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Subject: Docket ID No. NRC-2012-0246 
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US Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Dear Chairman Macfarlane and Commissioners, Please accept the following as my comments on the DGEIS 
NUREG 2157,Waste Confidence GEIS In order to comment substantively on the many issues in the DGEIS, I 
have listened in to many of the public meetings including the Waste Confidence and other teleconferences 
announced in the NRC.gov website. These included the ACRS subcommittee and committee teleconferences. 
A pattern has emerged that is perplexing. 
The licensee and the NRC have performed many tests which have not been placed upon the ADAMS search 
site because the data has not been purged, and the report has not been issued. This leaves the NUREG 2157 
existing without adequate basis , and untimely and prematurely issued. 
To provide an example, I point to the NUREG 2121: Fuel Fabrication, Relocation and Dispersal During a 
LOCA. This was discussed in an ACRS subcommittee meeting on 11/7/2013. Apparently problems with the 
fuel in a LOCA were not fully answered, such as cladding failure, micron size fuel chips, and other LOCA 
concerns.  
Will there be an effort to allow comment to the NUREG 2157 from these tests that have not gotten into the 
record as yet before the NUREG 2157 issues in final form? 
The discussion specified that the final decision on these LOCA/fuel issues will take several months to answer. 
May I have a time line when reports and solutions will be issued for comment? 
 
While I am talking to the issue of reports that will be delayed, I point out the issue of NTTF Recommendation 1, 
Enhanced Regulatory Framework. My take on the NRC's enhancement is a means to accept that which the 
licensees and their engineers provide with minimum freiction and delay. The NRC approach to 'enhancement' 
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does not provide more safety to the public , but minimizes safety to the public to provide benefits to the nuclear 
industry. The staff and Commissioners state that the safety of the public is paramount, but are clear they really 
mean that following the rules is paramount. I quote from an email sent to me from a staffer, 'Having worked 
here for 19 years I have never met anyone that is not dedicated to safety... we don't care if the plant runs or 
not, but it is permitted to run , if it meets our regulations... that is not our choice, it is the law of the land. We 
make the regulations which we believe to provide safety...' 
This quote shows that the regulations are believed to provide safety, and that the plants are allowed to run 
when they meet regulation. I point out in the TMI#2 and in the Fukushima accident, the plants were allowed to 
run because they met 'regulation'. In the Fukushima accident conditions exceeded design. In the TMI#2 
accident a technician (Hartman) described how adding hydrogen allowed the reactor to run despite leakage 
that should have caused a stop. 
The NRC believes that meeting regulation will provide adequate safety to the public. Fukushima and TMI#2 
accidents provide examples of meeting regulation and causing disaster. 
Is the NRC sticking to its belief that meeting regulation is sufficient provision of safety to the public? 
Will the Commission provide an adequate comment period after the issuance of relevant reports referred to in 
the above email concerning the actions before the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards? 
Respectfully submitted, 
Marvin Lewis, R.P.E.(Retired) 
215 676 1291 
marvlewis@juno.com 
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