and more. If there is no emergency design criteria that can 
anticipate and fully prepare for this no new plants should be built and old ones relicensed only if they meet stringent NRC safety 
regulations with a back up alternative energy supply like wind, solar, geothermal and more.

I agree with this I want to add my concerns about the dangers of station blackout and loss of cooling accident. The disaster in Japan 
showed everyone that emergency safety protocols must be updated in the US.

Moved by the Moderator to Open Forum: At the heart of the problem is the fact that safety upgrades will impact the bottom lines for a 
significant portion of the U.S. reactor fleet. Reactor operators face significant capital expenses such as making SNF pools nuclear 
safety-rated, movement away from high density SNF storage, repair/replacement of degraded piping, hydrogen mitigation measures, 
etc.. For instance, According to EPRI, the additional per-reactor costs of placing SNF greater than five years of age into dry storage 
ranges between $573 million (BWRs) to $760 million) (PWRs). Plus there is the potential for loss of revenue from the closure of 
aging reactors, that are no longer economical with these additional expense and/or are under siege by a growing number of states – 
especially BWR Mark I units, reactors in high-risk siezmic areas, or those too close to major population centers (ie Indian Point). This 
is a big problem for those reactor owners operating in a de-regulated environment, notably Exelon with close ties to Obama, which 
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comment #1279 posted on 2011-06-25 12:24:50 by Alister Wm Macintyre in response to comment #980 

comment #1301 posted on 2011-06-27 12:42:03 by Art in response to comment #1295 

comment #1298 posted on 2011-06-27 12:18:32 by Moderator in response to comment #1295 

comment #1295 posted on 2011-06-27 10:00:11 by john 

comment #1332 posted on 2011-06-30 06:25:17 by john in response to comment #1301 

comment #1333 posted on 2011-06-30 06:32:56 by john 

comment #1323 posted on 2011-06-29 08:40:40 by Dolly in response to comment #1279 

comment #1347 posted on 2011-07-01 11:16:51 by Moderator in response to comment #1333 

don’t have a captive rate-base to recover these expenses

I share Nancy concerns. Remember Katrina - it was 3 days before serious help could arrive, other than Coast Guard helicopters, 
which were kept very busy. In fact FEMA has some guidelines how many days supplies people should try to have, because of how 
long until National Guard can get there, so similar thinking is needed for how long a power plant may be without aid, if there is a 
regional disaster like Japan, causing reduced capacity to respond to individual events among the thousands, and delays to provide aid, 
due to damage to transportation infrastructure. There can also be disruption to telecommunications, delaying SOS getting out. In 
anticipation of this, critical infrastructure ought to have satellite phone available, in case cell towers and land lines go down. Regional 
homeland security should know what are critical infrastructure, check in with them when regional disaster, to make sure their needs 
not neglected. There needs to be availability of helicopters and marine landing craft for search and rescue forces along flooded areas. 
Fukushima plant design has spent pools above containment, and no way to vent hydrogen, leading to holes in roof, radiation escaping, 
problem managing radioactive water. My understanding is that US design has spent pools closer to ground level, stored longer time 
period. I sure hope those buildings are earthquake resistant, well protected against flood waters.

You might be looking directly for this, John. http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1116/ML11167A114.pdf

Yes, it is available through our ADAMS system. Here is the link: http://wba.nrc.gov:8080/ves/view_contents.jsp

Nrc, Do you have a link to a transcript of the 6-8-2011 meeting with the group Beyond Nuclear where the petition to close the GE 
mark 1 plants in the US was discussed? Thanks

Thanks Art and moderator for helping with those links. Yes that’s what I was looking for Art.

NRC, I have a question this event notification was from 6-8-2011. It seems to say that the Prairie Island plant’s emergency generators 
were off line because of excessive outside heat. Am I reading this correctly? If so is this something that affects all nuclear plant 
backup generators or is it site specific? Thanks “BOTH EMERGENCY DIESEL GENERATORS DECLARED INOPERABLE DUE 
TO EXCESS OUTSIDE AMBIENT AIR TEMPERATURE "Outside ambient air temperature exceeded the maximum analytical 
value for operability for Unit 1 D1 and D2 Diesel Generators at 1349 CDT. The calculated limiting outside air temperature needed for 
equipment in the D1 and D2 rooms to meet their temperature limits is 100.5?F. Outside ambient temperature exceeded this limiting 
value and both Unit 1 safeguards diesel generators were declared inoperable at 1349 CDT on 6/7/2011. If outside ambient air 
temperature is above the maximum analytical value, components within the D1 and D2 diesel rooms may not be able to perform their 
required functions thus preventing them from fulfilling their safety function needed to mitigate the consequences of an accident (10 
CFR 50.72 (b)(3)(v)(D)). "Unit 1 is currently in Mode 3, Hot Standby. Ambient outside air temperatures are at or near peak values for 
the day and expected to decrease approximately 1 to 2 degrees per hour which will restore ambient conditions to less than the 
maximum analytical value. "The NRC Resident Inspector has been notified." The outside air temperature has peaked at 101.4?F 
which is unusually high for this location and is expected to drop below the 100.5?F limit shortly. The licensee does not anticipate that 
this condition will be repeated again any time soon.”

Yes, well it was 3 days before serious help could arrive because FEMA prevented people (regular folk you know, not "experts") from 
helping their fellows. I don't think I want the National Guard "protecting" me. These so-called homeland security agencies seem good 
at taking tax money but not so good on the protection end. I think we need protection FROM them. What did gun confiscation during 
Katrina have to do with protecting people from flood waters? Let us not forget that levees (thanks to the core of engineers) are blown 
to flood certain areas so that other "more important" areas are more protected from damage. Who decides? And on what criteria? Who 
among us is less or more important? I guess that's left up to the actuaries and the insurance companies.

The plant declared both Unit 1 diesel generators inoperable based on the licensee’s engineering analysis which is not only site 
specific: it is specific to the type of diesel generators used for Unit 1; their location; and the amount of space and ventilation available 
to the diesel and associated equipment. In this case, the major concern was not so much the possibility of direct damage to the diesel 
itself but impact on electrical and other auxiliary equipment located in the diesel room. If, in addition to the heat produced by a 
running diesel the ambient temperature in the diesel room is unusually high, the auxiliary equipment adjacent to the diesel may 
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comment #1637 posted on 2011-07-26 09:43:34 by Moderator 

comment #1920 posted on 2011-08-17 16:57:52 by Micheal 

comment #1569 posted on 2011-07-21 14:07:55 by aldo in response to comment #53 

comment #1630 posted on 2011-07-25 20:13:01 by AstroGremlin 

comment #2039 posted on 2011-08-29 08:48:44 by Moderator 

overheat and affect its operability. If Unit 1 diesel generators are not available, Unit 2 diesel generators which are of different design 
could be used to supply power to Unit 1 equipment. The NRC is still reviewing this issue for compliance with NRC regulations and 
design requirements.

Thanks for the open debate

hello this is biomenta from germany. as you know the time nuklear machines end in 2021 but other euopean countries like france buld 
new machines. the question is, why can’t we find a worldwide solution Moved by the Moderator to Open Forum

I guess that is why it would be a National project. We could do it. The Atlas rocket does not cost as much as the shuttle rockets. It 
does not have to get to the Sun to burn up its gravity would pull it in. The amount of energy we could produce would far out weigh 
the cost. All the jobs it would create would be enormous. I guess it is better to have something like Japans radiation rain down on us 
right?

I agree with you Kathryn. Why government doesn't focus on research of environment friendly power resources like solar and wind 
systems? Nuclear reactor incidents can kill us all. Perhaps US can prevent nuclear reactor incidents what about other country with 
poor standard like North Korea, Iran, or Indonesia? If something happen with their reactor its hard to prevent radio active exposure 
event our location far away from their reactor. In this case, I believe we still have any chance to get radio active exposure.

We tolerate risk in all other technologies for generating energy. In fact we tolerate assured depletion of finite resources, loss of 
miners/drillers, and release of greenhouse gases. Yet nuclear energy has to prove ahead of time that it is utterly without risk. A 
scientific approach, were the nation to adopt it, would be to consider the risks of traditional energy production when compared with 
nuclear power. Unfortunately, the emotional has trumped the rational. That an aging reactor survived a direct hit by a tsunami is a 
triumph of engineering. If we applied the same expectations to automobile design, we would have to drive Bradley fighting vehicles 
(and go broke paying for them).

This comment has been moved by the moderator: Regarding the issue of fiery steam-cladding reaction it is not clear, why it was 
moved out to this environment. I hope there will be a regulatory resolution, finally accepting that this process was the key process in 
all major reactor accidents, like the Fukushima Daiichi Units 1, 2 and 3, Chernobyl 4 and TMI2, even the Paks 2 fuel washing 
accident. [PDF] 2010/11/24-Comment (3) of Aladar Stolmar, on New England … … Van, Attached for docketing is a comment on 
PRM-50-93/50-95 from Aladar Stolmar that I received via the regulations.gov website on 11/24/10. … 
pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1033/ML103340250.pdf – 2010-12-09 It is a much overdue duty of NRC and IAEA to evaluate the 
evidence provided by the TMI-2 accident, Chernobyl-4 accident, Paks-2 incident, and related experiments. Evaluating this evidence, 
one can see that the ignition of the zirconium fire in the steam occurs at a local temperature of the fuel cladding of around 1000-1200�
C, [[and that a self-feeding with steam due to the precipitation of eroded fuel pellets and zirconia reaction product from the hydrogen 
stream into the water pool, causes intense evaporation.]] There are insignificant differences in the progression of the firestorms that 
occurred in the TMI-2 reactor severe accident, Paks washing vessel incident, and Chernobyl-4 reactor accident; the later defined only 
by the amount of zirconium available for the reaction. At the mean time, there are significant similarities in the processes leading to 
the ignition of the firestorm. In all three of the compared cases, it took several hours of ill-fated actions or in-actions of the operators 
to cause the ignition condition. Also, there are similarities in the end result of the firestorm; namely, that the extent of the fuel damage 
is much less than it was predicted from any other severe fuel damage causing scenarios, introduced for explanations. Therefore the 
fraction of released fission products is significantly less than was anticipated from the fuel melting or a so called “steamexplosion” 
scenario. Also, the fiery steam-zirconium reaction results in a much higher than anticipated (from any other scenarios) rate of 
Hydrogen production, which in turn requires a review of containment designs. [PDF] 2010/03/24-Comment (3) of Aladar Stolmar, on 
PRM-50-93 … … From: Aladar Stolmar [astolmar@gmail.com] Sent: Wednesday, March 24, 2010 2:59 AM To: Rulemaking 
Comments Subject: Docket ID NRC-2009 … pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1008/ML100830501.pdf – 2010-11-26 Similar destruction 
and relocation of nuclear reactor fuel was observed in the TMI-2 and Chernobyl-4 severe reactor accidents and in the Paks-2 refueling 
pond reactor fuel washing accident. The similarities in these tests and accidents are the formation of gaseous (steam) bubbles in the 
upper regions of fuel bundles, the ignition of Zirconium in the steam and generation of Hydrogen and zirconia (ZrO2) reaction 
products in a very intense fire, essentially in a firestorm. Therefore, the conservative regulation shall mandate that the owners and 
operators of Nuclear Reactors and Reactor Fuel Handling Facilities shall demonstrate that there will be no dry-out of the fuel bundles 
in any circumstances. Also, in order to prevent the exposure of the public to the harmful consequences of an accident in a reactor, the 
housing of the reactor (containment) shall withstand the detonation of the air-Hydrogen mixture with the amount of Hydrogen 
calculated from the consumption of the entire inventory of Zircaloy in the reactor core or in the entire enclosed in a vessel volume, 
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comment #1865 posted on 2011-08-11 23:05:57 by 

where such bubble formation is possible. There are several reports presenting the same issue as Mark Leyse. The cladding of nuclear 
fuel made of Zirconium alloy ignites and burns in the steam. The same process can be recognized (and should be recognized) as the 
common cause of the TMI-2 and Chernobyl-4 reactor severe accidents and the Paks-2 refueling pond accident. And the regulations in 
10 CFR 50 series shall mandate to deal with the real issues and real processes. [PDF] 2011/06/28 – - NRC Public Blog April 2011 
through May 2011 … comment #652 posted on 2011-04-06 07:31:03 by Aladár Stolmár comment #644 posted on 2011-04-04 
20:11:31 by duxx … pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1117/ML11179A192.pdf – 2011-06-29 As I wrote in the comment to US NRC 
http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1033/ML103340250.pdf : „It is a much overdue duty of NRC and IAEA to evaluate the evidence 
provided by the TMI-2 accident, Chernobyl-4 accident, Paks-2 incident, and related experiments. Evaluating this evidence, one can 
see that the ignition of the zirconium fire in the steam occurs at a local temperature of the fuel cladding of around 1000-1200�C, [[and 
that a self-feeding with steam due to the precipitation of eroded fuel pellets and zirconia reaction product from the hydrogen stream 
into the water pool, causes intense evaporation.]] There are insignificant differences in the progression of the firestorms that occurred 
in the TMI-2 reactor severe accident, Paks washing vessel incident, and Chernobyl-4 reactor accident; the later defined only by the 
amount of zirconium available for the reaction. At the mean time, there are significant similarities in the processes leading to the 
ignition of the firestorm. In all three of the compared cases, it took several hours of ill-fated actions or in-actions of the operators to 
cause the ignition condition. Also, there are similarities in the end result of the firestorm; namely, that the extent of the fuel damage is 
much less than it was predicted from any other severe fuel damage causing scenarios, introduced for explanations. Therefore the 
fraction of released fission products is significantly less than was anticipated from the fuel melting or a so called “steam explosion” 
scenario. Also, the fiery steam-zirconium reaction results in a much higher than anticipated (from any other scenarios) rate of 
Hydrogen production, which in turn requires a review of containment designs.” I hope the gentlemen will recognize the same process 
in the Fukushima Daiichi 1-3 reactors as the leading, key process. I hope we will have a thorough investigation of the fiery steam-
zirconium reaction and there will be issued a call for shutting down the 11 still operating Chernobyl type (RBMK) reactors in Russia 
[PDF] 2011/04/08 – - NRC Public Blog February 2011 through March … … comment #441 posted on 2011-03-18 13:44:34 by 
Diesel comment #412 posted on 2011-03-17 07:06:13 by Aladár Stolmár … pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1109/ML110980787.pdf – 
2011-04-13 A few of us, nuclear engineers were, are fighting for lifetime for the consideration of real processes in the reactor severe 
accidents. As I formulated in a comment to US NRC: Consideration of the zirconium-steam reaction and the ignition and intense 
firestorm in nuclear reactor fuel rods is well overdue. Reevaluating the evidence provided by the TMI-2 reactor accident, Chernobyl-4 
reactor accident, and Paks Unit 2 fuel washing incident, with consideration of this intense fiery process, will bring us closer to an 
ultimately safe nuclear power plant design. http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1033/ML103340250.pdf Also, I called two years ago for
a review: If the hydrogen which is generated in the reactor core from the reaction of the steam (coolant) with the zirconium alloy (or 
other low neutron absorbing metal cladding and other fuel bundle elements) explodes inside the building surrounding the reactor, this 
detonation still will not cause a break of the pressure boundary of the containment. Thirty years after the TMI-2 accident and 23 years 
after the Chernobyl disaster, I feel obligated to formulate this guideline in order to protect the public from further irradiation from the 
use of nuclear power. The Chernobyl type reactors (RBMK), which are still operating, have to be shut down immediately because 
they do not satisfy this guideline. Other nuclear reactors operating and future designs shall be reviewed for compliance to this key 
requirement and the result of such review shall be defining for their future. http://aladar-mychernobyl.blogspot.com/ Returning to the 
comment to US NRC http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1033/ML103340250.pdf : „It is a much overdue duty of NRC and IAEA to 
evaluate the evidence provided by the TMI-2 accident, Chernobyl-4 accident, Paks-2 incident, and related experiments. Evaluating 
this evidence, one can see that the ignition of the zirconium fire in the steam occurs at a local temperature of the fuel cladding of 
around 1000-1200�C, [[and that a self-feeding with steam due to the precipitation of eroded fuel pellets and zirconia reaction product 
from the hydrogen stream into the water pool, causes intense evaporation.]] There are insignificant differences in the progression of 
the firestorms that occurred in the TMI-2 reactor severe accident, Paks washing vessel incident, and Chernobyl-4 reactor accident; the 
later defined only by the amount of zirconium available for the reaction. At the mean time, there are significant similarities in the 
processes leading to the ignition of the firestorm. In all three of the compared cases, it took several hours of ill-fated actions or 
inactions of the operators to cause the ignition condition. Also, there are similarities in the end result of the firestorm; namely, that the 
extent of the fuel damage is much less than it was predicted from any other severe fuel damage causing scenarios, introduced for 
explanations. Therefore the fraction of released fission products is significantly less than was anticipated from the fuel melting or a so 
called “steam explosion” scenario. Also, the fiery steam-zirconium reaction results in a much higher than anticipated (from any other 
scenarios) rate of Hydrogen production, which in turn requires a review of containment designs.” I hope You will find useful this 
information for the background of the Fukushima Daiichi plant recent events.

Why can we not have a government controlled central waste disposal site from which we charge corporations for deposing nuclear 
waste on a one way rocket to the Sun? It would create jobs, research, in all parts of the country. Just do it.

Why can't decay heat be harnessed and used as an energy source to safely power down/cool a nuclear reactor? I have been wondering 
about this since the incidents in Japan. It appeared that the Fukushima nuclear reactors survived the 5th largest recorded earthquake 
on earth quite well and initiated normal shutdown procedures. It was the fact that the tsunami later damaged the backup power system 
for cooling, which resulting in a cascade of failures and a meltdown in the reactors. I feel that nuclear energy is a clean source of 
power and that it can help solve our dependence on imported fossil fuels as well as provide no CO2 emissions. On the other hand, 
plants should be designed to withstand extreme events, even if they are of a low probability. In the Japan case, ancient stone markers 
warned of tsunami risk at levels above the Fukushima backup generators. As an engineer and a scientist, I hate getting information on 
important topics through normal news outlets that like to sensationalize and oversimplify stories. I understand that I am not a nuclear 
engineer so maybe this is a dumb question but I have dealt with lots of disasters including Katrina and know that failures of the power 
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comment #1919 posted on 2011-08-17 15:43:16 by Alister Wm Macintyre in response to comment #1637 

grid over an extended period could result in the loss of backup cooling due to diesel fuel running low and such. It seems something 
more robust and redundant should be used. It is my understanding that the typical reactor will produce between 5-7% of its rated 
output in decay heat due to the radioactive decay of fission byproducts after shutting down. I understand that the amount of heat 
generated depends on the length of time the fuel has been in use and undergoing fission so older fuel will have a larger decay heat. I 
understand the heat generation drops quite rapidly as the short lived isotopes decay but that longer lived isotopes continue to decay 
and generate heat so that cooling is needed for a very long time (5-10 years) after the spent fuel is removed from service. I looked up 
the operational rating of several nuclear power plants in the U.S. and most tend to range between 1000-1200 MW of power, which is 
quite a large number. When one of these shuts down, decay heat should be generated in an amount around 50 MW (or more) 
immediately after shutdown based on the 5-7% heat of operation. 50 MW is an immense amount of power and I would think this 
would well exceed the rated output of even the largest (or a bank of) diesel generators. My question is why this tremendous amount of 
energy cannot be harnessed and used to generate power that could be used to safety shut down and cool a nuclear reactor. It seems 
there is plenty of heat to lead to a complete core meltdown and/or fire long after the primary fission reaction is shut down. Why can't 
this heat be used to generate power, whether it be electrical or mechanical, in order to run pumps and such to cool the reactor during 
shutdown? Why couldn't one of the steam turbines be run to generate power to run the pumps? If the main turbines are too large to 
run on such a reduced output, could a smaller turbine be used for backup purposes? How about running the pumps directly and 
mechanically without any electric generation via a turbine meant just for this purpose? I like to keep things simple as there is less to 
go wrong so a purely mechanical pump might be in order. How about a thermocouple system? I know that radioactive decay is used 
to power space probes in this manner and such but don't know how it would work on such a large application. Even if decay heat 
cannot produce enough power, can it not provide some power and reduce dependence of batteries or diesel? If nothing else, it could 
reduce the rate at which batteries or diesel are used up and buy time to solve the underlying problem. As decay heat drops, potential 
power generated from it also drops, but so would the cooling requirements. Pumps would not be able to be run at their maximum 
rating but is this a bad thing after most of the short lived isotopes have decayed? I am not an expert so maybe decay heat can remain 
dangerous even if it isn't enought to generate a meaningful amount of power. Is it like my electric stove. Sometimes I turn it off right 
before the food is done and let it cook with the residual heat. Eventually it cools off to where it can no longer cook but would still be 
dangerous to touch. I know this is very simple but is it a good comparison? If decay heat cannot effectively be used to shut down a 
nuclear reactor, why can't the reactor go down to an "idle" mode where it generates just enough power to run the emergency cooling 
systems? It could be run this way indefinitely and let some of the short-lived isotopes generated during full power operation decay 
over a period time before reducing power further or shutting down completely once enough short-lived isotopes have decayed. Why is
this not done? All it takes is one unforeseen disaster to knock out external power at a nuclear plant and it seems this might be a 
solution or at least part of the solution to the decay heat issue. I have been reading about solar flares and their ability to fry large 
electrical transformers that are key to large parts of the power grid. I understand that we are entering a very active solar cycle and 
there is some concern one of these flares could knock out a large part of the grid for an extended period. What would happen to a 
nuclear plant in such a situation?

WASHINGTON, D.C. — August 11, 2011 — The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission is legally required to slow down reactor 
licensing and relicensing in order to address major changes urged by the agency’s own experts who have reviewed the Fukushima 
accident, according to 19 separate legal challenges filed today by a total of 25 public interest groups. The groups contend that under 
federal law, the NRC may not issue or renew a single reactor license until it has either strengthened regulations to protect the public 
from severe accident risks or until it has made a careful and detailed study of the environmental implications of not doing so. The 
groups are also pursuing a technical finding from high in the NRC that leads to upgraded safety standards. “What we’ve learned in the 
wake of Japan’s nuclear disaster — and what NRC experts concluded — is that current regulations are fundamentally inadequate. 
They simply do not provide the level of safety required by laws including the National Environmental Policy Act and the Atomic 
Energy Act,” said Phillip Musegaas, Hudson Program Director of Riverkeeper, Inc., which today filed a contention document related 
to the Indian Point reactor in New York State with the NRC. “The law requires regulators to take this information into account before 
issuing any licenses for reactors. Our filing today is intended to force them to do so.”

I also agree, that US and other counties are using current technology, but I am not sure that we are very well protected after the 
Fukushima Daiichi plant recent events.

Each source of energy is limited, and many have dangerous side effects. Solar and Wind use technology whose construction is 
dependent on industrial commodities which the world is running out of, and of course need a volume of weather activity which is not 
universally available. Fossil fuels have carbon cycle implications for climate change and maybe ozone hole. Hydro-electric is great on 
rivers, until earthquake brings down damn, and people downstream inadequate time warning to get out of way of flood. Hydro-
electric works for some coastal inlets ... get tide power coming and going, but better not mess with ocean going currents essential to 
other nation's climates.

We have world wide solutions through UN treaties with IAEA to develop and share best practices info on wide spectrum of nuclear 
power energy. Problems then are with any nations which do not choose to join the treaties.
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comment #2802 posted on 2011-10-24 12:49:14 by dave 

People periodically bring up the idea of sending waste towards the sun. If you run the calculations, you will find that this method of 
disposal is simply not practical from a cost standpoint, unless we all want to pay a whole lot more for our electricity. First, there are 
the political ramifications and risks associated with a radioactive rocket that might blow up before getting out of Earth's atmosphere. 
Remember the Columbia disaster? Not sure anybody wants highly radioactive material raining down from the skies over land or sea. 
Second, the amount of energy (and hence, fuel) it would take to do this is very large. You have to realize that we are moving in orbit 
around the sun. That means that any rocket we shoot into space is also moving in orbit around the sun. So shooting something to the 
sun is not as simple as putting a rocket into space and letting gravity take over. All you succeed in doing is putting that canister of 
waste in orbit around the sun as well. Orbital mechanics dictates that it takes a change in kinetic energy for a body to go from one 
orbit to another. To change to a closer orbit around the sun requires you to speed up the spacecraft. The closer you want the craft to 
get to the Sun's surface, the more and more kinetic energy you have to add to get there. The fuel it would take to do this is so 
enormous as to make this method of disposal simply impractical.

I agree, with respect to current technology used by NASA, USAF, other nations. However, if you take a look at the mechanics of 
space elevators, the cost drops from current technology to microscopic cost by comparison, to get anything out of Earth gravity field. 
If the waste container is sent in a direction below the Earth orbit with the Sun, that means it will spiral closer and closer to the Sun, 
and fall into the Sun, unless it crashes into Venus or Mercury or other stuff in transit.

Yes there are better and cheaper ways to go about it. But maybe the government has some insight.

Time and time again have we witnessed a global accident as a result of mother natures swift hand. When will we learn that if we can 
build it, then it can be destroyed. Nuclear included. Are we not just filling the foundations for total man made destruction of (our) 
planet..?

I agree, NASA, USAF, other countries are using current technology. However, if you take a look at the mechanics of lifts, the costs 
will fall from the current technology on the microscopic cost comparison, stems from the gravitational field of the Earth.

Re blog thread on safety culture policy posted last month, to develop the new definition, in Feb 2011 NRC assembled a panel of over 
a dozen “experts” and held a three day conference. I was the sole member of the public on the panel and I believe the most studied 
and accomplished in safety culture. I have an extensive bibliography and I have written many papers on the subject including a 
master’s thesis. I have given a number of industry presentations a couple at the request of NRC and INPO. I was the primary safety 
culture advisor on an EPRI sponsiored MIT project. The NRC invites input from the public, but does the NRC really "listen" the 
public? As a “member of the public” I felt I was continually treated as a "third class citizen". INPO and NEI being first class, nuclear 
industry reps second class, myself third class, even though of the panel members, I was likely the most expert in the subject. The 
NRC however, had very small ears for what I was saying [or trying very hard to say]. The result is that the industry got the definition 
it wanted, not the definition needed [or accurate or proper]. The underlying dynamics may have been similar to finance industry 
regulation under Greenspan: the regulation the industry liked, but not the regulation needed to properly protect the interests of the 
public. What kind of “core values and behaviors?” the new definition does say. Safety culture is not a “collective commitment by 
leaders and individuals”. What Schein says is: “leaders create culture”. Safety culture is it is a function of [is created by, is the 
responsibility of] LEADERSHIP, period. This is a CENTRAL [a sine qua non] point. Without this you fail to identify leadership as 
responsible for safety culture, and you cannot have effective regulation or effective licensee management of safety culture. This is 
such an obvious oversight, the only conclusion I reach is that the leaders of industry did not want this responsibility identified. 
Additionally, the phrase “to emphasize safety over competing goals” says nothing. Saying “to emphasize safety over profits” is 
clearer, but still tells you little about safety culture. Safety culture is an attitude that manages risk. In a HRO, it is a professional 
leadership attitude that protects people and the environment from the risks of a hazardous process. Like the medical profession, you 
must invoke the term “professionalism” but leaders of industry do not want regulators ever to hold them responsible for maintaining 
“professional attitudes”. Politically, they do not like to clearly state that operating nuclear involves managing hazards and risks, but it 
does. “Nuclear Organizations” are high hazard ventures, operated by HROs, and are all about managing risk. The tool used by NRC 
that is central for assessing safety [PRA] focuses on assessing and managing risk. All of these including the concept of maintaining 
stakeholder trust are central to safety culture, but absent from the definition adopted by NRC. The new NRC definition addresses 
none of the problems with the old INSAG definition. This is because NRC never too the time and never made an effort to clearly 
understand what those problems were. Here is a proper definition of HRO safety culture [such as nuclear, process etc] if NRC had a 
better understanding of safety culture in Feb 2010, this would have been selected as the new NRC definition: HRO Safety Culture "In 
a high hazard industry or venture, professional leadership attitudes that ensure hazardous processes are managed such that risk to 
people and the environment is maintained as low as reasonably achievable, thereby assuring stakeholder trust."
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comment #2040 posted on 2011-08-29 08:50:24 by Moderator 

comment #2286 posted on 2011-09-19 21:18:39 by Mike Saunders the car insurance cheapest quote guy 

comment #3069 posted on 2011-11-07 13:03:25 by Jake 

comment #2909 posted on 2011-10-28 11:18:00 by Moderator in response to comment #2887 

comment #3247 posted on 2011-11-15 13:48:53 by Moderator 

comment #2887 posted on 2011-10-27 19:56:29 by Astro Gremlin in response to comment #2286 

comment #3817 posted on 2011-12-15 08:23:42 by Ray 

comment #3886 posted on 2011-12-19 12:13:09 by Moderator 

comment #3255 posted on 2011-11-16 09:19:35 by Nuevo Jordan Zapatos 

comment #3831 posted on 2011-12-15 13:56:18 by Moderator 

this comment was moved by the moderator: My son is visiting Connecticut for the first time. I have just seen there are nuclear plants 
all around him. I cannot believe after Japans experience America still has Nuclear power plants operating. The public will have to 
band together to sue power companies for exposing us with poison then maybe they will shut them down. Question there are also 2 
closed plants in CT are these also dangerous in other words are there still ponds that need to be kept cool??? Is so that is 4 
surrounding my son at present. Thanks America!!

The real problem here is that we have a much better alternative to these reactors (LFTR-Liquid Flouride Thorium Reactors) and are 
not pursuing it as we should be. We made a bad choice 40 years ago and are paying for it now... If we don't wake up the rest of the 
world (Russia, China, and India) are going to pass us by. LFTR's are much safer, cheaper, can be started and stopped easily, produce 
1/30th the waste and what waste they do produce is radioactive for much less time, no proliferation danger, etc. A proven technology 
that we chose not to develop. For more info, see http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WWUeBSoEnRk .

I applaud the NRC for at least initiating this kind of an open discussion. It should however be more public, and it's too bad such 
discourse wasn't available during the time when all these plants were set up in the first place.

The development of uranium-based light-water reactors in the United States was based, at least in part, on the existence of 
infrastructure for enriching uranium, as well as U.S. Navy experience operating uranium-based reactors. The NRC is aware of Liquid 
Fluoride Thorium Reactor technology and would be the agency to approve and regulate any civilian reactor design using that 
technology in the United States.

The NRC logo at the top of the blog page should be clickable to the nrc.gov homepage. -Cindy Montogmery Comment moved by the 
moderator

Just saw a presentation on LFTR. No sensitive intermediate elements, waste has a short half-life, no pressurized containment required,
fail-safe consists of plugs that melt upon overheating and allow vessel to drain into smaller vessels, stopping the reaction. A prototype 
at Oak Ridge was "turned off" every night using this multi-drain system. Research needed for commercial version. AEC wasn't 
interested in the 1950s and 1960s. Why? No weapons grade materials are produced in a LFTR; the very characteristic that 
recommends it today.

It is embarrassing as an NRC employee to see the Commissioners before a Congressional committee discussing their inability to work 
in some semblance of tolerance, if not harmony, among themselves. The accusations against the Chairman, right or wrong, reflect 
poorly on all. I believe the Commission owes the NRC staff an apology for its inability to contain these internal squabbles and the 
need to elevate them to the public level of embarrassment. We are supposed to be a technical, not a political, agency. Yet we have 
politicians accusing us of acting like politicians!

This is more than the NRC chairman’s “personality.” His deficiencies as a leader and manager are too severe for him to be entrusted 
with such an important post, let alone his extreme partisan approach to his job. The NRC should be about science, engineering, and 
public health not crass politics and crass managerial behavior. Gregory Jaczko is a disaster on all counts and President Obama should 
be asking for his resignation, too. Moved by the moderator to this topic

Hey! Do you use Twitter? I'd like to follow you if that would be okay. I'm definitely enjoying your blog and look forward to new 
updates.

I am unhappy to hear that four NRC Commissioners have aired to Congress specific instances of abusive conduct by NRC Chair 
Jazcko, directed at the Commissioners as well as toward NRC staff. (“Leader of Nuclear Agency Hears Litany of Objections” NY 
Times Dec 14 2011) Apparently thie rcent criticisms were preceded by an Inspector General’s report, which outlined similar 
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comment #3892 posted on 2011-12-19 12:32:06 by David Collins in response to comment #3890 

comment #3891 posted on 2011-12-19 12:20:02 by Moderator in response to comment #3890 

comment #3887 posted on 2011-12-19 12:14:43 by Moderator 

comment #3890 posted on 2011-12-19 12:19:28 by Moderator 

comment #7162 posted on 2012-03-04 18:01:38 by Marry 

comment #5224 posted on 2012-02-10 09:04:55 by Moderator 

comment #5225 posted on 2012-02-10 09:07:57 by Moderator in response to comment #5224 

comment #5232 posted on 2012-02-10 16:17:33 by Moderator 

comment #5242 posted on 2012-02-10 23:03:49 by sewa proyektor jogja 

comment #4140 posted on 2011-12-28 09:26:02 by Moderator in response to comment #4139 

comment #4139 posted on 2011-12-28 09:25:24 by Moderator 

comment #4147 posted on 2011-12-28 17:40:44 by Mike in response to comment #4139 

misbehavior by Chariman Jazcko. I hope to see more about this posted here. Moderator Note: Comment moved from another post

Link to probably the best nuclear safety discussion blog in the world, comprised of 6000+ mostly nuclear experts & professionals, 
operated / moderated by a woman who is a nuclear regulator in Romania. You can join the group and start a discussion on any nuclear 
safety subject, and get interesting thoughtful feedback. http://www.linkedin.com/groups?home=&gid=2170900

For more information about nuclear safety in the U.S., go to our website at: www.nrc.gov .

Why is the Project on Government Oversight, a supposedly nonpartisan watchdog, wading into a partisan controversy and stoking the 
flames of conflict? If abuse of authority took place by Jaczko, why is POGO whitewashing it? Moved by the moderator to this topic

Where I can find more info about appropriate safety of nuclear power, i want it to share with my country, I am from Peru, please send 
me the info thankyou very much Moderator Note: Comment moved from another post

The NRC and DOE spend billions of dollars studying the problem of nuclear waste disposal. Yet not a dollar has been spent 
investigating these various claims, which have been around for a least forty years. no nuclear 

Just got my bachelor in EE, and I would like to know much bureaucratic/politic issues typically encountered by a junior engineer. I 
asked because I worked part time on campus, and although I didn’t deal with departmental issues directly, my boss often shared the 
headaches he had to deal with, usually after meetings. Moderator Note: Moved from another post.

You might try getting some information on this topic from the Institute for Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE) at: 
http://www.ieee.org/index.html or from a similar engineering organization.

no nuclear energy! advalue.editor@gmail.com Moderator Note: Comment moved from another post.

The NRC and DOE spend billions of dollars studying the problem of nuclear waste disposal. Yet not a dollar has been spent 
investigating these various claims, which have been around for a least forty years. no nuclear http://www.sewaproyektor.heck.in

The Department of Energy is responsible for developing a strategy for dealing with high-level waste. To that end, DOE and President 
Obama initiated a Blue Ribbon Commission on America’s Nuclear Future to “conduct a comprehensive review of policies for 
managing the back end of the nuclear fuel cycle and recommend a new plan.” From that commission’s value statement: We are 
investigating a wide range of issues. These include reactor and fuel cycle technologies, options for safe transport and storage of 
nuclear waste, options for waste disposal, and institutional arrangements for the management of used fuel and high-level wastes. We 
will also make recommendations regarding the handling of the nuclear waste fund. You can learn more at their web site: 
http://brc.gov/

There are many reports on the Internet that the radioactivity in radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel can be neutralized by various 
simple, safe, inexpensive processes. The NRC and DOE spend billions of dollars studying the problem of nuclear waste disposal. Yet 
not a dollar has been spent investigating these various claims, which have been around for a least forty years. WHAT IS YOUR 
EXCUSE? Moderator: Moved from another post
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The NRC Joins YouTube 

posted on Thu, 01 Mar 2012 16:01:48 +0000 

comment #5291 posted on 2012-02-13 10:41:13 by Moderator 

comment #9113 posted on 2012-04-13 15:17:33 by mark 

comment #5911 posted on 2012-02-16 09:35:44 by Moderator 

Atlas rockets on a one way trip to the Sun full of toxic waste creating a clean environment and millions of jobs paid for by the 
corporations just what is wrong with that? It can be done the question is why not?

Can't wait until the days of nuclear fusion, as opposed to fission, reactors. Once we're able to get ITER viable for commercial usage -
or rather, a reactor based on ITER's build - our worries will dwindle to nothingness. Fusions reactors wont be worried about 
earthquakes or most other natural disasters, with their safety assured by the benign waste products they produce. Trevor Michaels 
Moderator Note: Comment moved from another post

which outlined similar misbehavior by Chariman Jazcko.

It is time to get off the imports of fossil fuels, save the hundreds of billions now paid for the imports and put them to a better use. As a 
side effect air pollution would be reduced. Moderator Note: Comment moved from another post

The official NRC YouTube channel went live this morning at 
www.youtube.com/NRCgov. The first posted videos feature NRC employees talking 
about their personal 9/11 experiences and the effects of that day on their lives. (You can 
also get there by going to the agency website at http://www.nrc.gov and clicking on the 
YouTube icon.) Look for future videos that include portions of important Commission 
meetings and information on the history and role of the NRC. YouTube joins Twitter and 
this blog as social media tools we’re using to communicate with the public in new and 
meaningful ways. We hope the videos will enhance the public’s understanding of the 
agency and its mission, and give a face to the people who work hard to protect people and 
the environment. We won’t be taking comments on YouTube, but have created a special 
location on this blog for comments on videos. Happy viewing!  
Eliot Brenner 
Public Affairs Director

Comments 

comment #2187 posted on 2011-09-09 11:58:24 by Austin Cushing 

comment #2179 posted on 2011-09-08 18:43:40 by Ken @ Cure Yeast Infection 

comment #2423 posted on 2011-10-01 02:00:06 by Agent Corona 

comment #2171 posted on 2011-09-08 12:04:39 by Moderator in response to comment #2170 

comment #2170 posted on 2011-09-08 11:10:05 by Ryan 

comment #2243 posted on 2011-09-13 14:06:42 by buy youtube views cheap 

It should be interesting to see what the NRC is up to - I look forward to future videos.

You put together a very touching video about the events on 9/11. Your presentation makes this sad event more personal for the rest of 
the country. Thanks.

It seems that YouTube is becoming a part of just about every area of social networking, training, and education. Good to see NRC on 
board. Cameron Corona, California

Thank you! It's been corrected.

:Correction: Broken link. Change to http://www.youtube.com/NRCgov

Nice idea for NRC to post videos on Youtube. Waiting to see what NRC have in store.
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NRC Moves its Public Photo Gallery to Flickr 

posted on Thu, 01 Mar 2012 14:10:36 +0000 

comment #2341 posted on 2011-09-26 11:00:07 by YouTube Converter 

comment #3212 posted on 2011-11-14 07:32:25 by Malik 

comment #3874 posted on 2011-12-18 15:56:45 by Charlie Says 

comment #10890 posted on 2012-04-27 12:27:53 by Lotto Results 

What a great idea for the NRC to have a YouTube channel. Will go check it out right now!

A very nice video. Thanks for sharing this video.

Great to see that the NRC is embracing social media in this way, a great way to engage. Thanks for the post! Charlie 

It's great to find NRC on Youtube. Thanks for the link.

Since a picture is worth a thousand words, the NRC has long made photos available to the 
public through the photo gallery on our website. The photos help explain who we are and 
what we do. But the gallery had a number of significant limitations – including a lack of 
visibility, difficult uploading process and a search engine that was clumsy at best. The rise 
of social networks, however, and the ease and popularity of photo-sharing has given us a 
ready alternative. Beginning today, the NRC will be using Flickr.com to host our images 
rather than the NRC website. This change will give us a bigger audience and be easier for 
us – and you, the public – to access the images. Among the benefits is the ability to “tag” 
a photo. Tags are keywords associated with each image that makes searching for and 

organizing images much easier. Flickr also allows us to organize NRC photos into sets, which can then be viewed as a slideshow. These sets 
are a group of photos, which are categorized under one heading --such as creating a set for all operating power reactors. With Flickr, it is 
extremely easy to create or join an existing community, such as becoming part of the Official US Government Photostreams, a group 
comprised of official U.S. federal, state and local government image banks on Flickr. Flickr also has an RSS feed option that can notify you 
whenever a new photo is uploaded. Images uploaded on Flickr can be viewed by anyone and found easily on a variety of search engines such 
as Google, Bing and Dogpile. We hope this will translate into more traffic to our photos and an increased understanding about the NRC 
mission and activities. All photos on the site continue to be free, and anyone can download them for their use. Some of the social media 
functions associated with Flickr will be disabled, and comments instead funneled back here to this post. So go and check out the new photo 
gallery NRCgov Photostream on Flickr.  
Ivonne Couret 
Public Affairs Officer 

Comments 

comment #5131 posted on 2012-02-07 14:54:45 by eticaret 

comment #5276 posted on 2012-02-12 01:46:22 by steve 

comment #4711 posted on 2012-01-24 14:59:34 by Saidur Mamun 

comment #4749 posted on 2012-01-26 11:51:04 by Lisa 

comment #4843 posted on 2012-01-30 02:25:27 by phresh greens 

comment #5146 posted on 2012-02-08 01:33:22 by Trent 

i saw yours flickr pages. Nice pictures.

Flickr has been know to be sluggish and not as user friendly as other services. http://picasa.com is the way to go.

This is a great decision taken.. Flickr can really be a better platform to host NRC photos. I have been using them for over a year now. 
They have solid servers; however, please keep an eye on the account security too.

Awesome! As Saidur stated, Flickr's servers are amazingly stable, and their internet speeds are great.

Nice site! Extremely easy to read. Great images as well
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NRC’s Blog Celebrates Its First Birthday 

posted on Wed, 01 Feb 2012 16:25:32 +0000 

2011 New Reactor Annual Review Available 

posted on Fri, 03 Feb 2012 14:18:52 +0000 

Awesome. Great move!

It was one year ago that the NRC unveiled its first foray into social media with this blog. We didn’t know 
how it would be met – and weren’t entirely sure what we were doing. But we were hopeful the blog would 
give us a new avenue to educate and inform the public about what the NRC does, and provide a place for 
meaningful dialogue with the public. We were extremely happy with the response from Day One. It far 
outweighed our expectations. We also quickly realized that we couldn’t – and shouldn’t – restrict 
comments just to the topics we were covering. With the OK of Chairman Jaczko, we created the Open 
Forum section, which allows all readers to talk, vent, question, praise or criticize about any NRC-related 
topic on their mind. In our first year, we put up about 150 posts, which generated almost 1,000 comments 
and 170,000 views. By far the most popular were those posts that went up in March, in response to the 
events in Japan. Other topics garnered attention, too – the North Anna earthquake, the River Bend 
flooding, Open Government and the lessons-learned from Fukushima. We want to thank you for taking the 
time to read this blog. We hope we’ll continue to earn your attention in 2012. The blog is now also joined 

by Twitter, Flickr and YouTube, and we hope you’ll access those sites as well. And, as always, we welcome your comments. Let us know 
what topics you’d like covered in the future or any way we can make this blog more interesting and relevant to you.  
Holly Harrington 
Blog Moderator 

Comments 

comment #5169 posted on 2012-02-08 11:40:16 by Alliance Tickets 

comment #4961 posted on 2012-02-02 09:30:03 by 

comment #4942 posted on 2012-02-01 14:15:04 by Barry Woodard 

comment #5088 posted on 2012-02-07 02:10:29 by Zain Munawari 

comment #5063 posted on 2012-02-06 07:19:06 by Alexander Biersack 

comment #5077 posted on 2012-02-06 18:10:17 by Constantine 

I think your blog and social media has opened up many avenues for the NRC and others to educate and inform the public with more 
interaction and convey their message to a broader audience. Good work so far on the blog.

Congratulations on a successful first year! We look forward to more enhanced content!

I think your doing great Holly, Keep up the good work. Hope to join your group soon Barry W

Pretty fantastic and good job, good going Holly.

Very necessary in times, were we should be building hundreds of nuclear power plants while the public knowledge about nuclear 
power is so poor, fear based instead of fact based. It is time to get off the imports of fossil fuels, save the hundreds of billions now 
paid for the imports and put them to a better use. As a side effect air pollution would be reduced. Do more of this!

Congratulations! Great content! Keep the good work!

For the NRC’s New Reactor Program, 2011 was a year of significant progress. By year’s end, we had completed reviews of the first 
combined license application, one design certification and two design certification amendments. We also started on the first design 
certification renewal review. In addition, we began addressing substantial policy issues related to the licensing of advanced reactors, while 
markedly refining the processes for overseeing construction acitivities, such as those underway at Georgia’s Vogtle nuclear power plant. You 
can find comprehensive information on these developments and many others in the just-published second Office of New Reactors (NRO) 
annual review. The publication, “2011 New Reactor Program,” makes finding timely and accurate information on the agency’s new reactor 
activities easy and fast. The review is written in plain language and covers NRO’s three main areas of focus: new reactor licensing, 
construction oversight and the Advanced Reactor Program. In addition, the publication features an “International Cooperation” section, as 
well as an “Overview” summary and “A Look Ahead” write-up. It concludes with “At a Glance,” an organizational summary of divisions 

Page 16 of 40

05/03/201210:51:03 AMfile://V:\blog-published-2012-05-03@10-43-44.xml



Using mediation to resolve issues at the FitzPatrick nuclear plant 

posted on Tue, 07 Feb 2012 17:44:16 +0000 

within the office, their branches and responsibilities. The 40-page review is available on the agency’s public web site at: 
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/nuregs/brochures/br0476/br0476.pdf . Requests for print copies can be sent to: 
opa.resource@nrc.gov .  
Bob Jasinski 
Senior New Reactors Communications Specialist 

Comments 

comment #5143 posted on 2012-02-08 01:06:27 by Principles of Prosperity 

comment #5089 posted on 2012-02-07 03:14:27 by Aladar Stolmar 

comment #6002 posted on 2012-02-20 21:01:34 by Glass 

Very interesting. I wonder where nuclear energy is heading and the impact it'll have on foreign relations for the US. 

I found two key issues to rise regarding the severe accident phenomena. 1. NRC is obsessed with post fuel damage phenomena and a 
lack of effort to avoid the damage to the fuel is evident. 2. The operators are not dealt with the deserved respect and do not have 
necessary means for interfering with the progression of a severe accident. It is necessary to revise the regulatory environment and 
correct it on the knowledge basis, including the zirconium firestorm in the steam as the leading severe accident phenomenon. Doing 
that will require the addition of a vent-depressurization line from the top of reactor of PWR type and the rerouting to the atmosphere 
of an alternate relief line from the turbine driven emergency cooling pumps of BWR reactors, which are left to be operated without 
any power source directly by the operators. It will add a shortcut pathway for energy release directly from the reactor into the 
atmosphere, operated by the operators in case of a severe accident. With sufficient gravity (staged pre-charged) water reserves it will 
avoid the zirconium firestorm in the core and the fuel damage.

Nuclear power should be part of the solution for a greener future. If waste is properly managed, it'll play a vital role in meeting our 
future energy demands.

King Solomon may have been one of history’s most revered mediators, but many others have tried to 
follow his lead when it comes to resolving disputes in a way that all parties involved can agree on and that 
yields practical results. Count the NRC among the proponents of mediation, where appropriate. The NRC, 
like many other regulatory agencies, uses a variety of regulatory tools to enforce its regulations. These can 
include the issuing fines, orders and confirmatory letters, all of which are designed to promote safety by 
preventing recurrence of the infractions. But starting in 2004, the agency’s Office of Enforcement added 
another arrow to its quiver: Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR). Under the ADR Program, a neutral 
mediator with no decision-making authority assists the parties in reaching an agreement resolving 
differences for certain enforcement issues. Most recently, the NRC and Entergy used ADR to achieve a 
settlement regarding apparent violations at the James A. FitzPatrick nuclear power plant, in Scriba 
(Oswego County), N.Y. The issues stemmed from failures by radiation protection technicians at the facility 
to perform or properly execute their duties. Following an ADR mediation session held in the NRC’s 

Region I Office on Nov. 9, 2011, the parties arrived at an agreement that will not only lead to additional corrective actions at FitzPatrick but 
also raise awareness of the issues – and what is needed to prevent such problems -- throughout Entergy’s nuclear power plant fleet and at 
plants nationwide. For instance, Entergy will prepare a case study about what occurred, with top managers at each of the company’s nuclear 
power plants presenting the report to employees at their respective facilities. They will have to complete these presentations within 180 days. 
In addition, the company will, within 360 days, deliver a presentation to managers of other U.S. nuclear power plants on lessons learned and 
actions taken in response to the issues identified at FitzPatrick. Other agencies also make use of ADR in their enforcement programs. They 
include the Environmental Protection Agency, Securities and Exchange Commission and the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. 
Data on the NRC’s use of ADR is available at: http://www.nrc.gov/about-nrc/regulatory/enforcement/adr/trending-data.html. More 
information about the use of ADR throughout the federal government is available at: http://www.adr.gov/.  
Neil Sheehan 
Region I Public Affairs Officer 

Comments 

comment #5123 posted on 2012-02-07 14:13:20 by Mike Mulligan 

How is there justice for the community in such a widespread event questioning the integrity of so many staff members of a nuclear 
plant when the event was found before July 1, 2009 and punishment or the fix not happening into some distant future. That is two and 
a half years. Does anyone understand the magnitude of confirmatory orders fleet wide with Entergy, really a agreement between the 
NRC and a bad behavior utility and plant. Then we got all the rather large fleet wide problems that has occurred after July 1, 2009. 
The NRC could have immediately issued a set of orders and maybe half these other fleet wide violation wouldn't have happened. 
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NRC Congressional Affairs Office Provides Link to Congress 

posted on Thu, 09 Feb 2012 20:42:41 +0000 

NRC Ranked as a “Top 20” Government Agency in “CAREERS & the disABLED” Magazine 

posted on Tue, 14 Feb 2012 15:01:51 +0000 

How many other discovered infraction are digesting in the intestines of the beast and we won't find the fix to the problems outwards 
too 3 or more years? What is the justice to the community, a quick identification to the problems and a immediate fix to it. Entergy 
has had a mind boggling numerous amount of fleet training and repeated third party safety cultural surveys over a host of serious 
problems through the recent years and the evidence proves this kind of stuff doesn't change the heart of this corporation. Matter of 
fact, this proves how ineffective the ADR process is at changing the bad behavior of nuclear plants...the parent corporations in general
with numerious plants...with enduring systemic trouble fleet wide for years...

Last August, shortly after a magnitude 5.8 earthquake in Virginia triggered the shutdown of two reactors at 
the North Anna nuclear station and rattled 12 other nuclear power plants across the eastern U.S., NRC’s 
phones began ringing. It had only been five months since a massive earthquake and tsunami pummeled 
Japan’s eastern coast and severely damaged the Fukushima nuclear station. Questions streamed in about 
the structural safety of U.S. nuclear plants and their ability to withstand high-intensity seismic activity. 
Many residents living near nuclear power plants called their congressional representative, who turned to 
NRC’s Office of Congressional Affairs (OCA) for answers. Over the next several days and weeks, OCA 
responded to questions about reactor designs, safety equipment, loss of offsite electrical power, and the 
integrity of dry cask storage pads. In the aftermath of an international or domestic event like the Japan and 
Virginia earthquakes, OCA can receive a spate of inquiries. But throughout the year, members of Congress 
seek updates on nuclear facilities in their districts and various other issues under NRC’s jurisdiction, such 
as information on nuclear medicine and effects of radiation exposure. OCA acts as the liaison between the 

agency and Congress, providing information on events and keeping members current on rulemakings and program and policy changes. Last 
year OCA arranged 93 NRC staff briefings for congressional aides and conducted 342 courtesy visits with congressional staff in Washington, 
in addition to 45 meetings with congressional staff in the district or state offices of the members of Congress. OCA works closely with the 
House and Senate authorizing, appropriations, and oversight committees of NRC. This time of year gets busy, when the president outlines his 
budget priorities and Congress digs into the budget process to develop its own version of funding levels for federal agencies. The 
Administration’s budget request is set to be released on February 13, and congressional budget hearings are expected to follow. OCA will 
assist with the preparation of NRC witnesses and testimony for hearings, as well as responses to follow-up questions from Congress. Other 
activities include coordinating requests for briefings and reviewing correspondence with members of Congress. NRC testimony, 
congressional reports and correspondence to Congress are posted on NRC’s website.  
Jenny Weil 
Office of Congressional Affairs 

Comments 

The NRC was recently recognized for its diverse workforce. Readers of “CAREERS & the disABLED” 
magazine selected the top agencies in the country for which they would most prefer to work or believe are progressive in hiring people with 
disabilities. Readers ranked the NRC as one of the “Top 20 Government Agencies.” "CAREERS & the disABLED" magazine is the nation's 
only career-guidance and recruitment magazine for people with disabilities at undergraduate, graduate or professional levels. The NRC works 
hard to recruit people with disabilities. The NRC provides reasonable accommodations to remove workplace barriers for people with 
disabilities. These accommodations may include specialized computers and other assistive technology or equipment, telework and other 
flexible work schedules and sign language interpreting services. In addition, employees with disabilities are provided opportunities for 
advancement and leadership roles within the agency. Employees with disabilities hold such positions as engineers, branch chiefs and program 
analysts, among others. In 2011, one such employee was awarded the 2011 NRC Meritorious Service Award for Equal Employment 
Opportunity Excellence. We are proud that the readers of this magazine recognize our efforts.  
Kim English 
Outreach & Recruitment Branch 

Comments 
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NRC Talking Research Next Week in Virginia, Pennsylvania 

posted on Thu, 16 Feb 2012 14:40:26 +0000 

comment #5933 posted on 2012-02-16 21:12:00 by Aaron 

comment #5936 posted on 2012-02-16 21:57:11 by online college 

Huh. I never knew that NRC has such a diverse workforce.

Congratulations to you. Continue in hiring people with disabilities. I also believe that they can do better more than a normal person.

We recently issued the draft report summarizing several years’ worth of detailed research and analyses into what might happen during an 
accident at a nuclear power plant. Now we’re heading to the two plants we analyzed -- one in Virginia and one in Pennsylvania -- to discuss 
the results with the surrounding communities. The project, called the State-of-the-Art Reactor Consequence Analyses, or SOARCA, looked at 
situations that could disable a reactor’s normal safety systems. The project used powerful computer programs to predict the plants’ behavior 
based on decades of real-world experiments into issues such as how reactor fuel responds during the extreme temperatures expected during 
these accidents. SOARCA then plugged up-to-date information about the plants, including the latest updates to plant systems and operations, 
into the programs and examined how an accident might unfold. SOARCA found that additional equipment the NRC required after the 9/11 
attacks can, if used according to plan, help prevent a reactor accident from affecting public health. Even if accidents can’t be controlled with 
the new equipment, the research came to three basic conclusions: • Accidents occur much more slowly than we originally thought; • 
Accidents release much less radioactive material that we originally thought; and • The emergency plans every U.S. reactor has in place can 
keep people safe. The project came to some more specific conclusions about accident effects around the two plants, Surry (southeast of 
Richmond, Va.), and Peach Bottom (southeast of Lancaster, Pa.). For example, the slowly developing nature of the accidents and the existing 
emergency plans would keep everyone safe, even during uncontrolled accidents. Some of the NRC staff involved in SOARCA will discuss 
the project on Feb. 21 in Surry, Va., and then on Feb. 22 in Delta, Pa. Details are available in the press release . If you have comments on the 
draft report, you have until March 1 to send them in. The best way to comment is through regulations.gov , using Docket ID NRC-2012-0022. 
You can also mail comments (referencing the Docket ID) to Cindy Bladey, Chief, Rules, Announcements, and Directives Branch (RADB), 
Office of Administration, Mail Stop: TWB-05-B01M, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001. Comments can 
also be faxed to 301-492-3446, referencing the Docket ID. If you submit comments in writing or in electronic form, they will be posted on 
the NRC website and on regulations.gov. The NRC will not edit or remove any identifying or contact information; please don’t include any 
information you wish to keep private.  
Scott Burnell 
Public Affairs Officer 

Comments 

comment #6906 posted on 2012-02-24 19:34:08 by Scott Portzline 

comment #5912 posted on 2012-02-16 10:07:44 by Asparaguscutter 

comment #5919 posted on 2012-02-16 17:37:48 by Water Damage Cleanup 

comment #5942 posted on 2012-02-17 03:20:30 by emily.krys@hotmail.com 

comment #5945 posted on 2012-02-17 05:01:32 by Aladar Stolmar 

http://www.efmr.org/files/2012/SOARCA-2-22-2012.pdf Get the real story here!

This blog's discusion extension to accident boundry conditions beyond the two cited reactors opens the realm of US reactors to 
evaluation. Your attention is respectfully invited to the non fiction,"Goodby Phoenix Hello Tucson", ISBN 142516083-2. With winds 
from the West in eleven months of each year,temperatures at,or over, 122 degrees F and with evacuations such as Fukushima and 
Chernobyl denying coolant water from Phoenix area, what is NRC's evaluation of this worst case nuclear power plant's accident of a 
COLA(cooling water pipe break) with ultimate meltdown.

This is a wise investment. The world has had a chance to see firsthand what happens when there is a accident a nuclear plant. I can't 
wait to see any follow-up posts on this. Thanks all.

It might be time to review safty measures at the site before any major accidents take place hopefully things can be resolved.

A brief review resulted in that the key process of Zirconium firestorm in steam is still missing. I found two key issues to rise 
regarding the severe accident phenomena. 1. NRC is obsessed with post fuel damage phenomena and a lack of effort to avoid the 
damage to the fuel is evident. 2. The operators are not dealt with the deserved respect and do not have necessary means for interfering 
with the progression of a severe accident. It is necessary to revise the regulatory environment and correct it on the knowledge basis, 
including the zirconium firestorm in the steam as the leading severe accident phenomenon. Doing that will require the addition of a 
vent-depressurization line from the top of reactor of PWR type and the rerouting to the atmosphere of an alternate relief line from the 
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Transcripts Provide Unique Glimpse of an Agency in Action 

posted on Tue, 21 Feb 2012 19:49:00 +0000 

comment #5953 posted on 2012-02-17 21:32:35 by Nucleargrrl 

comment #5956 posted on 2012-02-18 06:27:54 by nas�l para 

comment #5966 posted on 2012-02-18 21:41:16 by Bella Piel 

comment #5987 posted on 2012-02-19 18:48:35 by Electrical Contractor 

turbine driven emergency cooling pumps of BWR reactors, which are left to be operated without any power source directly by the 
operators. It will add a shortcut pathway for energy release directly from the reactor into the atmosphere, operated by the operators in 
case of a severe accident. With sufficient gravity (staged precharged) water reserves it will avoid the zirconium firestorm in the core 
and the fuel damage.

Will either of the meetings to discuss SOARCA be web broadcasts or possibly tele-communication accessible? (For some reason the 
press release is not loading for me.) I would love to hear about the project in more detail.

This is a wise investment. The world has had a chance to see firsthand what happens when there is a accident a nuclear plant. I can’t 
wait to see any follow-up posts on this. Thanks all.

I just find it very difficult to believe that somehow circumstances just happened to occur that were completely unforeseeable. While I 
belive nuclear power can be made safe, I also believe that the profit-motive undermines the ability of the builders and operators of 
nuclear power plants from doing everything necessary to ensure Public Safety.

Everybody will be safe even during uncontrolled accidents, im afraid this is a little hard to believe. How can the unknown be marked 
as safe? Nuclear is getting safer and more efficient and it keeps electricity costs low, but these companies should be investing in 
cleaner methods also, like wind, solar, tidal etc.

The NRC today has made available about 3,000 pages of transcribed conversations from the 
agency’s emergency operations center representing much of our communications over the first 10 days of the Fukushima reactor crisis in 
Japan in March 2011. These documents provide a rare look inside the workings of the agency’s crisis center as the men and women of the 
NRC worked 24/7 to find ways to help Americans in Japan, the Japanese government and the firm that owns the Fukushima reactors. It is up 
close and personal, gritty and unvarnished. It lays out the very human stories of staffers working with little rest, talking to counterparts half a 
world away while at the same time conversing with other agencies in the executive branch, our armed forces and the domestic nuclear 
industry. This is a historical record of what went down in those early days. As you read these transcripts – partially redacted and produced at 
substantial cost over nine months in response to Freedom of Information Act requests -- you’ll see that the first days were very hectic. There 
wasn’t a lot of information. There was confusion and communication problems. But the NRC staff quickly settled into a rhythm after the first 
alert – long hours, little rest, bad food – and important handoffs between shifts, regular communications with our teams in Japan, and in time 
working directly with the Japanese and TEPCO, the plant owner. And there was steady communication with the American public and the 
news media. In fact, this blog became a primary communications tool and readership greatly exceeded our expectations. The situation appears 
stable now, but it was far from it in the early days as staff experts, under the direction of Chairman Jaczko, made tough and sometimes 
controversial recommendations. Today, the NRC is working to implement lessons our experts have culled from what happened at Fukushima. 
We invite you to read these transcripts to see an agency hard at work in the name of safety.  
Eliot Brenner 
Director, Office of Public Affairs 

Comments 

comment #7161 posted on 2012-03-04 16:44:08 by sickputer 

Yes, and if the redacted sections were uncovered people would probably be going to jail or at the very least we would know why 
Fukushima is still spewing poison after a full year.
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A Reminder about the RIC 

posted on Thu, 23 Feb 2012 16:51:55 +0000 

comment #7674 posted on 2012-03-13 19:42:12 by Online Reputation Management in Spokane 

comment #7183 posted on 2012-03-06 02:17:40 by Water damage Austin 

comment #6917 posted on 2012-02-25 06:16:41 by Jestah 

comment #6920 posted on 2012-02-25 11:04:24 by Logan Wescott (@LoganWescott1) 

comment #6921 posted on 2012-02-25 11:48:15 by Ngô Chí Tâm 

comment #6957 posted on 2012-02-26 11:56:29 by Ryan K @ CactusFacts.com 

comment #7785 posted on 2012-03-16 00:04:33 by john q hammons 

comment #6098 posted on 2012-02-23 11:16:28 by MaskaThor @ Anime Blog 

comment #6045 posted on 2012-02-22 15:33:30 by Web Designer Edinburgh 

comment #6055 posted on 2012-02-22 21:13:26 by Pictures Of Disney World 

comment #8582 posted on 2012-04-02 04:22:42 by xem phim online nhanh nhat 

comment #6654 posted on 2012-02-24 11:47:22 by SEO 

Great to know. I can't believe this info wasn't available previously.

I'm really not 100% sure the Fukushima reactor crisis in Japan is now stable?

Wow, interesting, in many ways.. In one way it's amazing that the conversations have been transcribed and in another I can't start to 
imagine the magnitude of such a task. No doubt a document that will have a place in history and be referred to many times in the 
future.

The release of these are important in analyzing what could have been done better in a similar situation. I'm not the one to do said 
analyzing, but it's interesting nonetheless.

I won’t read all 3000 of them (who would?), but I will check out at least few pages.

Wow 3000 pages? I bet there is a lot going on within those conversations. Thanks for the information. I will be using it for a report I 
am doing at school on the issue. I will be book marking this site. Thanks again!

Thanks for sharing this great informative post. Looking forward to read the next post.

I won't read all 3000 of them (who would?), but I will check out at least few pages.

Chairman Jaczko is very controversial person however many his guidelines needs to be followed

yes it is the historical record of what went down in those early days.

It is interesting to know this information.

Must of been a crazy time during the beginning

The NRC’s 24th annual Regulatory Information Conference (RIC) is around the corner, 
March 13th to 15th, in North Bethesda, Md. Yes, the conference is free and open to the public, but you still need to register. You can register 
online before Feb. 28 or on-site at the registration service desk. In addition to a comprehensive program agenda and network opportunities, 
participants will have their pick of 36 technical sessions and 24 technical poster and tabletop presentations. There will also be several sessions 
addressing high-interest topics associated with the Fukushima Dai-ichi accident and the NRC’s response to lessons-learned such as seismic 
and station blackout events, flooding and ventilation issues, emergency preparedness and incident response. For your convenience, we have 
introduced new social media elements including  a RIC Twitter feed, Quick Response (QR) codes and YouTube videos. • Twitter: Follow us 
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Reaching Out to Help around the Globe 

posted on Tue, 28 Feb 2012 13:55:39 +0000 

NRC Engineer Recognized For National Award  

posted on Thu, 01 Mar 2012 21:21:10 +0000 

@NRCGOV_RIC and get the up-to-the-minute postings of RIC news and highlights and you can go to the direct RIC Twitter feed. Non-
Twitter followers can access the same information at the RIC website. • QR Codes: displayed on conference materials and technical posters 
and tabletops that you can quickly scan using compatible hand-held devices to take you to specific conference information links • YouTube: 
view the short video snippets of the RIC opening and plenary sessions the day after each session. Additional links will take YouTube visitors 
to the NRC video archives to view the entire sessions at the NRC video archive web page. Visit the NRC website for more information on the 
RIC, registration and access to post-RIC event materials. And check out our new YouTube video: Three Minutes on the  RIC.  
Ivonne Couret 
Public Affairs Officer 

Comments 

comment #7107 posted on 2012-03-02 04:44:35 by michael 

hi there! thanks for providing the twitter, Qr codes and youtube details.

When you think about countries where the NRC conducts international cooperation and 
assistance, Tanzania would probably not be the first one that comes to mind; however, that is where a group of five NRC employees recently 
held a workshop on regulatory practices related to uranium production. In recent years, there has been increased global interest in uranium 
mining and milling. This has led to a significant impact on countries with limited experience and a lack of regulatory infrastructure and 
trained staff. As a result, the NRC’s Office of International Programs initiated outreach on this topic to our counterparts around the world. 
Uranium is a naturally occurring radioactive element that has been mined in the U.S. and other countries around the world for centuries. After 
being processed, uranium can be turned into fuel for nuclear power plants; however, if uranium mining and milling sites are not properly 
regulated, the radioactive materials and wastes at those sites can be hazardous for the public and the environment and lead to complex and 
expensive clean-up operations. Abandoned or unregulated uranium recovery sites where hazards remain after operations have ceased, are 
known as “legacy sites.” Restoring these legacy sites may require clean-up of contaminated land and groundwater, and activities to reduce 
contamination from waste piles. With proper strategies undertaken early in the planning stages of uranium mining and milling, countries can 
take steps to avoid the creating these legacy sites, which are costly and difficult to clean-up. The NRC is providing best practices and lessons 
learned to its international counterparts who are beginning to embark on uranium production, with the focus on helping to build strong 
regulatory infrastructure and preventing future legacy sites. The NRC has hosted three workshops for international counterparts on the 
“Regulation of Uranium Recovery Operations” in Denver (August 2009), San Antonio (May 2011) and Arusha, Tanzania (January 2012). 
The three workshops have included participants from 31 countries from Central and South America, Asia and Africa. These workshops 
facilitate the sharing of best practices on the regulation of uranium mines and mills, including regulatory framework (laws, regulations, and 
guidance), application review, licensing process, oversight and inspection, cleanup, and decommissioning. The workshop presenters stress the 
importance of independent regulatory authorities, well-established laws and regulations and long-term planning related to uranium recovery. 
Presenters from the NRC, the International Atomic Energy Agency and Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission have discussed the 
environmental, health, and safety aspects related to uranium mining, milling and decommissioning and have facilitated the exchange of 
information between workshop participants. The workshops in the U.S. also included tours of uranium recovery facilities and 
decommissioned uranium mills. Future workshops targeting specific regions are being planned.  
Eric Stahl 
International Relations Specialist 

Comments 

He’s got a list of accomplishments as long as your arm – a fellow in four nuclear, science and engineering 
organizations, a PhD in nuclear engineering, an NRC Meritorious Service Award and an appointment as a 
Colonel in the Maryland Defense Force’s 121st Engineer Regiment. Now Steven Arndt, a senior technical 
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The Challenging Role of an NRC Instrumentation and Controls Engineer 

posted on Mon, 05 Mar 2012 14:19:07 +0000 

advisor at the NRC, has a new one – Federal Engineer of the Year, from the National Society of Professional Engineers. “Dr. Steven Arndt is 
an outstanding professional, who has made substantial contributions to the work of the NRC over many years,” said NRC Chairman Jaczko. 
“I congratulate him on being named Federal Engineer of the Year, which is a great honor, and well-deserved recognition for Dr. Arndt. We 
are proud that he is part of the NRC staff.” This award is the only one of its kind to solely recognize outstanding engineers employed in the 
federal government. Dr. Arndt has worked at the NRC for 24 years. While his past accomplishments are many, it’s his most recent work that 
has been in the spotlight of late. During the Fukushima nuclear plant disaster, he responded to the NRC Operation Center and put to work his 
expertise in severe accident analysis. He spent several months on rotating shifts and developed the U.S. analysis of the Japanese report to the 
International Ministerial meeting on the event. He also helped prioritize the NRC’s near term recommendations for U.S. nuclear plants based 
on “lessons learned” from the Japan nuclear emergency. Dr. Arndt has also led the development of new regulatory guidance on the use of 
digital instrumentation and control systems for the 104 operating nuclear power plants in the U.S., specifically on requirements for “diversity 
and defense-in-depth” in digital protection systems, cyber security, and methods for evaluating the reliability of digital systems. And he also 
helped develop new state-of-the-art methods to assess the reliability of safety critical digital systems and developed guidance to support the 
introduction of new digital safety systems into current and future nuclear power plants. While the descriptions of what he’s been doing 
throughout his career might be over the head of most non-engineers, the bottom line is that nuclear power plants here and around the world 
are safer today because of his efforts. Outside the office, Dr Arndt stays busy, too. In addition to supporting the Maryland Army and Air 
Force National Guard, he volunteers as an advisor to the engineering program at Ohio State University, has worked on developing high 
school exams for students in Ohio and worked with the International Dyslexia Society to support program that help dyslexic student excel in 
the classroom. The NRC is proud of the work done by Dr. Arndt and applauds his selection for this prestigious award.  
Eric Leeds 
Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 

Comments 

comment #7167 posted on 2012-03-05 02:16:30 by College scholarships 

comment #7128 posted on 2012-03-02 15:57:50 by 

Wow! congratulations Dr. Ardnt. I am very proud of you.

Congratulations, as a licensee having a regulator of Dr. Arndt abilities provides confidence.

[caption id="attachment_2366" align="alignright" width="300" caption="NRC I&C technical reviewers visit a digital I&C control room 

simulator for APR-1400 in Daejun, Korea."] [/caption] Among the many interesting and 
challenging jobs at the NRC is that of an Instrumentation and Controls (I&C) engineer. I&C systems are important because they monitor all 
aspects of the plant, make adjustments to the plant’s protection and control systems as needed, and help respond to plant events. Currently, 
there are around 15 I&C engineers in the Office of New Reactors (NRO), where I work. We perform a wide variety of tasks, ranging from the 
technical review of a new reactor design’s I&C systems to conducting research, in coordination with other offices in the NRC, on the latest 
technology and relevant processes. While people may assume that I&C engineers only work on projects related to the design and 
implementation of I&C systems, this is not the case. Our engineering principles and knowledge also help ensure that NRC regulations in a 
variety of areas have been adequately addressed by applicants and licensees as they build and operate new nuclear power plants. New nuclear 
power plants use a multitude of digital devices that are usually part of the plant’s safety systems. This extensive use of advanced digital 
technology requires that we conduct careful reviews. Such reviews are especially critical when you consider that I&C equipment and design 
practices for new reactor designs are significantly different from those for current operating reactors. I review and analyze various technical 
engineering documents, especially license applications for new nuclear plants. During the review I, and other members of the staff, 
thoroughly examine the applicant’s I&C design as it relates to engineering. This includes reviewing the entire design’s sensors, indications 
and controls, as well as conducting a detailed and diverse analysis on the structure and functions of the design’s digital I&C safety systems. 
Our review ensures the facility’s design complies with NRC regulations The agency’s I&C engineers are committed to effectively and 
efficiently reviewing the digital technology in I&C designs for both operating and new reactors. Today’s new reactor designs depend on 
digital systems more than ever. Ultimately, our goal in all I&C reviews is to ensure that these systems are built adequately and that the 
designs fully meet the NRC’s regulations.  
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Helping the public understand what's going on at Palisades 

posted on Wed, 07 Mar 2012 21:03:06 +0000 

Erick Martinez 
Electronics Engineer 

Comments 

Anticipating the public’s need to understand what’s going on at the Palisades nuclear plant, 
the NRC held a public meeting in South Haven, Michigan, on February 29, to provide members of the public with a forum to discuss the 
decline in the plant’s performance and the significant increase in NRC inspections. More than 100 people showed up to ask questions and 
express their concerns about the Palisades plant, where the NRC has issued a number of significant enforcement actions in last year. Some in 
the audience questioned whether the growing number of NRC violations at Palisades suggested the plant was not safe. Three of the violations 
found at Palisades had to do with improper maintenance work, which caused pumps, electrical breakers, and other equipment to fail. The 
equipment failures did not put the public at risk, and NRC required they be fixed. Backup equipment was also available if needed to ensure 
safety. Backup equipment is required by NRC and is part of our “defense in depth” safety philosophy. If a safety system or component fails, 
another one must be available in case of an accident. Of course, the NRC does not wait for accidents to happen: the NRC’s low threshold for 
identifying safety issues like those at Palisades requires problems to be found and fixed well before the public is endangered. Although the 
problems at Palisades have not endangered the public, they do cause concern, and require more stringent NRC oversight. As part of its 
increased oversight, the NRC will independently evaluate whether there are problems with the safety culture at Palisades, and inspection of 
Palisades will remain heightened until performance at Palisades improves. If at any time the NRC loses confidence that the plant can be 
safely operated, it would take action to shut the plant down. The public will have another opportunity to ask questions about Palisades on 
March 21 at the upcoming “end of cycle” meeting in South Haven, where NRC will meet with Entergy, the company that operates the plant. 
Look for details about the meeting to be published online at the NRC’s public meeting website in the near future.  
Jack Giessner 
Region III Branch Chief 

Comments 

comment #7209 posted on 2012-03-07 22:27:02 by Baixando Filmes 

comment #7510 posted on 2012-03-13 14:29:56 by arun 

comment #7784 posted on 2012-03-15 21:42:19 by Dave Hoelcher in response to comment #7782 

comment #7783 posted on 2012-03-15 21:41:36 by Dave Hoelcher 

comment #7782 posted on 2012-03-15 21:37:02 by Dave Hoelcher 

comment #7235 posted on 2012-03-09 12:22:01 by Leah 

Very good keep it up ... thank you

i am really happy to see this kind of work

Yeah, THAT IS CORRECT!!!

Great JOB! You all are SO wonderful! Can I have some plutonium in my back yard? Can't help but notice the "GLOWING" reviews 
get posted & scathing ones go away without any notice.... #EntergyWatch

It IS a MAYPOP - SHUT IT DOWN ASAP! Any monies earmarked for nuke plants should instead go towards solar panels on 
residential & business roofs, etc., NON-DEADLY!. Plutonium, cesium, etc., are THE MOST POISONOUS substances on Earth. The 
ONLY way to make Earth safe is to LAUNCH THE MATERIAL INTO THE SUN!
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Japan: A view from one year later 

posted on Fri, 09 Mar 2012 19:41:27 +0000 

Good work!! Thank you so much!

It is hard to believe that one year has passed since the tragedy in Japan on Friday, March 11, 2011. The actual 
earthquake and ensuing tsunami occurred in the middle of the night in this time zone, and the first call I received was early Friday morning 
notifying me of the event. Two reactors on the West Coast had declared what we call an “Unusual Event,” based on a tsunami warning. By 
the time I got to my office, many NRC staff were in the NRC Operations Center analyzing whatever data they could gather in order to offer a 
helping hand. The public affairs staff was communicating to the American people about our monitoring actions, which early on were focused 
on the tsunami’s possible impact on the US. Fortunately, the tidal surge noted on the West Coast later that day was less than 3 feet. By late 
Friday, it became clear that we needed experienced NRC staff on the ground in Japan. We dispatched our first staff the next day. More than a 
dozen individuals would follow in the months ahead. They now tell interesting stories about their time in Japan, like being shaken in their bed 
every half hour by aftershocks, each stronger than the Virginia earthquake we experienced in August. As the official spokesperson for the 
agency, what followed for me were repeated calls and trips to the White House and Capitol Hill, as well as media briefings for the national 
and international press. We also began working with other federal agencies to coordinate our response, and prepare to provide whatever 
assistance we could. Based on the information available later that day, it was clear that four of the reactors at Fukushima Dai-ichi would be a 
significant challenge, having lost all electrical power necessary to run their cooling systems. The magnitude of the reactor damage was 
visually evident a few days later when explosions rocked the station. Two weeks after the event, the NRC established a Task Force to conduct 
a review and make recommendations to the Commission in light of lessons learned from the accident. Their findings were published in July, 
and we are moving forward to implement additional safety measures. In the end, hundreds of NRC staff members volunteered to become 
hands-on responders to the event – including those who traveled to Japan to provide assistance – and hundreds more took on additional duties 
to keep our important domestic safety and security work on track. I am proud of the dedication and commitment displayed by all of them in 
the months after March 11. We know that the people of Japan are strong, and that they will adapt and overcome. I am inspired by their 
resiliency, their progress in removing debris and rebuilding, and most of all, their ability to look forward.  
Gregory Jaczko 
Chairman, NRC 

Comments 

comment #7248 posted on 2012-03-10 08:13:47 by Len Skoblar 

comment #7381 posted on 2012-03-13 01:58:33 by BarbaraR. in response to comment #7248 

comment #7382 posted on 2012-03-13 02:07:13 by BarbaraR. 

comment #7864 posted on 2012-03-18 06:57:37 by Will 

Greg Jaczko has lost all credibility and I hope he will do the honorable thing and resign. However, judging by the friends he keeps 
(Reid, Chu, and Barack "our decisions will be based on science" Obama), there is not much hope of that. In retrospect, perhaps the 
Yucca Mt. decisions were pased on science................political science.

I agree. Junk Science at best. The Fort Calhoun fiasco was just a reminder. As the ABC News showed the picture of a flood-
surrounded Nuclear Power Plant with P. Jennings telling us "no big deal, just a rumor on the internet". NRC was doing exactly 
nothing, including responding to my email for information the day before. After contacting the IAEA I began to get answers, and 
action, for the people who asked me to look into it. Jazko cannot possibly believe that his late visit to the plant, along with all of the 
lies that we have been told about RADnet, melt-downs off-shore, and the risks to our own plants, are putting him in a good light. If he 
can even see light from the dark hole he should be in. The Nuclear Industry in this country is a death wish with the lack of action 
taken. Threaten to turn off the lights if Congress doesn't solve the used waste issue. GET A BACKBONE! As far as the Obama 
Branch of the Bankers of America - I unsubscribed with a nice educational note about the Bill of Rights.

PS: I am glad the people of Japan are looking foward, but they are doing it with a sense of fear a distrust in their government. Sadly 
their suffering was needed to wake the world up to the lack of leadership and political manipulations that allow this trainwreck to 
continue. We here in the US will be looking forward as soon as we can stop looking behind us at the train barreling down the tracks at 
us. Medical waste is better dealt with than spent fuel. Do something or admit you have failed.
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NRC issues annual assessment letters “grading” the nation’s nuclear plants  

posted on Tue, 13 Mar 2012 18:35:37 +0000 

NRC Gives Even Sensitive Matters a Full Legal (If Not Public) Hearing 

comment #8546 posted on 2012-03-30 13:53:21 by Peter Roberts 

It is hard to imagine that a year has passed since that fateful day in Japan. I believe this incident truely put the spotlight on countries 
that uses nuclear power the true hazards & risks that are involved.Nations of the world will have an opportunity to adopt new 
regulations, etc to their nuclear policies. Unfortuntately, it took massive destruction and thousands of lives to bring upon that change. 
In the future, we must be prepared for natural diasters like this; and don't wait to implement changes to systems that have the potential 
of crippling our economy. Be prepared and test the systems vital to our livelihood so if a mother nature unleashes another powerful 
attack, we have a better chance of survival.

Here is a potential containment solution: http://masonrydesign.blogspot.com/2012/03/review-of-fukushima-daiichi-nuclear.html

In order to ensure nuclear power plants in the U.S. are safe, we continually inspect them and 
rate their performance. If a plant’s performance declines, we increase our inspections and oversight to make sure the plant operator corrects 
the situation. Then, every spring, the NRC sends what we call an annual assessment letter to the owners of each nuclear reactor. The letters 
cover their performance for the previous calendar year. In the most recent letters, which went our earlier this month, 99 of 104 nuclear 
reactors were performing at a high level. There are five levels of plant performance based on a detailed assessment of performance indicators 
and inspection findings. The levels range from “fully meeting all safety cornerstone objectives” to “unacceptable performance”. The level of 
a plant is determined by a detailed assessment of many areas of performance, such as safety system availability and reliability, control of 
radiation exposure and unplanned shutdowns. As of December 31, 2011: • 88 nuclear reactors fully met all safety cornerstone objectives and 
were inspected using our normal detailed level inspection program. • 11 nuclear reactors needed to resolve only one or two items of low 
safety significance. For this performance level, regulatory oversight includes additional inspection and attention to follow up on corrective 
actions. These plants were: Brunswick 1 and 2 (N.C.); Byron 2 (Ill.); Cooper (Neb.); Crystal River 3 (Fla.); Limerick 2 (Pa.); Millstone 2 
(Conn.); Pilgrim (Mass.); Prairie Island 1 (Minn.); Sequoyah 1 (Tenn.); and Waterford (La.). Since the reporting period ended, both Byron 2 
and Cooper have resolved their issues and have transitioned to the highest performing level. • Three nuclear reactors, Palisades (Mich.); Perry 
1 (Ohio); and Susquehanna 1 (Pa.), performed at a degraded level of performance. These plants will get additional inspections, senior 
management attention and oversight focused on the cause of their degraded performance. • One reactor, Browns Ferry 1 in Alabama, requires 
increased oversight because of a high significance safety finding, which will include additional inspections to confirm the plant’s 
performance issues are being addressed. • The Fort Calhoun plant in Nebraska is in an extended shutdown with significant performance 
issues and is currently under our special oversight program distinct from the normal performance levels. Therefore, the plant did not receive 
an annual assessment letter. Later this spring and summer, we will host a public meeting or other event near each plant to discuss the details 
of the annual assessment results and inspection plan. We also routinely post changes to plant performance on the NRC website. The next 
letter on plant performance will be the mid-cycle performance assessment in September. The NRC program of overseeing this nation’s 
reactors never ends. But the letters gives the public -- and the nuclear power plant owners – a regular report card and, when necessary, the 
path that will get them back to the honor roll.  
Kevin M. Roche, P.E. 
Operating Reactor Performance Assessment Lead 

Comments 

comment #7728 posted on 2012-03-15 04:34:31 by Jones 

I guess so that nuclear power plants are sensitive things for public. Most of the people worry about this. From this article it's nice to 
know the present situation of the nuclear power plants in the U.S. It's mentioned here that U.S. citizens are safe from this nuclear 
power plants. I think this article will help us to live our normal life without worry about this. Thanks with regards.
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posted on Thu, 15 Mar 2012 13:43:47 +0000 

Steam Generator Tube Failures -- Understanding the Situation 

posted on Fri, 16 Mar 2012 19:57:56 +0000 

The NRC’s Atomic Safety and Licensing Board plays a very important part in the agency’s consideration of requests 
for licenses to build and operate new facilities. The Board’s administrative law judges conduct independent hearings to consider arguments 
over whether the applications and the NRC’s reviews meet regulatory standards and comply with laws such as the Atomic Energy Act and 
National Environmental Policy Act. The judges then issue legally binding decisions on these matters. Three Board judges held an evidentiary 
hearing last week to consider arguments by three citizens groups regarding a facility now under construction at South Carolina’s Savannah 
River Site. The NRC issued the U.S. Dept of Energy a permit, through the department’s Shaw Areva MOX Services contractor, to build the 
facility in order to convert plutonium from former nuclear warheads into mixed plutonium and uranium fuel for civilian nuclear reactors. The 
facility is being built as part of a US-Russian treaty to reduce the number of nuclear weapons in each country. The citizen groups argue the 
facility cannot comply with NRC regulations to control and account for nuclear material. They say that the facility cannot track the plutonium 
going into the fuel accurately enough to properly account for it, and, therefore, some plutonium could be subject to diversion. These 
arguments touch on very important requirements, but at the same time the arguments involve documents and live testimony on very sensitive 
information. Federal law and regulations require the Board and all the participants in the hearing to protect that information, so the Board 
held this hearing behind closed doors. One of the citizens groups, Nuclear Watch South, was present at the hearing and all the groups 
participated fully through their lawyer and their expert witness. The three-judge panel expects to issue its decision in this case by the end of 
June.  
Scott Burnell 
Public Affairs Officer 

Comments 

comment #8672 posted on 2012-04-07 01:25:26 by Jack 

exactly. The citizen groups argue they ought to do this....

Yesterday, NRC announced it was sending a team of additional inspectors to the San Onofre Nuclear 
Generating Station to more fully understand why steam generator tubes are failing a pressure test. The 
tubes were isolated to Unit 3, which was safely shutdown on Jan. 31 when the tube leak was identified. 
There was no risk to the employees, the public, or the environment during the pressure test and both units 
are currently powered down. In order to understand the situation a little better, think of a steam generator 
as a large egg filled with water and thousands of long, thin metal tubes in a U-shape formation attached at 
the bottom of the egg. The steam generator removes heat from the nuclear reactor as the hot radioactive 
water that surrounds the fuel rods passes through these tubes. As the hot water travels through the tubes, 
the rest of the water in the egg becomes steam. The steam is transferred to the turbine building where it 
forces the turbine to move and creates electricity. A steam generator tube failing is a problem because 
radioactive water that passed over the nuclear reactor and into the steam generator may escape into the 
created steam through a hole in the tube. Then, the radioactive steam could end up at the turbine and 

eventually may escape to the environment. The NRC inspectors will take a very comprehensive look at this Unit 3 condition, including 
looking at the manufacturer’s steam generator design, construction and shipment to the site located near San Clemente, California. While 
other steam generators have shown wear after one cycle of operation, the level of wear at Unit 3 is more than expected. Currently, the plant’s 
operator is continuing pressure testing and so far seven tubes have failed. In addition to the resident inspectors, an NRC steam generator 
expert is on site and inspecting the ongoing testing. A public exit meeting will be scheduled in the coming weeks where the team will share 
their preliminary results.  
Lara Uselding 
Public Affairs 
Region IV 

Comments 

comment #7800 posted on 2012-03-17 15:54:13 by john obrotka 

i am just curious as to whether or not these steam generator tubes undergo high resolution x-ray examination prior to final assembly to
identify any questionable areas of fragility that may breech the patency of these assemblies. I'm quite sure the quality control has to be 
second to none when assembling a reactor generator plant. i would like to know what the outcome was if at all possible.

Page 27 of 40

05/03/201210:51:03 AMfile://V:\blog-published-2012-05-03@10-43-44.xml



Eager "IT Shadow Day" Students Indicate a Promising Tomorrow 

posted on Tue, 20 Mar 2012 17:18:21 +0000 

comment #8380 posted on 2012-03-21 15:16:51 by Moderator in response to comment #7800 

The licensee has a quality assurance program in place to ensure quality fabrication and construction, complying with construction 
codes and standards. The licensee inspects the equipment upon receipt and does a pre-service examination prior to putting the tubes in 
service. The 19,000 plus tubes are individually tested using electromagnetic testing. The NRC inspection team will hold a public exit 
meeting with the licensee to discuss preliminary findings and will also issue a written report within 30 days of completion of the 
inspection. Lara Uselding

[caption id="attachment_2419" align="alignright" width="630" caption="Senior IT Project Managers Roya Noory (seated center) and Carl 
Konzman (standing) work with three of the high school students."]

[/caption] Staff members from the NRC’s 
Office of New Reactors (NRO) and other agency employees got a first hand and up-close look at the future during the recently held IT 
Shadow Day. What they happily learned is that if the participating students are any indication the future of information technology is bright. 
Twenty-five students from Gaithersburg High School’s Academy of Information Technology and its Academy of Finance participated in the 
fifth annual event at agency headquarters in Rockville, Md. Among the senior agency officials who spoke to and interacted with the students 
were Deputy Executive Director for Corporate Management Darren Ash, Chief Financial Officer Jim Dyer and Office of Information 
Services Director Tom Boyce. After arriving at NRC headquarters via the Metro and downing a quick breakfast, the eager and receptive 
young minds “shadowed” various agency IT (and other) staff members who volunteered to share with them exactly what their jobs entail on a 
daily basis. The students also toured the agency’s Operations Center, Data Center and Video Conferencing Center. Following welcoming 
remarks and a brief overview of the office mission and responsibilities, three of the students -- Rena Cando, Jimmy Lutz and David Hann -- 
shadowed NRO IT professionals Beverly Holmes, Roya Noory, Luc Phuong and Carl Konzman. The trio learned about current office 
initiatives in web site development, programming, design methodology, development style, project management and the growing relationship 
between communications and information technology. Ms. Holmes observed that sharing her on-the-job experiences with the students proved 
uplifting. “We should embrace the time we have with youth like those who participated in IT Shadow Day,” she said. “It fosters the promise 
of new ideas and the development of future technologies that I cannot even begin to imagine.” The other NRO participants voiced similar 
thoughts, encouraged by the youthful energy level and intellectual curiousity of the students. “It’s great to see that high schools now support a 
broader awareness of information technology by providing students with the opportunity to experience IT as applied beyond what they may 
believe it is about,“ said Ms. Noory. The students were equally as ethusiastic and impressed. Rena Cando, a senior who is headed to Penn 
State University next fall, summarized her NRO shadowing experience as “fun” and “informational.” Fellow student David Hann, an 11th 
grader, said that spending time with members of NRO’s staff made it clear there is much more to the IT profession than “a bunch of people 
behind computers.” Hann said he hopes to secure an internship at the NRC in the not-too-distant future. Bryan Champion, the event’s Master 
of Ceremony, concluded that IT Shadow Day serves as “a win-win because members of the NRC staff have not only supported the growth of 
future IT professionals, but the agency also has the potential of raising and shaping its IT work force for the future.” Like I said, the future is 
bright.  
Robert Jasinski 
Senior Communications Specialist 

Comments 

comment #8470 posted on 2012-03-23 04:48:29 by educatorior 

Thisis great idea!! Such projects allow students to learn more about their future profession. Thank you for doing this.
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Asking the public for input on the FY 2012 proposed fee rule  

posted on Fri, 23 Mar 2012 17:35:38 +0000 

NRC Will Make Sure FirstEnergy Got It Right: What Caused the Cracks in the Davis-Besse Nuclear Plant’s Shield Building? 

posted on Tue, 27 Mar 2012 13:05:04 +0000 

comment #8498 posted on 2012-03-25 05:06:18 by Bianca 

Wow! They look so great! How I wish to be like them... More power guys!

Once again, we are looking to hear from the public about proposed changes to our fee rule. The agency is 
required by law to recover approximately 90 percent of our budget through fees to licensees and applicants. 
To accomplish this, each year we publish a rule that establishes the fees in a way that recoups the cost of 
“doing business” for the NRC. There are two types of fees: licensee-specific and annual fees. Both types of 
fees incorporate the cost of the program oversight and agency overhead. Licensee-specific fees are based 
on hourly rates to recover the costs of specific services, such as reviewing applications and performing 
inspections. Annual fees recover all other costs. For FY 2012, the NRC received about $1 billion. Based on 
this amount, the NRC must recover about $909.5 million directly from those we regulate by Sept. 30. In 
our regulations, approximately 40 percent of the fees will be billed for licensee-specific services and the 
remaining 60 percent will be billed as annual fees. The proposed fee rule includes several changes. First, 
we are proposing to change the current hourly rate slightly from $273 to $274. Second, we would revise 
the flat license application fees (found in our federal guidelines 10 CFR Parts 170.21 and 170.31) to reflect 

the new hourly rate. Finally,we would revise annual fees, as appropriate, for all licensees. We also propose that the annual fees would 
increase for some licenses, such as for most material users, fuel facilities and transportation, and would decrease for operating nuclear 
reactors, research and test reactors, spent fuel storage facilities and most uranium recovery licenses. We continue efforts to keep our fees as 
low as possible by ensuring our programs are conducted efficiently and effectively, and we request from Congress only the resources 
necessary to perform our mission of protecting people and the environment If you are interested in submitting comments visit 
www.regulations.gov and use Docket ID NRC-2011-0207. Go to: NRC Plans, Budget and Performance for more information.  
Renu Suri 
Fee Policy Analyst 
Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

Comments 

What caused the cracks in the shield building at the Davis-Besse nuclear plant and what needs to be done to ensure 
the building’s long-term safety? The NRC’s current inspection is focused on making sure we are satisfied with FirstEnergy’s answers to these 
questions. We’ve previously written about the NRC’s exhaustive efforts to ensure the cracks found in the shield building around the Davis-
Besse nuclear power plant’s containment structure are not compromising current safety. We will continue to take the necessary steps during 
the current inspection to make sure that the reasons for these cracks are well understood and FirstEnergy’s proposed actions to ensure the 
building’s long-term safety will accomplish this goal. First, we studied the initial review done by the plant’s owner – FirstEnergy – in their 
root cause analysis to gain a better understanding of how the company arrived at its conclusions. Then, a team of four NRC inspectors went to 
the plant with about 80 questions associated with this initial review. They recently finished a week-long inspection verifying the initial 
information and questioning the company’s conclusions. While at the plant, the NRC inspectors also reexamined the condition of the shield 
building. By the time the company submitted the root-cause report to the NRC on February 28, in accordance with the plant’s commitment to 
the agency, our inspectors had already completed observations and verification of the company’s shield building testing. Months before, NRC 
inspectors had traveled to laboratories in California and Colorado to directly observe tests of concrete samples removed from the Davis-Besse 
shield building. These tests are a key component of the cracking analysis and NRC inspectors need to have confidence in their quality. The 
NRC’s actions to accomplish an in-depth review of FirstEnergy’s root cause submittal involve further actions: • examining key aspects of the 
analyses performed by the company’s contractor to support the FirstEnergy’s root cause conclusions; • making sure First Energy considered 
all possible causes of cracking based on inputs from multiple sources such as the industry’s and the company’s operating experience; and • 
thoroughly evaluating the company’s proposed corrective actions to make sure they are sufficient to maintain the long-term safety of shield 
building. The NRC’s independent inspection will continue to challenge the company’s the root cause report and planned corrective actions 
until we have confidence in their thoroughness and accuracy. The NRC will discuss its conclusions on the adequacy of FirstEnergy’s root 
cause analysis and proposed corrective actions at a public meeting to be scheduled after we complete our inspection. The details of this 
inspection will be outlined in a publically available report. Background information on the discovery of the shield building cracks in October 
2011 and the NRC’s response to the issue can be found in the following blog posts: There Are No Cracks in Davis-Besse’s Containment - 
October 24, 2011 How did the NRC decide the shield building at Davis-Besse is safe? –December 12, 2011 Openness, transparency and 
Davis-Besse - January 10, 2012  
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High School Students DREAM of Careers in Engineering 

posted on Thu, 29 Mar 2012 13:39:28 +0000 

Last-Minute Location Change for Next Week’s Seismic Meeting 

posted on Fri, 30 Mar 2012 18:23:48 +0000 

Viktoria Mitlyng 
Public Affairs Officer, Region III 
Comments 

comment #10849 posted on 2012-04-25 06:26:49 by bridgewest123 

great article! thanks for sharing such good info. ~alex

[caption id="attachment_2458" align="alignright" width="112" caption="Theresa Clark"] [/caption] As you would expect, 
the NRC employs technical staff in various engineering and science fields, from materials engineering to hydrology. We frequently recruit at 
colleges and universities to publicize our opportunities and find talented students who can become the nuclear professionals of tomorrow. 
Occasionally, our outreach extends to high-school and middle-school students, who may not have considered careers in our field but still have 
plenty of time to pursue that track.Last month, the NRC participated in the University of Maryland’s Women in Engineering DREAM 
Conference. “DREAM,” which stands for Developing Revolutionary Engineers and Mentors, was a free one-day event attended by hundreds 
of local high-school students and their parents. The participants could choose from a number of exciting activities, including panel 
discussions by current students and engineering professionals, a presentation on the university’s sustainable WaterShed house, and planning 
sessions on college applications and financial aid. They also heard a motivational talk during lunch from a Northrop Grumman manager who 
fought to create a technical career for herself, starting from the moment her school administration said she had to take home economics 
instead of technical drawing. Three NRC volunteers were active participants in this event. Theresa Clark of the Office of New Reactors -- a 
University of Maryland (UMD) graduate in materials science and engineering -- spoke about her NRC experience as part of a “DREAM 
Jobs” panel in the morning. The students and parents asked great questions about fun parts of the panelists’ jobs, how internships play a role 
in finding a career path, and whether the panelists had created a good balance between work and family life. In the afternoon, I joined 
Suzanne Schroer of the Office of New Reactors (also pursuing a master’s degree in reliability engineering at UMD) at an information fair for 
the participants. For the better part of an hour, we told students what the NRC does, fielded questions, and gave out brochures and other 
materials to promote careers at the NRC. Though these students still have years of education ahead of them, we hope that outreach 
opportunities like this one will help develop a future generation of technical professionals. We look forward to seeing some of them apply to 
NRC jobs in the future!  
Kim English 
Office of Human Resources 

Comments 

comment #8536 posted on 2012-03-29 20:47:02 by Bruce Behrhorst 

comment #10902 posted on 2012-04-29 21:57:30 by devaughnburkeinc 

comment #10735 posted on 2012-04-16 12:21:22 by Fibromyalgia Natural Treatment 

I just don't understand the American educational system. In any normal R&D educational system Ms Clark would be working right 
now as partime engineering apprentice at an engineering firm developing nuclear rocket engines for an expanding space program. But 
in the real world students are strapped with huge mounds of educational debit that sap the financial resources of their family while 
Gov't and there crony businesses buddies are allowed to create fraud and thieve are rewarded. Sorry this is our upside down world. 

Being a Engineer is a great thing but a very hard to do

Gov't should continue to endorse young people to become a nuclear engineers because no mater what everybody says about nuclear 
energy being bad for the enviroment, it will still remain the most efficient and important way for producing energy in the next couple 
of decades.
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Putting Security Back into the Reactor Oversight Process Assessment Program 

posted on Wed, 04 Apr 2012 15:11:42 +0000 

Every once in awhile, one of our public meetings will outgrow its original location and we have to find a different 
venue. This sort of situation gets more complicated when there’s not much time to find a new location, and that’s what happened with our 
meeting next week to discuss the recently announced earthquake re-evaluations of U.S. commercial nuclear power plants. The meeting’s now 
being held at the San Mateo Marriott on 1770 S. Amphlett Blvd. in San Mateo, Calif. The meeting will run from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. PDT on 
April 2 and from 9 a.m. to noon PDT on April 3. If you’re interested in the meeting but can’t make it to San Mateo, you can also participate 
via teleconference and webinar. For information on calling in or participating in the webinar, please contact Christopher Gratton at 301-415-
1055 or christopher.gratton@nrc.gov. NRC staff at the meeting will talk with nuclear power plant representatives about the generic methods 
to meet two agency requests for information. The first calls for reanalysis of each U.S. reactor’s earthquake risk. The second requires the 
plants to “walk down” each reactor to identify any near-term actions for enhancing earthquake resistance. Each U.S. nuclear power plant will 
develop specific plans for these efforts in the near future. These measures are included in the NRC’s recent information request to all U.S. 
nuclear power plants, part of our ongoing implementation of changes in response to last year’s events at Japan’s Fukushima Daiichi nuclear 
power plant.  
Scott Burnell 
Public Affairs Officer 

Comments 

comment #8555 posted on 2012-03-31 03:03:22 by tpteam6 

thanks for the share. very well written....

The NRC assesses the safety of all 104 nuclear reactors in this country by looking closely at seven different safety 
“cornerstones.” These are the fundamentals of nuclear plant safety such as “public radiation safety,” and “barrier integrity.” The severity of 
any performance issue is assessed using a color-coded system as part of the NRC’s Reactor Oversight Process (ROP). However, for the past 
10 years or so, the NRC assessed nuclear plant security using a separate oversight process. The NRC made the separation shortly after the 
terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, to limit the possibility that anyone could extrapolate potential protective-measure vulnerabilities at its 
licensed facilities. The NRC has since enhanced security requirements. In June, 2011, the staff submitted a paper, SECY-11-0073, to the 
Commission seeking approval of a proposal to reintegrate nuclear plant security into the existing ROP. This will achieve a more integrated 
assessment of licensee performance. On July 20, 2011, the Commission approved the staff’s proposal. So what does this mean? It means that 
experts in safety and experts in security are working together now to implement this reintegration and are updating the Inspection Manuals 
used by the staff. The goal is to complete these by July 2012. The NRC will communicate the changes to licensees, through a Regulatory 
Issue Summary, to provide them with the implementation plan and effective date. The staff will continue to issue security inspection reports 
and letters for security findings in the same manner as today, except instead of separate assessment letters for safety and security, they will be 
combined into a single letter issued every six months. As is already the case, sensitive security-related information will not be contained in 
the public version of the assessment letters. The public website will be revised to include security cornerstone assessment inputs, but with a 
different color scheme than used for safety violations. For example, the color blue will signify a greater-than-green (white, yellow, or red) 
security input. When the website is updated to reflect reintegration, plants with pre-existing security issues will appear to shift in the ROP 
Action Matrix. In all cases, the NRC will have already identified the input under the security assessment process and will be in various states 
of planning, performing, or completing the NRC’s response and inspection for those issues. The reintegration of security and safety is 
important because it will allow the NRC to achieve a more integrated assessment of licensee performance and make the integrated assessment 
information available to the public. However, that does not mean that details about security will be made publicly available. The NRC will 
continue to protect security-related information so that it cannot be used by potential adversaries.  
Kevin Roche 
Reactor Operations Engineer 

Comments 
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Channeling da Vinci: The Competition to Create the NRC Seal 

posted on Fri, 06 Apr 2012 13:47:47 +0000 

comment #8639 posted on 2012-04-04 21:16:18 by arthur rosenzweig yale 53 

comment #8718 posted on 2012-04-09 12:49:18 by Moderator in response to comment #8639 

i'm a yale grad and i found this blog entry to be meaningless mush, making me feel like i was wool gathering. absolute blather. what 
does it have to do with your sell-out to Monticello regarding your relicensing assessment? and that your assessments read almost 
verbatim like the original plans? you need not to be respected, if we are to take care of ourselves appropriately. why don't you tell us 
all how much population density around Pilgrim nuclear has changed in the last 40 years?

The population within the 10-mile Emergency Planning Zone around the Pilgrim nuclear power plant: 1965: 26,281; 2011: 100,123 
The total population of the larger surrounding cities (Weymouth, Quincy, Brockton, Fall River, New Bedford, and Boston), from 
census data: 1965: 1,035,000; 2010: 1,041,000 Posted by the Moderator

[caption id="attachment_2494" align="alignleft" width="110" caption="U.S. Army Institute of Heraldry seal designs"]
[/caption] When it comes to creating a seal, most federal agencies keep it simple: show what you do. The Forest Service: A pine tree. The 
Bureau of Reclamation: A lake. The Federal Communications Commission: Telephone lines. It’s usually not complicated. But for the NRC, 
the eagle-centered seal reflected the controversies that caused its creation out of the former Atomic Energy Commission (AEC). Even before 
the NRC opened its doors on January 19, 1975, the U.S. Army Institute of Heraldry produced a number of seal options for the agency. The 
Institute’s key symbols were the atom to represent nuclear R&D and five pointed stars or similar figures to represent the five Commissioners, 
and usually had a circle to “symbolize complete control for peaceful purposes.” AEC counsel Marcus Rowden, soon to be one the NRC’s first 
five commissioners, was “somewhat underwhelmed” by the choices and suggested soliciting employee submissions. In early 1975, 
employees, family members, and contractors submitted about 70 designs. While some employees simply wanted the old AEC seal 
superimposed with the new agency name, others were unconventional, including one attempt at Leonardo da Vinci’s The Vitruvian Man. 
Many reveal what the first NRC employees imagined their agency should be by using symbols depicting a broad agency mission of public 
safety, environmental protection, and fairness in the regulatory process. A selection committee picked a number of finalists and sent them to 
the Commission. [caption id="attachment_2495" align="alignright" width="150" caption="The Vitruvian Man design option"]

[/caption] But none of the finalists got the nod. The NRC was created in part because of the perception that the AEC 
favored promoting nuclear power over ensuring its safety. The AEC’s seal had prominently displayed an atom at its center. Any submission 
that reminded the public too much of the NRC’s link to the AEC was a non-starter. Additionally, some NRC retirees recall that federal 
agencies questioned whether the NRC, a regulatory agency with considerable independence, could represent the federal government on 
export licensing issues. It seems that the agency needed a seal that broke with its past but clearly linked it to the federal government. The 
Commission opted for a bald eagle featured on the seals of the President and several agencies. Benjamin Huberman, the director of the Office 
of Policy Evaluation, put his engineering drafting skills to work. He pulled a dollar bill out of his wallet and used its eagle as a model. He 
eliminated the dollar’s cluster of 13 stars, as well as the ribbon clutched in its beak. He added the NRC’s name and five stars to represent the 

agency’s five Commissioners. It was approved. The NRC’s selection of a seal reflects a regulatory agency 
seeking to distance itself from a promotional past while also clarifying its new place firmly within the federal 
government.  
Tom Wellock, NRC Historian 

Comments 

Page 32 of 40

05/03/201210:51:03 AMfile://V:\blog-published-2012-05-03@10-43-44.xml



Taking a close look at SONGS 

posted on Tue, 10 Apr 2012 12:30:46 +0000 

Palm-Sized Mini Nukes – For Real? 

posted on Thu, 12 Apr 2012 18:31:40 +0000 

comment #8665 posted on 2012-04-06 13:20:30 by richard911326 

I think the seal that was chosen is an excellent choice as were the thought behind its selection.

[caption id="attachment_2505" align="alignleft" width="300" caption="NRC Chairman Jaczko (l), NRC inspector Greg Warnock and 
Southern California Edison Chief Nuclear Officer Pete Dietrich talk about the steam generator issues at the San Onofre (Calif.) nuclear power 

plant. Photo by Lynn Sakamoto of Southern California Edison"] [/caption] Friday, April 6th, 
was a long day. Very long. We trouped out of the hotel about 6:45 a.m. and set off for the start of 12 hours of nonstop nuclear issues. First 
stop: the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, or SONGS to the residents of Southern California. The plant has two reactors, Units 2 and 3 
(Unit 1 was closed and taken down years ago). Units 2 and 3 are having trouble with new steam generators – in essence huge radiators to 
transfer heat from radioactive water from the reactors to clean water that becomes steam and drives the turbines and generators. Some wear 
was found on Unit 2’s steam generators when that unit went off line in January. Then more pronounced wear forced Unit 3 to shut down 
when a small leak developed that let a little radioactive water over to the clean water side. Although the leak did not pose a threat to plant 
workers or the surrounding communities, and was less than the NRC requirement for shutdown, plant officials shut the plant down anyway. 
The NRC, plant officials and residents were concerned. NRC Chairman Gregory Jaczko concluded this issue was sufficiently serious to 
warrant a whirlwind trip to talk with plant executives, employees, local citizen groups, elected officials, California state power officials (with 
summer approaching supply is an issue), and the news media. The SONGS stop was in conjunction with Senator Diane Feinstein, D-Calif., 
and Rep. Darrell Issa, R-Calif., whose district encompasses the plant. They participated variously in the tour and briefings by plant 
executives. Jaczko and Issa went into the normally sealed containment dome of one of the reactors to see the massive steam generators. The 
day also included a press conference with a dozen cameras and about 20 reporters, with another 50 reporters and interested parties listening in 
on a conference call the NRC arranged. That was followed by four back-to-back meetings with local officials and residents concerned about 
the plant. At each venue Jaczko’s message was the same: First, the plant has to find the cause of the wear in Unit 3. Then it must see if there 
is anything that would call into question the integrity of the devices in Unit 2. And only then can anyone think of even temporarily restarting 
Unit 2. There is no timeline. Safety trumps anything else, and to the maximum extent possible information on the steam generator problem 
will be public, with ample opportunity for residents to hear what is going on. He also described Southern California Edison’s approach to the 
problem as conservative and “the right thing to do.” Members of one of the larger groups of individuals to meet with Jaczko – opposed to 
continued operation of the plant -- detailed their concerns. “We’re entrusted with the responsibility of ensuring that the licensee does the right 
thing. We have the same interests at heart that you do,” he told them.  
Eliot Brenner 
Director, Office of Public Affairs 

Comments 

comment #10766 posted on 2012-04-19 08:14:53 by sabun beras thailand 

Nice Article,very educated. thx a lot for share this knowledge

People here at the NRC were scratching their heads last week when e-mails began circulating about an Internet ad for the KUBE X-15 
MiniNuke, a palm-sized power reactor that supposedly could power a city the size of Dayton, Ohio, for a year. The ad said the device was 
“pending approval by federal regulators” and even prominently displayed the NRC’s branding logo. But the poor regulators (that would be 
us) hadn’t even heard about this revolutionary product we were supposedly about to certify. Then of course we remembered the date. And 
indeed, the KUBE X-15, supposedly marketed by TigerDirect.com, was an ingenious April Fool’s joke. After the prank was exposed by 
International Business Times, the “ad” was pulled from the web. There were several clues that immediately signaled the ad’s false claims, 
such as the proviso, “additional plutonium sold separately.” But to us, at least, the most obvious tip-off that this was a joke came near the 
bottom: “This product has not been approved by the USNRC. They wouldn’t even take our calls or return a damn e-mail! But we think they’d 
have no problem with the KUBE.” We pride ourselves on answering public inquiries, after all, even crazy ones! Even after the prank was 
exposed, the ad continued to circulate, and many folks on Twitter retweeted the exciting news of the technology breakthrough at #KUBEX15. 
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NRC Economist Selected to Lecture in Slovakia 

posted on Mon, 16 Apr 2012 18:12:01 +0000 

The Terrible Twos 

posted on Thu, 19 Apr 2012 12:43:34 +0000 

So just for the record – such a tiny nuclear generator doesn’t exist and is NOT being reviewed by the NRC. It might be nice if power 
generation were as simple as pouring some plutonium powder into a small block the size of a Rubik’s Cube. But 
for now, we’ll be sticking to regulating those old-fashioned large plants that keep the computers running so those 
funny folks at TigerDirect.com – wherever and whoever they are – can keep us laughing.  
David McIntyre 
Public Affairs Officer 

Comments 

comment #8770 posted on 2012-04-12 15:28:48 by Carlos L 

It is good to see that the folks are the NRC have a sense of humor . . . !!!

[caption id="attachment_2550" align="alignright" width="300" caption="Michael Dusaniwskyj, right, and the U.S. Ambassador to Slovakia, 

Ambassador Theodore Sedgwick"] [/caption] Most people think of the NRC as a place filled 
with engineers, health physicists, and nuclear scientists. That is true, but the nature of our regulatory oversight work extends beyond the 
technical, and into the financial realm as well. As a measure of a licensee’s ability to safely operate, and eventually decommission, a nuclear 
facility, we are tasked with confirming the financial stability of those corporations and entities. Michael Dusaniwskyj is an NRC economist 
conducting Financial Qualifications Safety Evaluations and Decommissioning Funding Assurance Reviews for the NRC. His high regard in 
the world of finance and economics has led the U.S. Department of State and the J. William Fulbright Foreign Scholarship Board to select 
him as a Fulbright Specialist on a project in Slovakia at the Technical University of Kosice during March 2012. The Fulbright Specialists 
Program, created in 2000 to complement the traditional Fulbright Scholar Program, provides short term academic opportunities (two to six 
weeks) to prominent U.S. faculty and professionals to support curricular and faculty development and institutional planning at post 
secondary, academic institutions around the world. This is the second time he has received this award. His first was in 2005 at the Luhansk 
Taras Shevchenko National Pedagogical University in Luhansk, Ukraine. So last month, Michael lectured on a variety of economic, nuclear 
and regulatory subjects to baccalaureate, master’s and doctoral candidates at both the Technical University of Kosice, but also at the Pavol 
Jozef Safarik University. He estimates he spoke to some 800 students during 24 sessions. He is one of some 400 U.S. faculty and 
professionals who will travel abroad this year through the Fulbright Specialists Program. The NRC is pleased that Michael was selected for 
this honor, and expects that our agency will benefit as much as his students from this valuable international exchange of ideas and skills.  
Victor Cusumano 
Technical Assistant 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Comments 

Page 34 of 40

05/03/201210:51:03 AMfile://V:\blog-published-2012-05-03@10-43-44.xml



Problems in the Aggregate – Literally 

posted on Fri, 20 Apr 2012 19:43:26 +0000 

In celebrating the second birthday of our Open Government Plan, we did what any proud 
parent would do, we made a movie! You can see our story on YouTube. During the past two years we have successfully begun to use social 
media services, redesigned the agency’s website, www.nrc.gov, made finding documents easier, and published a significant amount of raw 
data in formats that enable stakeholders to more easily analyze our information. We have also provided more opportunities for stakeholder 
and public engagement and have worked to improve the experience of those who participate. We have provided subscription-based services 
to keep stakeholders informed, expanded the use of virtual meeting and Web conferencing technologies, increased the agency’s capacity for 
webcasting from 50 to 100 meetings per year, and introduced new channels for engagement through this blog,  our Twitter feed, and our 
YouTube site. In addition, we’ve made special efforts to reach out to the public on topics of high interest, such as concerns raised by the 
events at the Fukushima nuclear plants in Japan and the effects of the Missouri River flooding on the Fort Calhoun nuclear plant in Nebraska. 
And, to improve the experience of participants, we have expanded our internal meeting best practices website, and our meeting facilitator and 
advisor program. But we are not done! On April 9th we published an addendum to our plan to provide the roadmap for the next two years. 
Over the next two years we will build on our accomplishments by increasing our focus on the use of plain language, continuing to strengthen 
our use of social media, improving the rulemaking comment process, and furthering collaboration with our state regulatory partners. In 
addition, we will implement Mobile NRC, a new effort to provide mobile access to key agency content. Finally, stakeholder feedback helped 
us formulate our forward plans, and as always, we welcome your thoughts!  
Fran Goldberg and Stu Reiter 
CoChairs, NRC Open Government Advisory Group 

Comments 

comment #10790 posted on 2012-04-20 20:15:29 by jeff 

comment #10791 posted on 2012-04-20 20:21:50 by jeff in response to comment #10767 

comment #10873 posted on 2012-04-26 12:12:44 by Moderator in response to comment #10767 

comment #10767 posted on 2012-04-19 10:15:22 by Scott Seman 

Regarding your "Terrible Twos" article: How do you think the employees of Fort Calhoun feel about being mentioned as one of TWO 
plants in the article, titled TERRIBLE TWOS? You are the Regulator. Act respectfully.

Great question! How many of my tax dollars are paying for liberal media types to come up with eye- catching but unprofessional blog 
titles? Is NRC is a regulator, or a comic strip?

The NRC uses existing office budgets to support the President’s Open Government mandate, which is overseen by the Deputy 
Executive Director for Corporate Management. Resources devoted to the Open Government effort are not separately budgeted for and 
are not specifically identified during the budget process. Support for this initiative is included in the individual activities of offices 
such as the Office of Public Affairs and the Office of Information Services.

How is the 'open government plan' being funded?

Economists and others like to talk about “problems in the aggregate,” or a big-picture view of the issues. But that 
phrase is taking on new meaning in the case of the Seabrook nuclear power plant, where there are concerns 
involving the aggregate used in the concrete. More specifically, the problem at the New Hampshire facility is the 
intrusion of moisture into the foundation walls of certain structures, resulting in the degradation of some of the 
concrete. The exact term for what is occurring at Seabrook is alkali silica reaction, or ASR, which involves the 
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What’s So Hard(ened) About Vents? 

posted on Tue, 24 Apr 2012 15:33:18 +0000 

hydroxide ions in the pore solution in cement paste and the reactive silica in aggregate. (Aggregates are inert granular materials, such as sand, 
gravel or crushed stone that, along with water and cement paste, are an essential ingredient in concrete.) The main byproduct of ASR is a gel, 
which can expand and may cause micro-cracks in the concrete. While the extent of the problem is still being evaluated, structures identified 
as being affected by ASR are considered “operable but degraded.” What exactly does that mean? In layman’s terms, it means the NRC – 
while far from done with reviews of the issue – has determined the structures can continue to safely perform their function based on the 
following information: 1. Conservative safety load factors, or the extra safety margin that was included when the structures were designed 
and built; 2. Visual observations by qualified NRC inspectors; 3. The fact that the ASR is limited to localized areas; and 4. Because 
progression of the concrete degradation is occurring slowly. That determination, contained in an NRC inspection report issued on March 26, 
was the result of reviews carried out by six of our inspectors over many months, dating back to last September. Among other things, we made 
use of concrete/structural integrity expertise at our headquarters office. We also had an inspector in our Region III office, in suburban 
Chicago, observe lab tests performed in Northfield, Ill., on concrete core samples taken from Seabrook. An important next step for the NRC’s 
review of the Seabrook concrete degradation will be a public meeting scheduled for Monday, April 23, at our headquarters office in 
Rockville, Md. During that meeting, the NRC staff will discuss with NextEra, the plant’s owner and operator, its analysis of the issue, 
planned corrective actions and dates to fully correct the problem, as well as other details. Based on the outcome of that session, the NRC will 
determine its next steps regarding the issue. One thing we have already made clear is that no decision will be made by the agency on a license 
renewal application for the plant until the extent of the concrete degradation is fully understood. Members of the public who would like to 
listen in on the meeting but cannot travel to NRC headquarters will be able to do so by phone bridge. What’s more, the slides to be used 
during the session will be available via an online webinar. More details regarding the April 23rd meeting are available at: 
http://www.nrc.gov/public-involve/public-meetings/index.cfm .  
Neil Sheehan 
Region I Public Affairs Officer 

Comments 

comment #10789 posted on 2012-04-20 20:02:20 by jeff 

Well written article, but NRC should not put "cute" titles on your articles, like "Problems in the Aggregate." If i were an employee at 
Seabrook, I would not appreciate the "flip" treatment of an important issue like this, one that is likely costing significant resources to 
resolve. You are not the media. You are the REGULATOR. You should act respectfully if you want to be respected.

The idea of “containment venting” has been front and center in discussions about the 
Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear accident and what the NRC wants plants to do to improve their vents. But to most people outside the nuclear 
industry vents are the things in our houses that hot or cold air flows through. So here’s a little background. The accident in Japan involved 
what’s called a Mark I boiling-water reactor. Mark I designs have a relatively small structure, or “containment,” to hold in steam and 
radioactive material if an accident occurs. If pressure inside the containment gets too high during an accident, the reactor’s safety systems 
will have trouble pumping water into the core to keep it cool – which will make the accident much worse and possibly lead to high levels of 
radiation escaping into the environment. Part of this accident scenario also involves hydrogen gas building up inside containment. As we saw 
at Fukushima, if hydrogen is not allowed to escape, it can explode and damage the reactor building, which also could lead to radiation leaking 
into the environment. This is where vents come in. They can be used to reduce pressure in containment so that water can still be pumped 
through to cool the fuel rods. The vents can also safely release built-up hydrogen to prevent explosions. Decades ago, U.S. Mark I plants 
installed vents, valves and piping, but the circumstances in the Fukushima accident suggest the vent designs should be improved. The NRC is 
also considering whether the vents should have filters to capture any radioactive material in the vented gas On March 12, the NRC issued an 
Order to all U.S. Mark I plants, as well as similar Mark II reactors. The Order requires Mark I plants to ensure their vents are hardened and 
reliable, and it requires Mark II plants to install hardened, reliable vents. “Hardened” means these vents must withstand the pressure and 
temperature of the steam generated early in an accident. The vents must also withstand possible fires and small explosions if they are used to 
release hydrogen later in an accident. The vents must be reliable enough to be operated even if the reactor loses all electrical power or if other 
hazardous conditions exist. The NRC staff will issue, later this summer, specific guidance on the requirements for containment vents. In order 
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to ensure these vent improvements are properly designed and installed, the NRC has set a deadline of Dec. 31, 2016, for the Mark I and II 
plants to comply with the Order.  
Scott Burnell 
Public Affairs Officer 

Comments 

comment #10844 posted on 2012-04-24 11:52:08 by Aladar Stolmar 

Severe accident response for water cooled water moderated reactors Aladar Stolmar 11-14-24-2011 Summary Considering the TMI-2, 
Fukushima Daiichi 1, 2 and 3 reactor severe accidents and the Paks-2 fuel washing vessel incident, also the SFD and other related 
nuclear reactor fuel severe damage experiments it is evident that the ignition and firestorm of the Zirconium-steam reaction occurs 
several hours after the severe reduction in cooling capability arises. This solution utilizes this time gap and proposes the equipment 
and response modifications aiming the elimination of ignition of Zirconium-steam reaction in PWR and BWR reactors. Also the 
solution deals with the results of such ignition and Zirconium-steam reaction in the maximum extent, in case the ignition despite the 
efforts occurs. Aiming the public safety in presence of nuclear power plant two questions have to be answered: Do You prevent the 
ignition of Zirconium in the steam? And Do You protect the surrounding of the plant from radioactive releases in case the entire 
Zirconium inventory burned in a firestorm? The presented here solution gives positive answers to both questions. The key element of 
this solution is the rapid reactor depressurization using a top vent from the reactor head. The same will provide a controlled routing 
for the Hydrogen generated in case the ignition of Zirconium-steam reaction still occurs. Recognizing the need for response It is very 
important to recognize that the condition for a severe accident response developed. The key characteristic for such a condition is the 
loss of reactor fuel cooling capability. The best demonstration of this is provided by the Paks refueling pond fuel washing vessel 
incident. The turning off the circulating pump required the switching on the natural circulation by removing the vessel head. Failure 
in the removing the washing vessel head after turning off the pump equals to loss of cooling capability. In TMI-2 the loss of cooling 
capability was caused by the loss of primary system coolant and hence the interruption of circulation through the core. The indicators 
were the temperature measurements from the core exit, - unfortunately ignored by the operators. In Fukushima Daiichi the loss of 
outside heat sink connection and continued heat transfer to the torus in form of exhaust from the turbine driven pumps caused 
overheating of water reserves and cavitations of the pumps and failure of coolant supply into the reactors. (In this later case the 
venting of exhaust from the turbine pump drives outside the torus also would increase the time, but there are reports of control 
failures as well due to loss of battery power.) It is necessary to develop a plant specific list of critical indicators, the detection of 
which will require to initiate the severe accident response. The guideline for developing such plant specific severe accident response 
trigger indicator list should start from inability to detect the reactor condition, go through the reactor circulation interruption and end 
with the loss of connection to the heat sink. Any of these should require immediate activation of Severe Accident Response. The 
means of Severe Accident Response It is a very simple high pressure vent line from the top of the reactor vessel to the outside 
environment, to the top of the vent stack or other high point. It must be equipped with a primary or inside the containment valve, 
which is locked open for the reactor operation and closed only for the reactor head removal and vent line disassembly during 
refueling operations; a Severe Accident Response Valve, which is in normal operating condition the only closing element between the 
top of the reactor and the environment and opened in response to the severe accident trigger indicator; a low pressure burst disc or 
blow away cap protecting the internal volume of vent pipe from the environment on the top end and a separator vessel with a float 
type condensate drain. The high pressure separator vessel should have a volume at least 10 times the internal volume of vent line and 
the incoming line should be the half diameter of the exhaust vent line, for example 100 mm reactor side and 200 mm vent stack side 
OD lines (also 100 mm OD separator drain) would be sufficient for a 500 MWe reactor system, 125 and 250 mm OD for 1000-1500 
MWe. The location of the Severe Accident Response Valve should be close to a continuously manned operator workstation and the 
operators should be trained to open the Severe Accident Response Valve immediately, when instructed by the Unit Chief Shift 
Operator to do so. At the fill-up and pressurization (or cold shutdown depressurization) of reactor a manual 12 mm OD air-vent 
bypass line should be operated to assure the fill-up and drainage of the vent line before the Severe Accident Response Valve. The 
vent line between the reactor and Severe Accident Response Valve should drain back to reactor and drain to the separator after that. 
Borated water reserve and passive injection system is a standard element of nuclear power reactors, but a review of its operability in 
case of Severe Accident Response Valve activation and reactor system full depressurization should be mandated. The guideline for 
the acceptability of the system would be that a reactor from full power should be brought to cold shutdown using only these reserves 
as passive injection after opening the Severe Accident Response Valve. It is likely that addition of atmospheric pressure reserves 
located at higher elevations will be required in most of the NPPs. Normal response and recovery In case of the Severe Accident 
Response Valve activation even from a full power initial condition the reactor system would reach atmospheric pressure and the core 
would be continuously flooded by borated water, no extensive stagnant steam bubble formation in the core volume and ignition of 
Zirconium-steam reaction is expected. When the normal cooling and circulation is restored the Severe Accident Response Valve 
could be closed and after a detailed review the normal operation could be resumed. In case that an elevated coolant activity indicates 
some fuel cladding damage, the refueling and detailed fuel condition check should be performed before the normal operation 
recovery. Severe fuel damage and response In case the same severe fuel damage as in Fukushima Daiichi 1, 2 and 3 or TMI-2, - the 
ignition and firestorm of the Zirconium-steam reaction, - occurs the already open or subsequent opening of Severe Accident Response 
Valve will provide a vent line for the generated Hydrogen, where it most certainly will ignite and burn off. (Igniters could be provided
to assure this.) The possibility to close the Severe Accident Response Valve after radioactivity detected in the vent line separator will 
allow a reduction of the radioactive releases into the environment. Periodic opening and closing of the Severe Accident Response 
Valve will provide means to reduce the containment pressure to safe levels for the expense of controlled radioactive releases. 
Additional safety concerns The routing of primary system outside the containment to the Severe Accident Response Valve could be 
viewed as a violation of the safety concept that the entire primary system should be enclosed in the containment. Providing an 
additional volume enclosing the vent line in a secure and controlled manner, which may include addition of isolator valves before and 
after the Severe Accident Response Valve will allow the sealing of primary system from the environment in case of leakages through 
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Severe Accident Response Valve and a sealed volume connected to or separate from the containment will be formed what would 
resolve this concern. Indeed, this line should be treated as the most vital pipeline in the reactor system and should be provided with all 
the necessary anti-earthquake and other protections, most particularly freeze protection for the gas venting possibility. The operation 
of the reactor system could be allowed only when this system is fully operational, all isolator valves locked open. The sizing of this 
line should be based on water plug jets driven under the pressure difference from an explosive ignition and firestorm of the 
Zirconium-steam reaction. Civil defense and Severe Accident Response Team The actuation of Severe Accident Response Valve 
should be a trigger for the civil defense evacuation order in a predetermined extent and sequence, considering the downwind 
direction. The operators automatically become Severe Accident Response Team with a dedicated Recovery Outfit. In case the lost 
cooling capability and circulation through the core is verifiably restored, the head of the Severe Accident Response Team may order 
to close the Severe Accident Response Valve, which automatically switches the operation to a normal cold shutdown. The activated 
civil defense evacuation could be interrupted or ceased only based on the radioactive releases. Periodic tests The Severe Accident 
Response tests should be provided at least yearly for the operators and for the civil defense personal as mock tests, but a real test from 
50% power also should be performed on each reactor after a full core reload and restart every 5 years. In order not to endanger the 
fuel integrity, the interruption of cooling is not required for the opening of Severe Accident Response Valve, only when the changing 
conditions in the reactor system require that. However, if elevated radioactivity of coolant would indicate fuel damage even in these 
conditions, a review of operating license is warranted. After the live tests the burst disks or blow away caps on the top of the vent pipe 
should be replaced! Rational of the severe accident response proposal The proposed manual valve operation in case of danger of 
severe accident in the nuclear power reactor system may be questioned based on the fact that we are deliberately venting into the air 
radioactive primary coolant or even fuel fragments containing Hydrogen reaction product in case the severity of the accident reaches 
the ignition of the fuel cladding and fuel bundle material, Zirconium ignition and complete burn off. The rational of the proposed 
response is based on the fact that in TMI-2 accident as well as in Chernobyl-4 and Fukushima Daiichi 1,2 and 3 reactor accidents the 
burn off of the Zircalloy was very extensive and the produced Hydrogen in TMI-2 did not cause the demolition of the containment, 
but in other two nuclear power plants - four reactors! – the uncontrolled evacuation of Hydrogen and detonation of Hydrogen-air 
mixture destroyed the reactor buildings, making very difficult the localization and recovery. A timely opening of the manual response 
valve and fast depressurization of reactor system has a good chance to prevent of the ignition of Zirconium in the steam at all. Also 
the possibility of closing the same valve in case the radioactivity release detected provides new means of reducing the environmental 
releases, prevents the building demolition by allowing the lowering of pressure, venting the generated hydrogen. In short the rational 
is in the localization of consequences of the severe accident by preserving the integrity of reactor containment and preventing the 
severe accident at all by the actions of operators and for the expense of limited radioactive releases. The argument that by adding such 
a response valve and its tests endanger the closure of radioactivity within the fuel bundles have to be rejected based on the 
requirement to the fuel cladding. It has to withstand such loads. And it has to be periodically demonstrated, as proposed. If there is 
damage to the fuel as a result of the periodic tests, the fuel supplier has to be responsible. An obvious question that since we are 
adding new means, a new vent line from the reactor why not equip this line with all the necessary filtration for the worst case 
scenario? For new plant design such a consideration is valid, however this solution is general, for existing plants as well and the cost 
implications for a 5 or 10 year remaining life of a plant does not necessarily justify such expenses for a system, which will never be 
used, except the test. Scenarios Periodic test After the first time the 50% of power achieved on a new or fully reloaded reactor a full 
scale test of the Severe Accident Response have to be performed, including the Civil Defense evacuation procedure. It is necessary to 
demonstrate that the reactor, the plant personnel and the public are capable to handle the most severe conditions possible and the 
severity for the environment is under control. This test is performed with manual reactor shut down (SCRAM) and Severe Accident 
Response Valve opening. The test is successful if the atmospheric pressure is achieved in the reactor and the atmospheric borated 
water injection starts. At that point the Severe Accident Response Valve could be closed, the normal operation of the reactor resumed 
after the blow away cap or burst disc replaced on the vent line. During the test the normal pressure relief and make-up and drain lines 
could be operated to speed-up the pressure reduction and cool down, and this is a test of all emergency cooling systems as well. 
Inability to detect the reactor condition An unlikely condition when the information from the reactor telemetry is lost or corrupted. 
The response is performed with manual reactor shut down (SCRAM) and Severe Accident Response Valve opening and Civil 
Defense alarm. The Severe Accident Response can be interrupted after the reactor condition detection is restored and the circulation 
through the reactor core is verified or the cold shutdown is achieved. The rational to use the Severe Accident Response Valve to 
control the reactor is the fact that the opening of the Severe Accident Response Valve reduces the pressure inside the reactor core 
which causes the boiling of the cooling water and the steam replacing the water within the core reduces the energy loss of neutrons, 
therefore reducing the reactivity on the thermal neutrons and shuts down the chain reaction, even if the SCRAM would fail for any 
reason in the PWR and BWR reactors. Also the opening of the Severe Accident Response Valve and venting the steam from the top 
of the reactor vessel organizes a flow stream through the core from the bottom to the top, mimicking the circulation in normal cooling 
condition, even if that circulation is interrupted. The differential evaporation of boric acid assures a safe shutdown on its own, but the 
quick reduction of pressure to the actuation of accumulators with elevated Boron concentration finishes the shutdown of chain 
reaction by flooding the core with cold borated coolant. A prolonged cooling of the core is assured by the atmospheric borated 
emergency coolant reserves injection into the core under the gravity. Reactor circulation interruption In the event the forced 
circulation through the core is lost a stagnant steam bubble can form in the core and lead to the Zirconium ignition and complete burn 
off. The response is performed with manual reactor shut down (SCRAM) and Severe Accident Response Valve opening and Civil 
Defense alarm. The Severe Accident Response can be interrupted after the circulation through the reactor core is verified or the cold 
shutdown is achieved. The rational to use the Severe Accident Response Valve to control the cooling of the reactor is the fact that the 
opening of the Severe Accident Response Valve vents the forming steam and reduces the pressure inside the reactor core which 
causes the boiling of the cooling water and the steam replacing the water within the core reduces the energy loss of neutrons, 
therefore reducing the reactivity on the thermal neutrons and shuts down the chain reaction, even if the SCRAM would fail for any 
reason in the PWR and BWR reactors. Also the opening of the Severe Accident Response Valve and venting the steam from the top 
of the reactor vessel organizes a flow stream through the core from the bottom to the top, mimicking the circulation in normal cooling 
condition, even if that circulation is interrupted. The differential evaporation of boric acid assures a safe shutdown on its own, but the 
quick reduction of pressure to the actuation of accumulators with elevated Boron concentration finishes the shutdown of chain 

Page 38 of 40

05/03/201210:51:03 AMfile://V:\blog-published-2012-05-03@10-43-44.xml



How the NRC uses Enforcement to Protect People and the Environment 

posted on Thu, 26 Apr 2012 16:20:44 +0000 

comment #10870 posted on 2012-04-26 10:20:05 by John Szumsky 

comment #10905 posted on 2012-04-30 16:53:11 by Bruce Behrhorst in response to comment #10870 

comment #10915 posted on 2012-05-01 04:36:37 by in response to comment #10870 

reaction by flooding the core with cold borated coolant. A prolonged cooling of the core is assured by the atmospheric borated 
emergency coolant reserves injection into the core under the gravity. Loss of connection to the heat sink As a lesson learned from the 
loss of Fukushima Daiichi 1, 2 and 3 reactors an event when the cooling with an outside heat sink is ceased to function is considered. 
The response after the reactor is shut down is performed with manual Severe Accident Response Valve opening and Civil Defense 
alarm. The Severe Accident Response can be interrupted after the connection to the outside heat sink is restored and the circulation 
through the reactor core is verified or the cold shutdown is achieved. The rational to use the Severe Accident Response Valve to 
control the cooling of the reactor is the fact that the opening of the Severe Accident Response Valve vents the forming steam from the 
top of the reactor vessel and organizes a flow stream through the core from the bottom to the top, mimicking the circulation in normal 
cooling condition, even if that circulation is interrupted. The differential evaporation of boric acid assures a safe shutdown on its own, 
but the quick reduction of pressure to the actuation of accumulators with elevated Boron concentration finishes the shutdown of chain 
reaction by flooding the core with cold borated coolant. A prolonged cooling of the core is assured by the atmospheric borated 
emergency coolant reserves injection into the core under the gravity.

The boiling-water reactors used at Fukushima are of an inferior US design. Had the reactors been of superior Canadian CANDU 
design, the Fukushima incident would have been a non-event. Canadian CANDU designed reactors have multiple safety systems 
including a Negative Pressure Containment Vacuum Building which prevents the escape of radioactive materials in the event of a 
Loss of Coolant Accident. Canadian designed CANDU reactors are the safest most reliable reactors in the world!

No reactor is designed perfect. Nothing in engineering is made to perfection. All reactors HWR or LWR reactors can suffer a LOCA 
event. The advantage of small modular reactors SMR's is they're gravity passive fuel dump safety features plus the nucleotide 
dynamics are an added layer of safety. Besides the aggregate event fail is smaller than multi-gigantic light water NPPs.

The comment about CANDU safety is misguided. The end-point (reactor meltdown) for any Generation II plants would be similar 
under station blackout and lack of ultimate heat sink situation, with varying degree of release due to containment designs. The slight 
negative containment pressure during normal operation neither can be sustained nor would be a match to the energy release during 
extended station blackout, therefore is irrelevant in this case.

A big part of the NRC’s mission to protect people and the environment depends on the companies and individuals we regulate meeting our 
requirements. The NRC’s Office of Enforcement has a number of tools that serve as deterrents and emphasize the importance of compliance 
with NRC requirements. These tools encourage the prompt identification and timely correction of violations by the licensee, certificate 
holder, or applicant. They include, in part, Notices of Violations, civil penalties, and Orders that modify, suspend or revoke a License. The 
NRC’s Enforcement Policy spells out the NRC's policies and procedures in initiating enforcement actions and the responsibilities of the 
Commission in reviewing these actions. But it is important to remember that a policy statement is not a regulation and the Commission may 
decide to deviate from the policy statement to respond appropriately to the circumstances of a particular case. To identify violations of its 
regulations, the NRC conducts inspections and investigations. Violations have varying levels of significance. In assessing the significance of 
a violation, the NRC considers four specific factors: (1) actual safety or security consequences; (2) potential safety or security consequences; 
(3) impact on the ability of the NRC to perform its regulatory oversight function; and (4) willfulness. Willful violations are of particular 
concern to the NRC because the agency’s regulatory program is based on licensees and their contractors, employees, and agents acting with 
integrity. For most violations identified at power reactors, the significance of a violation is assessed using the significance determination 
process of the Reactor Oversight Process. The Enforcement Policy was last updated on July 12, 2011, after interaction with affected 
stakeholders. We’re happy to take any questions or comments you have about the policy in the comments below.  
John Wray 
Sr. Enforcement Specialist 

Comments 

comment #10874 posted on 2012-04-26 13:05:27 by Nora Reid-LeZotte 

comment #10886 posted on 2012-04-27 09:20:36 by 

How do I get information about the degree of embrittlement of the reactor chamber (vessel) at Palisades in Michigan? Why Entergy 
has not been compiled to reinforce this vessel and why Entergy (worst safety record in the business) is allowed to continue to operate 
this seriously age-degraded facility on the shores of Lake Michigan with inadequate dry cask storage on the BEACH??

I AM BEHIND MARTHA COAKLEY 100% I PLAN TO BE A SOCIAL ACTIVITS TO PROTEST THE IRRESPONSIBLE 
DECISION TO RELICENCE PILGRIM POWER PLANT WITHOUT MAJOR SAFTEY REVISIONS OPEN YOUR EYES TO 
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The Attack of the Jellyfish 

posted on Mon, 30 Apr 2012 13:25:52 +0000 

HISTORY -IT USUALY REPEATS ITSELF UNLESS YOU AND I CHERISH LIFE-TAKE ACTION -DO THE RIGHT THING 
CHERISH LIFE-TAKE ACTION -DO THE RIGHT THING CHERISH LIFE-TAKE ACTION-DO THE RIGHT THING

An influx of tiny, jellyfish-like creatures last week forced the shutdown of one of the reactors at the Diablo 
Canyon nuclear power plant in California. The creatures are called "Salp" and they can be held in the palm of a hand, although they can grow 
up to four inches in length. They maneuver in the water just like squid by pumping water through their gelatinous bodies and ejecting it in a 
stream. Because of an influx of the photoplankton they feed off, millions of the little critters were swarming in the waters at Diablo Canyon, 
which sits on an 85-foot cliff overlooking the Pacific Ocean. Some hapless Salp were getting sucked into the plant’s intake structure and 
pulled up against screens that protect the condensers and heat exchangers from marine debris. Some of creatures passed right through the 
screens within the intake structure and passed right through the plant; but others got caught up against the metal mesh, clogging the screens. 
The plant’s Unit 1 has been shut down since April 22 for a refueling outage that is expected to last several weeks. On April 23, operators 
reduced power in the Unit 2 reactor to 15 percent as a protective measure. The Salp don’t pose a danger to any of the plant’s safety systems, 
but operating at lower power minimizes the impact of a shutdown, if one becomes necessary. On April 25, it did. The buildup of Salp in the 
intake prompted operators to manually shutdown the reactor. All systems functioned as designed and no unexpected equipment issues were 
encountered. Unit 2 restarted last weekend.  
Victor Dricks 
Public Affairs Officer, Region IV 

Comments 

comment #10904 posted on 2012-04-30 10:27:38 by Bill Savage 

I wondered why these were so intrusive. I searched on <<>> and it became obvious. These organizms chain up and stick together.
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