
From: deveronz@yahoo.com
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the Japan Nuclear Accident;
Date: Monday, May 14, 2012 11:25:34 AM

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by

 (deveronz@yahoo.com) on Monday, May 14, 2012 at 11:26:33
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

comments: What is being done TODAY to stop the threat of Japan's Fukushima nuclear reactor # 4 and
possible death and distruction to the Northern hemisphere? What is being done to ensure damage can
be minimal to the reactor's rods in the case of tsunami or earthquake? Please take this threat seriously.
Please tell me what measures are being taken to correct and confine the damaged reactor.
 Thank you,
Deveron Speck
deveronz@yahoo.com
503-737-9099

name: Deveron Speck

organization:

address1: 33694 S. Dickey prairie rd.

address2:

city: Molalla

state: OR

zip: 97038

country: USA

phone: 503-737-9099

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

mailto:deveronz@yahoo.com
mailto:JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov


From: Tom Gurdziel
To: Mitchell, Matthew
Cc: CHAIRMAN Resource; hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; JLD_Public Resource;

Screnci, Diane
Subject: NEI 12-06 Draft B Comment
Date: Monday, May 14, 2012 9:49:23 PM

Hello Matt,
 
I just read over the first 65 of 99 pages of this draft very quickly and like what I saw, except for one
thing.  If you read section 11.6.5, I believe you will see a recommendation to train (on something I don’t
specifically recall) only once in 8 years.  How about once every requalification test period, which, I now
believe has been extended from the 1 year it was in the past, to two years today.
 
Otherwise, I see a lot of high quality work here.
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom    

mailto:tgurdziel@twcny.rr.com
mailto:Matthew.Mitchell@nrc.gov
mailto:CHAIRMAN.Resource@nrc.gov
mailto:hillsc@INPO.org
mailto:Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov
mailto:Uldis.Vanags@state.vt.us
mailto:JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov
mailto:Diane.Screnci@nrc.gov


From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp;

JLD_Public Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Vanags, Uldis"
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 5-21-2012
Date: Monday, May 21, 2012 8:31:14 AM

Good morning,
 

Inerting Confined Spaces
 
Recently I have read a couple of times that efforts are continuing to be made to keep the Fukushima
Daiichi Unit 1 and Unit 2 and Unit 3 primary containments inerted.
 
I don’t know how this is being done.
 
However, I have come across information that inerting oil cargo tanks on big (tanker) ships is
common.  In fact it is apparently necessary in order to satisfy requirements.
 
Two methods (of the ones I have seen identified) appear worth a closer look for use both at Fukushima
Daiichi and as regional-based FLEX equipment here in the United States.  I believe one method uses
incinerated diesel fuel oil to provide an inert gas.  The other starts out with diesel engine exhaust.  It is
cooled, sulfur is removed, and then I believe it is ready for use.
 
(Initial attempts to inert ship oil tanks began in 1933 and were undertaken by Sun Oil Company.)
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
 
 

mailto:tgurdziel@twcny.rr.com
mailto:CHAIRMAN.Resource@nrc.gov
mailto:hillsc@INPO.org
mailto:Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov
mailto:Diane.Screnci@nrc.gov
mailto:P.Kaiser@iaea.org
mailto:jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp
mailto:JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov
mailto:newal@goinfo.com
mailto:Uldis.Vanags@state.vt.us


From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp;

JLD_Public Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"; "Vanags, Uldis"; ESTRONSKI@aol.com
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 5-22-2012
Date: Tuesday, May 22, 2012 10:39:25 PM

Good morning,
 

Is This a “Win – Win” Idea?
 
How can you satisfy two groups of people with what appears to be completely opposite demands?  (I
am talking today’s commercial nuclear power industry here.)  One group doesn’t want that local nuclear
reactor back at power and (maybe even some of that group), plus others, want more electrical
generation than they presently have.
 
I think I have the solution.
 
Decommission the reactor building and repower the associated turbine-generator with energy from a
non-nuclear source.
 
Makes sense, doesn’t it?
 
It probably means:
 
Lower total cost resulting from beyond-design basis external events
No big security cost (due to no nuclear fuel)
No elevated, non-safety related pool of water containing spent nuclear fuel
No need for primary or secondary containment
No need for extensive emergency planning
No need for extensive plant contingency (EOP) procedures
No need for on-site safety-related electrical generation
Less heat discharged to the environment due to higher thermal efficiency
No need to acquire large sums of money for plant decontamination and no (lengthy) SAFSTOR
Reduced need for emergency plan exercises
 
Potential Applications:
 
Crystal River 3, 1 unit
Fukushima Daiichi, 6 units
Fukushima Daini, 4 (?) units
San Onofre, 2 units
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel

mailto:tgurdziel@twcny.rr.com
mailto:CHAIRMAN.Resource@nrc.gov
mailto:hillsc@INPO.org
mailto:Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov
mailto:Diane.Screnci@nrc.gov
mailto:P.Kaiser@iaea.org
mailto:jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp
mailto:JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov
mailto:newal@goinfo.com
mailto:thenry@theblade.com
mailto:Uldis.Vanags@state.vt.us
mailto:ESTRONSKI@aol.com


From: terry@scottnterry.net
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the Japan Nuclear Accident;
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2012 4:40:20 PM

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by

 (terry@scottnterry.net) on Wednesday, May 23, 2012 at 16:39:47
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

comments: My daughter is an MD stationed at Misawa AFB Japan, North of Fukishima. I believe that the
waste from Fukishima is in the water and air, not only in Japan, but across the pacific to the West
Coast, where my family lives. I would like to know what testing of the water, air, and food taken from
the water is being done ... and how frequently it is accomplished. Have you published any papers about
this? May I have references? Thank you.

name: Terry McFarlane

organization:

address1: 5960 S Vivian St

address2:

city: Littleton

state: CO

zip: 80127

country: USA

phone: 7202325596

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

mailto:terry@scottnterry.net
mailto:JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov


From: Raleigh, Deann
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Is this a FINAL draft ISG that will be issued for public comment?
Date: Thursday, May 24, 2012 1:09:23 PM
Attachments: OGI0YzJkYzQtZjFlMi00OTRmLWIxZDktYTY2MzUyOTI0MDI1.pdf

Dear JLD:
 
I came across the attached document and wanted to verify that this is in fact the final draft version
that will be published in the FRN for comment? 
 
Thanks,
 
Deann
 
 
Deann Raleigh
Nuclear Regulatory Services
Scientech, a business unit of Curtiss-Wright Flow Control Company
240-626-9556
draleigh@curtisswright.com
 
 

_______________________________________________________________________

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are proprietary and intended solely for
the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you have reason to
believe that you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender and
destroy this email and any attached files. Please note that any views or opinions
presented in this e-mail are solely those of the author and do not necessarily
represent those of the Curtiss-Wright Corporation or any of its subsidiaries.
Documents attached hereto may contain technology subject to government export
regulations. Recipient is solely responsible for ensuring that any re-export, transfer or
disclosure of this information is in accordance with applicable government export
regulations. The recipient should check this e-mail and any attachments for the
presence of viruses. Curtiss-Wright Corporation and its subsidiaries accept no liability
for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this e-mail.

mailto:DRaleigh@CURTISSWRIGHT.com
mailto:JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov
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JLD-INTERIM STAFF GUIDANCE-12-xx 
 


COMPLIANCE WITH ORDER EA-12-049, 
ORDER MODIFYING LICENSES WITH REGARD TO REQUIREMENTS FOR MITIGATION 


STRATEGIES FOR BEYOND-DESIGN-BASIS EXTERNAL EVENTS 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff is providing this interim staff guidance 
(ISG) to assist nuclear power reactors applicants and licensees with the identification of 
measures needed to comply with requirements to mitigate challenges to key safety functions.  
These requirements are contained in Order EA-12-049, “Order Modifying Licenses with Regard 
to Requirements for Mitigation Strategies for Beyond-Design-Basis External Events,” and 
Memorandum and Order CLI-12-09, “In the Matter of South Carolina Electric & Gas Co. and 
South Carolina Public Service Authority (Also Referred to as Santee Cooper; Virgil C. Summer 
Nuclear Station, Units 2 and 3).”  This ISG is applicable to holders of, and applicants for, 
operating licenses (OLs) for nuclear power reactors issued under Title 10 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (10 CFR), Part 50, “Domestic Licensing of Production and Utilization Facilities,” and 
the holders of and applicants for combined licenses (COLs) for nuclear power reactors issued 
under 10 CFR Part 52, “Licenses, Certifications and Approvals for Nuclear Power Plants,” 
except those who have permanently ceased operation and have certified that fuel has been 
removed from the reactor vessel.  This ISG provides one acceptable approach for satisfying 
those requirements.  Holders of OLs or COLs for nuclear power reactors issued under 10 CFR 
Part 50 or Part 52 may use other methods for satisfying these requirements.  The NRC staff will 
review such methods and determine their acceptability on a case by case basis. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On March 11, 2011, a magnitude 9.0 earthquake struck off the coast of the Japanese island of 
Honshu.  The earthquake resulted in a large tsunami, estimated to have exceeded 14 meters 
(45 feet) in height that inundated the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Plant site.  The 
earthquake and tsunami produced widespread devastation across northeastern Japan and 
significantly affected the infrastructure and industry in the northeastern coastal areas of Japan. 
When the earthquake occurred, Fukushima Dai-ichi Units 1, 2, and 3 were in operation and 
Units 4, 5, and 6 were shut down for routine refueling and maintenance activities.  The Unit 4 
reactor fuel was offloaded to the Unit 4 spent fuel pool (SFP).  Following the earthquake, the 
three operating units automatically shut down and offsite power was lost to the entire facility.  
The emergency diesel generators (EDGs) started at all six units providing alternating current 
(ac) electrical power to critical systems at each unit.  The facility response to the earthquake 
appears to have been normal. 
 
Approximately 40 minutes following the earthquake and shutdown of the operating units, the 
first large tsunami wave inundated the site, followed by additional waves.  The tsunami caused 
extensive damage to site facilities and resulted in a complete loss of all ac electrical power at 
Units 1 through 5, a condition known as station blackout.  In addition, all direct current electrical 
power was lost early in the event on Units 1 and 2 and for some period of time at the other units.  
Unit 6 retained the function of one air-cooled EDG.  Despite their actions, the operators lost the 
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ability to cool the fuel in the Unit 1 reactor after several hours, in the Unit 2 reactor after about 
70 hours, and in the Unit 3 reactor after about 36 hours, resulting in damage to the nuclear fuel 
shortly after the loss of cooling capabilities. 
 
Following the events at the Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear power plant, the NRC established a 
senior-level agency task force referred to as the Near-Term Task Force (NTTF).  The NTTF was 
tasked with conducting a systematic and methodical review of the NRC regulations and 
processes and determining if the agency should make additional improvements to these 
programs in light of the events at Fukushima Dai-ichi.  As a result of this review, the NTTF 
developed a comprehensive set of recommendations, documented in SECY-11-0093, 
“Near-Term Report and Recommendations for Agency Actions Following the Events in Japan,” 
dated July 12, 2011 [Reference 1].  These recommendations were enhanced by the NRC staff 
following interactions with stakeholders.  Documentation of the staff’s efforts is contained in 
SECY-11-0124, “Recommended Actions to be Taken without Delay from the Near-Term Task 
Force Report,” dated September 9, 2011 [Reference 2] and SECY-11-0137, “Prioritization of 
Recommended Actions to be Taken in Response to Fukushima Lessons Learned,” dated 
October 3, 2011 [Reference 3]. 
 
As directed by the Commission’s Staff Requirement Memorandum (SRM) for SECY-11-0093 
[Reference 4], the NRC staff reviewed the NTTF recommendations within the context of the 
NRC’s existing regulatory framework and considered the various regulatory vehicles available to 
the NRC to implement the recommendations.  SECY-11-0124 and SECY-11-0137 established 
the staff’s prioritization of the recommendations based upon the potential safety enhancements. 
 
After receiving the Commission’s direction in SRM-SECY-11-0124 [Reference 5] and 
SRM-SECY-11-0137 [Reference 6], the NRC staff conducted public meetings to discuss 
enhanced mitigation strategies intended to maintain or restore core cooling, containment, and 
SFP cooling capabilities following beyond-design-basis external events.  At these meetings, the 
industry described its proposal for a Diverse and Flexible Mitigation Capability (FLEX), as 
documented in the Nuclear Energy Institute’s (NEI’s) letter, dated December 16, 2011 
(Agencywide Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS) Accession No. 
ML11353A008) [Reference 7].  FLEX is proposed as a strategy to fulfill the key safety functions 
of core cooling, containment integrity, and spent fuel cooling.  Stakeholder input influenced the 
staff to pursue a more performance-based approach to improve the safety of operating power 
reactors than envisioned in NTTF Recommendation 4.2, SECY-11-0124, and SECY-11-0137. 
 
On February 17, 2012, the NRC staff SECY-12-0025, “Proposed Orders and Requests for 
Information in Response to Lessons Learned from Japan’s March 11, 2011, Great Tohoku 
Earthquake and Tsunami” [Reference 8] to the Commission, including the proposed order to 
implement the enhanced mitigation strategies.  As directed by SRM-SECY-12-0025 [Reference 
9], the NRC staff issued Order EA-12-049, “Order Modifying Licenses with Regard to 
Requirements for Mitigation Strategies for Beyond-Design-Basis External Events” [Reference 
10].  On March 30, 2012, the Commission issued Memorandum and Order CLI-12-09, “In the 
Matter of South Carolina Electric & Gas Co. and South Carolina Public Service Authority (Also 
Referred to as Santee Cooper; Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station, Units 2 and 3),” [Reference 
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11] which includes the requirements for mitigation strategies as a license condition for Virgil C. 
Summer Nuclear Station, Units 2 and 3. 
 
Guidance and strategies required by the Order would be available if the loss of power, motive 
force and normal access to the ultimate heat sink to prevent fuel damage in the reactor and SFP 
affected all units at a site simultaneously.  The Order requires a three-phase approach for 
mitigating beyond-design-basis external events.  The initial phase requires the use of installed 
equipment and resources to maintain or restore core cooling, containment, and SFP cooling.  
The transition phase requires providing sufficient, portable, onsite equipment and consumables 
to maintain or restore these functions until they can be accomplished with resources brought 
from off site.  The final phase requires obtaining sufficient offsite resources to sustain those 
functions indefinitely. 
 
On May 4, 2012, the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) submitted NEI document 12-06, “Diverse 
and Flexible Coping Strategies (FLEX) Implementation Guide,” Revision B [Reference 12] to 
provide specifications for an industry developed methodology for the development, 
implementation, and maintenance of guidance and strategies in response to the Mitigating 
Strategies Order.  On May 13, NEI submitted NEI 12-06, Revision B1 [Reference 13].  The 
strategies and guidance described in NEI 12-06 expand on those that industry developed and 
implemented to address the limited set of beyond-design-basis external events that involve the 
loss of a large area of the plant due to explosions and fire required pursuant to paragraph 
(hh)(2) of 10 CFR 50.54, “Conditions of licenses.” 
 
RATIONALE 
 


1. Order EA-12-049 requires that licensees shall develop, implement, and maintain 
guidance and strategies to maintain or restore core cooling, containment, and spent fuel 
pool cooling capabilities following a beyond design basis external event.  The three 
phase approach described in the Order is a conceptual framework built upon the need 
for a licensee to address challenges to the safety functions when they occur using 
installed structures, systems, and components for a coping period until portable 
mitigating equipment can be used to address those challenges.  The finite amount of 
resources on site makes the arrangement of off-site resources necessary to address 
potential wide-spread catastrophes such as the occurrence at Fukushima, where 
restoration of off-site power is precluded by damage.  Licensees’ emergency operating 
procedures and abnormal operating procedures provide guidance for use during the first 
phase of response to beyond design basis external events.  Additional guidance and 
strategies are necessary for use during the second and third phases of response to such 
events. 
 


2. The NRC has previously provided regulatory guidance for the development, 
implementation, and maintenance of guidance and strategies intended to maintain or 
restore core cooling, containment, and spent fuel pool cooling capabilities under the 
circumstances associated with loss of large areas of the plant due to explosions or fire 
through the endorsement of NEI 06-12, “B.5.b Phase 2 & 3 Submittal Guideline,” 
Revision 2 [Reference 13] for holders of and applicants for operating licenses issued 
under 10 CFR Part 50 and Revision 3 [Reference 14] for holders of and applicants for 
combined licenses under 10 CFR Part 52.  This regulatory guidance continues to 
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provide an acceptable means of meeting the requirement to develop, implement and 
maintain the necessary guidance and strategies for that subset of beyond-design-basis 
external events. 
 


3. The specifications of NEI 12-06 for development and implementation of mitigating 
strategies for beyond-design-basis external events provide a framework and 
methodology for such strategies to address those events that are not covered within the 
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2). 
 


APPLICABILITY 
 
This ISG shall be implemented on the day following its approval.  It shall remain in effect until it 
has been superseded, withdrawn, or incorporated into a regulatory guide and the Standard 
Review Plan (SRP). 
 
PROPOSED GUIDANCE 
 
As discussed above, this ISG is applicable to holders of power reactor operating licenses and 
combined licenses. 
 
The NRC staff considers that the development, implementation, and maintenance of strategies 
and guidance in conformance with the guidelines provided in NEI 12-06, subject to the 
clarifications and exceptions in Attachment 1 to this ISG is an acceptable means of meeting the 
requirements of Order EA-12-049. 
 
FINAL RESOLUTION 
 
The contents of this ISG will subsequently be incorporated into the SRP, and/or other guidance 
documents, as appropriate. 
 
ATTACHMENT 
 
1. Guidance for Developing, Implementing and Maintaining Mitigation Strategies 
 
REFERENCES 
 
1. SECY-11-0093, “Recommendations for Enhancing Reactor Safety in the 21st Century, 


the Near-Term Task Force Review of Insights from the Fukushima Dai-ichi Accident,” 
July 12, 2011 (NRC’s Agencywide Documents Access and Management System 
(ADAMS) Accession No. ML11186A950) 
 


2. SECY-11-0124, “Recommended Actions to be Taken without Delay from the Near-Term 
Task Force Report,” September 9, 2011 (ADAMS Accession No. ML11245A158) 
 


3. SECY-11-0137, “Prioritization of Recommended Actions to be Taken in Response to 
Fukushima Lessons Learned,” October 3, 2011 (ADAMS Accession No. ML11272A111) 
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4. SRM-SECY-11-0093, “Staff Requirements – SECY-11-0093 – Near-Term Report and 
Recommendations for Agency Actions following the Events in Japan,” August 19, 2011 
(ADAMS Accession No. ML112310021) 
 


5. SRM-SECY-11-0124, “Staff Requirements – SECY-11-0124 – Recommended Actions to 
be Take without Delay from the Near-Term Task Force Report,” October 18, 2011 
(ADAMS Accession No. ML112911571) 
 


6. SRM-SECY-11-0137, “Staff Requirements – SECY-11-0137- Prioritization of 
Recommended Actions to be Taken in Response to Fukushima Lessons Learned,” 
December 15, 2011 (ADAMS Accession No. ML113490055) 
 


7. Letter from Adrian Heymer (NEI) to David L. Skeen (NRC), “An Integrated, 
Safety-Focused Approach to Expediting Implementation of Fukushima Dai-ichi Lessons 
Learned,” December 16, 2011 (ADAMS Accession No. ML11353A008) 
 


8. SECY-12-0025, “Proposed Orders and Requests for Information in Response to 
Lessons Learned from Japan’s March 11, 2011, Great Tohoku Earthquake and 
Tsunami,” February 17, 2012 (ADAMS Accession No. ML12039A103) 
 


9. SRM- SECY-12-0025, “Staff Requirements – SECY-12-0025 - Proposed Orders and 
Requests for Information in Response to Lessons Learned from Japan’s March 11, 
2011, Great Tohoku Earthquake and Tsunami,” March 9, 2012 (ADAMS Accession No. 
ML120690347) 
 


10. Order EA-12-049, “Order Modifying Licenses with Regard to Requirements for Mitigation 
Strategies for Beyond-Design-Basis External Events,” March 12, 2012 (ADAMS 
Accession No. ML12054A736) 
 


11. Memorandum and Order CLI-12-09, “In the Matter of South Carolina Electric & Gas Co. 
and South Carolina Public Service Authority (Also Referred to as Santee Cooper; Virgil 
C. Summer Nuclear Station, Units 2 and 3),” March 30, 2012 (ADAMS Accession No. 
ML12090A531) 
 


12. Nuclear Energy Institute document 12-06, “Diverse and Flexible Coping Strategies 
(FLEX) Implementation Guide,” Revision B, May 4, 2012 (ADAMS Accession No. 
ML12128A124) 
 


13. Nuclear Energy Institute document 12-06, “Diverse and Flexible Coping Strategies 
(FLEX) Implementation Guide,” Revision B1, May 13, 2012 (ADAMS Accession No. 
ML12143A232) 
 


14. Nuclear Energy Institute document 06-12, “B.5.b Phase 2 & 3 Submittal Guideline,” 
Revision 2, December 2006 (ADAMS Accession No. ML070090060) 
 


15. Nuclear Energy Institute document 06-12, “B.5.b Phase 2 & 3 Submittal Guideline,” 
Revision 3, July 2009 (ADAMS Accession No. ML092120160) (Designated for Official 
Use Only – Security Related Information) 
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16. Public Meetings: 
December 1, 2011 (ML11341A160) 
December 8, 2011 (ML11348A098) 
January 13, 2012 (ML11362A202) 
January 18, 2012(ML12032A044) 
March 28, 2012 (ML12104A019) 
April 10, 2012 (ML12082A028) 
April 24, 2012 (ML 
May 9, 2012 (ML 
May 15, 2012 (ML 
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  Attachment 1 


GUIDANCE FOR DEVELOPING, IMPLEMENTING AND MAINTAINING MITIGATION 
STRATEGIES 


 
 
1.0 Evaluation of External Hazards 
 
Staff Position: Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) document 12-06, Revision B1, Sections 5.0 
through 9.0 and Appendix B provide an acceptable methodology for the evaluation of external 
hazards with the following clarifications and exceptions: 
 


1. The assessment of external flooding impact in NEI 12-06, Section 6.0 includes 
considerations that include reference to the design basis flood level.  For a multi-unit site 
or a single unit site in proximity to another licensed site, early site permit, or combined 
license application, the design basis flood level for storage and deployment of FLEX 
equipment must include an evaluation of the design basis flood levels established for 
adjacent licensed sites, early site permits and/or combined license applications. 


 
2.0 Phased Approach 
 
Order EA-12-049 requires a three phase approach to the problem, with an initial response 
phase using installed equipment, a transition phase using portable equipment and consumables 
to provide core and spent fuel pool (SFP) cooling and maintain the containment functions, and a 
third phase of indefinite sustainment of these functions using off-site resources.  Maintenance of 
core and SFP cooling and containment functions requires overlap between the initiating times 
for the phases with the duration for which each licensee can perform the prior phases.  The 
NRC staff recognizes that for certain beyond design basis events, the damage state could 
prevent maintenance using the equipment intended for particular phases; in such circumstances 
prompt initiation of the follow-on phases to restore core and SFP cooling and containment 
functions is appropriate.  If fuel damage occurs, the Severe Accident Management Guidelines 
(SAMGs) should be used as guidance. 
 
Staff Position: NEI 12-06 provides an acceptable method for developing the phased approach 
required by Order EA-12-049.  Guidance and strategies developed using NEI 12-06 must 
provide a means to monitor for imminent or actual core damage as an input into the decision to 
manage the response to the event within those guidance and strategies or shift the 
management to the SAMGs. 
 
2.1 Initial Response Phase 
 
2.1.1 Duration 
 
The initial response phase will be accomplished using installed equipment.  Licensees should 
establish and maintain current estimates of their capabilities to maintain core and SFP cooling 
and containment functions assuming a loss of ac electric power to the essential and 
nonessential switchgear buses except for those fed by station batteries through inverters.  This 
estimate provides the time period in which the licensee should be able to initiate the 
intermediate phase and maintain or restore the key safety functions using portable on-site 
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equipment.  This estimate should be considered in selecting the storage locations for that 
equipment and the prioritization of resources to initiate their use. 
 
Staff Position:  NEI 12-06, Section 3.0, provides an acceptable method for determining the 
baseline coping capabilities, which will determine the duration of the initial response phase, with 
the following clarifications and exceptions: 
 


1. An element of a set of strategies to maintain or restore core and SFP cooling and 
containment functions includes knowledge of the time for which a licensee can withstand 
challenges to these key safety functions using installed equipment during a beyond-
design-basis external event.  This knowledge provides an input to the choice of storage 
locations and conditions of readiness of the equipment required for the follow-on phases.  
This duration is related to, but distinct from the specified duration for the requirements of 
10 CFR 50.63 because it represents the current capabilities of the licensee rather than a 
required capability.  In addition, licensees must 1) account for the SFP cooling function, 
which is not addressed by 10 CFR 50.63, and 2) assume the non-availability of alternate 
ac sources, which may be included in meeting the specified durations of 10 CFR 50.63.  
Maintenance of the guidance and strategies requires that the estimate of capability be 
kept current to reflect plant conditions following facility changes. Changes in the facility 
can impact the duration for which the initial response phase can be accomplished, the 
required initiation times for the transition phase, and the required delivery and initiating 
times for the final phase. 


 
2.1.2 Command, Control and Communications 
 
Following a beyond-design basis external event, normal plant command and control may be 
effected.  In addition, both on-site and off-site communications may be disrupted.  NEI 12-06 
provides some guidance on the need for pre-planning of communications systems for ingress 
and egress to plant areas required for deployment of FLEX strategies in item (8) of Section 
3.2.2. 
 
Staff Position:  Planning for internal communications as discussed in NEI 12-06, Section 3.2.2, 
item (8) is a necessary element of an adequate strategy for command, control and 
communications following a beyond-design basis external event.  In order to address the 
potential impacts on communications external to the plant, an adequate strategy for mitigation of 
a beyond-design-basis external event shall include the following: 
 


1. Pre-planned mustering to organize available resources 
2. Pre-planned on-site and off-site communication alternatives 
3. Identification of available communication resources given the potential for damage 


beyond the site 
4. Definition of the command and control structure taking into account potential casualties 


affecting its normal state 
5. Guidance for notification of off-site responders, to include 


a. Utility emergency response organization (ERO) 
b. Local law enforcement agencies (LLEA) 
c. Local fire departments 
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d. Off-site entities supplying equipment and consumables necessary for the 
indefinite sustainment of key safety functions 


 
2.1.3 Initial Operational Actions 
 
The prevention of core damage will be facilitated by early actions to stabilize the situation and 
delay event degradation using functional, installed equipment.  These actions should include 
verification that the reactor has been shutdown with adequate shutdown margin in order to 
minimize the decay heat to be removed and verification that the expected initial means of core 
cooling have initiated. 
 
Staff Position:  NEI 12-06 provides an acceptable method for development of initial operator 
actions to address a beyond-design-basis external event. 
 
2.1.4 Initial Damage Assessment 
 
Following a beyond-design basis external event, normal plant instrumentation may not be 
available.  Knowledge of plant and equipment conditions will be necessary in order to support 
decision making. 
 
Staff Position:  The general criteria and baseline assumptions of NEI 12-06 provide an 
appropriate starting point for the establishment of an adequate set of strategies for mitigating 
the effects of a beyond-design-basis external event.  Due to the fundamentally unbounded 
nature of such an event, however, it is necessary to verify that the initial conditions of the event 
conform to these assumptions in order to determine whether to implement these strategies or 
rely on other guidance such as SAMGs or EDMGs.  Therefore, an adequate set of strategies 
will include: 
 


1. Assessment of the reactor and core cooling systems. 
2. Assessment of containment and containment cooling and pressure control systems. 
3. Assessment of emergency core cooling systems. 
4. Assessment of SFP and SFP cooling systems 
5. Assessment of key support systems such as 


a. Electrical power 
b. Cooling water 
c. Control air 


6. Assessment of key buildings. 
 
2.2 Transition Phase 
 
The transition phase will be accomplished using portable equipment stored on-site.  The 
strategies for this phase must be capable of maintaining core cooling, containment, and spent 
fuel pool cooling capabilities (following their restoration, if applicable) from the time they are 
implemented until they can be supplemented by offsite resources in the final phase.  The 
duration of the Transition Phase should provide sufficient overlap with both the Initial and Final 
phases to account for the time it takes to install equipment and for uncertainties. 
 
2.3 Final Phase 
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The final phase will be accomplished using the portable equipment stored on-site augmented 
with additional equipment and consumables obtained from off-site.  An adequate strategy for the 
final phase will include an assessment of the time it takes for offsite resources to arrive at the 
site taking into consideration the evaluation of external hazards described in Section 1.0. 
 
3.0 Core Cooling Strategies 
 
The first set of strategies necessary to meet the requirements of Order EA-12-049 addresses 
challenges to core cooling.  Core cooling must be accomplished in all three phases described in 
the Order.  The purpose of these strategies is to provide a means of cooling the core in order to 
prevent fuel damage. 
 
Staff Position: NEI 12-06 provides an acceptable method of developing strategies to maintain or 
restore core cooling capabilities with the clarifications provided in Sections 3.1 through 3.4 
below. 
 
3.1 Removal of Decay Heat 
 
Core cooling strategies must be capable of removing decay heat that is expected for the 
conditions when the strategy will be implemented.  Temperature of the make-up water for the 
determination of the required flow rate shall be selected at a conservative value representing 
the range of expected temperatures for the make-up source.  Should the mechanism for 
removal of decay heat include the removal of water or steam from the RCS or secondary 
inventory, a conservative value representing its expected temperature and pressure will be 
used. 
 
Staff Position:  An adequate core cooling strategy shall be capable of removing decay heat from 
the core during the time it is expected to be used.  For the initial phase, an evaluation should be 
performed assuming a loss of all ac power occurs while the reactor is operating at 100 percent 
rated thermal power and has been at this power for at least 100 days.  Based upon the 
capability and duration of the initial phase to maintain or restore core cooling following such an 
event, the capabilities of the transition phase strategies should be determined. 
 
3.1.1 Engineering Basis for Flow 
 
Core cooling strategies that rely on flow of cooling or make-up water must be capable of 
providing sufficient flow to remove the decay heat expected. 
 
Staff Position:  Licensees shall have an engineering basis that provides reasonable assurance 
that the intended flow rate is adequate and can be provided.  The basis should be auditable, but 
does not have to be a quality related calculation.  However, licensees should ensure that the 
analytical method used has sufficient justification so as to provide reasonable assurance that all 
relevant physical phenomena are appropriately modeled.  Licensees and applicants should 
consider the following factors that can affect the ability to provide the specified flow for the 
required period of time: 
 


• Pump design output performance (flow/pressure) characteristics 
• Line losses due to hose size, coupling size, and hose length 
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• Head losses due to elevation changes, especially for spray strategies 
• Back pressure when injecting into closed/pressurized spaces (e.g., containment, steam 


generators) 
• Capacity and availability of the suction sources needs to be considered given the 


specific external initiating events (condensate storage tank (CST)/refueling water 
storage tank (RWST)/circulating water basin/fire main/city water supply/lake/river, etc.) 
to provide an adequate supply for the pumps (fire engines, portable pumps, fire 
protection system pumps, etc.) 


• Potential detrimental impact on water supply source or output pressure when using the 
same source or permanently installed pump(s) for both makeup and firefighting 


• Availability of sufficient supply of fuel onsite to operate diesel powered pumps for the 
required period of time 


• Availability of an adequate and reliable source of electrical power to operate electric 
powered pumps for the required period of time 


• Potential clogging of strainers, pumps, valves or hoses from debris or ice when using 
rivers, lakes, ocean or cooling tower basins as a water supply 


 
3.1.2 Control of Cool Down/Depressurization Rates 
 
Core cooling strategies must be capable of providing a means to control the cool 
down/depressurization rates in order to manage appropriate parameters, including reactor 
coolant system (RCS) inventory or reactor pressure vessel (RPV) level.  This may be 
accomplished by means of portable instrumentation using permanently installed sensors or by 
the use of operator aids.  Such operator aids must take into account appropriate variables such 
as, for example, the operating history prior to shutdown and the time since shutdown in 
determining the decay heat rate. 
 
Staff Position:  While the strategy must be capable of removing expected decay heat, a means 
of controlling the degree and rate of cool down/depressurization must be provided.  This means 
must include control of the make-up rate and/or the venting/bleed rate.  Control of the degree 
and rate of cool down/depressurization must be capable of maintaining the system within 
specified limits and avoiding hazards such as, for example, nitrogen injection from standby 
(safety) injection tanks that would challenge natural circulation flow within the reactor coolant 
system for a PWR. 
 
3.2 Management of Reactor Coolant System Inventory 
 
Core cooling strategies must be capable of providing make-up water as necessary to manage 
RCS inventory in order to allow continued cooling.  This is to account for expected leakage from 
the reactor coolant system through, for example, reactor coolant pump seals. 
 
Staff Position:  Licensees shall be capable of managing RCS inventory through provision of 
make-up water in addition to control of cool down/depressurization rates.  The capability to 
provide make-up water shall be maintained on-site unless site-specific expected leakage rates 
demonstrate that management of RCS inventory can be accomplished through management of 
cool down/depressurization rates until off-site resources can be delivered and installed to 
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provide the necessary RCS make-up water.  Management of RCS inventory shall take into 
account maintenance of subcriticality through the use of borated makeup water if necessary. 
 
3.3 Monitoring of Fuel Condition 
 
Core cooling strategies must provide a means to detect imminent or actual core damage and 
control venting/bleeding in order to allow appropriate control of radiological releases and 
initiation of SAMGs. 
 
Staff Position:  Monitoring for imminent core damage is necessary in order to allow for control of 
radiological releases. 
 
Monitoring for actual core damage is necessary in order to determine whether exit criteria for 
the core cooling strategies and entrance criteria for the SAMGs have been met.  If these criteria 
have been met, licensees shall manage the accident response following the SAMGs. 
 
3.4 Human Factors 
 
Licensees must be capable of executing the core cooling strategies in the context of a 
prolonged station blackout (SBO).  This includes operation beyond the battery life for installed 
emergency lighting. 
 
Staff Position:  Licensees shall ensure that component accessibility and marking supports timely 
and reliable operation given the potential unavailability of installed plant lighting and potentially 
high ambient temperatures and humidity. 
 
4.0 Spent Fuel Pool Cooling Strategies  
 
The second set of strategies necessary to meet the requirements of Order EA-12-049 
addresses challenges to SFP cooling.  The purpose of these strategies is to provide alternative 
means of cooling the spent fuel in order to prevent fuel damage.  Licensees must consider all 
loading conditions relevant to their SFP, including a maximum core offload. 
 
Staff Position: NEI 12-06 provides an acceptable method to develop strategies and guidance for 
SFP cooling with the following exceptions: 
 


1. Use of the fire protection system ring header as a water source is acceptable only if the 
header meets the criteria to be considered “robust” as defined in NEI 12-06. 
 


2. The minimum SFP make-up capacity must be capable of compensating for boil off due 
to the design basis heat load for the SFP. 
 


3. The minimum SFP spray capacity is 200 gallons per minute per unit for shared SFPs. 
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5.0 Containment Functions Strategies 
 
The third group of strategies and guidance necessary to meet the requirements of Order 
EA-12-049 addresses challenges to the containment functions. 
 
5.1 Removal of Heat from Containment (Pressure Control) 
 
Beyond-design-basis external events such as a prolonged station blackout or loss of normal 
access to the ultimate heat sink could result in a long-term loss of containment heat removal.  
The goal of this strategy is to relieve pressure from the containment in such an event. 
 
Staff Position:  For BWRs with Mark I and II containments only; licensees shall provide a 
power-independent means to remove heat from containment by locally opening containment 
vent pathways using criteria developed in response to Order EA-12-050. 
 
Staff Position:  For PWRs only; NEI 12-06 provides an acceptable method to develop strategies 
and guidance for removal of heat from containment 
 
5.2 Hydrogen Control for Protection of Containment Integrity Function 
 


BWR facilities with Mark I and Mark II containment structures are required to maintain an inert 
containment atmosphere during plant operation at power to protect against hydrogen 
detonation.  PWR facilities with large dry containments are not required to control hydrogen 
buildup inside the containment structure because the containment volume is sufficient to keep 
the pressure spike of potential hydrogen deflagrations within the design pressure of the 
structure.  However, BWR facilities with Mark III containments and PWR facilities with ice 
condenser containments are required to have hydrogen igniters inside containment to control 
the buildup of hydrogen gas.  These igniters are operated in two redundant trains, with each 
train powered by one of the redundant safety-grade ac electrical power systems.  The igniters 
must be powered prior to the onset of fuel damage to ensure hydrogen concentrations remain 
within acceptable limits for maintenance of containment integrity.  


Generic safety issue (GSI)189, “Susceptibility of Ice Condenser and Mark III Containments to 
Early Failure from Hydrogen Combustion during a Severe Accident,” raised questions about the 
effectiveness of these igniter systems during a prolonged station blackout scenario.  In 
response to the issues raised in GSI-189, licensees operating BWRs with Mark III containments 
voluntarily developed equipment, procedures, and training to support provision of 
nonsafety-grade backup electrical power from portable generators to one train of the igniters 
that is independent of much of the safety-grade ac and dc onsite power systems.  Licensees 
operating PWRs with ice condenser containments voluntarily developed similar capabilities, but 
with less independence from the on-site ac and dc power distribution systems.   


Staff Position:  Licensees with installed hydrogen igniters shall develop and maintain strategies 
to provide alternative power from generating equipment independent of the safety-related 
on-site power sources to supply electricity to one train of hydrogen igniter equipment.  
Independent alternative power generating equipment shall be accessible and capable of 
installation in the Transition Phase. 
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6.0 Programmatic Controls 
 
6.1 Equipment Protection, Storage, and Deployment 
 
Storage locations chosen for the equipment must provide protection from external events as 
necessary to allow the equipment to perform its function without loss of capability.  For example, 
if the evaluation of external hazards shows that it is appropriate to install connections for the 
equipment at a specific height above the design flood level for the plant, then the equipment 
should be stored in locations that are at or above that level.  In addition, the licensee must 
provide a means to bring the equipment to the connection point under those conditions in time 
to initiate the strategy prior to expiration of the estimated capability to maintain core and spent 
fuel pool cooling and containment functions in the initial response phase. 
 
Staff Position:  NEI 12-06 provides an acceptable method to provide reasonable protection, 
storage, and deployment of the equipment associated with Order EA-12-049 subject to Staff 
Position 1 of Section 1.0, “Evaluation of External Hazards,” above. 
 
6.2 Equipment Quality 
 
Equipment associated with the strategies developed to meet the requirements of Order 
EA-12-049 need not be treated as safety-related equipment or subject to special treatment 
requirements under 10 CFR such as Part 50 Appendix B quality assurance (QA), seismic, or 
Environmental Qualification. 
 
Staff Position:  NEI 12-06 provides an acceptable method to control the quality of equipment 
associated with Order EA-12-049 with the following clarifications.  Licensees must maintain a 
program that provides assurance that the equipment used to meet the requirements of Order 
EA-12-049 and not already covered by existing QA requirements in Appendix B or R of 10 CFR 
Part 50 is tested, maintained and operated so that they will function as intended.  This 
equipment must be implemented so that it does not degrade the existing safety-related systems.  
This is accomplished by making the non-safety equipment as independent as practicable from 
existing safety-related systems.  The guidance provided in this section outlines an acceptable 
QA program for non-safety equipment used for Order EA-12-049 and not already covered by 
existing QA requirements.  Activities should be implemented from this section as appropriate, 
depending on whether the equipment is being added (new) or is existing. 
 


1. Licensees shall control those commercial items that are commonly procured for use in 
the fire protection, such as fire hoses, spray nozzles, fire pumper trucks, and temporary 
fire pumps, using the fire protection QA program.  Quality of the equipment being 
maintained shall be understood to be with respect to the associated strategies, rather 
than with respect to fire protection, as would y be required by Regulatory Guide 1.189, 
“Fire Protection for Nuclear Power Plants,” Revision 2, Section C.4 of Branch Technical 
Position (BTP) CMEB 9.5-1, Revision 2, in the review and acceptance of approved Fire 
Protection Plans for plants licensed after January 1, 1979, or BTP APCSB 9.5-1, its 
Appendix A, and Generic Letter 77-02 for plants licensed before January 1, 1979.  
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2. Licensees may include other equipment used to meet the requirements of Order 
EA-12-049 in the Appendix B or fire protection QA programs or in a separate program 
implementing the following activities as appropriate. 


 
a. Design Control and Procurement Document Control.  Measures should be 


established to ensure that all design related guidelines used in complying with 
Order EA-12-049 are included in design and procurement documents, and that 
deviations therefore are controlled. 
 


b. Instructions, Procedures, and Drawings.  Inspections, tests, administrative 
controls, and training necessary for compliance with Order EA-12-049 should be 
prescribed by documented instructions, procedures, and drawings and should be 
accomplished in accordance with these documents. 
 


c. Control of Purchased Material, Equipment, and Services.  Measures should be 
established to ensure that purchased material, equipment, and services conform 
to the procurement documents. 
 


d. Inspection.  A program for independent inspection of activities required to comply 
with Order EA-12-049 should be established and executed by (or for) the 
organization performing the activity to verify conformance with documented 
installation drawings and test procedures for accomplishing the activities. 


 
e. Testing and Test Control.  A test program should be established and 


implemented to ensure that testing is performed and verified by inspection and 
audit to demonstrate conformance with design and system readiness 
requirements.  The tests should be performed in accordance with written test 
procedures; test results should be properly evaluated and acted on. 


 
f. Inspection, Test, and Operating Status.   Measures should be established to 


identify items that have satisfactorily passed required tests and inspections. 


 
g. Nonconforming Items.  Measures should be established to control items that do 


not conform to specified requirements to prevent inadvertent use or installation. 


 
h. Corrective Action.  Measures should be established to ensure that failures, 


malfunctions, deficiencies, deviations, defective components, and 
nonconformances are promptly identified, reported, and corrected. 


 
i. Records.  Records should be prepared and maintained to furnish evidence that 


the criteria enumerated above are being met for activities required to comply with 
Order EA-12-049. 
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j. Audits. Audits should be conducted and documented to verify compliance with 
design and procurement documents, instructions, procedures, drawings, and 
inspection and test activities developed to comply with Order EA-12-049. 


 
7.0 Off-site Resources 
 
The Final Phase of the guidance and strategies required by Order EA-12-049 requires use of 
off-site resources to sustain the strategies indefinitely. 
 
Staff Position:  NEI 12-06 provides an acceptable means to meet the requirements of Order 
EA-12-049 subject to the following clarification: 
 


1. Licensees shall establish an oversight mechanism to provide reasonable assurance that 
portable equipment necessary to sustain indefinite operation of the mitigating strategies 
can be deployed to the site, installed in sufficient time to allow overlap between the 
Transition and Final Phases and capable of performing their intended functions. 


 
8.0 Strategy Maintenance 
 
Order EA-12-049 requires maintenance of the guidance and strategies licensees develop.  This 
maintenance is part of the implementation and has the purpose of assuring the continued 
viability of the strategies feasibility. 
 
Staff Position:  NEI 12-06 provides an acceptable method for maintenance of the guidance and 
strategies. 
 
9.0 Guidance for AP1000 Design 
 
Appendix F of NEI 12-06 provides specific guidance for licensees with reactors of the AP1000 
design on how to satisfy provisions of Order EA-12-049, Attachment 3, for the final phase 
(for sufficient offsite resources to sustain functions indefinitely). 
 
Table F.3.2-1 lists the equipment to be provided. 
 
Staff position:  For RCS, Containment, and SFP instruments include the following in the FLEX 
equipment column: 
 
“Portable I&C measurement equipment and power supplies” 
 
The reason for this is that if the 480V distribution equipment is not available, the licensee does 
not have a planned strategy as a backup (single-point of failure). 
 
Section F.4 Step 2: Determine Applicable Extreme External Hazards  
 
Staff position:  Delete the 2nd paragraph – all AP1000 plants should provide a mitigating strategy 
since the philosophy is an unbounded beyond design basis event. 
 
Section F.6 Step 2B: Standard Design External Flooding Margin Assessment 
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Staff position:  The treatment of external flooding should be similar to operating plants.  This 
entire section should be re-written as follows: 
 
“The AP1000 design basis (see Table 2-1, Site Parameters, of the AP1000 site-specific FSAR) 
demonstrates the wide range of extreme environmental conditions covered by the design.  
Because of the conservatisms that are incorporated into the selection of these site 
environmental conditions, they are expected to bound extreme site-specific values. 
 
For the indefinite extension of the passive system coping time, the environmental condition 
should be assessed, consistent with the plant licensing basis, to verify the capability of the 
FLEX equipment to perform its mission to extend the coping time indefinitely under this range of 
conditions.  In general, FLEX equipment, as described in Section F.3.2, may be stored at a 
sufficient distance from the site such that it would not reasonably be subject to the same 
external hazard and would therefore be expected to be available following the 72 hour coping 
period for AP1000.  However, appropriate conditions will need to be defined to ensure the FLEX 
equipment, once deployed, will maintain its operability over the appropriate range of external 
conditions considering the site conditions that may exist 72 hours after the initial event. 
 
Considering the deployment, procedural interfaces, and offsite resources for FLEX equipment, 
Sections 6.2.3.2 – 6.2.3.4 are incorporated in their entirety into this Appendix.  This ensures that 
the AP1000 FLEX equipment is designed to function under the extreme conditions of external 
flooding.” 
 
Section F.7 Step 2C: Assess Impact of Severe Storms with High Winds 
 
Staff position:  Replace with the following: 
 
“See considerations provided for Section F.6. 
 
Considering the deployment, procedural interfaces, and offsite resources for FLEX equipment, 
Sections 7.3.2 – 7.3.4 are incorporated in their entirety into this Appendix.  This ensures that the 
AP1000 FLEX equipment is designed to function under the extreme conditions of severe storms 
with high winds.” 
 
Section F.8 Step 2D: Assess Impact of Snow, Ice and Extreme Cold 
 
Staff position:  Replace guidance with the following: 
 
“See considerations provided for Section F.6. 
 
Considering the deployment, procedural interfaces, and offsite resources for FLEX equipment, 
Sections 8.3.2 – 8.3.4 are incorporated in their entirety into this Appendix.  This ensures that the 
AP1000 FLEX equipment is designed to function under the extreme conditions of snow, ice, and 
extreme cold.” 
 
Section F.9 Step 2E: Assess Impact of High Temperature 
 
Replace guidance with the following: 
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“See considerations provided for Section F.6. 
 
Considering the deployment, procedural interfaces, and offsite resources for FLEX equipment, 
Sections 9.3.2 – 9.3.4 are incorporated in their entirety into this Appendix.  This ensures that the 
AP1000 FLEX equipment is designed to function under the extreme conditions of high 
temperatures.” 
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From: siegfriedpfeiffer@hotmail.com
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the Japan Nuclear Accident;
Date: Saturday, May 26, 2012 3:57:51 PM

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by

 (siegfriedpfeiffer@hotmail.com) on Saturday, May 26, 2012 at 15:57:32
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

comments: there are approx. 8 million people within a 50 mile radius of San Onofre, if we have an
event like in Japan there will be total chaos unable to quickly get out of said area!This plant could be
converted to an  Natural Gas Powerplant just as they did in Colorado! Concerned resident 33 miles
down-wind, Siegfried G. Pfeiffer

name: Siegfried  G.  Pfeiffer

organization: Resident

address1: 13727 Nogales Drive

address2:

city: Del Mar,

state: CA

zip: 92014

country: USA

phone: 858-755-1042

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

mailto:siegfriedpfeiffer@hotmail.com
mailto:JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov


From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; "Newal

Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"; "Vanags, Uldis"; JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 5-28-2012
Date: Monday, May 28, 2012 9:46:32 AM

Good morning,
 

Original Building Dimensional Tolerances
 
I am seeing reports that there is a 1 inch or more “deflection” of some (not clearly identified) part of the
Fukushima Daiichi Unit 4 structure.  Was it there from construction days or not?  Well, one way to
provide a little credibility that it has been around a long time is to go to the other 5 units at that site and
find a similar bulge.
 
Chances are, although the various units may have been constructed by different management in
different construction companies, the craft labor was significantly the same for all.  So, if bulges were
accepted practice at one unit, you should find them on the others as well. 
 
If you can’t find them, then I would say there is a serious concern that the deflection is no more than
one year old and may even be currently increasing.  Specifically, this may an actual sign that failure is
underway.
 
I also did not see any report that the deflection was NOT on a part of the Unit 4 spent fuel structure. 
Until I read differently, I will be concluding that it is the spent fuel pool structure with this problem.
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel  
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From: vmdato@aaphp.org
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the Japan Nuclear Accident;
Date: Tuesday, May 29, 2012 7:36:35 AM

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by

 (vmdato@aaphp.org) on Tuesday, May 29, 2012 at 07:36:20
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

comments: I am President Elect of the American
Associatioin of Public Health Physicians.
(aaphp.org)   One of our members has
written the resolution below because of her
concern about bioaccumulation of radiation
in Salmon and other migratory fish.    Are
there any plans to monitor fish?  If not , are
we missing a key fact?  Is there any reason
not to submit this resolution and/or is there
any way we can improve it.  Thank you in
advance for your assistsance with this
quiestion and for your time, diligence and
public service.
Virginia Dato

Title: Preventable potential cancer
pandemic.
Whereas the 2011 collapse of the nuclear
reactor in Fukushima Japan created
abundant radioactive overflow coolant water
that was released into the Pacific Ocean;
and

Whereas the Summary of the April 2012
Congressional Research Service report
“Effects of Radiation from Fukushima Dai-
ichi on the U.S. Marine Environment” states
that: “Barring another unanticipated release,
radioactive contaminants from Fukushima
Dai-ichi should be sufficiently dispersed
over time that they will not prove to be a
serious health threat elsewhere, unless they
bioaccumulate in migratory fish or find their
way directly to another part of the world
through food or other commercial products.”

Whereas we find no published federal plans
to monitor Pacific Wild Salmon's radioactive
safety, nor any such plans through
discussions with FDA or CDC, although
Pacific Wild Salmon are clearly in a cohort
of fish that will have had the opportunity to
migrate through radioactive plumes and be
exposed to radioactive environments
(including prey) from Fukushima; therefore
be it

mailto:vmdato@aaphp.org
mailto:JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov


Resolved, that our AMA immediately
request the CDC, FDA, NOAA, and/or other
appropriate federal agencies to:
1. investigate and appropriately monitor
radiation levels of foods harvested in the
Pacific (including migrating salmon), and
promptly and fully release findings, together
with information about any health
implications of consuming these foods; and
2. encourage public policies that reduce the
risk of radioactive contamination of fish and
other commercial products.

References
-Congressional Research Service
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41751.pdf
- http://www.straight.com/article-
663186/vancouver/feds-not-testing-salmon-
radiation
-
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/25/world/a
sia/radioactive-release-at-fukushima-plant-
was-underestimated.html?_r=2

The justification for the delay is that the
importance of the problem was not clear
until the Congressional Research Service
piece in April 2012 and the May 25 2012
Reuters/NYTimes article on the upwards
revised estimates of dose, which stated "It
is difficult to judge the health effects of the
larger-than-reported release, since even the
latest number is an estimate, and it does
not clarify how much exposure people
received or continue to receive from
contaminated soil and food." We have the
chance, for the first time in history that I can
think of, to completely prevent a human
cancer pandemic, and to do so by just
checking a few extra fish from the
supermarkets near the Winchester
Massachusetts FDA fish lab.

name: Virginia Dato MD MPH FACPM FAAP

organization: American Association of Public Health Physicians

address1:

address2:

city:

state: ---

zip:

country:

http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41751.pdf
http://www.straight.com/article-
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/25/world/a


phone: 4125135368

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



From: Erica Frank, MD, MPH
To: JLD_Public Resource
Cc: Virginia Dato; Arvind Goyal; Joe Murphy; Tim Barth
Subject: Re: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the Japan Nuclear Accident;
Date: Monday, June 04, 2012 1:27:55 PM

Dr. Dato, our colleagues, and I thank you for your response.  However, we are
unable to identify anyone within EPA who would be appropriate to respond to this
query -- who might you suggest?  

Gratefully,
Erica

Erica Frank, MD, MPH

From: JLD_Public Resource <JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov>
Date: June 4, 2012 7:35:33 AM EDT
To: "vmdato@aaphp.org" <vmdato@aaphp.org>
Subject: RE: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in
Response to the Japan Nuclear Accident;

Dr. Dato,

The NRC does not perform or generally require environmental
monitoring outside of licensee site boundaries.  Please contact the US
Environmental Protection Agency with your inquiry because this type of
radioactivity monitoring is within their jurisdiction.  

Thank you for contacting the Japan Lessons Learned Project
Directorate.  

Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

-----Original Message-----
From: vmdato@aaphp.org [mailto:vmdato@aaphp.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 29, 2012 7:36 AM
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the
Japan Nuclear Accident;

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by

(vmdato@aaphp.org) on Tuesday, May 29, 2012 at 07:36:20
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

comments: I am President Elect of the American 
Associatioin of Public Health Physicians. 
(aaphp.org)   One of our members has 
written the resolution below because of her 

mailto:efrank3g@gmail.com
mailto:JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov
mailto:vmdato@gmail.com
mailto:arvindkgoyal@aol.com
mailto:jlsmurphy@sbcglobal.net
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mailto:vmdato@aaphp.org
mailto:vmdato@aaphp.org
mailto:vmdato@aaphp.org
mailto:vmdato@aaphp.org
mailto:vmdato@aaphp.org
http://aaphp.org/


concern about bioaccumulation of radiation 
in Salmon and other migratory fish.    Are 
there any plans to monitor fish?  If not , are 
we missing a key fact?  Is there any reason 
not to submit this resolution and/or is there 
any way we can improve it.  Thank you in 
advance for your assistsance with this 
quiestion and for your time, diligence and 
public service.
Virginia Dato 

Title: Preventable potential cancer 
pandemic. 
Whereas the 2011 collapse of the nuclear 
reactor in Fukushima Japan created 
abundant radioactive overflow coolant water 
that was released into the Pacific Ocean; 
and

Whereas the Summary of the April 2012 
Congressional Research Service report 
“Effects of Radiation from Fukushima Dai-
ichi on the U.S. Marine Environment” states 
that: “Barring another unanticipated release, 
radioactive contaminants from Fukushima 
Dai-ichi should be sufficiently dispersed 
over time that they will not prove to be a 
serious health threat elsewhere, unless they 
bioaccumulate in migratory fish or find their 
way directly to another part of the world 
through food or other commercial products.”

Whereas we find no published federal plans 
to monitor Pacific Wild Salmon's radioactive 
safety, nor any such plans through 
discussions with FDA or CDC, although 
Pacific Wild Salmon are clearly in a cohort 
of fish that will have had the opportunity to 
migrate through radioactive plumes and be 
exposed to radioactive environments 
(including prey) from Fukushima; therefore 
be it

Resolved, that our AMA immediately 
request the CDC, FDA, NOAA, and/or other 
appropriate federal agencies to:
1. investigate and appropriately monitor 
radiation levels of foods harvested in the 
Pacific (including migrating salmon), and 
promptly and fully release findings, together 
with information about any health 
implications of consuming these foods; and
2. encourage public policies that reduce the 



risk of radioactive contamination of fish and 
other commercial products. 

References
-Congressional Research Service 
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41751.pdf
- http://www.straight.com/article-
663186/vancouver/feds-not-testing-salmon-
radiation
- 
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/25/world/a
sia/radioactive-release-at-fukushima-plant-
was-underestimated.html?_r=2 

The justification for the delay is that the 
importance of the problem was not clear 
until the Congressional Research Service 
piece in April 2012 and the May 25 2012 
Reuters/NYTimes article on the upwards 
revised estimates of dose, which stated "It 
is difficult to judge the health effects of the 
larger-than-reported release, since even the 
latest number is an estimate, and it does 
not clarify how much exposure people 
received or continue to receive from 
contaminated soil and food." We have the 
chance, for the first time in history that I can 
think of, to completely prevent a human 
cancer pandemic, and to do so by just 
checking a few extra fish from the 
supermarkets near the Winchester 
Massachusetts FDA fish lab.

name: Virginia Dato MD MPH FACPM FAAP

organization: American Association of Public Health Physicians

address1: 

address2: 

city: 

state: ---

zip: 

country: 

phone: 4125135368

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
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From: EDFINACG@aol.com
To: JLD_Public Resource
Cc: kosteljr@westinghouse.com; michael.rencheck@areva.com; elyman@ucsusa.org; eric.gardner@ge.com;

Spk@nei.org; ryang@epri.com
Subject: NTTF Tier 1 and Tier 3 recommendations comment
Date: Tuesday, May 29, 2012 2:07:24 PM

This e-mail is a public comment to the Tier 1 and Tier 3 NTTF recommendations, and more
specifically the issue of filters for containment vents and atmospheric releases/hydrogen
explosions from accidents at operating light water nuclear power plants.
 
I want the NRC staff to know that I have developed a USPTO pending patent to prevent
atmospheric releases from accidents at operating nuclear power plants and provide adequate
protection of the population and the environment in such cases. My passive solution is a
comprehensive holistic approach to atmospheric releases whatever the scenario for the
reactors or spent fuel pools and whatever the success of the corresponding FLEX mitigation
strategies. My solution is also, but not only, a cost effective alternative solution to
containment vents filters for Mark 1 and 2 designs. My solution can be applied to any light
water nuclear reactor facility. It can be installed without interference with the facility SSCs
and can passively operate during any accident scenario to prevent atmospheric radioactive
releases whatever the release path and damage to the nuclear fuel.
 
I am available to present confidentially my project to the designated NRC staff at your
earliest convenience.
Sincerely,
 
Catherine GAUJACQ
Consultant Power/Nuclear industry
STERLING VA 20165 
phone 703-598-0295
edfinacg@aol.com

mailto:EDFINACG@aol.com
mailto:JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov
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From: EDFINACG@aol.com
To: JLD_Public Resource
Cc: kosteljr@westinghouse.com; michael.rencheck@areva.com; elyman@ucsusa.org; eric.gardner@ge.com;

Spk@nei.org; ryang@epri.com
Subject: Re: NTTF Tier 1 and Tier 3 recommendations comment
Date: Monday, June 04, 2012 11:31:59 AM

Thank you for your response. I understand from your response that a NRC Licensee would
have to buy my patent and then submit it for NRC review.
 
The purpose of my patent is to protect the public and the environment from atmospheric
releases from accidents at operating nuclear power plants. It seems there is little interest
for the NRC Licensees to buy my patent since it does not prevent the destruction of the NRC
Licensee’s assets (nuclear fuel damage).
 
Who should I address my patent for consideration? Should I address my request to the EPA?
Should I address my request to the DOE? I would appreciate if you could direct me to the
correct US government agency.
 
Thanks in advance for your time and consideration,
Catherine Gaujacq
 
 
In a message dated 6/4/2012 7:34:01 A.M. Eastern Daylight Time, JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov
writes:

Ms. Gaujacq,

 

The NRC does not accept private organizations’ submittals for review unless a
current licensee(s) commit(s) to the submittal’s actions or it is contained within a
license application.  Your patent would need to be submitted by a current or future
licensee before it will undergo NRC review. 

 

Thank you for contacting the Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate. 

 

Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

 

 

From: EDFINACG@aol.com [mailto:EDFINACG@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 29, 2012 2:07 PM
To: JLD_Public Resource
Cc: kosteljr@westinghouse.com; michael.rencheck@areva.com; elyman@ucsusa.org;

mailto:EDFINACG@aol.com
mailto:JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov
mailto:kosteljr@westinghouse.com
mailto:michael.rencheck@areva.com
mailto:elyman@ucsusa.org
mailto:eric.gardner@ge.com
mailto:Spk@nei.org
mailto:ryang@epri.com


eric.gardner@ge.com; Spk@nei.org; ryang@epri.com
Subject: NTTF Tier 1 and Tier 3 recommendations comment

 

This e-mail is a public comment to the Tier 1 and Tier 3 NTTF recommendations, and more
specifically the issue of filters for containment vents and atmospheric releases/hydrogen
explosions from accidents at operating light water nuclear power plants.

 

I want the NRC staff to know that I have developed a USPTO pending patent to prevent
atmospheric releases from accidents at operating nuclear power plants and provide adequate
protection of the population and the environment in such cases. My passive solution is a
comprehensive holistic approach to atmospheric releases whatever the scenario for the
reactors or spent fuel pools and whatever the success of the corresponding FLEX mitigation
strategies. My solution is also, but not only, a cost effective alternative solution to containment
vents filters for Mark 1 and 2 designs. My solution can be applied to any light water nuclear
reactor facility. It can be installed without interference with the facility SSCs and can passively
operate during any accident scenario to prevent atmospheric radioactive releases whatever the
release path and damage to the nuclear fuel.

 

I am available to present confidentially my project to the designated NRC staff at your earliest
convenience.

Sincerely,

 

Catherine GAUJACQ

Consultant Power/Nuclear industry
STERLING VA 20165 
phone 703-598-0295
edfinacg@aol.com

 

=
 
Catherine Gaujacq
Consultant Power/Nuclear industry

STERLING VA 20165
phone 703-598-0295

edfinacg@aol.com

 
The information contained in this message and attachments is confidential and is
intended for the addressee(s) only. If you have received this message in error please 
notify the originator immediately.  The unauthorized use, disclosure, copying or 
alteration of this message is strictly forbidden.

mailto:edfinacg@aol.com
mailto:edfinacg@aol.com


From: EDFINACG@aol.com
To: JLD_Public Resource
Cc: kosteljr@westinghouse.com; michael.rencheck@areva.com; elyman@ucsusa.org; eric.gardner@ge.com;

Spk@nei.org; ryang@epri.com
Subject: Re: NTTF Tier 1 and Tier 3 recommendations comment
Date: Tuesday, June 05, 2012 9:15:32 AM

Thank you very much for those precisions. I look forward to the NRC staff and Commission upcoming
discussions and decisions.
Catherine Gaujacq
 
In a message dated 6/5/2012 8:02:50 A.M. Eastern Daylight Time, JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov
writes:

Ms. Gaujacq,

 

You are correct in that an NRC licensee would need to buy your patent and then
submit it for NRC review. The NRC would not conduct a review unless it was
formally submitted by a licensee and would not provide it to our licensees for their
consideration.

 

As for who to address for consideration, your patent for an atmospheric release
prevention system is most relevant to electricity-creating reactors due to their high
power output, all of which are under the jurisdiction of the NRC.  All other reactors
in the US are research reactors with very low power levels.  Your best chance for
consideration would be with NRC licensees. Other US government agencies are
not relevant.

 

For your information, the issue of filtered vents will go in front of the 5-member
Commission in late summer or early fall for consideration.  Depending on the
outcome of these meetings, licensees could be required to install filtered vents and
your patent could be considered as an alternative. 

Thank you for contacting the Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate. 

Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

From: EDFINACG@aol.com [mailto:EDFINACG@aol.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 11:31 AM
To: JLD_Public Resource
Cc: kosteljr@westinghouse.com; michael.rencheck@areva.com; elyman@ucsusa.org;
eric.gardner@ge.com; Spk@nei.org; ryang@epri.com
Subject: Re: NTTF Tier 1 and Tier 3 recommendations comment

 

Thank you for your response. I understand from your response that a NRC Licensee would

mailto:EDFINACG@aol.com
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have to buy my patent and then submit it for NRC review.

 

The purpose of my patent is to protect the public and the environment from atmospheric
releases from accidents at operating nuclear power plants. It seems there is little interest
for the NRC Licensees to buy my patent since it does not prevent the destruction of the NRC
Licensee’s assets (nuclear fuel damage).

 

Who should I address my patent for consideration? Should I address my request to the EPA?
Should I address my request to the DOE? I would appreciate if you could direct me to the
correct US government agency.

 

Thanks in advance for your time and consideration,

Catherine Gaujacq

 

 

In a message dated 6/4/2012 7:34:01 A.M. Eastern Daylight Time,
JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov writes:

Ms. Gaujacq,

 

The NRC does not accept private organizations’ submittals for review
unless a current licensee(s) commit(s) to the submittal’s actions or it is
contained within a license application.  Your patent would need to be
submitted by a current or future licensee before it will undergo NRC
review. 

 

Thank you for contacting the Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate. 

 

Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

 

 

From: EDFINACG@aol.com [mailto:EDFINACG@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 29, 2012 2:07 PM
To: JLD_Public Resource
Cc: kosteljr@westinghouse.com; michael.rencheck@areva.com; elyman@ucsusa.org;
eric.gardner@ge.com; Spk@nei.org; ryang@epri.com



Subject: NTTF Tier 1 and Tier 3 recommendations comment

 

This e-mail is a public comment to the Tier 1 and Tier 3 NTTF recommendations, and
more specifically the issue of filters for containment vents and atmospheric
releases/hydrogen explosions from accidents at operating light water nuclear power
plants.

 

I want the NRC staff to know that I have developed a USPTO pending patent to
prevent atmospheric releases from accidents at operating nuclear power plants
and provide adequate protection of the population and the environment in such
cases. My passive solution is a comprehensive holistic approach to atmospheric
releases whatever the scenario for the reactors or spent fuel pools and whatever the
success of the corresponding FLEX mitigation strategies. My solution is also, but not
only, a cost effective alternative solution to containment vents filters for Mark 1 and 2
designs. My solution can be applied to any light water nuclear reactor facility. It can be
installed without interference with the facility SSCs and can passively operate during
any accident scenario to prevent atmospheric radioactive releases whatever the
release path and damage to the nuclear fuel.

 

I am available to present confidentially my project to the designated NRC staff at your
earliest convenience.

Sincerely,

 

Catherine GAUJACQ

Consultant Power/Nuclear industry
STERLING VA 20165 
phone 703-598-0295
edfinacg@aol.com

 

=

 

Catherine Gaujacq
Consultant Power/Nuclear industry

STERLING VA 20165
phone 703-598-0295

edfinacg@aol.com

 

The information contained in this message and attachments is confidential and
is intended for the addressee(s) only. If you have received this message in error
please 
notify the originator immediately.  The unauthorized use, disclosure, copying or 
alteration of this message is strictly forbidden.
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp;

JLD_Public Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"; "Vanags, Uldis"; Bowman, Gregory;
ESTRONSKI@aol.com

Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 5-31-2012
Date: Thursday, May 31, 2012 8:28:59 AM

Good morning,
 

100 degrees F. per hour
 
Suppose you are an on-duty plant operator.  If you knew you had a choice to either cooldown the
reactor vessel at 100 degrees F. per hour or prevent the reactor core from melting, I am sure that you
would choose to save the core.  But suppose that choice was not apparent, as it was not at Fukushima
Daiichi Unit 1 on March 11, 2011?
 
Does it make sense for us to continue to require a cooldown rate of 100 degrees F. per hour (or less)
in accident conditions when time is critical, given that this was instrumental in destroying the Unit 1
reactor core?
 
Yet, after more than a year, I have still not seen any identification that the existing cooldown rate is no
longer defensible in accident situations.  Or is it?
 
How about somebody taking a look at the possible (accident) value of a fast cooldown by emergency
condensers, (which is a passive system)?
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
 
 
 

mailto:tgurdziel@twcny.rr.com
mailto:CHAIRMAN.Resource@nrc.gov
mailto:hillsc@INPO.org
mailto:Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov
mailto:Diane.Screnci@nrc.gov
mailto:P.Kaiser@iaea.org
mailto:jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp
mailto:JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov
mailto:newal@goinfo.com
mailto:thenry@theblade.com
mailto:Uldis.Vanags@state.vt.us
mailto:Gregory.Bowman@nrc.gov
mailto:ESTRONSKI@aol.com


From: Debbie@C-10-.org
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the Japan Nuclear Accident;
Date: Thursday, May 31, 2012 11:15:12 AM

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by

 (Debbie@C-10-.org) on Thursday, May 31, 2012 at 11:15:02
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

comments: The ACRS Additional Recommendations on your home page will ot allow me to read it...too
small to read printed out.  it can be enlarged only on yuour site but not copied

name: Debbie Grinnell

organization: C-10 Foundation

address1:

address2:

city: Newburyport

state: MA

zip: 01950

country: USA

phone: 978-465-646

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

mailto:Debbie@C-10-.org
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From: Raleigh, Deann
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Prioritization for Seismic Walkdowns?
Date: Friday, June 01, 2012 5:50:40 PM
Attachments: flooding hazard evaluation.pdf

Dear Sir,
 
Has the NRC issued a prioritization list for plants to perform seismic walkdowns (Recommendation
2.3) similar to what was done with the flooding prioritization (see attached)?
 
Thank you.
 
Best,
 
Deann
 
Deann Raleigh
Nuclear Regulatory Services
Scientech, a business unit of Curtiss-Wright Flow Control Company
240-626-9556
draleigh@curtisswright.com
 

_______________________________________________________________________

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are proprietary and intended solely for
the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you have reason to
believe that you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender and
destroy this email and any attached files. Please note that any views or opinions
presented in this e-mail are solely those of the author and do not necessarily
represent those of the Curtiss-Wright Corporation or any of its subsidiaries.
Documents attached hereto may contain technology subject to government export
regulations. Recipient is solely responsible for ensuring that any re-export, transfer or
disclosure of this information is in accordance with applicable government export
regulations. The recipient should check this e-mail and any attachments for the
presence of viruses. Curtiss-Wright Corporation and its subsidiaries accept no liability
for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this e-mail.
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NRC PRIORITIZES INDUSTRY RESPONSES TO  


REQUEST FOR POST-FUKUSHIMA FLOOD HAZARD EVALUATIONS 


 


The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has updated part of its March 12 request for 


information from all U.S. nuclear power plants, setting out a schedule for completing flooding 


hazard re-evaluations recommended by the NRC’s Near-Term Task Force, which examined 


lessons learned from the Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear accident. 


 


“The information in front of us today shows U.S. plants are capable of safely handling 


the most likely floods at their sites. These re-evaluations will help us better understand the very 


unlikely flooding that could occur in the future,” said Eric Leeds, director of the NRC’s Office of 


Nuclear Reactor Regulation. “We’ve publicly discussed the prioritization process several times 


since we issued the information request, and this schedule provides a solid path towards getting 


the work done correctly and efficiently.” 


 


The prioritization schedule, outlined in a letter to every plant owner, gives plants one, 


two or three years to complete the hazard evaluations. The letter will be available in the NRC’s 


electronic documents database, ADAMS, under accession number ML12097A510. The order of 


prioritization is based on three criteria: 


 


 How complex is the re-evaluation? For instance, sites involving multiple upstream dam 


failures, storm surge, tsunami hazard, or large watersheds would be placed later in the 


schedule.  


 What resources are (or would be) available, both from the plant to complete the 


evaluation and from the NRC to review it? For instance, if multiple plants are on the 


same river, upstream plants would be prioritized ahead of those downstream.  


 Site-specific insights; for instance, if a plant is co-located with an Early Site Permit or 


Combined License location that has already done a similar evaluation, that would 


prioritize the plant earlier in the schedule. 


 


The evaluation results could lead to further assessment of potential flooding effects at the plants.  


 


The following plants have until March 12, 2013, to complete the flooding re-evaluation: 


 


Callaway Calvert Cliffs  Comanche Peak Dresden  Fermi 


Grand Gulf Hope Creek   Indian Point  Nine Mile Point 


North Anna Oconee  Quad Cities  Salem 


Sequoyah Shearon Harris South Texas Project Three Mile Island 


Turkey Point Vermont Yankee Virgil C. Summer Vogtle    Watts Bar 
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The following plants have until March 12, 2014, to complete the flooding re-evaluation: 


 


Arkansas Nuclear One Beaver Valley  Braidwood  Browns Ferry 


Byron    Catawba  Clinton   Columbia 


Cooper    Davis-Besse  Duane Arnold  Edwin I. Hatch 


Fort Calhoun   H.B. Robinson  Joseph M. Farley Kewaunee  


LaSalle   Monticello  Palo Verde  Peach Bottom 


Prairie Island   River Bend  William B. McGuire Wolf Creek 


 


 


The following plants have until March 12, 2015, to complete the flooding re-evaluation: 


 


Bellefonte  Brunswick  Crystal River  Diablo Canyon 


Donald C. Cook James A. FitzPatrick Limerick  Millstone 


Oyster Creek  Palisades  Perry   Pilgrim 


Point Beach  R. E. Ginna  San Onofre  Seabrook 


St. Lucie  Surry   Susquehanna  Waterford 


 


The NRC continues to evaluate and act on the lessons learned from Fukushima to ensure 


U.S. nuclear power plants implement appropriate safety enhancements. Following direction from 


the agency’s five Commissioners, the NRC’s activities are being led by a steering committee 


comprised of senior NRC management. The agency has also established the Japan Lessons-


Learned Project Directorate, a group of more than 20 full-time employees focused exclusively on 


implementing NTTF recommendations and related activities. 


 
 


### 
 


NOTE: Anyone wishing to take photos or use a camera to record any portion of a NRC meeting should 


contact the Office of Public Affairs beforehand. 
 


News releases are available through a free Listserv subscription or by clicking on the EMAIL UPDATES 


link on the NRC homepage (www.nrc.gov). E-mail notifications are sent to subscribers when news releases are 


posted to NRC's website. For the latest news, follow the NRC on www.twitter.com/NRCgov. 
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From: Virginia Dato
To: JLD_Public Resource
Cc: Arvind Goyal; Joe Murphy; Tim Barth; efrank3g@gmail.com
Subject: Re: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the Japan Nuclear Accident;
Date: Tuesday, June 05, 2012 8:22:59 AM

Dear Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate
 
We will be grateful for any assistance in finding the correct responsible
competent agency for testing migratory fish for radiation.  I am beginning to think
that there might not be one.  As I look at this website -which I don't believe has
been updated since May 2011 -  
http://www.fda.gov/newsevents/publichealthfocus/ucm247403.htm#sofar  it appears
that the FDA has the expertise.  However if they see their role as technically only
testing imports than fish that swim and are caught here would not be under their
jurisdiction.   As a public health physician I would much perfer to know that an
appropriate federal agency is quietly testing fish than for us to attempt to pass a
resolution at the AMA where the press might misconstrue and over estimate the risk
if any.  I think the bottom line is that we really can't know what long distance
migratory fish such as salmon and tuna are capable of bioaccumulating without
testing.  If the tests are low than that will be a wonderful lesson learned and if the
tests are high I perfer to learn my lesson thorugh testing than through an increase
in cancer further down the road.   If there is evidence that testing is not needed that
that would be great, just let us know!. 
Thank you again for your patience and any assistance with this issue,
Sincerely,
Ginny
Virgina Dato MD MPH FACPM FAAP
President-Elect AAPHP
aaphp.org
 
On Mon, Jun 4, 2012 at 1:27 PM, Erica Frank, MD, MPH <efrank3g@gmail.com>
wrote:

Dr. Dato, our colleagues, and I thank you for your response.  However, we are
unable to identify anyone within EPA who would be appropriate to respond to this
query -- who might you suggest?  

Gratefully,
Erica

Erica Frank, MD, MPH

From: JLD_Public Resource <JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov>

Date: June 4, 2012 7:35:33 AM EDT
To: "vmdato@aaphp.org" <vmdato@aaphp.org>
Subject: RE: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in
Response to the Japan Nuclear Accident;

Dr. Dato,

The NRC does not perform or generally require environmental
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monitoring outside of licensee site boundaries.  Please contact the US
Environmental Protection Agency with your inquiry because this type
of radioactivity monitoring is within their jurisdiction.  

Thank you for contacting the Japan Lessons Learned Project
Directorate.  

Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

-----Original Message-----
From: vmdato@aaphp.org [mailto:vmdato@aaphp.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 29, 2012 7:36 AM
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the
Japan Nuclear Accident;

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by

(vmdato@aaphp.org) on Tuesday, May 29, 2012 at 07:36:20
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

comments: I am President Elect of the American 
Associatioin of Public Health Physicians. 
(aaphp.org)   One of our members has 
written the resolution below because of her 
concern about bioaccumulation of radiation 
in Salmon and other migratory fish.    Are 
there any plans to monitor fish?  If not , are 
we missing a key fact?  Is there any reason 
not to submit this resolution and/or is there 
any way we can improve it.  Thank you in 
advance for your assistsance with this 
quiestion and for your time, diligence and 
public service.
Virginia Dato 

Title: Preventable potential cancer 
pandemic. 
Whereas the 2011 collapse of the nuclear 
reactor in Fukushima Japan created 
abundant radioactive overflow coolant water 
that was released into the Pacific Ocean; 
and

Whereas the Summary of the April 2012 
Congressional Research Service report 
“Effects of Radiation from Fukushima Dai-
ichi on the U.S. Marine Environment” states 
that: “Barring another unanticipated release, 
radioactive contaminants from Fukushima 

mailto:vmdato@aaphp.org
mailto:vmdato@aaphp.org
mailto:vmdato@aaphp.org
http://aaphp.org/


Dai-ichi should be sufficiently dispersed 
over time that they will not prove to be a 
serious health threat elsewhere, unless they 
bioaccumulate in migratory fish or find their 
way directly to another part of the world 
through food or other commercial products.”

Whereas we find no published federal plans 
to monitor Pacific Wild Salmon's radioactive 
safety, nor any such plans through 
discussions with FDA or CDC, although 
Pacific Wild Salmon are clearly in a cohort 
of fish that will have had the opportunity to 
migrate through radioactive plumes and be 
exposed to radioactive environments 
(including prey) from Fukushima; therefore 
be it

Resolved, that our AMA immediately 
request the CDC, FDA, NOAA, and/or other 
appropriate federal agencies to:
1. investigate and appropriately monitor 
radiation levels of foods harvested in the 
Pacific (including migrating salmon), and 
promptly and fully release findings, together 
with information about any health 
implications of consuming these foods; and
2. encourage public policies that reduce the 
risk of radioactive contamination of fish and 
other commercial products. 

References
-Congressional Research Service 
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41751.pdf
- http://www.straight.com/article-
663186/vancouver/feds-not-testing-salmon-
radiation
- 
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/25/world/a
sia/radioactive-release-at-fukushima-plant-
was-underestimated.html?_r=2 

The justification for the delay is that the 
importance of the problem was not clear 
until the Congressional Research Service 
piece in April 2012 and the May 25 2012 
Reuters/NYTimes article on the upwards 
revised estimates of dose, which stated "It 
is difficult to judge the health effects of the 
larger-than-reported release, since even the 
latest number is an estimate, and it does 
not clarify how much exposure people 
received or continue to receive from 

http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41751.pdf
http://www.straight.com/article-
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/25/world/a


contaminated soil and food." We have the 
chance, for the first time in history that I can 
think of, to completely prevent a human 
cancer pandemic, and to do so by just 
checking a few extra fish from the 
supermarkets near the Winchester 
Massachusetts FDA fish lab.

name: Virginia Dato MD MPH FACPM FAAP

organization: American Association of Public Health Physicians

address1: 

address2: 

city: 

state: ---

zip: 

country: 

phone: 4125135368

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

tel:4125135368


From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp;

JLD_Public Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"; "Vanags, Uldis"; Bowman, Gregory;
ESTRONSKI@aol.com; rich@oswegocounty.com; barclaw@assembly.state.ny.us; "Holden, Tammy"

Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 6-5-2012
Date: Tuesday, June 05, 2012 8:34:55 AM

Good morning,
 
I have read JLD-ISG-2012-02 and believe it gives advice on installing the defined “reliable hardened
containment vent” on BWR Mark II containment plants.  Although I do not have the documented
reference, I recall reading on a General Electric Internet page the fact that these same systems were
installed on the Fukushima Daiichi BWR plants operating on March 11, 2011.  (This is the day of their
accidents.)
 
They did not work (in an accident).
 
For example, INPO Special Report 11-005, page 88, 4th item up from the bottom states in part:
“Containment pressure was lower than the working pressure of the rupture disk at 62 psig (427 kPa
gauge), so venting did not occur.”  (This is reported a little more than 3 days after the start of the
accident.)
 
Or
 
Page 89, for 15 Mar at 0300, “Containment pressure exceeded maximum design pressure, and
operators again attempted to vent the containment to reduce pressure but were unsuccessful.”
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp;

JLD_Public Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 6-6-2012
Date: Wednesday, June 06, 2012 8:25:02 AM
Attachments: Unit 4 rigging, lower.jpg

Good morning,
 

Unloading the Unit 4 Spent Fuel Pool
 
Has the use of a crane outside the building been considered?  The attached sketch shows
approximately how this would work.  (You just have to draw in the upper part of the boom and rigging,
which I am unable to show.)
 
If you can’t pick and rotate the load, (which is a small cask with a few bundles of spent nuclear fuel),
consider picking the load and walking the crane (and the load) backwards.  (We used this walking
method to place big fan rotors, (I don’t remember: either Induced Draft or Forced Draft), inside two
boiler houses just north of New York City in about 1970.)
 

Finding Primary Containment Leaks at Unit 2
 
Last month it was announced that an inspection would be done at Unit 2 to look for leaks.  Has this
been completed by the end of the month?  What were the results?  Will flooding proceed?
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
 
(From recent pictures, it looks like they already have big cranes on site with approximately a 350 ton
“sister hook” on one of them.)
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: OPA Resource
Cc: CHAIRMAN Resource; Screnci, Diane; hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; "Newal

Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"; JLD_Public Resource; "Lyon, Jill"; "Holden, Tammy"
Subject: Comments on JLD-ISG-2012-02
Date: Thursday, June 07, 2012 8:22:51 AM

Good morning,
 
It is June 7 and I am getting a message that “comments not accepted” so that I cannot make any
comments on the BWR Primary Containment Venting requirements.
 
What is the problem?
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
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From: k.cohen1@cox.net
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the Japan Nuclear Accident;
Date: Thursday, June 07, 2012 2:11:24 PM

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by

 (k.cohen1@cox.net) on Thursday, June 07, 2012 at 14:11:30
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

comments: In relation to what seems a very high potential for a further Fukushima
disaster please consider the following positive suggestion.

It is well documented that chlorophyll combats radiation poisoning.
As a result of this fact, it would seem of potential benefit to first
test chlorophyll on a small quantity of radioactive material. If the chlorophyll
lessens the radiation I suggest the following steps be taken in Japan.

The first step would be to produce with the use of kelp, spirulina, alfalfa, etc.
a few million gallons of liquid chlorophyll. The cost would be relatively low
in terms of the potential benefits.

The second step would be to spray, inject or in any plausible way infuse the
radioactive material and pools at Fukushima with the liquid chlorophyll.
This might lessen the danger of that radiation.

In a very simple observation, it would be wise to include at the site of a
potential nuclear explosion and the ensuing radioactive fallout a healthy
potentially antidotal substance or substances that would be vaporized and dispersed 
with the radioactive material to thus protect many people from its ill effects.
The wide dispersal of chlorophyll would be good for people and plants as well as
soil.

Even if the test indicates no lessening of radioactivity on inorganic material it would
still be life saving to place in the atmosphere with the poison radiation a known
organic defense against that poison.

Thank you for your consideration.

Best wishes,

Ken Cohen
k.cohen1@cox.net

name: Ken Cohen

organization:

address1: 130 W. Victoria St.

address2:

mailto:k.cohen1@cox.net
mailto:JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov


city: Santa Barbara

state: CA

zip: 93101

country:

phone: 805-845-4184

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



From: Tom Gurdziel
To: JLD_Public Resource
Cc: OPA1 RESOURCE; OPA2 Resource; Resource, OPA3; OPA4 Resource; ESTRONSKI@aol.com; CHAIRMAN

Resource; Bowman, Gregory; OIGHOTLINE Resource; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; hillsc@INPO.org; "Vanags,
Uldis"; P.Kaiser@iaea.org; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; "Tom Henry"; "Newal Agnihotri";
senator_leahy@leahy.senate.gov; rich@oswegocounty.com; barclaw@assembly.state.ny.us; "Holden, Tammy";
"Lyon, Jill"; Michael.GaffneySr@pseg.com; "Turkal, Mark"; dbenyak@firstenergycorp.com; Boska, John;
senator_leahy@leahy.senate.gov

Subject: Solicitation of Comments on Draft Guidance Documents Regarding Post-Fukushima Requirements
Date: Thursday, June 07, 2012 10:59:40 PM

Good morning,
 
Well, I tried to make comments based on announcement OPA No. 12-064.  I guess it was my mistake
to expect urgency: that the comments would be taken right away.  So I reread the announcement and
guessed that “no later than June 7” actually meant not before June 7, 2012.  I waited and, this
morning, I finally took the link from the announcement and found that, (probably to no great surprise to
me), comments were not being accepted.
 
Hey, things can happen.  So I called the OPA office at about 8:94 am this morning using 1-301-415-
8200.  They were, after all, the only reference on the two page announcement (even though the
Lessons Learned Directorate has 20 or so full time employees assigned).  I explained the problem.  I
was told that, unfortunately, OPA was a little shorthanded today since everybody was at meetings. 
Hey, I said, no problem, just send me over to one of those taxpayer provided cell telephones everybody
has.  Well, it turns out that just a few actually have (government provided) cell telephones.  (And it
really didn’t matter to me because I wasn’t going to any of them.)  I was told: just a minute, then I
noticed I was on hold, and then I noticed I was disconnected.
 
Silence.
 
You are probably waiting to hear that the person responsible for inadvertently disconnecting the line
would have caller ID and would call me back.  Nope: didn’t happen.
 
But, I did send out an e-mail asking about the same problem.
 
So, hoping that, surreptitiously, the problem was fixed, after supper tonight, I again went to make those
comments.  And eventually, I was able to type in the second docket number, (since I was interested in
commenting on the second order presented in the announcement), and actually, again, not to my
surprise, find that the docket numbers and the orders were not presented in the same order in the
announcement.  So I tried them all and finally got to make my comments.
 
Oh, I didn’t mention, I did not get any response from the e-mail I sent either.
 
Based on my experience today, how would you rate the United States Nuclear Regulatory
Commission?
 
            Thank you,
 
            Thomas Gurdziel
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From: suwamino@nifty.com
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the Japan Nuclear Accident;
Date: Saturday, June 09, 2012 9:06:46 PM

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by

 (suwamino@nifty.com) on Saturday, June 09, 2012 at 21:06:58
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

comments: I, a Japanese, would like to send you my sincere request on the issue of the restart of
nuclear power plant in Japan.
Two days ago, Prime Minister of Japan, Noda, announced the restart of nuclear power plant.
I strongly hope that the US Government pushes Japan to give up the restart, because, 1) the causes of
Fukushima Daiichi disaster have not yet been specified at all and 2) safety measures for the restart are
not prepared at all.
If another nuclear accident occurs again, other countries in the world including the USA will certainly
and severely suffered.
Unfortunately, the Government of Japan is completely incapable to make reasonable and logically
correct decision on this nuclear issues.
I believe that the US Government can only change the unreasonable decision of our Prime Minister
Noda.
Please take urgent measures to save world.

name: SUWA Minoru

organization:

address1:

address2:

city: Tokyo

state: ---

zip:

country: Japan

phone:

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
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From: HEYMER, Adrian
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: FW: Comments on NRC Tier 3 Recommendations on Lessons Learned from the Accidents at Fukushima Daiichi

Nuclear Power Plant in Japan Containment Vents
Date: Sunday, June 10, 2012 2:23:41 PM
Attachments: 06-08-12_NRC_Comments on NRC Tier 3 Recommendations.pdf

06-08-12_NRC_Comments on NRC Tier 3 Recommendations_Attachment.pdf

 
 

From: HEYMER, Adrian 
Sent: Friday, June 08, 2012 6:18 PM
Subject: Comments on NRC Tier 3 Recommendations on Lessons Learned from the Accidents at
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant in Japan Containment Vents
 

The attachment contains complete contents of the letter.
 
June 8, 2012
 
 
Mr. David L. Skeen
Director
Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC  20555-0001
 
Subject: Comments on NRC Tier 3 Recommendations on Lessons Learned from the
Accidents at Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant in Japan Containment Vents
 
Project Code: 689
 
Dear Mr. Skeen:
 
The Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s Tier 3 recommendations on the lessons learned from
the reactor accidents at the Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear power station in Japan.
 
General Comments
 
The NRC appropriately prioritized the recommendations of the NRC Fukushima Near-Term
Task Force, the NRC Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards and members of the
public.  The industry agrees with the items that the NRC determined should be pursued
without delay, categorized as Tier 1.  Preliminary industry assessments indicate that the
Tier 1 items, when completed, will achieve as much as 90 percent of the safety benefit
from all recommendations.
 
At this time, the safety benefits derived from proceeding with implementation of the Tier 2
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June 8, 2012 
 
 
Mr. David L. Skeen 
Director 
Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate  
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission  
Washington, DC  20555-0001 
 
Subject: Comments on NRC Tier 3 Recommendations on Lessons Learned from the Accidents at 
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant in Japan Containment Vents 
 
Project Code: 689 
 
Dear Mr. Skeen: 
 
The Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI1) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s Tier 3 recommendations on the lessons learned from the reactor 
accidents at the Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear power station in Japan. 
 
General Comments 
 
The NRC appropriately prioritized the recommendations of the NRC Fukushima Near-Term Task 
Force, the NRC Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards and members of the public.  The 
industry agrees with the items that the NRC determined should be pursued without delay, 
categorized as Tier 1.  Preliminary industry assessments indicate that the Tier 1 items, when 
completed, will achieve as much as 90 percent of the safety benefit from all recommendations. 
 


                                            
1 NEI is the organization responsible for establishing unified nuclear industry policy on matters affecting the nuclear energy industry, 
including the regulatory aspects of generic operational and technical issues. NEI’s members include all utilities licensed to operate 
commercial nuclear power plants in the United States, nuclear plant designers, major architect/engineering firms, fuel fabrication 
facilities, materials licensees, and other organizations and individuals involved in the nuclear energy industry. 
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At this time, the safety benefits derived from proceeding with implementation of the Tier 2 or Tier 3 
recommendations are unclear.  The implementation of Tier 1 items may address Tier 2 or Tier 3 
issues.  Once the path forward on the Tier 1 items is clear and implementation plans have been 
approved, better assessments of the benefits of proceeding with Tier 2 and Tier 3 can be made.  At 
that time, the safety benefits of Tier 1 will be known and the significance of the Tier 2 and Tier 3 
actions can be better assessed. 
 
Neither the industry nor the NRC has infinite financial or staffing resources.  The industry has 
mobilized its resources to focus on implementing Tier 1 recommendations—those actions that will 
provide the greatest safety benefit.  The industry’s resources are fully committed to implementing 
Tier 1.  While the industry understands the need for planning, it does not support nor does it have 
the resource capability to start work on non-Tier 1 activities before the Tier 1 scope and 
implementation details are reviewed and approved.  To do so, will jeopardize Tier 1 schedules by 
diverting industry and NRC resources and management focus away from those actions that provide 
the greatest safety benefit. 
 
The need for pursuing Tier 2, Tier 3 and any other issues identified at a later date should be based 
on the following principles: 
 


• Direct linkage with the progression of the accident at Fukushima Dai-ichi 
• The defined safety benefit and safety significance based on holistic risk-informed insights, 


taking into account the safety benefit from implementing Tier 1 actions 
• Direct applicability to U.S. plants, taking into account differences from Japanese plants in 


design, training and plant management practices, including severe accident management 
guidelines, plant procedures and work practices. 


 
Tier 3 issues should not be evaluated in isolation from other Fukushima-related issues.  An 
integrated assessment that includes the benefits of implementing Tier 1 actions should be 
performed before reaching a decision on whether to proceed with implementing any Tier 3 
recommendations. There are numerous options and holistic risk-informed assessments should be 
used, focusing first on those that have the greatest safety benefit.   
 
Detailed Comments 
 
The attachment to this letter provides the industry’s detailed comments on the Tier 3 
recommendations. 
 
The industry remains committed to implementing the lessons learned from the Fukushima accidents 
that will further enhance safety and the protection of public health and the environment. 
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Please contact me at 202.739.8094; aph@nei.org, if you have questions pertaining to these 
comments. 
 
Sincerely, 


 
 
 
 


Adrian P. Heymer 
 
Attachment 
 
c: Mr. John D. Monninger, NRR/JLD, NRC 
 NRC Document Control Desk 
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Detailed Comments on NRC Tier 3 Fukushima Lessons Learned 


NRC Near-Term Task Force Recommendation 2.2:  Ten-Year Confirmation of Seismic and Flooding 
Hazards. 


The industry acknowledges the benefit and importance of updating plants based on new 
information.  Yet it is not clear that a ten-year update is the correct interval and no information has 
been provided as to the basis for a ten-year periodicity. 


The NRC updates regulations and implementing guidance on an on-going basis.  In addition, the 
industry has implemented plant improvements beyond those mandated by the NRC over the past 30 
years.  These activities have resulted in a five-fold improvement in safety, as indicated by 
probabilistic risk assessments.  These improvements have been initiated by operational experience 
and new technical information and have been focused appropriately on preventing core damage.   


The industry believes that action should be taken as new information is identified and recognized as 
being significant.  The industry does not support a mandated periodic review possibly followed by an 
update of specific hazards or design.  We believe such an approach would result in a delay in 
assessing new and significant information and implementing safety improvements to facilities.  A 
better approach would be to develop a process to identify when new information is significant, as 
identified by a recognized technical organization of subject matter experts, such as a national 
consensus standards committee.  Alternatively, the process could be founded on the new and 
significant information standard for determining when National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) re-
evaluations should be performed.  No matter the case, the new and significant standard should be 
linked to a change in a conclusion in a plant’s licensing basis.   


The industry is willing to work with the NRC to develop the criteria that would provide a more 
definitive decision point for determining when new information should be acted upon and when 
evaluations should be performed on an on-going basis. 


NRC Near-Term Task Force Recommendation 3:  Capability to Prevent or Mitigate Seismically 
Induced Fires and Floods 


This issue is not directly related to Fukushima Dai-ichi.  The events referenced in the NRC Near-
Term Task Force report were at Kashiwazaki-Kariwa, not Fukushima Dai-ichi.  The events at 
Kashiwazaki-Kariwa did not affect the safe shutdown capability.  


The issues related to this recommendation were assessed qualitatively during the IPEEE and are 
being reviewed as part of the Tier 1 seismic walkdowns.  In addition, the FLEX guidance, NEI 12-06, 
already includes consideration of seismic-induced external floods as part of the coping strategy.   


Operating experience does not indicate that seismic-induced fires present a significant safety hazard 
at commercial nuclear facilities. 
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The NRC and the industry had already initiated work prior to the Fukushima events to better 
understand and address these issues.  We agree that this work should continue, outside of 
Fukushima related activities.  The events at Fukushima do not support expediting or including this 
issue in the myriad of NRC Fukushima related regulatory actions.  The industry recommends that the 
issue of seismic-induced fires and floods be removed from the list of Fukushima related actions.  It 
should be addressed in the same manner as other non-Fukushima related issues that involve a 
detailed evaluation and, where necessary, development of a solution or methodology, which in this 
case, should be based on risk-informed principles. 


NRC Near-Term Task Force Recommendation 5.2:  Reliable Hardened Containment Vents for Other 
Designs 


The industry agrees that the need for hardened containment vents for designs other than BWR 
plants with Mark I and BWR Mark II containments should be the subject of further long-term 
evaluations.  However, this is not as high a priority issue as the Tier 1 issues.  These long-term Tier 
3 evaluations should not be performed in isolation from NRC Near-Term Task Force 
Recommendation 6, Hydrogen Control inside Containment or in Other Buildings adjacent to the 
containment. 


There are numerous issues, plant features and plant management processes that can influence 
containment venting evaluations.  These issues need to be evaluated in an integrated manner and 
be fully understood before a final conclusion on proceeding with imposing additional licensee actions 
is made. 


Evaluation of the need to install filtered containment vents for BWR Mark I and Mark II 
containments is the subject of a separate NEI letter. 


NRC Near-Term Task Force Recommendation 6:  Hydrogen Control and Mitigation in Containment or 
Other Buildings 


Hydrogen leakage into the reactor building that encloses primary containment was clearly an issue 
at Fukushima Dai-ichi.  In addition, leakage into other units through common inter-unit systems was 
an issue, as shown by the explosion in Fukushima Dai-ichi, Unit 4. 


This issue cannot be evaluated in isolation to the other Fukushima related issues.  It should be 
evaluated along with the hardened containment vent issue for non-BWR Mark I and Mark II designs.  
Again, this is a long-term activity that needs further public discussion and evaluation.  There are 
several dependencies and assumptions that could impact a conclusion to implement enhancements 
that would limit hydrogen production and enhance hydrogen control.   


An integrated, risk-informed assessment that includes the benefits of implementing the Tier 1 
actions needs to be performed before reaching a decision on whether to implement enhancements 
in this area. 
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NRC Near-Term Task Force Recommendation 9:  Emergency Preparedness Enhancements for Multi-
Unit Events 


Emergency Preparedness (EP) has been the subject of intensive regulatory activity over the past few 
years, especially with the recent rulemaking that is now being implemented.  The two main issues at 
Fukushima are being addressed as part of Tier 1: onsite and offsite communications with a loss of 
communication infrastructure and emergency response staffing for multi-unit casualty scenarios. 


It is clear from discussions with Japanese utilities and government organizations that U.S. EP 
activities are more comprehensive than those in Japan with U.S. EP drills and exercises involving 
state and local government authorities.  Even so, the Japanese authorities evacuated and relocated 
over 80,000 people using rudimentary EP programs with no immediate health impact to the public.   


It is unclear whether there is any additional safety benefit from the implementing these other 
recommendations beyond Tier 1 and the new EP rule.  The industry recommends that no further 
action be taken until the effects of implementing enhancements from the recent rulemaking and the 
Tier 1 actions have been assessed. 


NRC Near-Term Task Force Recommendation 10:  Additional EP topics for prolonged SBO and multi-
unit events  


Same comments as for NRC Near-Term Task Force Recommendation 9 


NRC Near-Term Task Force Recommendation 11:  EP Topics for Decision-Making, Radiation 
Monitoring, and Public Education 


Radiation monitoring:  The industry believes that additional monitoring capability is not needed for 
onsite activities beyond what is being provided under the Tier 1 action in relation to emergency 
response staffing for multi-unit casualty events. 


For offsite activities, a monitoring capability is already provided.  The progression of the Fukushima 
reactor accidents demonstrated that even rudimentary EP, radiation monitoring and reporting 
programs are effective in ensuring safe public health and safety through sheltering and evacuation. 


There appears to be negligible safety benefit beyond what is being proposed in Tier 1.  However, if 
pursued, we recommend that the development of additional radiological monitoring capabilities and 
reporting should be made part of a national program for all nuclear facilities involving the industry 
and government, with contingency for expansion to take into account other nuclear related events 
that could contaminate public areas.  Such a program should be developed in conjunction with the 
Departments of Energy, Defense and Homeland Security.  This is a long-term issue and any 
enhancements should not solely be focused on one specific sector of the commercial nuclear 
industry, nuclear power plants.   


Public education:  The industry agrees that there would be benefit in improved public understanding 
of radiation and radiation protection.  The industry is ready to work with the NRC on developing 
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programs to further improve public understanding on radiation.  As in the case of radiation 
monitoring, we believe that such programs should be of a national nature, developed in conjunction 
with not only the NRC but also with the Departments of Energy, Defense and Homeland Security.  
This should be an on-going and long-term activity, with resource priorities being given to topics that 
are directly related to the events at Fukushima and that have public safety benefit.  This issue, while 
important, has negligible safety benefit. 


NRC Near-Term Task Force Recommendation 12.1:  Reactor Oversight Process (ROP) 


The actions being implemented in response to the lessons learned from the Fukushima accidents are 
associated with re-establishing the design basis, increasing the capability of equipment and actions 
associated with design basis events or mitigating beyond design basis events.  Some Fukushima 
related enhancements may be amenable to inclusion in the ROP, such as the FLEX equipment.  Yet 
others, such as measures to protect and mitigate severe natural phenomena are not amenable to 
realistic risk assessments.  A significance determination process based only on defense-in-depth, 
without consideration of the likelihood of the conditions, has significant potential for causing 
unnecessary actions and unnecessary regulatory interactions.   


There is no significant safety benefit associated with this recommendation.  Additional public 
dialogue and information is necessary to better define the assumptions and approach before a 
decision can be made to proceed with the development of enhancements to the ROP for Fukushima 
related plant modifications.  This dialogue should be deferred until the NRC begins to develop 
commission papers on Recommendation 1 of the NRC Near-term Task Force Report: The 
Establishment of a Logical, Systematic, and Coherent Regulatory Framework.   


NRC Near-Term Task Force Recommendation 12.2:  NRC Staff Training on Severe Accidents and 
Guidelines 


There is no additional safety benefit associated with implementing this recommendation.  Yet, the 
industry agrees that a common set of industry-NRC staff training documents would be beneficial in 
assisting in the development of a common understanding on severe accidents and severe accident 
management guidelines.  This would improve regulatory efficiency because a common 
understanding should reduce the potential for misinterpretation and misunderstandings that are 
often the cause of unnecessary and protracted regulatory interactions. 


We wish to note that while training in severe accident management is useful, it is more important to 
ensure that training is focused on the more probable, core damage prevention activities and design 
aspects rather than post-core damage actions.  For severe accidents, the level of understanding of 
plant operators and NRC inspectors should be one of awareness and general familiarity rather than 
in-depth detailed knowledge. 







or Tier 3 recommendations are unclear.  The implementation of Tier 1 items may address
Tier 2 or Tier 3 issues.  Once the path forward on the Tier 1 items is clear and
implementation plans have been approved, better assessments of the benefits of
proceeding with Tier 2 and Tier 3 can be made.  At that time, the safety benefits of Tier 1
will be known and the significance of the Tier 2 and Tier 3 actions can be better assessed.
 
 
Adrian P. Heymer
Executive Director, Fukushima Response Coordination & Strategy
 
Nuclear Energy Institute
1776 I Street NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20006
www.nei.org
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From: wonderfulhands@sbcglobal.net
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the Japan Nuclear Accident;
Date: Sunday, June 10, 2012 6:18:29 PM

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by

 (wonderfulhands@sbcglobal.net) on Sunday, June 10, 2012 at 18:18:44
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

comments: Fukushima Dai-ichi fallout in Pacific Ocean:
What is being done to clean up this sixX
Chernobyl disaster which has poisoned our
ocean and our coastline forever and how are
you making Japan's nuclear
industry/government to pay for it all? I am
dismayed at the scope of this environmental
disaster and will not simply stick my head in
the sand. When will you people learn that this
technology is not safe? How many more
disasters will it take?

name: Forrest Cottrell

organization: 171 Cohasset Lane

address1:

address2:

city: Chico

state: CA

zip: 95926

country: USA

phone:

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

mailto:wonderfulhands@sbcglobal.net
mailto:JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov


From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; Screnci, Diane; "Vanags, Uldis"; P.Kaiser@iaea.org;

jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"; "Lyon, Jill"; "Holden, Tammy"
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 6-11-2012
Date: Monday, June 11, 2012 8:24:27 AM

Good morning,
 

15 Month Status Report
 
Short term, long term, near term, far term….after 15 months, does it matter what words are used?  I
don’t think words are as important as progress.  So, where are we?
 

Unloading BWR elevated spent fuel pools
 
We need to be able to act quickly to remove all fuel (and other items) that are in the elevated spent
fuel pool of an accident-damaged BWR plant.
 
 
Action taken to date:      None
 
 

Storing the removed fuel pool items
 
We need an (already constructed) off-site place to store the removed fuel, at least for an intermediate
time period.
 
 
Action taken to date:      None
 
 

Finding the reactor core
 
We need to have equipment available to go into the reactor building and primary containment to locate
all corium deposits (shortly after an accident.)
 
 
Action taken to date:      Unknown
 
 

Providing Off (multi-plant) site AC Electric power
 
We need to determine which U.S. multi-plant sites have inadequate offsite power when all site plants
need off site power at the same time.
 
 
Action taken to date:      None
 
 

Dose Reduction to the General Public and the Environment
 
We need a PRA to determine if initial accident venting of the BWR Mk I and BWR Mk II primary
containments will preserve their long term structural integrity so that they can be flooded up (without
leaks) and thus the overall dose to the public is reduced.
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Action taken to date:      Unknown
 
 
(Did you notice that each item above is or would be applicable to U.S. plants?)
 
So, where do you think we are?
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
 



From: edgreisch@gmail.com
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the Japan Nuclear Accident;
Date: Tuesday, June 12, 2012 12:46:58 AM

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by

 (edgreisch@gmail.com) on Tuesday, June 12, 2012 at 00:47:13
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

comments: 573 certified deaths were due to
evacuation-related stress at Fukushima. 
Zero due to radiation.  February 4, 2012â€¨
http://www.beyondnuclear.org/home/201
2/2/4/japanese-authorities-recognize-
573-deaths-related-to-fukushi.html

"Japanese authorities recognize 573 deaths
related to Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear
Catastrophe
As reported by the Yomiuri Shimbun:
"A total of 573 deaths have been certified
as "disaster-related" by 13 municipalities
affected by the crisis at the crippled
Fukushima No. 1 nuclear power plant....
A disaster-related death certificate is
issued when a death is not directly caused
by a tragedy, but by fatigue or the
aggravation of a chronic disease due to the
disaster. ....""

Fukushima:  ZERO deaths were caused by
radiation.  573 deaths were caused by the
evacuation that was forced by officials.  The
people who died were evacuated from such
things as intensive care.  They might have
survived if the evacuation had not taken
place.  Fukushima's natural background
radiation is still higher than the radiation
from the reactor leak.  Fukushima's natural
background radiation plus the radiation
from the reactor leak is still less than the
natural background radiation here in
Illinois.  Natural background radiation
varies greatly from place to place.  Our
background radiation is around 350 milli
rem/year.
"milli" means ".001"
350 milli rem/year means 0.350 rem/year
People living in Ramsar, Iran have a
background radiation of 10 to 20
rems/year and report no ill effects.
just for your info

name: Edward Greisch

mailto:edgreisch@gmail.com
mailto:JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov
http://www.beyondnuclear.org/home/201


organization:

address1: 5213  12th Ave

address2:

city: Moline

state: IL

zip: 61265-2849

country: United States

phone: 3097645131

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



From: homeenergyexpert@hotmail.com
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the Japan Nuclear Accident;
Date: Wednesday, June 13, 2012 4:39:38 PM

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by

 (homeenergyexpert@hotmail.com) on Wednesday, June 13, 2012 at 16:39:57
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

comments: As you are aware the mega disaster
continues at Fukushima,  where
radiation levels are preventing
humans and existing robots from
working at Reactors #1,2, and 3.
The University of Utah & a Utah
start-up company have experts that
have developed new technology that
can assist in this fight to prevent
the death's of millions of Japanese
and others in the United States of
America.

I urgently request your assistance
with developing contacts to
transfer this technology to
Japanese robot manufacturers, and
to the workers who will most
certainly die without added body
radiation protection.

When the predicted 2012 R-7.0
Earthquake occurs, these heroes
will go into the lethal radioactive
cloud to spray down the exposed
fuel rods with water and a concrete
mix. It is then that they will need
the Utah start-up companies
radiation body shielding compound.
If the University of Utah's
professor's new mechanical
radiation robot shielding device
can be deployed, both can be
assisting in this life saving en-
devour.

Sincerely,

mailto:homeenergyexpert@hotmail.com
mailto:JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov


James A. Knieling
702-218-6039

homeenergyexpert@hotmail.com

name: JAMES KNIELING

organization: Home Energy Expert Design, Auditing & Testing Serv

address1: 9405 S. EASTERN AVE APT 1040

address2:

city: LAS VEGAS

state: NV

zip: 89123

country: United States

phone: 7022186039

---------------------------------------------------------------------------



From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; Screnci, Diane; "Vanags, Uldis"; P.Kaiser@iaea.org;

jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 6-13-2012
Date: Wednesday, June 13, 2012 10:11:57 PM
Attachments: P1020575.JPG

P1020577.JPG

Good morning,
 

“U” Shaped Structures
 
Apparently the present water level in the torus chamber (of Fukushima Daiichi Units 2 & 3 (?)) is
higher than the leaks, making the identification of their location not very feasible.
 
So what?  Forget about them.  The goal is to be able to raise water level to cover likely locations of
corium.  (In my mind this is, (at least initially), about 4 feet above the floor level under the reactor
vessel.)
 
Call in some good soils engineering/foundation consultants and have them design you a “U” shaped
structure using the present reactor building walls and adding height and thickness to them as needed. 
Additionally, and something that may have already been done, the reactor building perimeter drain
system probably will need to be turned off.  This will allow some balancing of hydrostatic pressure
inside the reactor building with groundwater hydrostatic pressure outside.
 
(“U” shaped structures are more commonly identified as canal locks or drydocks.)
 
Once the walls have been strengthened, add water to raise the level.
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; Screnci, Diane; "Vanags, Uldis"; P.Kaiser@iaea.org;

jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 6-14-2012
Date: Thursday, June 14, 2012 10:18:48 PM

Good morning,
 

Intermediate Term Efforts
 
Since more time has elapsed that I am comfortable calling “near-term”, it appears we have entered the
next phase of action.
 
What are the items to be studied over the Intermediate Term?  What are their scheduled completion
dates?
 
For instance, will multiple (shock) impacts from multiple tsunami waves be looked at now?  What about
the possibility of heavy fuel oil tanks, (debris), floating around the site (and blocking building access)?
 
Or, will a PRA Level 3 be done to show any change in risk between a nearly fully loaded elevated
BWR spent fuel pool and one mostly unloaded, (both with and without safety-related level
instrumentation)?  Or, is the PRA method not applicable to this type of study?
 
Also, it would be nice to have an actual list of all the reasons for each of the “Lessons we have
learned” so far.  If not done already, I feel it should be an Intermediate Term action item.
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
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From: Edwin Lyman
To: JLD_Public Resource
Cc: Monninger, John; Dave Lochbaum
Subject: Supplemental UCS comments on Tier 3 recommendation for spent fuel transfer to dry casks
Date: Friday, June 15, 2012 3:50:10 PM
Attachments: Tier 3 comments 6 15 12.docx

Thank you for consideration of these comments. 
 
Edwin Lyman
Senior Scientist
Union of Concerned Scientists
elyman@ucsusa.org
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Supplemental Comments of the Union of Concerned Scientists on 

The Tier 3 Recommendation for Expedited Transfer of Spent Fuel from Pools to Dry casks





Edwin Lyman

Senior Scientist

Union of Concerned Scientists

June 15, 2012



UCS supports the accelerated transfer of spent fuel from pools to dry casks. A chief advantage of expedited transfer of spent fuel from densely packed pools to dry storage is to increase the safety margin for events (either severe accidents or terrorist attacks) that cause a loss of pool water inventory and result in spent fuel heatup to the zirconium ignition temperature, a self-sustaining zirconium fire, fuel damage and massive radiological release.  Additional safety margin would be achieved through enhancing defense-in-depth by strengthening the passive safety response of a pool to such events.  It is remarkable that the nuclear industry and the NRC point to the so-called passive safety features of new nuclear reactors as a major advantage over the current generation, yet they are content to rely on active measures to respond to a spent fuel pool fire at current reactors, and oppose operational changes that could enhance the passive safety response and reduce reliance on active measures.  This would be desirable for situations, such as Fukushima-type events, when the prompt and effective implementation of active mitigative measures cannot be guaranteed.



To explain further, the first issue is whether spent fuel pools should be configured to minimize the risk of a zirconium fire even in the absence of active mitigative measures.  This would be achieved by maximizing the potential for natural circulation to provide sufficient heat removal to prevent heatup of the cladding to the zirconium ignition temperature, a requirement known as “coolability.”  The next consideration is whether the spent fuel is configured so that even if ignition does occur in hotter fuel assemblies, there is little risk that the fire will propagate to cooler assemblies.  The third consideration is that even in the event the fire does propagate to cooler assemblies, the source term for radiological release will be limited by the reduced inventory in the pool.  And the fourth consideration is to what extent, if all else fails, mitigation by emergency water makeup flows and/or sprays can effectively cope with these situations and prevent zirconium ignition.



Sandia National Laboratories has identified the following topics as germane to the issue of spent fuel pool loss-of-coolant accident (LOCA) mitigation:[footnoteRef:1] [1:  K.C. Wagner and R.O. Gauntt, “Mitigation of Spent Fuel Pool Loss of Coolant Inventory Accidents and Extension of Reference Plant Analyses to Other Spent Fuel Pools,” Sandia Letter Report, Revision 2, November 2006, (redacted). http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1209/ML120970086.pdf] 




· Make-up water and leak repair

· Well organized (i.e., dispersed) fuel configurations

· Emergency sprays

· Building ventilation

· Pool configuration



After the 9/11 attacks, the NRC commissioned Sandia National Laboratories to carry out vulnerability assessments of U.S. nuclear power plants to aircraft attacks, considering both reactors and spent fuel pools.  Partly in response to the results of these classified studies, the NRC ordered licensees to take steps known as “B.5.b” measures to reduce the risk of core and spent fuel damage in the event of aircraft attacks.  With regard to spent fuel pools, it is now publicly known that the B.5.b. measures included requirements and recommendations to cope with loss-of-coolant inventory in spent fuel pools by both rearranging spent fuel in pools to achieve configurations more conducive to heat removal, and acquiring equipment to provide emergency water makeup and sprays.



The list of mitigating strategies presented to the industry in 2004-2005 included (1) dispersal of high-decay power assemblies, (2) locations to avoid (e.g., above rack feet), (3) maintenance of empty spaces in fuel racks, (4) promoting passive ventilation of air space above the pool, and (5) emergency makeup water sources.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  U.S. NRC, “The Evolution of Mitigating Measures for Large Fire and Explosions:  A Chronological History From September 11, 2001 Through October 7, 2009.”] 




It is also now known that, with respect to item (1), the NRC specified that licensees try to achieve a configuration known as 1x4, in which recently discharged, relatively high power assemblies are surrounded on four sides by older, relatively low powered assemblies.  However, it is not known if all current licensees are required to maintain this configuration if it is infeasible. For new reactors, a document released under FOIA states that the NRC “expects New Reactor licensees to be able to place spent fuel in the final 1x4 pattern as it comes out of the reactor … until such time that the amount of spent fuel in the fuel pool is so great that it becomes infeasible and impractical, consistent with safe handling practice, to do this.”[footnoteRef:3]    [3:  http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1117/ML11175A160.pdf] 




This statement implies that NRC only requires a 1x4 pattern until the pool is too full to accommodate such an arrangement.  But if the 1x4 arrangement is so important, it is not clear why the NRC does not require that excess spent fuel be removed to ensure that a 1x4 arrangement can be maintained at all times.



The first issue is whether these mitigating strategies, assuming they are fully implemented, provide a sufficient reduction in the risk of a large SFP radiological release, or if there is still significant safety benefit in reducing the spent fuel density and inventory by transferring spent fuel to dry casks as soon as it is cool enough to do so.  The second issue is the extent to which current licensees actually implement these strategies.



A major obstacle to better public understanding of the current level of fire risk associated with spent fuel pool storage is the restriction of information associated with the NRC-commissioned analytical and experimental studies on spent fuel pool fires that have taken place over the last decade.  The results of these studies have been protected in categories ranging from classified (Secret) to Official Use Only – Security Related Information. Over the last couple of years, fragments of information pertaining to these studies have been released to the public.  However, the public still does not have access to sufficient technical information to be able to make informed judgments regarding the current risks of pool storage.  UCS understands that later this year the NRC intends to release a “Spent Fuel Scoping Study” that will evaluate a seismically induced pool fire.  We expect that this study will contain enough declassified information for the public to be able to evaluate NRC’s conclusions regarding the resolution of the pool fire risk issue.     



However, until NRC releases sufficient information for the public to fully understand and evaluate its policy on spent fuel pool storage, the public will have to rely on the fragments of information that are currently available.  A document that has recently become public sheds some light on the technical basis for NRC’s B.5.b SFP mitigating strategies, although most of the details of the results have been redacted.[footnoteRef:4] This report documents some of the results of the spent fuel pool accident studies conducted at Sandia National Laboratories, which involved both computer simulation and experimental validation. The document identifies two distinct accident scenarios of concern.  The first is a complete loss-of-coolant inventory accident, which leaves natural circulation of air as the only cooling mechanism.  The second is a partial loss-of-coolant inventory accident, in which the pool is only partially drained, leading to a complex configuration in which the lower parts of the fuel assemblies are submerged in water and the upper parts are immersed in steam. The effectiveness of the SFP mitigating strategies is different for the two different scenarios.  [4:  Wagner and Gauntt (2006), op cit.  ] 




In particular, the document concludes that “some options are only effective for complete loss-of-coolant inventory accidents where a natural convection air flow can be established.”  In fact, providing makeup water after the pool has already drained could block natural convection air cooling and actually lead to reduced coolability, depending on the nature of the makeup flow. The study did identify three options that it judged as having a “very high” to “high” impact on assembly coolability regardless of the accident type,” but the public does not know what these options are because they have been redacted.  



The publicly released version of the report did not contain any of the quantitative results regarding coolability.  However, some of those results have become public through FOIAs of NRC internal e-mails following Fukushima.  For instance:[footnoteRef:5] [5:  http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1121/ML11216A188.pdf.] 






From: Zigh, Ghani

To: Sheron, Brian; Santiago, Patricia

Cc: Uhle, Jennifer; Gibson, Kathy; Scott, Michael

Sent: Sat Mar 19 07:09:11 2011

Subject: RE: NEW URGENT REQUEST -- SNL BWR tests - (OUO-Privileged Information)

Yes, SNL did perform other studies about 5 years ago.

These studies are in ADAMS under ML062550218, ML082261433, and ML0816800640.

These reports discuss the coolability limits (i.e. age of the assembly) for PWR and BWR

assemblies for different configurations (i.e. management).

Five configuration were analyzed (Uniform, Checkerboard, 1X4, Checkerboard with empties, and

1x4 with empties)

for the BWR, the following results were found:

for Uniform configuration, the coolability limit is 310 days old fuel.

for Checkerboard configuration, the coolability limit is 117 days old fuel.

for 1x4 configuration, the coolability limits is 20 days old fuel.

for Checkerboard with empties configuration, the coolability  limit is 25 days oldfuel 

for 1x4with empties configuration , the coolability limit is 20 days old fuel.





From these results, it is apparent why the NRC may have concluded that requiring a 1x4 configuration would achieve a significant risk reduction compared to a uniform or either a checkerboard configuration, and why further measures, such as further reductions in pool density, might not be necessary.  If it were impossible to have a self-sustaining zirconium fire 20 days or more after discharge, one might regard that as a manageable window of risk.  



However, it can be inferred from the redacted Sandia report (e.g. p. viii) that coolability through configuration management alone can only be achieved in complete LOCAs.  The summary of the report does not say that there is a well-defined time beyond which a given configuration will be coolable for partial LOCAs.  Instead, for partial LOCAs the report only says that “the dispersed configurations provided additional time for mitigative actions before the release of fission products versus a non-dispersed configuration.”  This suggests that mitigative actions other than dispersed configurations would be needed to prevent fission product release in partial LOCAs.  UCS does not know if this also applies to configurations that are much less densely packed than a 1x4 arrangement.  However, the consequences of a spent fuel pool fire could be reduced by further reductions in the pool spent fuel inventory, even if the probability of a fire was not reduced. 



In the 2000 report NUREG-1738, the NRC staff determined that it was not feasible to calculate a generic critical decay time necessary to prevent clad temperature from reaching the temperature of self-sustaining zirconium oxidation “absent setting strict requirements or restrictions on plant rack fuel configurations, fuel burnup and building ventilation …” The staff also note that “fuel assembly geometry and rack configuration are plant specific, and both are subject to unpredictable changes after an earthquake or cask drop that drains the pool.”  



The Sandia report is an attempt to reduce the conservatism of this finding by trying to develop generic critical decay times.  However it is apparent that the analysis of spent fuel pool LOCAs is quite complicated, both for complete and for partial LOCAs.  For instance, site-specific factors, such as the presence, location, structure and size of open regions in the pool for dry cask loading, have a big impact on the flow patterns.  Unfortunately, the document is so heavily redacted that it is not possible for a reader to make any judgment regarding the magnitude of the safety margin that is obtained from implementation of the 1x4 configuration and the other B.5.b strategies, especially in the context of additional plant-specific factors.  Therefore, one cannot determine whether the study has in fact narrowed the range of uncertainty to the extent that well-defined generic critical decay times can be determined regardless of the accident scenario and that the 2000 finding is no longer applicable.



It is also important to note that the active B.5.b measures as currently implemented, such as provisions for makeup water, are designed only to be usable in the event of an aircraft attack, and not in the event of severe natural phenomena such as large earthquakes or floods.  So if such means are necessary to preclude the risk of a spent fuel pool fire resulting from any initiating event, the current provisions are not adequate.  As part of NRC’s post-Fukushima lessons learned process, licensees have been ordered to develop strategies to provide core and spent fuel pool cooling following a wide range of external events, but the requirements for functionality of the equipment to be used are still under evaluation and ultimately may not be stringent enough to fully address the problem.  In any event, the B.5.b measures require active intervention by operators and thus are inherently less reliable than measures that establish a passively safe pool configuration.  



In summary, the NRC has still not provided sufficient evidence to the public to demonstrate why the B.5.b mitigative measures reduce the risk of a self-sustaining zirconium fire in densely packed spent fuel pools to the extent that further actions, such as expedited transfer of spent fuel to dry casks, are not necessary.  However, UCS believes that the information that has been released to date supports our view that the uncertainties in pool fire analysis are so large that substantial safety margins are needed to maintain defense-in-depth.  These margins can be achieved only through reduction of the pool inventory well below the densely packed, 1x4 configuration that the NRC currently advises licenses to maintain.











From: Stuart Edwards
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: RE: Response from "Contact Us about Public Meetings on Nuclear Security and Safeguards;
Date: Friday, June 15, 2012 11:39:40 PM

 
Thank you for the contact details for Masaomi Koyama.
 
I understand that you are a United States agency and not responsible for radioactive waste from
Japan.
 
However the reason I contacted your agency is because the evidence would indicate that the
United States has been impacted as a result of radioactive material from Japan and since one of the
areas of responsibility for your agency includes radioactive material safety and in particular to
'ensure protection of public health and safety' I am sure you can understand why I believe that
your agency could become involved in management of the problem and minimization of the safety
risks associated with the situation.
 
For your consideration.

Sincerely
Stuart Edwards
 
 
 
 

From: JLD_Public Resource [mailto:JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, 13 June 2012 2:27 AM
To: stuartedwards001@gmail.com
Subject: RE: Response from "Contact Us about Public Meetings on Nuclear Security and Safeguards;
 
Dear Sir,
 
Thank you for contacting the United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission (USNRC).  As
the USNRC is a United States of America Government Agency, we are not responsible for
the disposal of radioactive waste from the country of Japan. We can suggest that perhaps
you, or your government representatives, would like to contact the Government of Japan to
inquire further about their strategy to handle radioactive waste from Fukushima Daiichi. An
individual who may be able to help you with your inquiry is Masaomi Koyama, Principal
Director, International Affairs, Nuclear and Industrial Safety Agency and he can be reached
by electronic mail at Koyama-Masaomi@meyi.go.jp.
 
Thank you.
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: stuart edwards [mailto:stuartedwards001@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 10:23 AM

mailto:stuartedwards001@gmail.com
mailto:JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov
mailto:Koyama-Masaomi@meyi.go.jp
mailto:[mailto:stuartedwards001@gmail.com]


To: NSIR_WebServices Resource
Subject: Response from "Contact Us about Public Meetings on Nuclear Security and
Safeguards;
 
Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by
 
stuart edwards (stuartedwards001@gmail.com) on Monday, June 04, 2012 at 10:23:00
---------------------------------------------------------------------------
 
 
comments: Dear NRC
I recently heard that a disposal solution is urgently required for waste from Fukushima and
I have recently contacted the Ministers in the Australian Northern Territory that provides
perhaps a suitable construction of a waste storage facility and decided to contact your
organisation as I heard that you have a fund available and could also provide use of some
of your best practice technologies so it could be a win-win for Australia and the Northern
Territory, possibly utilising American technology which will also provide a better alternative
than the current disposal practices for Japan and the wider region.
I have recently contacted the NT Chief Minister about offering to utilise some of the remote
uninhabited location within the NT â€“ they have also recently passed enabling legislation
for nuclear waste storage and also represents an economic development opportunity.
The contact details for the NT Ministers are available here
http://www.nt.gov.au/ntg/chiefmin.shtml
 
For your consideration
 
Regards
 
Stuart Edwards
 
 
organization:
 
address1: perth
 
address2: western australia
 
city: perth
 
state: WA
 
zip: 6165
 
country: australia
 
phone: 0417420653
 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------
 
 

mailto:stuartedwards001@gmail.com
http://www.nt.gov.au/ntg/chiefmin.shtml


From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org;

jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 6-19-2012
Date: Tuesday, June 19, 2012 9:43:30 PM

Good morning,
 

What ever happened to PRA?
 
About 20 years ago, I and a lot of other people in the nuclear industry were introduced to the idea of
Probabilistic Risk Assessment.  One benefit of using it was to be able to calculate “risk” and end up
with a number.  A following benefit would be the ability to compare the numbers and see which plants
were “better” and which were not.
 
Has this comparison been done with the Fukushima-Daiichi destroyed units and similar U.S. plants? 
In particular, if their numbers were equal or better than our plants, wouldn’t it make sense to put a
good bit of effort into improving our plants?
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel  

mailto:tgurdziel@twcny.rr.com
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: "Vanags, Uldis"; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov
Cc: CHAIRMAN Resource; hillsc@INPO.org; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public

Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"; ESTRONSKI@aol.com; Bowman, Gregory
Subject: Using Truncation in PRAs
Date: Wednesday, June 20, 2012 10:35:59 PM

Good morning,
 
Yesterday I wrote a comment about Probabilistic Risk Assessments, or PRAs.  Although at a low level,
I worked on two, putting together fault trees for plant systems.  Here are a few comments based on my
observations and experiences from that time.
 
I don’t know who decided it might be useful to be able to calculate the likelihood of success but I first
came in contact with this idea in the latter part of the 1980s when INPO had developed a pilot
success-oriented computer program named “GO”.  I believe that it soon became apparent that
something was missing with “success” logic.  And, although I don’t remember specifically, I believe that
the problem is that it ignores failure that would prevent the calculated success.
 
So, we moved to fault-based logic and used fault trees.  The Level I PRA uses a bunch of fault trees
(for a bunch of plant systems including the very important “support” systems), (for this we used
“CAFTA”), and, somehow, a bunch of possible events, (for this we used “RISKMAN”).  Next, these
results were fed into more analysis (making it a Level II PRA).  (I did no work on the Level II part.)
 
At this point, and I may be wrong, I believe you end up with one number.  And I think that one number
tells you how likely the plant systems and the plant containment would be able to survive those events
THAT (only) HAVE BEEN STUDIED.
 
O.K., with this uncertain description I can now explain the effect of “truncation” (as I remember it.)
 
Let us use flooding.  Suppose one of the events studied was a 3 foot flood at the plant.  Maybe you
would use a number of 1 x 10 minus 5 to estimate its chance of occurrence.  Next, how about a 5 foot
flood?  Maybe its chance of occurrence is 1 x 10 minus 7.  And, perhaps you look at a flood of 8 feet
with a chance of occurrence of 1 x 10 minus 9.  (Now watch this.)  Since we have already established
that anything with a chance of occurrence of 1 x 10 minus 8 is extremely unlikely, we truncate there.
 
This means your 8 foot flood just disappeared!
 
So, here is the point.  When anybody is trying to impress you with their PRA work, make sure you find
out at what level their truncation was performed.  Then compare it with the number for, say, the
earthquake and tsunami waves, (plural), at Fukushima Daiichi.
 
If the Fukushima Daiichi number is lower than the truncation number used for any U.S. nuclear plant
PRA, they would not have included an event of such seriousness in their analysis, either.
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org; JLD_Public

Resource; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"; ESTRONSKI@aol.com
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 6-22-2012
Date: Friday, June 22, 2012 8:28:53 AM

Good morning,
 

Building Foundation Water Problems
 
Did I read correctly last night that water from a recent typhoon has entered the basement of both Unit
5 and Unit 6 at Fukushima-Daiichi?  If the foundation walls are not cracked and if the perimeter drain
systems around each building are working, I wouldn’t expect such a problem.  Or if they are cracked
and if building systems at Unit 5 and Unit 6 are not working, wouldn’t it be informative if the general
public was so informed?
 
And, let’s face it: when I was in Vietnam in 1968 at Dong Ha (with the U.S. Navy “Seabees”), we got
24.0 inches of rain in 25 hours once.  So, getting large amounts of rainfall in that part of the world
should be no surprise.
 
It would seem that a likely conclusion is that, apparently, all of the Fukushima-Daiichi units were
structurally damaged by the earthquake that caused the tsunami on March 11, 2011.  At units 1 – 4,
no inspection was done due to high radiation fields.  What is the reason for no publically reported
building inspection reports for units 5 and 6?
 

Additional Problem
 
I also read last night that the spent fuel that will be removed from Unit 4 will be placed in another
spent fuel pool on site.  Well, with Units 1 – 3 destroyed, all that leaves for the Unit 4 fuel would be
Unit 5 or Unit 6.  Does it make sense to you that spent fuel from one damaged and elevated spent fuel
pool would be moved into an uninspected and elevated spent fuel pool?
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel 
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org; JLD_Public

Resource; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"; ESTRONSKI@aol.com
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 6-23-2012
Date: Saturday, June 23, 2012 11:19:49 PM

Good morning,
 

Destination
 
I am of the opinion that spent fuel unloaded from the Fukushima Daiichi Unit 4 spent fuel pool should
be immediately sent to the Fukushima Daini site about 7 miles away to be then loaded into Dry
Storage Casks and stored at that site.  This would use (off-site) people.  They probably already have
experience doing this sort of thing, and they have a lower contaminated and lower dose rate area.
 

Decontamination and Immediate Decommissioning
 
With no nuclear fuel in the reactor vessel, it is, in my opinion, time to remove the LPRM “strings”, (long
thin tubes), from the Unit 4 reactor vessel and start decontaminating various, no-longer needed
systems, floors, and rooms.  I do not see a reason to prevent this from starting before all fuel bundles
(and other items) are completely removed from the Unit 4 spent fuel pool.  (I note that I have read that
no fuel in the Unit 4 spent fuel pool is damaged.)
 

Distractions
 
Discussing, (now), if the former Prime Minister disrupted anything (in one hour) by taking a helicopter
ride to the site (when no credible information was being provided to him) is a big waste of time and a
giant distraction.  What needs to be done right now is to figure out what current decisions need to be
made, when they need to be made, and what individuals must make these decisions.  Then watch that
they actually get made.
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel  
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: "Newal Agnihotri"
Cc: john.mageski@siempelkamp.com; hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; Screnci,

Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public Resource; "Tom Henry"
Subject: Recycling
Date: Monday, June 25, 2012 10:19:17 PM

Good morning Newal,
 
Thank you for the May-June 2012 issue of “Nuclear Plant Journal”.  I found the information on the
Siempelkamp Nukleartechnik company, (at the bottom left of page 15), particularly interesting.  If the
casks that they manufacture can hold spent fuel, it would seem useful to consider building them with
(recycled) steel from destroyed buildings at Fukushima Daiichi.
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org; JLD_Public

Resource; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 6-25-2012
Date: Monday, June 25, 2012 10:56:59 PM

Good morning,
 
I see that a couple of nuclear plants will be starting up pretty soon.  Perhaps I just missed it but two or
three things do not appear to have been addressed (and publically reported) that I consider important.
 

Operator Training
 
INPO Report11-005 on page 62 states that the operating crew gets 10 days of training after every 5th

rotation.  If you go to the top part of page 64 though, you will see that operators receive
approximately 80 hours of training per year.  Then, if you add up the training that non-
supervisors receive, I find it to add up to just 51 hours per year.  I consider this inadequate.
 

Crew Size/Organization
 
On page 62 you will read that one operating crew is responsible for two units.  I don’t like
this and I think it is costly to plant safety when accidents occur.
 

Restoration of Off-site AC Power
 
The restoration logic used to repair the loss of off-site AC power to Fukushima Daiichi
provided these results: for Unit 1 it took nine days to get power to a nuclear plant having an
accident.  For Unit 2 it also took nine days.  However, for Unit 3 it took eleven days.  (INPO
Report 11-005, pages 21, 28, and 33)  At Fukushima Daini they apparently restored the lost
off-site electric power before any reactor core was damaged.  Has anybody studied the repair
reasoning used at both sites and taken any corrective actions from any lessons that may have
been learned?
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org; JLD_Public

Resource; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 6-26-2012
Date: Tuesday, June 26, 2012 9:56:46 PM

Good morning,
 
Here are more comments related to starting up non-Fukushima Daiichi nuclear plants.
 

AC Power Feeds to Emergency Powerboards
 
Did you look closely at the electric power feeds to the emergency powerboards (for Unit 1 through Unit
4) shown in the INPO report?  As I recall, circuit breaker switching is required each time a main
generator trips.  Why is this?  If the offsite supply point is placed beyond the main generator output
circuit breaker, power from the transmission line would still be continuously present.  This means a
reduced chance of loss of power to the emergency powerboards.
 
Plants with emergency powerboard feeds similar to those at Fukushima Daiichi have higher risk than
they need to have.
 

Emergency Diesel Generator Cooling Water Pump Motors
 
Are all motors for emergency diesel generator cooling pumps still mounted above wharf level, out in
the open?  If so, wouldn’t it make sense to replace half of them with submersible pump/motors?  This
way floodwater height doesn’t matter.
 

Reactor Vessel 100 degree/hour Cooldown Rate
 
Has it been determined why a 100 degree/hour cooldown rate must be respected during accident
conditions?  Do the words “irrespective of cooldown rate” appear anywhere in present Emergency
Operating Procedures?
 

Hardened Vents
 
Do rupture disks still have a rupture pressure higher than primary containment pressure?  Are any
valves throttled to be only 10 or 15% (instead of full) open?
 

Emergency Condensers
 
If the plant contains Emergency Condensers, has their operation (and value as a Passive System)
been thoroughly explained to station (and higher) management?
 

Reactor Internals Storage Pit
 
Has consideration been given to keeping the reactor internals storage pit full of water during plant
operation as an additional, on-site source of water?
 

Harbor Walls/Breakwaters
 
Are defenses against tsunami heights also expected to be able to resist each following tsunami wave? 
In other words, are the defenses good only for the first wave?
 

Emergency Power Elevations
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Have emergency powerboards (and DC batteries) been moved to diverse elevations?
 

Spent Fuel Pool
 
How many bundles of spent fuel are in the spent fuel pool but no longer need to be there?
 

Blow out Panels
 
Have the size of turbine and reactor building blow out panels been checked for appropriate size? 
(Panels must be big enough; bolts must be small enough.)
 

Separate Control Rooms
 
Does each generating unit have its own Control Room?  (I don’t like one control room for two operating
units during a multi-plant accident.)
 

Stress Test Results
 
How much better are the stress test results for each unit to be started up when compared with stress
tests for Fukushima Daiichi Units 1, 2, 3, and 4?
 

List of Physical Changes
 
Provide a list of physical changes to the plant made as a result of learning lessons from Fukushima
Daiichi?
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
 
 
 



From: Kratchman, Jessica
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: FW: Some questions on NTTF implementation guide
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2012 8:33:19 AM

 
 

From:  [mailto:u806190@taipower.com.tw] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2012 4:32 AM
To: Kratchman, Jessica
Subject: Some questions on NTTF implementation guide
 
Dear Jessica,
 
Can you pass the following questions to the right person and wrap-up the answers for
me?
1.About NTTF 2.3 seismic and flooding walkdown procedure,I learned from ADAMS
system that there is only one seismic walkdown procedure(Draft 0) but no flooding
walkdown procedure.Since NRC expressed in the 3/12/12 50.54(f)letter that it will
endorse the walkdown procedure before utility perform the related walkdown activity
and our regulatory agency(ROCAEC) is pushing Taipower to do the seismic and
flooding walkdown,I want to know the most updated status for those two walkdown
procedure,including its new version and NRC endorsement.Or NRC expects utility
utilizing NEI 12-07 flooding walkdown guide to perform the flooding walkdown instead
of issusing another flooding walkdown procedure?
2.About NTTF 4.2,Is NRC going to endorse NEI-12-06:Diverse and Flexible Coping
Strategies Implementation Guide? What is the most updated status? 

3.About NTTF 7.1,Is NRC going to endorse NEI-12-02:Industry Guidance for
Compliance with NRC Order EA-12-051 “To Modify Licenses with
Regard to Reliable Spent Fuel Pool Instrumentation”?What is the
most updated status?
4.There are two Draft ISG for above mentioned NTTF
4.2&7.1:JLD–ISG–2012–01&JLD–ISG–2012–03,What is the role of those materials on
the industry's implementation for NTTF 4.2&7.1?
5.About NTTF 5.1 hardened containment vent,There is no such guidance as NEI 12-06
for NTTF 4.2,but only Draft ISG JLD–ISG–2012–02 "Compliance with Order EA-12-
050,Reliable Hardened Containment Vents".Dose NRC expects utility utilizing the
content of that ISG to perform the related modification activity for Hardened
Containment Vents instead of issuing another NEI document for utility use? 
I hope not bothering you too much and thank you for your help in advance.
Sincerely yours,      
 
Kuo-Liang Tsai
Senior Engineer
Department of Nuclear Safety
Taiwan Power Company
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org; JLD_Public

Resource; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 6-28-2012
Date: Thursday, June 28, 2012 9:54:06 PM

Good morning,
 
An explosion destroyed a nuclear plant.  A large amount of anxiety resulted over whether or not the
spent fuel actually had been covered with water.  And, for reasons not stated (to date), the spent fuel
pool needed to be shored up.  Later, a statement was issued that said that the Fukushima Daiichi Unit
4 spent fuel was undamaged.
 
Now I am reading that only two fuel bundles will be removed next month and that they will be
inspected for damage.
 
Did something change?  What caused the possibility of damage?  But, more importantly, even if some
(or even all) of the spent fuel is damaged, why does anybody feel that it is safer to not remove it as
fast as humanly possible?
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel  
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org; JLD_Public

Resource; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"; ESTRONSKI@aol.com
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 7-2-2012
Date: Monday, July 02, 2012 9:44:15 PM

Good morning,
 

Earthquake Damage
 
I believe it is time to seriously determine how much earthquake damage actually did occur at the
Fukushima Daiichi site on March 11, 2011.  I have seen at least one report of no earthquake damage. 
And, until now, I have pretty much accepted it, even though I have also seen a report that inspections
were not done to determine how much, (if any), earthquake damage occurred on that site.
 
The recent report of a very significant radiation reading at Fukushima Daiichi Unit 1 seems, to me, to
support a hypothesis of an immediate and large loss of coolant accident at Unit 1 (due to the
earthquake).  I believe the resulting loss of reactor level, (at LoLo (?)) would isolate the emergency
condenser(s) by shutting valves.  As you may be aware, the unexpected closed position of emergency
condenser valves has not been explained (to date).  And, the isolation of the emergency condensers
would explain why very little shell side cooling water boiled off (into the outside environment).
 
Rather than just assuming that no earthquake-caused damage occurred, doesn’t it make sense to
actually look for damage?
 

Elevated Spent Fuel Pool Water Level & Cooling
 
With a couple of recent reported interruptions to the Fukushima Daiichi Unit 4 Spent Fuel Pool cooling,
attention has been drawn away from the Unit 1, Unit 2, and Unit 3 elevated spent fuel pools.
 
Do they each have the intended amount of water and are they each getting continuous cooling?
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
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From: Virginia Dato
To: JLD_Public Resource
Cc: Erica Frank, MD, MPH
Subject: Re: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the Japan Nuclear Accident;
Date: Saturday, July 07, 2012 8:04:54 AM

Dear Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate.
Dr. Frank sent the following email on behalf of AAPHP and other
organizations.   I believe there is at least one more group that is
signing on.  It is my hope that this will help you as you work to
ensure safety for American citizens and learn lessons from the
accident in Japan.
Sincerely,
Virginia Dato MD MPH
President
AAPHP

From: Erica Frank, MD, MPH
Date: Tuesday, July 3, 2012
Subject: Official request for radiation monitoring of Pacific-harvested foods
To: Steven Wilson Chief Quality Officer NOAA Seafood Inspection
Program <steven.wilson@noaa.gov>, "Eric Staiger (NOAA Chief Western
Inspection" <eric.staiger@noaa.gov>, Art Liang CDC Food Safety
<arthur.liang@cdc.hhs.gov>, aliang@cdc.gov, Susan Lance CDC FDA Liason
<sel0@cdc.gov>, Andrew Maccabe FDA liaison
<andrew.maccabe@cdc.hhs.gov>, Murray Lumpkin FDA Deputy Commissioner
for International Programs <murray.lumpkin@fda.hhs.gov>, Nega Beru
Director FDA Center for Food Safety <nega.beru@fda.hhs.gov>, Phil
Watney Program Manager BC Food Protection <fpinfo@bccdc.ca>, BC Food
Safety Initiative <fsi@ssfpa.net>, BC Food Protection Association Pres
Alex Montgomery <president@bcfpa.net>, David Butler-Jones Chief PH
Officer for Canada <cpho-aspc@phac-aspc.gc.ca>, Deputy Minister for
Health BC <hlth.dmoffice@gov.bc.ca>, robert brunham
<Robert.brunham@bccdc.ca>, Bonnie Henry <bonnie.henry@bccdc.ca>, Judy
Greig Food Safety Epidemiologist <Judy_Greig@phac-aspc.gc.ca>,
Minister DFO Hon Keith Ashfield <Min@dfo-mpo.gc.ca>,
info@dfo-mpo.gc.ca, Erin Burns Flett Quality Manager DFO
<Erin.Burns-Flett@dfo-mpo.gc.ca>, Robert Charlebois Food Safety
<Robert.Charlebois@inspection.gc.ca>, Preston Chan Fish Product
Specialist Western Programs <preston.chan@inspection.gc.ca>, Jeanelle
Boudreau Western Fish Policy <jeanelle.boudreau@inspection.gc.ca>,
Deirdre Kelly Western Fish Policy Officer
<deirdre.kelly@inspection.gc.ca>, Catherine Mar Policy Officer for
Western Region <catherine.mar@inspection.gc.ca>, info@fnhc.ca, L Wylie
Senior Advisor Health Systems <lwylie@fnhc.ca>, Dr Sarah Williams
Senior Advisor Health Services <swilliams@fnhc.ca>, June Halliday
FNHDA Program and Policy Analyst <jhalliday@fnhc.ca>, Lori Sellars
Health Planner Primary Care and Public Health <lsellars@fnhc.ca>,
Health Canada Yasmin Yorish Food Safety Evaluator
<yasmin.yorish@hc-sc.gc.ca>, Bureau of Food Safety
<BFSA_BESA@hc-sc.gc.ca>, Brian Ahier Director Radiation Protection
Bureau <rpb-bpr@hc-sc.gc.ca>, brian.ahier@hc-sc.gc.ca

From:  The American Associationof Public Health Physicians, Canadian
Association of Physicians for theEnvironment, David Suzuki Foundation,
International Society of Doctors for theEnvironment, Physicians for
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Global Survival, Physicians for SocialResponsibility (National
Organization and Oregon Chapter).

To (Canadian): The B.C. Centre for Disease Control, Canadian Food
Inspection Agency, Department of Fisheries and Oceans, First Nations
Health Authority, Health Canada, and the Public Health Agency of
Canada

To (U.S.):  The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Food and
Drug Administration,  and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

We write to request the immediate creation and implementation of
agovernment plan to monitor the radioactivity levels of edible species
thatcould reasonably be exposed to radiation from the ongoing
Fukushima disaster.

Our concern stems from the 2011 meltdown of thenuclear reactors in
Fukushima Japan, withsubstantive and ongoing release into the Pacific
Ocean ofradioactively-contaminated sea water used to cool the cores.
The April 2012 Congressional ResearchService report "Effects of
Radiation from Fukushima Dai-ichi on the U.S. Marine
Environment"summarizes that: "Barring another unanticipated release,
radioactivecontaminants from Fukushima Dai-ichi should be sufficiently
dispersed overtime that they will not prove to be a serious health
threat elsewhere, unless they bioaccumulate inmigratory fish or find
their way directly to another part of the worldthrough food or other
commercial products."

Despite this and other clear warnings (cited below),we have found no
published federal plans to monitor the radioactive safety
forconsumption of Pacific migratory fish, nor any such plans to do so
throughdiscussions with FDA, CDC, or BCCDC.  This is true even though
we know that this is already anissue:  every bluefin tuna caught off
SanDiego in a August 2011 study demonstrated elevated amounts of
Cesium 134 and137 (characteristic isotopes for Fukushima), and it is
known that tuna andother edible fish regularly migrate through marine
regions radioactivelycontaminated from Fukushima.  Further, theNorth
American fishing industry has stated publicly that they were promised
by andare relying on the government to test Pacific salmon, especially
given findingsof radioactively contaminated waters and fish caught in
them off Japan, and ofcontinued contamination (e.g.: Tokyo Electric
stating that 12 tons of watercontaminated with radioactive Strontium
leaked from the Fukushima site in April2012).

Therefore, on behalf ofour varied constituencies, we call on the
organizations to whom this letter is addressed, and/or other
appropriate North American federal agencies toinvestigate and



appropriately monitor radiation levels of foods harvestedin the
Pacific (from Japanese, North American, and other waters, if at risk)
andsold in North America that could (based on current data) reasonably
have beenexposed to radiation from Fukushima, and promptly and fully
releasefindings, together with information about any health
implications ofconsuming these foods.

Sincerely yours,

Erica Frank, MD, MPH on behalf of the

American Association of Public Health Physicians, Canadian Association
of Physicians for the Environment, David Suzuki Foundation,
International Society of Doctors for the Environment, Physicians for
Global Survival, and Physicians for Social Responsibility (National
Organization and Oregon chapter).
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http://www.nytimes.com/2012/06/26/world/asia/fears-accompany-fishermen-in-japanese-disaster-
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On Tue, Jun 26, 2012 at 10:28 AM, JLD_Public Resource
<JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov> wrote:
> Dr. Dato -
>
>
>
> Please be aware that we are still looking into your topic and hope to have a
> response to you soon.
>
>
>
> Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate
>
> Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
>
> US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
>
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>
>
> From: Virginia Dato [mailto:vmdato@gmail.com]
> Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2012 8:21 AM
> To: JLD_Public Resource
> Cc: Arvind Goyal; Joe Murphy; Tim Barth; efrank3g@gmail.com
> Subject: Re: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the
> Japan Nuclear Accident;
>
>
>
> Dear Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate
>
>
>
> We will be grateful for any assistance in finding the correct responsible
> competent agency for testing migratory fish for radiation.  I am beginning
> to think that there might not be one.  As I look at this website -which I
> don't believe has been updated since May 2011 -
> http://www.fda.gov/newsevents/publichealthfocus/ucm247403.htm#sofar  it
> appears that the FDA has the expertise.  However if they see their role as
> technically only testing imports than fish that swim and are caught here
> would not be under their jurisdiction.   As a public health physician I
> would much perfer to know that an appropriate federal agency is quietly
> testing fish than for us to attempt to pass a resolution at the AMA where
> the press might misconstrue and over estimate the risk if any.  I think the
> bottom line is that we really can't know what long distance migratory fish
> such as salmon and tuna are capable of bioaccumulating without testing.  If
> the tests are low than that will be a wonderful lesson learned and if the
> tests are high I perfer to learn my lesson thorugh testing than through an
> increase in cancer further down the road.   If there is evidence that
> testing is not needed that that would be great, just let us know!.
>
> Thank you again for your patience and any assistance with this issue,
>
> Sincerely,
>
> Ginny
>
> Virgina Dato MD MPH FACPM FAAP
>
> President-Elect AAPHP
>
> aaphp.org
>
>
>
> On Mon, Jun 4, 2012 at 1:27 PM, Erica Frank, MD, MPH <efrank3g@gmail.com>
> wrote:
>
> Dr. Dato, our colleagues, and I thank you for your response.  However, we
> are unable to identify anyone within EPA who would be appropriate to respond
> to this query -- who might you suggest?
>
>
>
> Gratefully,
>
> Erica
>
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> Erica Frank, MD, MPH
>
> From: JLD_Public Resource <JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov>
>
>
> Date: June 4, 2012 7:35:33 AM EDT
> To: "vmdato@aaphp.org" <vmdato@aaphp.org>
> Subject: RE: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the
> Japan Nuclear Accident;
>
> Dr. Dato,
>
> The NRC does not perform or generally require environmental monitoring
> outside of licensee site boundaries.  Please contact the US Environmental
> Protection Agency with your inquiry because this type of radioactivity
> monitoring is within their jurisdiction.
>
> Thank you for contacting the Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate.
>
> Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate
> Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
> US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: vmdato@aaphp.org [mailto:vmdato@aaphp.org]
> Sent: Tuesday, May 29, 2012 7:36 AM
> To: JLD_Public Resource
> Subject: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the Japan
> Nuclear Accident;
>
> Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by
>
> (vmdato@aaphp.org) on Tuesday, May 29, 2012 at 07:36:20
> ---------------------------------------------------------------------------
>
>
> comments: I am President Elect of the American
> Associatioin of Public Health Physicians.
> (aaphp.org)   One of our members has
> written the resolution below because of her
> concern about bioaccumulation of radiation
> in Salmon and other migratory fish.    Are
> there any plans to monitor fish?  If not , are
> we missing a key fact?  Is there any reason
> not to submit this resolution and/or is there
> any way we can improve it.  Thank you in
> advance for your assistsance with this
> quiestion and for your time, diligence and
> public service.
> Virginia Dato
>
> Title: Preventable potential cancer
> pandemic.
> Whereas the 2011 collapse of the nuclear
> reactor in Fukushima Japan created
> abundant radioactive overflow coolant water
> that was released into the Pacific Ocean;
> and
>
> Whereas the Summary of the April 2012
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> Congressional Research Service report
> “Effects of Radiation from Fukushima Dai-
> ichi on the U.S. Marine Environment” states
> that: “Barring another unanticipated release,
> radioactive contaminants from Fukushima
> Dai-ichi should be sufficiently dispersed
> over time that they will not prove to be a
> serious health threat elsewhere, unless they
> bioaccumulate in migratory fish or find their
> way directly to another part of the world
> through food or other commercial products.”
>
> Whereas we find no published federal plans
> to monitor Pacific Wild Salmon's radioactive
> safety, nor any such plans through
> discussions with FDA or CDC, although
> Pacific Wild Salmon are clearly in a cohort
> of fish that will have had the opportunity to
> migrate through radioactive plumes and be
> exposed to radioactive environments
> (including prey) from Fukushima; therefore
> be it
>
> Resolved, that our AMA immediately
> request the CDC, FDA, NOAA, and/or other
> appropriate federal agencies to:
> 1. investigate and appropriately monitor
> radiation levels of foods harvested in the
> Pacific (including migrating salmon), and
> promptly and fully release findings, together
> with information about any health
> implications of consuming these foods; and
> 2. encourage public policies that reduce the
> risk of radioactive contamination of fish and
> other commercial products.
>
> References
> -Congressional Research Service
> http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41751.pdf
> - http://www.straight.com/article-
> 663186/vancouver/feds-not-testing-salmon-
> radiation
> -
> http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/25/world/a
> sia/radioactive-release-at-fukushima-plant-
> was-underestimated.html?_r=2
>
> The justification for the delay is that the
> importance of the problem was not clear
> until the Congressional Research Service
> piece in April 2012 and the May 25 2012
> Reuters/NYTimes article on the upwards
> revised estimates of dose, which stated "It
> is difficult to judge the health effects of the
> larger-than-reported release, since even the
> latest number is an estimate, and it does
> not clarify how much exposure people
> received or continue to receive from
> contaminated soil and food." We have the
> chance, for the first time in history that I can
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http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/25/world/a


> think of, to completely prevent a human
> cancer pandemic, and to do so by just
> checking a few extra fish from the
> supermarkets near the Winchester
> Massachusetts FDA fish lab.
>
>
> name: Virginia Dato MD MPH FACPM FAAP
>
> organization: American Association of Public Health Physicians
>
> address1:
>
> address2:
>
> city:
>
> state: ---
>
> zip:
>
> country:
>
> phone: 4125135368
>
> ---------------------------------------------------------------------------
>
>
>
>



From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org;

jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"; ESTRONSKI@aol.com; "Holden,
Tammy"; "Lyon, Jill"; Fukushima@bas.edu; barclaw@assembly.state.ny.us; rich@oswegocounty.com;
dbenyak@firstenergycorp.com; senator_leahy@leahy.senate.gov; "Turkal, Mark"; Michael.GaffneySr@pseg.com

Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 7-10-2012 16 Month Status
Date: Tuesday, July 10, 2012 10:10:55 PM

Good morning,
 

(U.S.) Regional Centers for Rapid Dispatch of Emergency Material
 
No Regional Center is in operation.
 
Locations for the Regional Centers have not been publically announced.
 
Lists of equipment and supplies to (eventually) be purchased for the Regional Centers have not been
made public.
 

Adequacy of (U.S.) Multi-plant-site Offsite AC Power
 
Such studies have not been done.
 

Adequacy of (U.S.) Single-plant-site Offsite AC Power
 
Such studies have not been done.
 

Use of (U.S.) Common Facilities during Emergencies
 
Noting that a common control room was used at Fukushima Daiichi Units 1 and 2 and noting further
that both reactor cores there have melted, has the use of a common control room at multiple plant sites
during emergencies involving all plants on site been studied?
 
Such studies have not been done.
 
Noting that vent ductwork connections to a common stack appear to have enabled the destruction of
the (non-operating) Fukushima Daiichi Unit 4 from the explosive gases of Unit 3, has the use of
connected vent pathways been studied to determine previously unanticipated risk?
 
Unknown
 

Command & Control
 
Given that no direct chain of command appears to exist between shift supervision and any auxiliary
operator at Fukushima-Daiichi Units 1 – 4 as shown on the page 62 chart of INPO Report 11-005, has
the organizational structure of U.S. nuclear plants been reviewed for adequacy during multi-plant
accidents?
 
Unknown
 

Workforce Size
 
Noting that the March 11, 2011 accident occurred on a weekday during ordinary working hours when a
maximum of people were available on site, has the workforce size necessary for (U.S.) multi-plant
accidents been compared with that available during the back shifts or on week ends?
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Unknown
 

Hardened Vents
 
Given that it appears hardened vents were installed at the Fukushima Daiichi BWR Mk I plants but they
were unable to reduce primary containment pressure sufficiently and quickly enough to save any
reactor core, has a study been done to determine the likelihood of similar failure of U.S. BWR Mk I
hardened vents to work as needed to prevent core melt?
 
No public report of such a study.
 

Earthquake, (U.S.)
 
Proposed efforts under discussion.
 

Flood, (U.S.)
 
Proposed efforts under discussion (but may overlook flood-water-carried debris impact.)
 

Final Disposal of Large Amounts of Spent Nuclear Fuel in (U.S.) BWR Elevated Pools
 
Proposed efforts under discussion are limited to pool instrumentation enhancements only.
 
            Thank you,
 
            Thomas Gurdziel
            Member, ASME
 
Do you think the informed public would be comfortable with our progress to date?



From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org;

jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 7-12-2012
Date: Thursday, July 12, 2012 9:57:52 PM

Good morning,
 

Is it History? Or is it Knowledge Transfer?
 
I started rereading NUREG/BR-0175, Rev 1 yesterday, (“A Short History of Nuclear Regulation, 1946 –
1999” by J. Samuel Walker), and found some very useful information in it relative to current nuclear
industry problems.
 

Separation of the Regulation and Development/Promotion Functions
 
In approximately 1956, the staff of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy prepared a study of the AEC
“including consideration of whether regulatory and promotional responsibilities should be carried out by
separate agencies.”  “The staff concluded that the creation of separate agencies was inadvisable at the
time, principally because of the difficulty of recruiting qualified personnel for purely regulatory
functions.”  (p. 13)
 
Chapter 1 provides me with an understanding of why we, (and the Japanese), did not initially separate
these two functions.  So, rather than saying: they should have known to (initially) separate those
functions, we need to say something like: it has now become time to separate those functions.
 

Primary Containment: no longer a final defense
 
Just recently I have seen presented two ways to protect the public from a commercial nuclear plant
accident.  One way addresses keeping the reactor core from melting; the other addresses filtering out
harmful (melted-core-related) material before its exit into the general environment.  When I read them,
I thought these two ideas made sense.  However, I obtained a different view after reading Chapter 2. 
In it, I read (on page 28) that (1960s) experts were confident that the containment structure would
prevent a massive release of radioactivity to the environment from “older and smaller reactors.”  “As
proposed plants increased significantly in size, however, they began to worry that a core melt could
lead to a breach of containment.  This became their primary focus partly because of the greater decay
heat the larger plants would produce and partly because nuclear vendors did not add to the size of
containment buildings in corresponding proportions to the size of reactors.” (p. 29)
 
So, 40 plus years later, this tells me that the option we have is: try better to save the reactor core
because the (primary) containment will not remain intact.  Wasn’t this demonstrated at Fukushima
Daiichi?
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org;

jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"; ESTRONSKI@aol.com;
rich@oswegocounty.com; barclaw@assembly.state.ny.us; "Holden, Tammy"; "Lyon, Jill"

Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 7-16-2012
Date: Monday, July 16, 2012 11:12:46 PM

Good morning,
 

Dishonest
 
I read a couple of things recently and I hope I misunderstand them.  What I read was a comment that
a mistake had been made on a couple of nuclear powerplant stress tests.  And I read that earthquakes
and tsunamis had not been included in some nuclear plant analyses.  So, the fear is that stress tests
have been done without considering effects due to earthquakes, tsunamis, or even both.  Since I had
expected the need for stress tests was specifically due to the earthquake and tsunami waves that hit
Fukushima Daiichi, issuing statements saying all plants passed their stress tests (without pointing out
that earthquakes and tsunamis were excluded) would be dishonest.
 

Startup Advice
 
There have also been some recent comments about whether approval by the local residents would be
obtained to startup currently shutdown nuclear plants. Here is some of what I would be looking for if the
three BWR plants about 7 miles from me were in that position.
 
First off, I would ask the plant owner to show me a (written) list of the lessons his organization had
learned from the Fukushima Daiichi tragedy.  Next, I would ask to see the organization’s reasons why
those lessons were important.  Next, I would ask to see a list of all the completed, (not promised),
changes made at each plant since March 11, 2011.  Then, I would compare this information with a few
things that I feel are mandatory for running a nuclear powerplant safely in 2012.
 
One would be a full scale model of the actual plant control room for the unit simulator.  We usually
refer to this as simulator “fidelity”.  If they don’t have a very close-to-exact model for each plant unit,
they are not ready to startup.
 
Another would be the configuration of the emergency power boards for each plant when it is running. 
If the plant takes a unit (generator) trip off line and ANY part of the power supply to every emergency
power board has to change position, they are not ready.
 
Another would be the number of units run from each control room.  If they plan to operate more than
one plant (at a time) from any control room, they are not ready.
 
Another would be the “money-saving” cross connection of building ventilation systems.  If they have
any connections, they are not ready.
 
Another would be the elevated spent fuel pool (if the plant is a BWR).  Do they have any spent (or
“used”) nuclear fuel in it that has been in it for 5 years or longer?  If they do, they are not ready to start
up.
 
Does the control room chain of command include direct control over ALL the operators out in the
plant?  If it does not, they are not ready.
 
I would have them demonstrate to at least one or two of my local government representatives that,
when they run a diesel fire pump out of fuel, somebody on each shift can get it started again (right
away).
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If experienced (external or internal) effects are greater than expected, do they tell you that it exceeds
their original design basis, but they have changed it to include the effect, plus a little extra.  If they
have, they are ready here.  If they want you to “grandfather” their original design basis, they are not
ready.
 
Do they have a restriction on reactor cooldown rate during accidents?  If they do, they are NOT ready.
 
Does the current (not promised) regulatory authority have the responsibility to financially fine (or
otherwise discipline) poor performers or do they use ADR, (Alternate Dispute Resolution)?  If they use
ADR, they are NOT ready.
 
But, these are just some of the concerns I would have.  What is important is that the people local to
the plant do their own thinking and make up their own minds.
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
 
Why are the acceptance criteria for the stress tests still kept secret from the public?
 
 



From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org;

jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 7-19-2012
Date: Thursday, July 19, 2012 9:53:44 PM

Good morning,
 
 

Power Downrates
 
It is time to question the “what goes up never comes down” regulatory tradition in three cases: 1)
predicted strong external events, 2) plant aging, and 3) bad performance.
 

Predicted Strong External Events
 
Suppose that you have a system in place to predict the occurrence off, (for instance), tsunami effects
at a particular nuclear powerplant site in, say, a certain number of hours.  Doesn’t it make sense to
reduce reactor power and maybe even start the, (or one of the), emergency AC power generators in
advance of the event arrival?
 

Plant Aging
 
Seems that I remember hearing, probably at U.S. Navy Civil Engineer Corps Officers School in Port
Hueneme, California in early 1967, that the U.S. Navy derated (at least mobile) cranes due to age
alone.  I am suggesting consideration of derating plants (in Japan) that get a license extension.  Maybe
extend for 5 years reduced to 90% and the next 5 years reduced to 75% to account for plant
aging/plant aging unknowns.
 

Bad Performance
 
I am suggesting that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Chairman and all four Commissioners
consider plant derate as an enforcement option.
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
 
Yes, I have heard of “souping” in the exhaust systems of unloaded emergency diesel generators. 
Perhaps the industry should consider loading them with some plant (emergency) pumps when they are
started up in advance of trouble.)
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org;

jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"; ESTRONSKI@aol.com; Bowman,
Gregory

Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 7-21-2012
Date: Saturday, July 21, 2012 8:23:46 AM

Good morning,
 

Financial Considerations
 
There are two financial considerations that I have seen no mention of in public news releases.  I want
to mention them today.
 
 
Nuclear Plant Liability Insurance Coverage
 
Given that, (based on Fukushima Daiichi), simultaneous multi plant accidents on one site will cost a lot
of money, has anybody reviewed present U.S. nuclear plant coverage relative to adjusting plant fees or
limits of coverage when all site plants are in operation at the same time, (as opposed to when only one
at a time runs)?
 
The point here is that (cumulative site) risk can be controlled, (actually, reduced), it appears, by running
less plants (at any site) at the same time.
 
Asset Recovery
 
What is the monetary value of the nuclear fuel at all the sites that will not run anymore?  (This includes
Unit 5 and 6 of Fukushima Daiichi as well as all 4 units at Fukushima Daini.  Also, the other units they
have at another site and the stuff in the site fuel storage pools.)
 
Here is the idea: sell it.
 
Not only do you get some money for it, you have reduced your (present level of) responsibility for it.
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org;

jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"; ESTRONSKI@aol.com; Bowman,
Gregory; "Lyon, Jill"

Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 7-23-2012
Date: Monday, July 23, 2012 10:28:43 PM

Good morning,
 
Acknowledging that there is presently a VERY effective Fukushima Daiichi news blackout, never-the-
less, here are some topics I would like to see covered.
 

1. A comparison of the no-earthquake-damage-reported event today at Exelon/Oyster Creek,
(Event Number 48125),  where, apparently, emergency condensers were in service to remove
decay heat with TEPCO/Fukushima Daiichi Unit 1 where no earthquake damage was reported
and emergency condensers did not remove decay heat.

 
2. Water inventory progress.  Has the contaminated water in building basements seeped through

foundation (earthquake-caused) cracks and been pumped away by the newly installed site deep
well pumps?

 
3. Any plans to flood up Unit 1 or Unit 2 or Unit 3 to reduce radiation dose.

 
4.  Any reason to consider the Unit 1 and Unit 2 and Unit 3 spent fuel pools and their supporting

structure(s) as not damaged.
 

5. Any progress in finding where nuclear fuel is now in Unit 1 and Unit 2 and Unit 3.
 

6. Any risk-based decision to off-load nuclear fuel from Unit 5 or Unit 6.
 

7. Any reduction in staff assigned to units that are no longer licensed.
 

8. Any risk-informed decisions on removing the nuclear fuel in reactors 1 to 4 at Fukushima Daini.
 

9. Any credible reason why unloading the shored up Fukushima Daiichi Unit 4 elevated spent fuel
pool has to wait until the end of next year to begin in earnest.

 
Thank you,
 
Tom Gurdziel
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org;

jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"; ESTRONSKI@aol.com; "Lyon, Jill"
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 7-25-2012
Date: Wednesday, July 25, 2012 10:58:45 PM

Good morning,
 

Regulated Utilities
 
Did you ever work for a regulated utility?  I did for about 14 years.  A comment last week by the
President, (I think), of TEPCO brought those days back to mind.
 
Because of their obligation to be a reliable supplier (such as of electricity), they are allowed a certain
(decent) rate of return on their investment.  Now you can see a problem might arise since the more
they can spend, (say on a nuclear powerplant under construction), the more they will make.  Of course,
an alert Public Service Commission won’t let that happen forever (as my former employer found out.) 
And, let me point out, (non-capital) expenses subtract from current earnings, thus reducing current
profit.
 
What this means (as I saw it, anyway), is that, (at least eventually), there is a strong aversion to
making money available to fix things.  For example, while I was on an operating shift at Niagara
Mohawk Power Corporation’s Nine Mile Point, Unit I, and they were spending money building Nine Mile
Point, Unit 2, word was passed to us that, due to a (claimed) shortage of money, any big repair at Unit
I would pretty surely mean the closing of Unit I.  And, of course, a lot of high-paying jobs would no
longer exist.  (That part about the loss of jobs was meant to get our attention.)
 
In this environment, people who come up with “reasons” why repair action should not be taken (and
thus cost money) become treasured or highly thought of.  It does not matter if the “reason” is credible
or justifiable.  This failure to take action is, in another word, (and in my opinion), irresponsibility.
 
I believe I saw this same attribute in the words of the TEPCO President who, (I believe I read), does
not understand why people are criticizing TEPCO.
 
But I need to finish my story.  After years or regulation, probably FERC, or maybe the New York State
Public Service Commission decided to end New York State regulation of electricity generation to
encourage competition and, hopefully, lower electricity prices.
 
When given the choice to use its decades of electricity generating experience to sell electric power in
competition, or to sell their generating plants, Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation chose to sell all of
their generating plants.
 
In short, it appears that years of regulation (of generation) had made them unable to compete.
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org;

jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 7-30-2012
Date: Monday, July 30, 2012 10:35:04 PM

Good morning,
 

Design Basis
 
One of the top Exelon people has said that nuclear power is a business, not a religion.  Yet, it appears
to me that the worship continues.  I am talking about the current industry reverence applied to “design
basis”.  Actually, I prefer to identify it as the original design basis to distinguish it from the (current)
design basis necessary today in order to run a nuclear plant with a reasonable assurance of its safety
to the surrounding public.
 
I think the basic argument is this:  when we find that the original design basis is no longer adequate,
do we “grandfather” the original design basis (and continue to use it) or do we change it (and the
plant)?
 
Actually, that’s not exactly the complete description of (U.S.) choices, is it?  Here in the United States
a practical alternative (which I support) has been proposed.  It is to strengthen not the constructed
plant but the ability to respond with additional, portable equipment available from Regional Centers.
 
However, here is the point.  Until such promised Regional Centers are actually provided, what we are
doing is, in effect, “grandfathering” the now-found-to-be-inadequate original design basis.
 
How long should we continue to do this?
 

Moving Fukushima Daiichi Unit 4 Spent (or Used) Fuel
 
I do not understand the difference if the inspected two fuel bundles show no damage or an excessive
amount.  Isn’t it considered important to remove ALL the fuel in the elevated spent fuel pool before the
next big (and unanticipated) set of external events strikes the site?  What is taking so long?
 
(Remember, we were told that the fuel was not damaged and that it was always covered with water. 
Was this incorrect?)
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org;

jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"; ESTRONSKI@aol.com
Subject: AP1000 AC Power
Date: Tuesday, July 31, 2012 10:45:00 PM

Hello,
 
Having started out reading about the Byron incident, I found that the explanation for the AP1000 left
me confused.  So, I looked a little more, particularly after I read that they will NOT have safety-related
emergency (diesel or other) generators.  I believe I am reading ML03329042 right now.  Let me say
this.  I also don’t like the NRC approval of an exemption to the requirements of GDC 17 for two
physically independent offsite circuits.
 
And, as I read it, I don’t like the idea that the generator is apparently left connected to plant auxiliary
loads AFTER a load reject signal for some special purpose.
 
It is perhaps important to recall that:
 
the Chernoble (?spelling?) problem occurred when they were trying to show that electrical loads could
be carried after a plant trip.  It didn’t work.
 
It is perhaps important to recall that:
 
The Fukushima Daiichi units, (Unit 1, Unit 2, Unit 3, Unit 4, Unit 5, and Unit 6) appeared to have 3
lines supplying the six of them with offsite (AC) power provided by the same company that owned the
nuclear plants.  (INPO Report 11-005, page 2)  When owned by the SAME company, it took some
units 9 days to get offsite power restored, the other took 11 days.  In other words, it didn’t work.
 
It is perhaps important to recall that:
 
Fukushima Daiichi Unit I WAS a passive, (emergency condensers), safety system plant.  It did not
save the plant when needed.
 
Conclusion:  these NRC decisions are, in my opinion, seriously eroding safety to the public.
 
            Thank you,
 
            Thomas Gurdziel
            Member, ASME
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: Mitchell, Matthew
Cc: CHAIRMAN Resource; hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; Screnci, Diane;

JLD_Public Resource; P.Kaiser@iaea.org; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry";
ESTRONSKI@aol.com; rich@oswegocounty.com; barclaw@assembly.state.ny.us

Subject: Lessons Learned Meeting of 7-27-2012
Date: Saturday, August 04, 2012 11:04:12 AM
Attachments: License.jpg

Hello Matt,
 
At about 1:10 into this meeting I heard a comment about not requiring licensed plant operators to train
fully on improbable events.  The reasoning was, I think, that they don’t happen very often so why
spend the valuable time?
 
Funny thing about that reasoning: I think it actually was responsible for the lack of in-depth
preparedness at Fukushima Daiichi.  Anyway, I want to tell you that the U.S. government, in 1966,
would NOT let a private pilot get a Solo Certificate unless they had been trained in such an improbable
event as a full stall.  (In other words, since there was no lift on either wing, you weren’t flying anymore:
you, (and the airplane, were falling from the sky.)
 
I don’t see why paid, currently licensed (by the U.S. government), nuclear plant operators should be
held to a LOWER standard than required of private pilots 46 years ago.
 
            Thank you,
 
            Tom Gurdziel
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org;

jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 8-2-2012
Date: Thursday, August 02, 2012 10:35:12 PM

Good morning,
 

What, actually, is the cost of nuclear power?
 
Have you seen the periodic complaints that natural gas imported into Japan costs too much?  The
implication appears to be that nuclear power calculations can show that it provides cheaper electricity in
Japan (than fossil fueled plants.)  Can this be true?
 
Yes, I believe it can, but only if you selectively choose costs (prior to March 11, 2011) to compare. 
Probably the choice is “O & M” or Operating and Maintenance costs of only one operating powerplant.
 
Here is my understanding of the basic fact: nuclear fuel costs less than other types of fuel.  (The cost
of fuel is an operating cost.)  But everything else costs a lot more.  What you have to do is ignore all
those extra costs of nuclear power.
 
For example:
 
Ignore the costs of all the buildings required.  (Probably these are called “capital costs” and are entitled
to a set return on investment, even if the plant is not run-able.)  (Crystal River 3)
 
Ignore the “temporary” 50 or 60 year dry cask storage and security costs of spent nuclear fuel. 
9Somebody else has probably promised that this will be taken care of.)
 
Ignore the final cost of spent nuclear fuel disposal.  (Nobody has solved this problem yet, anyway.)
 
Ignore the costs of building a sizeable decommissioning fund.
 
Ignore the decontamination (only) costs of a non-accident-decommissioned plant.  (Note that
decommission costs and decontamination costs are not the same thing.)
 
Ignore the cost of the (owning) company’s headquarters-based technical staff associated with that
plant.
 
Ignore the cost of a security force.  (This is probably a confidential number.)
 
Ignore costs of required membership and participation in organizations like IAEA, WANO, and INPO.
 
Ignore the lost value of plants shutdown earlier than purchased for.  (Rancho Seco; Three Mile Island,
Unit 2)
 
Ignore the extra heat dumped into the earth’s environment by a (nuclear) plant running at 33% thermal
efficiency as compared to (fossil) plants running at 40%, up to 60%.
 
Ignore the cost of extended onsite storage of “low level” radioactive waste (such as spent demineralizer
resins) where agreements for offsite disposal have not been made.  (This may already be included as
a current cost.)
 
Ignore the costs of all applicable national regulatory agencies.  (NRC)
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Ignore the cost of any promise to “brownfield” or “greenfield” the site after the site plants are shut.
 
Ignore emergency response organization membership and emergency equipment and training costs.
 
Ignore plants with extended outages.  (Fort Calhoun)
 
Ignore the costs (incurred to date and projected) of any “events” or accidents.  (Three Mile Island, Unit
2)
 
In short, instead of taking the cumulative cost of expenses of the nation’s entire nuclear fleet and
dividing by the cumulative net generation (for that time period), just choose one plant being run
successfully.
 
That should do it.
 
            Thank you,
 
            Thomas Gurdziel
 
  



From: Bobleyse@aol.com
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Re: Response to email "Hardened vents and filtered vents -- July (2012) repor...
Date: Monday, August 13, 2012 12:53:00 PM

This is my second reply.
 
I note that as late as the June 6, 2012, meeting of the full ACRS,
Monninger referred to a report to the Commission this summer.  From page
90 of 316 of the transcript:
 

 
Regarding the engagement with stakeholders, this has not been
transparent.
 
Bob Leyse
In a message dated 8/6/2012 1:24:44 P.M. Mountain Daylight Time, JLD_Public.Resource@nrc.gov
writes:

Mr. Leyse,

Despite Chairman Jaczko’s departure, the NRC’s actions in response to Japan will continue
without delay.  With respect to the filtered vents policy paper, the NRC staff has made
significant progress on this evaluation and has had frequent engagement with stakeholders
(nuclear power industry, public, and nongovernmental organizations).  A thorough technical
basis is required to support a recommendation to the Commission regarding whether
containment vents should be required to operate under severe accident conditions, with or
without filters; consequently, additional analysis is required to properly evaluate the potential
safety benefit of such requirements.  This additional analysis has resulted in an extension
request until November 2012 to submit the policy paper.

Columbia Generating Station is subject to NRC order EA-12-50, “Issuance of Order

mailto:Bobleyse@aol.com
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to Modify Licenses with Regard to Reliable Hardened Containment Vents,”
because it is a boiling water reactor with a Mark II containment.  Columbia
Generating Station is required to install a reliable hardened vent by no later than
December 31, 2016. 

 

Thank you for contacting the US NRC.  If you have any additional comments or
questions, please feel free to contact us at this email address.

 

Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

 

=

http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1205/ML12054A694.pdf


From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; Bridget.Frymire@dps.ny.gov; "Vanags, Uldis"; Screnci, Diane; P.Kaiser@iaea.org;

jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public Resource; "Newal Agnihotri"; "Tom Henry"; Sheehan, Neil
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 8-13-2012
Date: Monday, August 13, 2012 11:20:42 PM

Good morning,
 
I am about halfway through listening to the 3 hr and 14 min recorded Fukushima Briefing of 8-7-2012. 
I am very impressed with the constructive comments I have heard so far.  However, at approximately
1:03:31 and 1:08:15 I heard “coping time” mentioned.  I did not, (and have not, ever), seen a definition
of “coping time.”
 
Does anybody actually know its definition, or is everybody expected to inherently know it?
 
Here is what it appears to be: a certain amount of time during which the station batteries, or some of
them, do not go below a certain voltage WITHOUT SPECIFYING WHAT PLANT EFFECTS ARE TO
BE ACHIEVED (by use of the batteries).
 

17 Month Status Report
 
Well, I have to mention that we got a new computer last week and I, right away, wrote up a 17 month
status report.  And, I will send it out as soon as I can get the e-mail Send feature to work.  Here is
briefly what I wrote.
 
There has been No spent fuel removed from the Units 1 – 4 elevated spent fuel pools.
There has been No new fuel removed from the Unit 1 – 3 elevated spent fuel pools.
There have only been 2 new fuel bundles removed from the Unit 4 elevated spent fuel pool.
 
The present location of the core material initially inside the Units 1 – 3 reactor vessels has not been
identified.
 
No primary containment leaks for Units 1 – 3 have been reported as repaired.
 
No primary containment leaks for Units 1 – 3 have been reported as located/identified.
 
Units 1 – 3 have not been flooded up.
 
Water apparently continues to enter the site building basements, adding to the amount to be treated.
 
Proposed deep well (site) pumps have not been reported to have been put into service.
 
Injection methods (to seal leaking basements) have not been reported to have been used on the
basements.
 
Here at home, No Regional FLEX Center has been put into operation.
 
The location of No Regional FLEX Center has even been announced.
 
 
At 17 months, do you feel that adequate progress has been made?
 
            Thank you,
 
            Thomas Gurdziel
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From: cragg50@hotmail.com
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the Japan Nuclear Accident;
Date: Wednesday, August 15, 2012 3:42:08 PM

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by

 (cragg50@hotmail.com) on Wednesday, August 15, 2012 at 15:44:48
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

comments: Chairwoman,Allison Macfarlane,I have the nuclear waste safer storage solution that you are
looking for, the idea answers all of the related problems for a surface repository with a deep basement.
The idea if built properly, is safe in ones back yard, looking at the 2 billion year old Gabon Africa site, I
have have another area that is extremly old and offers one million years of safe storage. All is simple to
explain, and far less costs than anything offered today. I would like to hear from you at your
convenience? Thank you, Gregory Cragg.

name: Gregory Cragg

organization: Cragg Innovations

address1: 208-1552 Esquimalt Ave.

address2:

city: West Vancouver

state: ---

zip: v7v1r3

country: Canada

phone: 778-230-2717

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
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From: esky@mac.com
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the Japan Nuclear Accident;
Date: Monday, August 20, 2012 4:48:14 AM

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by

 (esky@mac.com) on Monday, August 20, 2012 at 04:51:05
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

comments: Will you kindly pressure our
government to take care of the
spent fuels of Fukushima Reactor 4
since the action is so slow that we
may face the more catastrophic
event  if the earthquake attacks
again.

name: hayashi

organization:

address1:

address2:

city:

state: ---

zip:

country: japan

phone:

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
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From: Hanson, Corinne
To: JLD_Public Resource
Cc: Fretz, Robert; Skeen, David
Subject: Filtered Vents and the NRC"s Upcoming Decision
Date: Friday, August 24, 2012 2:59:16 PM
Attachments: Mark Leyse High-Capacity Filters for BWR Mark Is and Mark IIs.pdf

Attention: Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate,
 
Please see the attached report, written for NRDC by consultant Mark Leyse, which comments on
various safety benefits of installing high-capacity filters in addition to hardened vents for Boiling
Water Reactor (BWR) Mark I and II containments.
 http://docs.nrdc.org/nuclear/files/nuc_12070201a.pdf
 
The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission has been delaying a decision on whether it will require
filtered venting systems as part of its March 2012 order requiring hardened vents for BWR Mark I
and II reactors. Staff is expected to provide NRC Commissioners with recommendations in
November.
 
Modern-day filtration systems can achieve upwards of 99% efficiency in particulate removal and
vastly reduce the potential for offsite contamination during an accident. Such systems are available
from multiple vendors and can be retrofitted or incorporated into almost any design. Numerous
reactor operators in Europe have taken the necessary precaution of installing these filter systems
to “scrub” the vent flow of the majority of radioactive particulates, should there be need to vent to
the outside environment. Nearly 20 years ago, France upgraded all of its pressurized water reactors
(PWR) to include high-capacity filters and all German BWRs currently have venting systems
outfitted with filters.
 
NRDC believes the American public deserves the right to be just as safe from the radiation released
in a nuclear accident as citizens in France and Germany, and we insist that U.S. plant operators
treat safety contingencies like their European counterparts: minimize the potential impact of an
accident to the public and the environment.
 
Sincerely,
NRDC’s Nuclear Team
Corinne Hanson
Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC)
1152 15th Street NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20005
Phone: (202)-289-2370 (DC office)
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I. Why Boiling Water Reactor Mark I Primary Containments have Been Backfitted 


with Hardened Vents 


The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission‟s (NRC) 2011 Near-Term Task Force 


report on insights from the Fukushima Dai-ichi accident states that NRC reports from 


1975
1
 and 1990


2
 both concluded that in the event of a severe accident, boiling water 


reactor (BWR) Mark I primary containments have “a relatively high containment failure 


probability,” because BWR Mark I primary containments have smaller volumes when 


compared to PWR containments
3
—about one-eighth the volume of PWR large dry 


containments.  (BWR Mark I primary containments have a volume of approximately 


0.28 x 10
6 


ft
3
; pressurized water reactor (PWR) large dry containments have a volume of 


approximately 2.2 x 10
6 


ft
3
.
4
)  BWR Mark II primary containments also have relatively 


small volumes—about one-sixth the volume of PWR large dry containments.  (BWR 


Mark II primary containments have a volume of approximately 0.4 x 10
6 


ft
3
.
5
)   


A BWR Mark I primary containment is comprised of a drywell, shaped like an 


inverted light bulb, and a wetwell (also termed “torus”), shaped like a doughnut.  The 


                                                 
1
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Power Plants,” NUREG-75-014, WASH-1400, October 1975. 
2
 NRC, “Severe Accident Risks: An Assessment or Five U.S. Nuclear Power Plants,” 


NUREG-1150, December 1990. 
3
 Charles Miller, et al., NRC, “Recommendations for Enhancing Reactor Safety in the 21st 


Century: The Near-Term Task Force Review of Insights from the Fukushima Dai-ichi Accident,” 


SECY-11-0093, July 12, 2011, available at: www.nrc.gov, NRC Library, ADAMS Documents, 


Accession Number: ML111861807, p. 39. 
4
 M. F. Hessheimer, et al., Sandia National Laboratories, “Containment Integrity Research at 


Sandia National Laboratories: An Overview,” NUREG/CR-6906, July 2006, available at: 


www.nrc.gov, NRC Library, ADAMS Documents, Accession Number: ML062440075, p. 24. 
5
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wetwell is half filled with water (typically over a million gallons
6
)—the suppression pool.  


A BWR Mark II primary containment also has a drywell and wetwell—both shaped 


differently than their BWR Mark I counterparts.   


In a severe accident, the water pumped into the reactor core to cool the fuel rods 


would heat up and produce thousands of kilograms (kg) of steam, which would enter the 


primary containment.  The water in the suppression pool is intended to condense the 


steam and help absorb the heat released by the accident to reduce the pressure in the 


primary containment.  Without the condensation of the steam in the suppression pool, the 


relatively small primary containments of BWR Mark I and Mark IIs (often termed 


“pressure suppression containments”) would fail from becoming over-pressurized.   


In a BWR severe accident, hundreds of kilograms of non-condensable hydrogen 


gas would also be produced (up to over 3000 kg
7
)—at rates as high as between 5.0 and 


10.0 kg per second, if there were a reflooding of an overheated reactor core
8
—which 


would increase the internal pressure of the primary containment.  If enough hydrogen 


were produced, the containment could fail from becoming over-pressurized.  To help 


address this problem, in 1989, the NRC sent Generic Letter 89-16, “Installation of a 


Hardened Wetwell Vent” to all the owners of BWR Mark Is, recommending
9
 that 


hardened vents be installed in BWR Mark Is.
10


  Hardened wetwell vents are intended to 


depressurize and remove decay heat from BWR Mark I primary containments; and the 


water in the wetwell would help scrub the fission products (excluding noble gases) that 


had entered the containment.
11
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II. What Would Be the Features of Reliable Hardened Containment Vents with 


High-Capacity Filters? 


It is widely known that in the Fukushima Dai-ichi accident, hardened vents did 


not prevent hydrogen from entering BWR Mark I secondary containments and 


detonating.  In fact, hardened vents may have caused the Fukushima Dai-ichi accident to 


be worse than it would have been if such vents had not been used: “it is postulated that 


the hydrogen explosion in the Unit 4 reactor building was caused by hydrogen from 


Unit 3.”
12


  Unit 3 and Unit 4‟s containment vent exhaust piping was interconnected, so 


hydrogen may have been vented from Unit 3 to Unit 4‟s secondary containment,
13


 where 


it detonated.  Thus, one of the NRC‟s requirements for a new design of a hardened vent is 


that it “shall include design features to minimize unintended cross flow of vented fluids 


within a unit and between units on site.”
14


   


In a nuclear power plant (NPP) accident, venting BWR Mark I and Mark II 


primary containments could be beneficial; however, venting could also cause negative 


consequences.  For example, a 1988 paper, “Filtered Venting Considerations in the 


United States” (hereinafter “Filtered Venting Considerations”), states that for some NPP 


accident scenarios, “venting has been postulated to increase the likelihood of core 


damage by causing pump cavitation
15


 and the eventual loss of injection to the reactor 


coolant system.”
16


   


Given the vulnerabilities of BWR Mark I and Mark II primary containments—


their relatively small volumes and dependence on suppression pools, which do not 


mitigate hydrogen—it is essential that a hardened containment vent be designed so that it 
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12-050, March 12, 2012, available at: www.nrc.gov, NRC Library, ADAMS Documents, 
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 Cavitation is “[t]he formation of…vapor-filled cavities in liquids in motion when the pressure 


is reduced to a critical value while the ambient temperature remains constant.  …  Cavitation 


causes “a restriction on the speed at which hydraulic machinery can be [operated] without noise, 


vibration…or loss of efficiency;” see “A Concise Dictionary of Physics,” Oxford University 


Press, 1990, p. 34. 
16


 R. Jack Dallman, et al., “Filtered Venting Considerations in the United States,” p. 3. 
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would be reliable in a wide range of different severe accident scenarios.  If such a vent 


cannot be developed,
17


 the NRC should perhaps consider either shutting down or not 


relicensing BWR Mark I and Mark IIs.   


It could be difficult to design a hardened vent that would perform well in 


scenarios in which there were rapid containment-pressure increases.  The report “Filtered 


Venting Considerations” discusses the importance of considering these scenarios: 


“[f]iltered venting may have positive benefits for those sequences in which the rate of 


containment pressure rise is relatively slow.  Filtered venting is less feasible for those 


sequences resulting in early over-temperature or over-pressure conditions.  This is 


because the relatively early rapid increase in containment pressure requires large 


containment penetrations for successful venting.”
18


  This indicates that a reliable 


hardened vent‟s piping would possibly need a greater diameter and thickness than those 


of the hardened vents presently installed at U.S. BWR Mark Is.
19


   


A 1993 OECD Nuclear Energy Agency paper, “Non-Condensable Gases in 


Boiling Water Reactors” (hereinafter “Non-Condensable Gases”), discusses severe 


accident scenarios in which there would be a rapid accumulation of steam in the drywell 


and non-condensable gas accumulation (nitrogen
20


 and hydrogen) in the wetwell; in such 


scenarios, the primary containment‟s pressure could rapidly increase “up to the venting 


and failure levels.”
21


  “Non-Condensable Gases” states that for a 3300 megawatt thermal 


BWR Mark I, in scenarios in which hydrogen would be produced from a zirconium-


steam reaction of 40 percent, 70 percent, and 100 percent of all the zirconium in the 


reactor core,
22


 if the total quantity of non-condensable gases (including nitrogen) were to 
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 It is noteworthy that a 1983 Sandia National Laboratories manual cautions that “it may be 


difficult to design vents that can handle the rapid transients involved [in a severe accident];” see 


Allen L. Camp, et al., Sandia National Laboratories, “Light Water Reactor Hydrogen Manual,” 


NUREG/CR-2726, August 1983, p. 2-66. 
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 Nitrogen is used to inert BWR Mark I and Mark II primary containments. 
21


 T. Okkonen, Nuclear Energy Agency OECD, “Non-Condensable Gases in Boiling Water 


Reactors,” NEA/CSNI/R(94)7, May 1993, pp. 4-5. 
22


 Equivalent to the quantity of hydrogen that would be produced from a zirconium-steam 


reaction of 72 percent, 126 percent, and 180 percent, respectively, of the active fuel cladding 


length. 
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accumulate in the wetwell, the primary containment‟s pressure would increase up to 


107 pounds per square inch (psi), 161 psi, and 215 psi, respectively.
23


   


If a hardened vent were designed to have a rupture disk, the vent would work 


passively, ensuring that the venting of the primary containment commenced once its 


internal pressure reached the point at which the rupture disk was set to rupture.  A 


reliable passive venting capability would satisfy two of the NRC‟s requirements for a 


new design of a hardened vent: 1) it “shall be designed to minimize the reliance on 


operator actions” and 2) it “shall include a means to prevent inadvertent actuation.”
24


  A 


reliable passive venting capability could also be advantageous in severe accident 


scenarios that had rapid containment pressure increases; however, there could always be 


other severe accident scenarios in which plant operators would want to vent the primary 


containment before the primary containment‟s internal pressure reached the point at 


which the vent‟s rupture disk was set to rupture.
25


   


In a December 2011 article, Saloman Levy
26


 stated that in the event of a U.S. 


BWR Mark I severe accident, “[e]arly venting [would be] preferred, when the 


containment pressure and hydrogen concentration are low and not prone to explosions 


and fires” and that in the Fukushima Dai-ichi accident, plant operators should have 


“[c]onsider[ed] early venting rather than waiting for containment pressure to reach or 


exceed design pressure.”
27


  Levy does not refer to high-capacity filters in his statements; 


however, it could be argued that implementing a policy of early venting would require 


installing a high-capacity filter to help protect the surrounding population, who would not 


have time to evacuate and prevent becoming exposed to radioactive releases.   


                                                 
23


 T. Okkonen, “Non-Condensable Gases in Boiling Water Reactors,” p. 6. 
24


 NRC, “Order Modifying Licenses with Regard to Reliable Hardened Containment Vents,” 
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 In a telephone conversation with the author on May 18, 2012, David Lochbaum of Union of 


Concerned Scientists said that there could be severe accident scenarios in which plant operators 


would want to vent the primary containment when the internal pressure was relatively low. 
26


 “How Would U.S. Units Fare?” states that “Dr. Levy was the manager responsible for General 


Electric (GE) BWR heat transfer and fluid flow and the analyses and tests to support [GE‟s] 


nuclear fuel cooling during normal, transient, and accident analyses from 1959 to 1977.” See 


Saloman Levy, “How Would U.S. Units Fare?,” Nuclear Engineering International, December 7, 


2011. 
27


 Saloman Levy, “How Would U.S. Units Fare?,” Nuclear Engineering International, December 


7, 2011.  Levy makes the point that his observations are not intended to be criticisms of the 


actions of the Fukushima Dai-ichi plant operators. 







 6 


A high-capacity filter would also be needed for scenarios in which there was a 


reflooding of an overheated reactor core, which would rapidly generate hydrogen, 


thereby possibly threatening containment integrity and increasing the risk of radioactive 


fission product releases.
28


  Additionally, a 1988 Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) 


paper suggests installing high-capacity filters at BWR Mark IIs because “[i]t is much 


more probable that operation of simple „hard‟ venting systems in [Mark] II plants would 


result in the discharge of aerosols directly into the environment.”
29


   


“Filtered Venting Considerations” states that “[v]enting could be from the drywell 


or the wetwell, but wetwell venting is preferred to allow for fission product (excluding 


noble gases) scrubbing in the suppression pool.”
30


  However, according to the same paper 


there could be a wide range in the effectiveness of suppression pools in scrubbing and 


retaining radionuclides in the event of a severe accident.  The paper states that “[t]he 


decontamination factor
31


…associated with suppression pool scrubbing can range 


anywhere from one (no scrubbing) to well over 1000 (99.9 [percent] effective).  This 


wide band is a function of the accident scenario and composition of the fission products, 


the pathway to the [suppression] pool (through spargers, downcomers, etc.), and the 


conditions in the [suppression] pool itself.  Conservative [decontamination factor] values 


of five [80 percent removal] for scrubbing in Mark I suppression pools, and 10 


[90 percent removal] for Mark II…suppression pools, have recently been proposed for 


licensing review purposes.”
32


  Clearly, a high-capacity filter would help protect the public 


from becoming exposed to radioactive releases if there were venting from either the 


drywell or wetwell (in cases in which the suppression pool was ineffective at scrubbing 


and retaining radionuclides).   


                                                 
28


 OECD Nuclear Energy Agency, “In-Vessel Core Degradation Code Validation Matrix: Update 


1996-1999,” Report by an OECD NEA Group of Experts, October 2000, p. 13.  
29


 Sherrell R. Greene, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, “The Role of BWR Secondary 


Containments in Severe Accident Mitigation: Issues and Insights from Recent Analyses,” 1988. 
30


 R. Jack Dallman, et al., “Filtered Venting Considerations in the United States,” p. 5. 
31


 The decontamination factor is “[t]he ratio of the initial amount of a nuclide in a [gaseous or 


liquid] stream (specified in terms of concentration or activity of radioactive materials) to the final 


amount of that nuclide in a stream following treatment by a given process;” see T. 


Chandrasekaran, et al., NRC, “Calculation of Releases of Radioactive Materials in Gaseous and 


Liquid Effluents from Pressurized Water Reactors: PWR-GALE Code,” NUREG-0017, Rev. 1, 


March 1985, p. 1-4. 
32


 R. Jack Dallman, et al., “Filtered Venting Considerations in the United States,” p. 4. 
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III. The Need for Installing High-Capacity Filters at BWR Mark I and Mark IIs in 


Addition to Hardened Vents 


The nuclear industry and NRC staff appear generally to be in alignment on 


a variety of issues regarding the implementation of orders incorporating 


safety lessons from the agency‟s Fukushima tack force, though some 


differences remain to be worked out.
33


—Nuclear Energy Institute   


 


In October 1985, the Swedish Barsebäck Power Plant completed the installation 


of a hardened venting system and high-capacity filter system (FILTRA),
34


 a gravel filter 


with a volume of 10,000 cubic meters,
35


 for its two BWRs, which were constructed by 


Asea-Atom.
36


  Barsebäck‟s FILTRA system was “designed so that 99.9 [percent] of the 


core inventory of radioactivity, excluding noble gases, [would be] retained in the reactor 


containment and filter system in the event of containment venting” in a severe accident.
37


  


Interestingly, in the 1980s, the Long Island Lighting Company had plans to install a 


hardened venting system and high-capacity filter system, similar to the FILTRA system, 


at the Shoreham Plant, a BWR Mark II.
38, 39 


  


The combined cost of Barsebäck‟s hardened venting and FILTRA systems for its 


two BWRs, was approximately 15 million dollars (1985 U.S. dollars).
40


  In other words, 


Barsebäck‟s high-capacity filter system was not very expensive, considering that in the 


event of a severe accident it could significantly reduce the quantity of radioactive 


particulates discharged to the environment, which, in turn, reduces offsite contamination 


                                                 
33
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and damage to economic activity.  (Barsebäck is located in southern Sweden about 


12 miles from Copenhagen, Denmark.)   


By the end of 1988, all Swedish NPPs had high-capacity filter systems, intended 


to limit the contamination of the environment to 0.1 percent of the reactor core‟s 


inventory of radioactive material in the event of a severe accident.  In Sweden, the 


FILTRA-MVSS (Multi Venturi Scrubber System) system—designed to handle flow rates 


of up to 12 kg per second—was installed in seven BWRs and three PWRs.
41


  An OECD 


Nuclear Energy Agency report states that Sweden‟s FILTRA-MVSS system cost less 


than five million dollars (1988 U.S. dollars) per reactor and opines that, because 


Sweden‟s high-capacity filter systems were inexpensive, “all criteria of the cost-benefit 


type are irrelevant.”
42


   


A number of nuclear power plants in Europe currently operate with high-capacity 


filter systems, including designs other than the FILTRA-MVSS system.  In France, 


hardened vents with high-capacity filter systems were installed in all French PWRs in the 


1990s.
43


  And in Germany, all of the BWRs have hardened vents with high-capacity filter 


systems.
44


  Unfortunately, U.S. BWR Mark Is and Mark IIs are not presently operating 


with high-capacity filter systems.  A 1988 ORNL paper reports that U.S. utilities believe 


that high-capacity filter systems have “unacceptably low cost-benefit ratios.”
45


  And a 


2005 Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) document on severe accident mitigation alternatives 


analysis states that the estimated cost of a filtered containment vent would be three 


million dollars and that the “upper bound estimate benefit” of installing a filtered vent 


would be zero dollars.
46


  An April 30, 2012 Huffington Post article, which discusses the 


monetary values provided by the 2005 NEI document, states that a spokesperson for NEI 
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said the estimated cost of three million dollars dated back to 1994 for a filtered vent, 


which would not have been “seismically designed;” the article also states that Dale Klein, 


a former NRC commissioner, estimates that a filtered vent might now cost about 


15 million dollars.
47


   


When evaluating the cost of a filtered vent, it is pertinent that some U.S. BWR 


Mark Is and Mark IIs are located in proximity to areas with large populations.  For 


example, the Limerick Nuclear Power Plant, which has two BWR Mark IIs, is located 


about 21 miles from Philadelphia.  The potential impact of an unfiltered radioactive 


release in the event of a severe accident is quite large when considering the possible loss 


of agricultural economic activity and associated lands, the evacuation and suspension of 


industrial centers, and the cost of the decontamination of farmlands and city housing. 


However, even after the Fukushima Dai-ichi accident, the U.S. nuclear energy industry 


does not seem too keen on installing high-capacity filter systems,
48


 in addition to the new 


hardened vents, which the NRC has required to be installed in BWR Mark Is and 


Mark IIs by December 31, 2016.
49


   


According to an April 12, 2012 NEI article “[i]ndustry participants [in a public 


meeting] said that other safety modifications could result in a level of safety benefit 


similar to that of filtered vents.”
50


  And Maria Korsnick, Chief Nuclear Officer of 


Constellation Energy Nuclear Group, is quoted in the April 12, 2012 NEI article as 


stating that “[i]f you are managing a damaged core, managing containment, you are 


addressing the heart of the issue and there are modifications that are more beneficial than 


filtration.”
51


   


Indeed, managing a damaged core and protecting the containment would be very 


important in a severe accident; however, the fact that severe accident computer safety 


models, instrumentation, and management procedures could be vastly improved is a 


separate safety issue than requiring that hardened venting systems have high-capacity 
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filters.  The nuclear power industry‟s comments seem disingenuous: if the industry is 


confident that “there are modifications that are more beneficial than filtration,” why did 


the industry not suggest implementing such modifications well before the Fukushima 


Dai-ichi accident occurred, in the 1980s and 1990s, when Europeans were installing 


hardened venting systems with high-capacity filters in NPPs?   


The nuclear power industry‟s “modifications” for managing a damaged core seem 


to be predicated on at least three conditions: 1) computer safety models would accurately 


predict the progression of reactor core damage in different severe accident scenarios; 


2) plant operators would know the condition of the core throughout the progression of a 


severe accident; and 3) there would not be circumstances in which plant operator error 


would make a severe accident far worse.   


There is reason to doubt that these three conditions would be fulfilled in the event 


of another severe accident.  Regarding the first condition: computer safety models under-


predict the rates of hydrogen production that would occur in a severe accident, if there 


were a reflooding of an overheated reactor core.
52


  Regarding the second condition: given 


the fact plant operators did not know the condition of the reactor cores during the 


progression of the TMI-2 and Fukushima Dai-ichi accidents, there is reason to doubt that 


plant operators would know the condition of the core during the progression of another 


severe accident.  (To help enable plant operators to accurately measure a wide range of 


in-core temperatures, under typical and accident conditions, NPPs need to operate with 


thermocouples (temperature measuring devices) placed at different elevations and radial 


positions throughout the reactor core.
53


)  Regarding the third condition: given the fact that 


plant operator errors made the TMI-2 and Chernobyl accidents far worse, there is reason 
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to doubt that there would not be circumstances in which plant operator error would make 


another severe accident far worse.   


The NRC is presently considering if it should require high-capacity filtration for 


hardened vents in order to reduce radioactive releases to the environment in the event of 


severe accidents.  The NRC staff is scheduled to prepare a policy paper on this issue by 


July 2012.
54


  NEI‟s April 12, 2012 article reports that Martin J. Virgilio, the NRC‟s 


Deputy Executive Director for Reactor and Preparedness Programs, “said that NRC staff 


also is working on a paper on the „economic consequences of land contamination‟ from 


radioactive materials following a reactor accident” and “that cost-benefit analysis would 


be one of the tools used to analyze the land contamination issue.”
55


   


The NRC should also consider that not all severe accidents would be like the 


Fukushima Dai-ichi accident: “slow-moving” station-blackout accidents caused by 


natural disasters.  Fast-moving accidents could also occur; for example, a large break 


loss-of-coolant accident could rapidly transition into a severe accident—a meltdown 


could commence within 10 minutes after an accident initiated.
56


  Early venting might be 


necessary in a fast-moving accident scenario: a high-capacity filter would help protect the 


surrounding population, who would not have time to evacuate and prevent becoming 


exposed to radioactive releases.   


 


IV. Recommendations Regarding Hardened Vents with High-Capacity Filters for 


BWR Mark Is and Mark IIs 


The author recommends that a hardened vent be designed so that it would perform 


well in scenarios in which there were rapid containment-pressure increases; for example, 


in scenarios in which there was a reflooding of an overheated reactor core.  If such a vent 


cannot be developed, the NRC should perhaps consider either shutting down or not 


relicensing BWR Mark I and Mark IIs.   


                                                 
54
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The author also recommends that the NRC require that high-capacity filters be 


installed at BWR Mark Is and Mark IIs, in addition to hardened vents.   


To uphold its congressional mandate to protect the lives, property, and 


environment of the people living within proximity to BWR Mark Is and Mark IIs, the 


NRC needs to require that hardened vents have high-capacity filtration systems, in order 


to reduce radioactive releases to the environment in the event of severe accidents.  (Some 


BWR Mark Is and Mark IIs are located in proximity to areas with large populations.  For 


example, the Limerick Nuclear Power Plant, which has two BWR Mark IIs, is located 


about 21 miles from Philadelphia.)   







From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; bridget.frymire@dps.ny.gov; Uldis.Vanags@state.vt.us; P.Kaiser@iaea.org;

jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; Screnci, Diane; thenry@theblade.com; newal@goinfo.com; JLD_Public Resource;
estronski@aol.com

Subject: Current Flooding Studies/Walk downs (as a response to multiple tsunami waves at Fukushima Daiichi)
Date: Monday, August 27, 2012 7:24:15 PM
Attachments: Flood debris0001.jpg

Good morning,
 
I think I have mentioned this before and I think that I have seen no response.  Studying flooding
WITHOUT including destruction from impact of both water (itself) and water-carried debris is
insufficient to assure safety, in my opinion.  Yet, I believe this is what is being done here in the US.
 
One reference is page 7 of INPO Special Report 11-005, where it says: “Intake structures at all six
units were unavailable because the tsunami and debris heavily damaged…”  Note the words: “and
debris”.
 
Now turn to page 75 and read the top item.  The fire engine at Units 5 and 6 could not be driven to
Unit 1 because of earthquake damage to the road and debris from the tsunami had restricted
access.
 
Finally, after a good number of hours searching, I have found an example of flood and debris
damage at a bridge under construction in Vietnam in 1968.  The temporary bridge in the middle
picture is at a sufficient height but of an insufficient load-carrying capacity. Apparently a decision
was made to provide a higher capacity bridge at a lower elevation and, (perhaps, as a tradeoff),
accept the risk of damage with high water following very heavy seasonal rains.  We repaired the
bridge and put it into service.  The point I hope to make here is that damage may have been less
without the debris, (which can be seen in the lower picture.)  The bridge was about 9 miles west of
Dong Ha.
 
                Thank you,
 
                Tom Gurdziel 
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: FW: Fukushima-related Comments for 8-21-2012
Date: Monday, August 27, 2012 7:24:46 PM
Attachments: Roseton, NY 3 of 3.jpg

 
 

From: Tom Gurdziel [mailto:tgurdziel@twcny.rr.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 21, 2012 11:06 PM
To: chairman.resource@nrc.gov
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; bridget.frymire@dps.ny.gov; Uldis.Vanags@state.vt.us; P.Kaiser@iaea.org;
jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public (Resource@nrc.gov); Diane.Screnci@nrc.gov; thenry@theblade.com;
newal@goinfo.com
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 8-21-2012
 
Good morning,
 

Spent Fuel
 
I don’t know if the two nuclear plants running in Japan are PWRs or BWRs.  If they are BWRs with
elevated spent fuel pools, it is my advice to unload ALL spent fuel older than 5 years as a
preventive measure.  (Probably this has already been done.)  With the size of the already
constructed spent fuel pools constant, the time to respond to a spent fuel pool accident should
increase, thus reducing risk (in advance).
 

Performance-based Selection
 
I was working on the Roseton, NY two unit fossil fuel steam plant being constructed when I became
amazed by the structural steel erection contractor.  Didn’t he know anything?  Instead of erecting
the first boilerhouse and turbine hall, then using what he had learned to do the second one better
(as any engineering college graduate would have thought), he actually rented two cranes and called
for two crews to be working at the same time.
 
Why?  Well, it turns out that competition between crews had a much greater effect than any
“learning curve.”  (The connecting gang at Unit 1 wasn’t going to let the connecting gang at Unit 2
get ahead of them.  And, the connecting gang at Unit 2 felt the same way about the Unit 1 gang.) 
(The picture is of one crew working in one boilerhouse.)
 
We need to get the fuel out of the damaged Fukushima Daiichi units and, so far, I would have to say
that nothing has been done.  (Two new fuel bundles is, in the overall picture, at 1 and ½ years,
nothing.)  Here is what I suggest.  Split up the Unit 4 Spent Fuel Pool  unloading job into two pieces
and award two contracts.  And do them both at the same time.
 
That’s right.  One can work from noon to midnight.  The other can work from midnight to noon. 
We will be able to see who can do the work removing spent/possibly damaged nuclear fuel better. 
And, another plus, we probably won’t see a lot of prima-donna behavior.

mailto:tgurdziel@twcny.rr.com
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There probably will be two useful results.  We will finally get the spent fuel out of the Unit 4
elevated spent fuel pool in our lifetime, (not 1 or 2 generations into the future), and we will have a
good idea of who to use on the Unit 1 and Unit 2 and Unit 3 work.
 
                Thank you,
 
                Tom Gurdziel
 



From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; bridget.frymire@dps.ny.gov; Uldis.Vanags@state.vt.us; P.Kaiser@iaea.org;

jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; Screnci, Diane; thenry@theblade.com; newal@goinfo.com; JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 8-30-2012
Date: Thursday, August 30, 2012 10:22:12 PM

Good morning,
 

Recognizing Changed Conditions
 
Once I get used to doing something a certain way, it is hard, sometimes, to realize that I need to
change what I am doing since the conditions I am responding to have changed.  So, I want to ask
about drug testing in the Japanese nuclear industry.  Do they have It?  Who does it cover?
 
Based on the serious situations at Fukushima Daiichi, I feel that, not only should testing cover from
the site superintendent all the way up to the TEPCO CEO, but it should also include site workers
handling spent fuel who probably are working as contractors.
 
Additionally, has the program been reviewed recently so that it includes synthetic drugs?
 
Summary:   Conditions have changed from running operable nuclear plants to removing radioactive
debris.  Has the drug testing program changed accordingly?
 

Misapplication of the Concept
 
I believe the concept of “time, distance, shielding” may be misapplied at Fukushima Daiichi.  Let me
explain.
 
Suppose you have a certain job to do in a high radiation area of a U.S. nuclear plant.  We used
three words to guide us in minimizing dose.  We tried to minimize the time spent doing the job. 
We tried to keep away from the radiation source(s) as much as possible.  And, for longer jobs, we
considered the use of additional shielding.
 
At Fukushima Daiichi, as I presently understand the situation, “time” appears to be used as a
reason to wait until the radiation source(s) decrease in intensity, resulting in no work presently
being done.  Notice the difference?  The concept is applicable to getting work done, not delaying
the start of work.
 

Passive Systems
 
Have you noticed a lot of industry activity showing that passive systems can work?  I haven’t, and I
find this very disturbing.  Let me tell you why.
 
Fukushima Daiichi Unit 1 had a passive system and it did not save the core.  Of course, by
identifying it as an “Isolation Condenser,” (“IC”), the fact that it is a passive system is not obvious
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to the public.  Anyway, people in the industry should know and they should also know that passive
systems are features of the newest generation of nuclear plants.
 
So why is there such confidence that the new ones will work in an accident when a present one did
not?
 
Here is what I think.  The emergency condensers at Unit 1 should be suspected of having sustained
serious earthquake-caused damage until it can be proven otherwise.  Realize, though, that if it is
proven that the earthquake did not damage the Unit 1 emergency condensers, you still have the
problem of a redundant pair of passive systems that DID NOT WORK in an accident.
 

Regional FLEX Centers
 
Suppose that Waterford would have needed some of that promised-to-be-available FLEX
equipment at a Regional Center for the hurricane that just passed.  What would NEI tell the public? 
After 1 ½ years of running our plants, we are still not ready but, as you know, safety comes first
with us?
 
Would that be believed?
 

Hardened Vents
 
I believe I have seen that the containment vents at Fukushima Daiichi were what we refer to as
“hardened vents.”  They DID NOT WORK.
 
Has anybody determined why?  Or, better still, has anybody determined that they could have
saved reactor cores if they could have been operated according to their procedures?
 
Here is what I think.  The equipment is inadequate in size for the energy and volume of gasses
generated in an accident.  The use of a rupture disk just about guarantees failure, as does a
requirement to throttle, (partly close), a valve in the exit flowpath.
 
Given that 3 hardened vents at Fukushima Daiichi resulted in 4 destroyed plants, has anyone
considered that some changes might be advisable before applying them to all the BWR Mk II
containments?
 
                Thank you,
 
                Tom Gurdziel



From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: THolden@entergy.com; hillsc@INPO.org; bridget.frymire@dps.ny.gov; Uldis.Vanags@state.vt.us;

P.Kaiser@iaea.org; Screnci, Diane; thenry@theblade.com; newal@goinfo.com; Jill.Lyon@cengllc.com;
JLD_Public Resource; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; estronski@aol.com

Subject: Entergy/Waterford Event Number 48255
Date: Friday, August 31, 2012 10:31:38 PM

Good morning,
 
Where is the FLEX equipment?
 
You have an external event of a hurricane.  You lose AC power to your EOF, (Emergency Operations
Facility).  You attempt to repair the tripped diesel generator.  So far, so good.
 
Now would be the time to show the nation that you have FLEX equipment and the ability to use it
by hooking it up until you get the diesel generator repaired.  Note that the diesel generator was
found “inop” at 0735, yet, when the NRC was notified at 14:13, or about 7 hours later, it still was
not reported as fixed.
 
Take a look at INPO 11-005, page 9.  It says that, at Fukushima Daiichi Unit 1, the core “may have
uncovered as early as three hours after the earthquake.” 
 
Here is a Lesson to be learned:  you don’t have the luxury of “time” in an accident situation. 
Electric power MUST be supplied quickly.
 
And, if they still don’t have any extra electric generators, what is the reason that the NEI-promised
Regional FLEX Equipment center(s) could not respond?
 
This performance is disappointing.  A year and a half after Fukushima Daiichi and I can’t say we are
ready yet.
 
                Thank you,
 
                Thomas Gurdziel
 
I don’t buy the statement that the (probably noisy) TSC can work effectively as an EOF, either. 
And, when they lost one emergency telephone method of communication, why weren’t all the
others checked right away?
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: JLD_Public Resource
Cc: CHAIRMAN Resource; Jill.Lyon@cengllc.com; hillsc@INPO.org; bridget.frymire@dps.ny.gov;

Uldis.Vanags@state.vt.us; newal@goinfo.com; thenry@theblade.com; THolden@entergy.com; Screnci, Diane
Subject: Hardened Vents Order (EA-12-050)
Date: Monday, September 03, 2012 10:24:16 PM

Hello,
 
I am reading page 9 of 25 or page 6, which says that there are multiple physical barriers to contain
radioactive material in an accident.  Have you thought about that?  It seems that the (separate)
barriers exist in non-accident conditions.  In an accident, doesn’t the steam driven HPCI or RCIC
pump take that now-radioactive steam (and other gases) and exhaust it straight into the
containment?
 
So, in an accident, the fuel cladding is, if not gone, going and the reactor coolant boundary is
bypassed.
 
Now I am on page 23 of 25 or the first page of Attachment 2.  Paragraph 1 does not seem to
address any BWR that does NOT dump decay heat into the containment.  Specifically, emergency
condenser plants, (passive system plants), should be getting rewarded for using “air” as their
ultimate heat sink.  But, they seem to be treated the same as BWRs that dump decay heat into
their containment, then need electric power for their cooling water pumps (to move that heat
energy out of the containment).
 
Same page, paragraph 1.2.1 says that 1% steam/energy must be removed.  However, I believe that
this is about 7 hours after a shutdown.  Let me point out to you that INPO Report 11-005 on page 9
points out that “the core may have uncovered as early as three hours after the earthquake, and
fuel damage might have commenced approximately 1.5 hours later.”  It is my opinion that 1% is
much too small an amount.  Also, I feel that other gases generated may have a lower heat
removing capacity than plain water, (steam), and that alone would require larger pipes.
 
Same page, paragraph 1.2.3 is calling for those stupid rupture disks.  I am sure in earlier
correspondence to you that I have pointed out  that Unit 2 NEVER was able to rupture their rupture
disk.  A reference would be page 89 of the INPO Report which says (for 0002 on 15 Mar), “except
for the rupture disk, which remained closed”.  If you read the next 3 entries on page 89, you get to
the “loud noise” at Unit 2.
 
I was glad to see your paragraph 1.2.6 instruction to not blow up adjoining plants.
 
                Thank you,
 
                Tom Gurdziel    
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From: francisco.tijerina@cfe.gob.mx
To: JLD_Public Resource
Subject: Response from "Contact Us about Actions in Response to the Japan Nuclear Accident;
Date: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 4:01:15 PM

Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by

 (francisco.tijerina@cfe.gob.mx) on Tuesday, September 04, 2012 at 16:04:43
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

comments: Request Information Wide Range Radiation Monitor- Flex Fukushima

Hello NRC:

Reference: 2012-05-18 LTR to NRC for BWR ISG Input to NRC (BWROG-12020),  BWR INTERIM STAFF
GUIDANCE ELEMENTS FOR RHV ORDER MAY 2, 2012, secction 1.2.5, By recommendation of BWR
Owners Group (BWROG) by Flex-Fukushima, I have the following questions:

1. What is the  classification of security of this Wide Range Radiation Monitor for HCVS (Safety Related
or No safety related) by this document LTR?
2. The requirements by this document LTR are assuming a prolonged SBO but no core damage, is
correct?
3. What must be the classification of security (Safety Related or No safety related) of this Wide Range
Radiation Monitor for HCVS in severe accident with core damage (shall LOCA, Big LOCA, ATWS,
prolonged SBO, BOP)? if the answer is No safety related, why?
4. This Wide Range Radiation Monitor for HCVS in severe accident with core damage (shall LOCA, Big
LOCA, ATWS, prolonged SBO, BOP), must meet with NUREG 0737 and 10CFR100 (or 10CFR50.67
whichever is applicable)? if the answer is not, why not?

Thanks in advancement by your technical support, Bests regards

Francisco Tijerina
Engineering Analysis
CFE- Laguna Verde Nuclear Plant
Veracruz, Mexico

name: Francisco

organization: Laguna Verde Nuclear Plant

address1: Laguna Verde Nuclear Plant

address2:

city: Veracruz

state: ---

zip: 94270

country: Mexico

phone: 229 9899090

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: CHAIRMAN Resource
Cc: hillsc@INPO.org; bridget.frymire@dps.ny.gov; Uldis.Vanags@state.vt.us; P.Kaiser@iaea.org;

jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; Screnci, Diane; thenry@theblade.com; newal@goinfo.com; JLD_Public Resource;
estronski@aol.com

Subject: Fukushima-related Comments for 9-9-2012
Date: Sunday, September 09, 2012 8:24:44 PM

Hello,
 

Who Speaks for the Public?
 
This past week, I noticed maybe 15 different articles identifying a named high level TEPCO person
as saying, (as I recall), that fossil fuel is too expensive.  I think the conclusion expected of the
listener/reader is that nuclear (fuel) is cheaper.
 
Is it really that simple?
 
Actually, I believe a better question is: is that (unqualified) statement a responsible one?  Wouldn’t
it be more accurate to compare the cost of owning and running one fossil-fuelled power plant for
its intended lifetime with the cost of owning and running one nuclear-fuelled power plant for its
intended lifetime, (or for its lifetime to date plus nuclear accident costs)?  (Remember to divide by
cumulative electrical generation so that you can compare cost per megawatt-hour of each.)
 
Who speaks for the public when it comes to fairly explaining electrical generation complete,
(lifecycle), costs?
 
                Thank you,
 
                Tom Gurdziel
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From: Tom Gurdziel
To: Mitchell, Matthew
Cc: CHAIRMAN Resource; jicc@ws.mofa.go.jp; JLD_Public Resource; Screnci, Diane; hillsc@INPO.org;

bridget.frymire@dps.ny.gov; Uldis.Vanags@state.vt.us; P.Kaiser@iaea.org; newal@goinfo.com
Subject: Other Fukushima-type Concerns
Date: Sunday, September 09, 2012 9:30:33 PM

Hello Matt,
 
As we discussed, I want to know if there has been any drug testing in the Japanese nuclear
industry.  In 1 and 1/2 years, I have never seen it mentioned.
 
Additionally, I would like to know how they accumulate individual plant decommissioning funds. 
Or do they? In my opinion, an honest accounting of nuclear electrical generation cost in Japan
must include this eventual expense.
 
And, I talked with you about NOT supplying water (to overheated nuclear fuel).  I talked with Bill
Cook and he told me that the SAMGs address what I was talking about.  (They didn’t exist when I
was on shift.)  Nevertheless, I want to know if all the steps in the existing SAMGs have been
reviewed to  see if, in particular, adding water at any point would actually cause more damage than
not providing it (at that time.)
 
(I think that what I am trying to say here is that having a success path may not be sufficient.  It may
be that you would need a success path without any interfering failure mode.)
 
                Thank you,
 
                Tom
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