
1

OPSMPEm Resource

From: West, Stephanie
Sent: Wednesday, March 05, 2014 9:28 AM
To: OPSMNPEm Resource; OPSMPEm Resource
Subject: OPA Blog archive for January & February 2014 
Attachments: blog-published-2014-03-04@10-28-04.pdf

OPA 
 
NRC 
 



 
 
Hearing Identifier:  NRC_OfficialPresenceSocialMedia_Public  
Email Number:  44  
 
Mail Envelope Properties   (C0A338EE37A11447B136119705BF9A3F0208D42F660A)  
 
Subject:   OPA Blog archive for January & February 2014   
Sent Date:   3/5/2014 9:28:22 AM  
Received Date:  3/5/2014 9:28:26 AM  
From:    West, Stephanie 
 
Created By:   Stephanie.West@nrc.gov 
 
Recipients:     
"OPSMNPEm Resource" <OPSMNPEm.Resource@nrc.gov>  
Tracking Status: None  
"OPSMPEm Resource" <OPSMPEm.Resource@nrc.gov>  
Tracking Status: None 
 
Post Office:   HQCLSTR02.nrc.gov  
 
Files     Size      Date & Time  
MESSAGE    22      3/5/2014 9:28:26 AM  
blog-published-2014-03-04@10-28-04.pdf    2715138  
 
Options  
Priority:     Standard   
Return Notification:    No   
Reply Requested:    No   
Sensitivity:     Normal  
Expiration Date:      
Recipients Received:     
  



U.S. NRC Blog 
Archive file prepared by NRC 

Nuclear Swords into Electric Power Plowshares: The Megatons to Megawatts Program 

posted on Thu, 02 Jan 2014 15:54:05 +0000 

Thomas Wellock 
Historian 
  
Maureen Conley 
Public Affairs Officer 
  
You may be surprised to know about 10 percent of recent U.S. electricity production has been fueled by uranium from Soviet nuclear 
warheads that once targeted the United States. This ironic ending to the Cold War came from the Megatons to Megawatts (MTM) program—
a 1993 agreement between the U.S. and Russia to reduce stockpiles of Soviet-era highly enriched uranium. 

Purchased by private U.S. firms for use in commercial reactor fuel, the final MTM shipment was delivered 
to the U.S last month. In all, about 20,000 nuclear warheads were eliminated. The program was the brainchild of MIT international affairs 
expert Thomas Neff, who proposed it just two months after the failed August 1991 coup against Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev. It grew out 
of the recognition that the remnants of the former Soviet Union threatened global security and economic stability. The U.S. and Soviets had 
signed agreements requiring disposal of large quantities of weapons-grade uranium and plutonium. Neff worried the desperate economic 
situation in Russia might lead unemployed Soviet nuclear experts to sell their expertise -- or the surplus uranium -- to terrorist organizations 
and rogue nations. Even if sold through legitimate channels, Neff warned, Russia’s weapons material could depress uranium prices and 
bankrupt Western energy firms. Neff’s proposed solution closely matched the final agreement. The deal provided trade credits to the Russians 
for weapons uranium downblended, or diluted, and shipped to the United States over a period of many years. The purchases provided Russia 
with a regular supply of currency, and the process of converting the highly enriched uranium to lower enrichments suitable for power plants 
would employ former Soviet experts. The 1993 agreement was signed by Russian and U.S. negotiators, but the private sector entirely 
financed the purchases. USEC Inc., a U.S. supplier of uranium to fuel commercial power reactors, bought more than 14,000 metric tons of 
low enriched uranium from Russianchartered exporter Tenex. This uranium came from 500 metric tons of weapons-grade uranium. USEC in 
turn would deliver the material to U.S. plants that made it into nuclear fuel. Nearly every commercial reactor in the U.S. has bought this fuel 
and turned it into electricity. Tenex says the material could power a city of one million residents for 500 years. The agreement encouraged 
further disarmament as the United States voluntarily downblended a portion of its own uranium stockpile for use in nuclear power plants. 
“This program represented the pinnacle of U.S.-Russian nuclear security cooperation, and . . . [it] puts another nail in the coffin of the Cold 
War,” said Bruce Blair, a disarmament advocate. Although privately financed, Megatons to Megawatts required close supervision by both 
governments. While the NRC was not directly involved in the negotiations, we did participate in ensuring the program was implemented 
safely. The NRC licenses and inspects both the plants that made the downblended uranium into fuel and the reactors that burned it. We are 
happy to have played a role in closing this chapter of the Cold War. 

Comments 

comment #217566 posted on 2014-01-07 13:48:22 by Rich Andrews in response to comment #217511 

comment #217596 posted on 2014-01-07 14:29:55 by Moderator in response to comment #217511 

Thanks for the prompt response. So DOE took the NRC off the hook for spent fuel way back in 1982. Has the NRC supported in any 
way DOE’s efforts to achieve that goal? Especially since this waste is piling up around the USA in NRC-licensed nuclear power plant 
spent fuel pools. As you know an aircraft crash into or a terrorist attack on any one of these pools would be an unprecedented 
catastrophe akin to Fukushima. I am excited to learn that after only 30 years DOE has come up with a “plan”. Pardon me for being a 
bit skeptical, but a plan prompted by a Presidential Blue Ribbon Committee does not give me a warm-fuzzy, especially depending on 
the President who commissioned it. Could you summarize the plan as it pertains to spent fuel or give me a link to the DOE “plan” so I 
could check it out? Thanks.

Here is the link to the DOE blue ribbon report: 
http://cybercemetery.unt.edu/archive/brc/20120620220235/http://brc.gov/sites/default/files/documents/brc_finalreport_jan2012.pdf 
Moderator
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comment #214012 posted on 2014-01-03 14:49:26 by CaptD 

comment #217511 posted on 2014-01-07 12:37:32 by Moderator in response to comment #213317 

comment #217496 posted on 2014-01-07 12:25:44 by Moderator in response to comment #215764 

comment #215764 posted on 2014-01-05 13:08:31 by Myla Reson in response to comment #214012 

comment #213107 posted on 2014-01-02 13:04:00 by William R. Harris, Secretary, Foundation for Resilent Societies 

comment #213038 posted on 2014-01-02 11:10:13 by stock 

comment #214161 posted on 2014-01-03 18:23:57 by Rich Andrews in response to comment #214012 

comment #213317 posted on 2014-01-02 19:51:22 by Rich Andrews 

A short sighted article since the NRC has patted itself on the back for overseeing exchanging weapon grade material for fuel rods but 
you forgot to discuss where all those OLD fuel rods are and especially where all the high burn-up fuel rods are now; plus where they 
will continue to be for the next 30 to 60 years... If I was grading your article I'd give it a C- since it does not give a complete picture... 
The NRC should do better.

To be clear, Under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, Congress directed the US Department of Energy, not the NRC, to take 
possession of spent fuel from US commercial power plants and dispose of it in a deep geologic underground repository. The DOE 
published its blueprint for the future of spent fuel management a year ago, based on recommendations from the President’s Blue 
Ribbon Commission on America’s Nuclear Future. Maureen Conley

Soviet HEU downblended into LEU went to nuclear fuel manufacturers together with LEU from other sources. There is no way to 
segregate the Russian-origin material from domestic sources. Maureen Conley

Thanks Captain D - you took the words right out of my mouth. My questions for the NRC are: (1) What is the burnup rate for the fuel 
converted from the old Soviet warheads? (2) How much high burnup spent nuclear fuel has accumulated as a result of this program? 
(3) And wouldn't a better title for your blog post be Nuclear Swords into High Burnup Spent Fuel that We Still Don't Know How to 
Store or Transport for as Long as it Remains Lethal"?

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission is to be commended for its participation in assuring that down-blended uranium fuels could 
operate safely, and indirectly facilitate the dismantling of excess nuclear warheads. primarily from the Russian Federation. An 
indirect benefit of down-blending for new nuclear fuel assemblies, financed by the private sector, may have been to stabilize 
yellowcake prices. Since the Ford and Carter Administrations in the late 1970s, there have been recurring concerns that rising 
yellowcake prices could encourage the reprocessing of spent fuels, and potentially increase stocks of plutonium. Unsafeguarded 
plutonium creates proliferation risks. Reutilizing highly enriched uranium (HEU) from weapons, through conversion into low 
enriched uranium fuel for electric production both neutralizes excess nuclear weapons and reduces incentives for Pu reprocessing. We 
should also be thankful for the work of DOE's Global Threat Reduction Initiative since the year 2004 to substitute lower enriched 
uranium in at least 66 foreign research reactors in 34 nations that utilized highly enriched uranium. And at least 22 HEU research 
reactors in 11 nations have been shut down entirely. These efforts to reutilize highly enriched uranium make financial sense and make 
for a safer world.

I am usually pretty critical of the NRC, but Ill give you an atta-boy on that one.

CaptD, let's help the NRC get a better grade. Here is some info that might have helped them give a more complete picture. Other 
Countries Can, Why Can’t We?! The following is from an article by the World Nuclear Association… “A key, nearly unique, 
characteristic of nuclear energy is that used fuel may be reprocessed to recover fissile and fertile materials in order to provide fresh 
fuel for existing and future nuclear power plants. Several European countries, Russia and Japan have had a policy to reprocess used 
nuclear fuel, although government policies in many other countries have not yet addressed the various aspects of reprocessing. Over 
the last 50 years the principal reason for reprocessing used fuel has been to recover unused uranium and plutonium in the used fuel 
elements and thereby close the fuel cycle, gaining some 25% to 30% more energy from the original uranium in the process and thus 
contributing to energy security. A secondary reason is to reduce the volume of material to be disposed of as high-level waste to about 
one fifth. In addition, the level of radioactivity in the waste from reprocessing is much smaller and after about 100 years falls much 
more rapidly than in used fuel itself. In the last decade interest has grown in recovering all long-lived actinides together (i.e. with 
plutonium) so as to recycle them in fast reactors so that they end up as short-lived fission products. This policy is driven by two 
factors: reducing the long-term radioactivity in high-level wastes, and reducing the possibility of plutonium being diverted from civil 
use – thereby increasing proliferation resistance of the fuel cycle. If used fuel is not reprocessed, then in a century or two the built-in 
radiological protection will have diminished, allowing the plutonium to be recovered for illicit use.”

Try Keeping a Promise for a Change Here you go again tooting your own horn NRC. You brag about taking Soviet nuclear material 
to provide more fuel for US nuclear plants while you have done nothing to accept used fuel from those same plants. You made a 
promise over half a century ago to take ownership of spent fuel at US power plants and to dispose of it safely. Instead you have 
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U.S. Nuclear Power Plants Weather the “Polar Vortex” 

posted on Mon, 06 Jan 2014 20:12:23 +0000 

allowed this dangerous radioactive waste to pile up at nuclear power plants all over the country. You have dragged your feet most 
recently on a safe repository at Yucca Mountain and long ago refused to proceed on reprocessing spent fuel. Reprocessing would not 
only vastly reduce the amount of radioactive waste that would need to be disposed of but would also recycle unused fuel for US 
reactors. When NRC are you going to own up to your original promise?! Stop patting yourself on the back long enough to proceed on 
honoring a promise for a change.

 Neil Sheehan 
Public Affairs Officer 
Region I 
  
When the temperatures plunge into Arctic territory, there are few parts of the infrastructure not impacted in one way or another. Pipes can 
freeze, roads and bridges can quickly ice over and car batteries can go dormant. Now, with what meteorologists are calling a “polar vortex” 
flooding much of the country with a blast of frigid air, precautions are being taken to guard against potential effects. Count U.S. nuclear 

power plants among those facilities gearing up for the 2014 version of the Big Chill. As of Monday 
afternoon, no plants were reporting any problems of note related to the frigid extremes, but ongoing checks will be in order to ensure that 
remains the case. The NRC’s regional offices in the Midwest and Northeast are keeping an eye on plant owners’ responses to the unusually 
low temperatures. Plants in the affected areas have entered off-normal procedures that entail minimizing regular surveillance activities and 
increasing the frequency of checks and walkdowns (visual evaluations) of equipment that could be impacted by the temperatures. NRC 
Resident Inspectors, who are assigned to specific sites, will continue to monitor the situation. The inspectors use an “Adverse Weather 
Protection” inspection procedure to guide their assessments of whether plants are ready for extreme temperatures, including the bitter cold. 
Those reviews are typically done at the start of the season. “As applicable, verify cold weather protection features, such as heat tracing, space 
heaters, and weatherized enclosures are monitored sufficiently to ensure they support operability of the system, structure or component (SSC) 
they protect,” the procedure states in part. It also instructs inspectors to perform walkdowns to verify the physical condition of weather-
protection features. The NRC has long recognized the need for nuclear plant owners to be on guard for extreme cold-related issues. Along 
those lines, the agency in January 1998 issued an Information Notice on “Nuclear Power Plant Cold Weather Problems and Protective 
Measures.” Although such notices do not require a specific action or written response, they do serve to make plant owners aware of possible 
concerns. For example, the Information Notice discussed an ice plug that formed on Jan. 8, 1996, at the Millstone Unit 2 nuclear power plant 
in a service water strainer backwash drain line. Service water refers to water taken from a nearby source of water -- be it the ocean, a lake or 
river -- used for cooling purposes in the plant and then returned. To prevent a recurrence of the problem, the plant owner changed an 
operating procedure to ensure closer monitoring when service water intake structure temperatures drop below 40 degrees Fahrenheit and to 
make use of portable heaters or go to manual operation of the strainers. Nuclear power plants are designed to withstand weather extremes. 
Nevertheless, NRC inspectors will be on hand to keep a close watch on plant conditions during the “vortex” and beyond. Update: Nebraska 
was not exempt from freezing temperatures. On Jan. 9, around 9 a.m. central time, operators shut down Fort Calhoun Station to repair one of 
six sluice gates after a plant worker discovered ice forming preventing it from closing. The gates, located at the intake structure, control the 
flow of water from the Missouri river into the plant. All six gates must be functional for the plant to be allowed to operate as part of the flood 
protection strategy. On Friday, Jan. 10, workers corrected the problem. Early Sunday morning, during plant start up, operators had to 
manually shut down the reactor after a control rod would not move as required to due a faulty motor. Sunday, workers repaired the motor and 
OPPD is currently restarting the plant. 
Lara Uselding 
Public Affairs Officer 
Region IV 

Comments 

comment #217593 posted on 2014-01-07 14:27:19 by Moderator in response to comment #216737 
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comment #217607 posted on 2014-01-07 14:46:45 by stock in response to comment #217593 

comment #219451 posted on 2014-01-09 17:11:47 by Rich Andrews in response to comment #217677 

comment #219389 posted on 2014-01-09 15:28:27 by Moderator in response to comment #217960 

comment #218367 posted on 2014-01-08 12:00:14 by Rich Andrews 

comment #218377 posted on 2014-01-08 12:24:07 by Moderator in response to comment #217616 

comment #217585 posted on 2014-01-07 14:12:01 by stock in response to comment #217494 

comment #217960 posted on 2014-01-08 01:06:30 by stock in response to comment #217616 

comment #218173 posted on 2014-01-08 06:49:03 by Dan Williamson in response to comment #217494 

comment #218541 posted on 2014-01-08 15:54:01 by Rich Andrews in response to comment #218173 

The NRC expects resident inspectors to reach a reactor within two to eight hours of an unforeseen event. If an unpredictable weather 
event such as a tornado occurs, the NRC will ensure residents are on-site as soon as conditions permit. For forecast weather events 
such as hurricanes or this severe cold snap, we make sure a site has enough residents to last through the event before the weather sets 
in. We also have the ability to ask the state police for transportation assistance. Neil Sheehan

Thanks for the reply. So I take it then that for a 3 day cold snap that at least 2 resident inspector go to the plant and stay there, and 
alternate 12 hours shifts? So they have living quarters at the plant? I am just speculating, but don't see any other way this would work 
out.

A big thank you to both moderators for patiently putting up with blasts and chilling comments that are not directly related to the 
weather or the polar vortex. I was an offender. I have looked at the open forum section of the NRC Blog and it appears that some of 
my remarks should have been placed there. It appears that there is much open discussion on this forum and I will consider using it as 
well in the future. Thanks for all the info that you really didn't have to provide that you did anyway.

Japan’s independent Fukushima investigation committee only refers to evacuation-related deaths, with no deaths caused by radiation: 
http://warp.da.ndl.go.jp/info:ndljp/pid/3856371/naiic.go.jp/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/NAIIC_report_lo_res10.pdf (page 19 of the 
executive summary PDF) http://warp.da.ndl.go.jp/info:ndljp/pid/3856371/naiic.go.jp/wp-
content/uploads/2012/08/NAIIC_Eng_Chapter4_web.pdf (page 72 of the main report PDF says no reports of even acute radiation 
injury) Scott Burnell

Additional NRC resources needed where the rubber meets the road The NRC has well over 3000 employees. However only about 6% 
of these employees are actually stationed at the nuclear plant sites they “regulate”. Over 2000 “work” inside the DC beltway. The 
remainder are scattered in four regional offices around the country. I know the NRC does other stuff besides oversee the nation’s 
nuclear plants but with nuclear plant after nuclear plant getting into trouble perhaps additional NRC resources should be allocated to 
where the rubber meets the road.

While these comments originally were related to the blog post on the impact of cold weather on U.S. nuclear power plants, they are 
now largely "off topic." Please feel free to continue this dialogue on our Open Forum section of the blog. Moderator

Nuclear plants are inherently unsafe. Agreed that talented and dedicated people are what have kept things kind of OK. But in this new 
world of Corporate/Banker control and capture of government, the dozens of recent near misses speak truth, that our lucky streak of 
only 101 nuclear accidents since 1941 is going to exponentially higher. Lots of good work in Dry Casking, lets get on it.

Completely wrong the FOIA emails releases shows 5 took lethal doses during the R3 prompt criticality

You have no idea what you're talking about. The resident inspectors and their counterparts from the regional offices at NOT just 
sitting around waiting for something to happen. There is an ongoing, invasive inspection program that's planned out years in advance 
to cover all aspects of plant operation. I know...I live it every day. Go read some of the endless stream of inspection reports, and see 
for yourself the level of detail they cover. It's easy to sit behind your keyboard making broad, hazy, and unfounded generalizations 
that fit your worldview. Get the facts before you pontificate.

Hey, don’t get me wrong. I never said that NRC inspectors just sit around. What I meant to say is that NRC inspectors might as well 
sit around for all the good they do. Case in point: All the nuclear plants that have been placed under Chapter 0350, enhanced NRC 
inspection. They get that dubious honor when they screw up, not as a result of any NRC inspection activity. When plants are placed 
under 0350 they are forced to look hard at their operation. They find many program, process, equipment, and management problems 
when they do. None of these problems were detected earlier by the regular, routine inspection effort of the NRC. These problems are 
serious and typically have been in existence for a long time. Pardon my French, but where the hell was the NRC?! What could have 
the NRC done differently or better to prevent a nuclear plant from getting into such a seriously degraded condition? Have you even 

Page 4 of 34



comment #217616 posted on 2014-01-07 15:00:16 by Marcel Williams in response to comment #216871 

comment #218390 posted on 2014-01-08 12:38:11 by stock in response to comment #218367 

comment #218332 posted on 2014-01-08 11:12:40 by Rich Andrews in response to comment #217593 

comment #218324 posted on 2014-01-08 10:51:32 by Mike Derivan 

comment #217677 posted on 2014-01-07 16:46:20 by Moderator in response to comment #216743 

comment #217683 posted on 2014-01-07 16:55:40 by Rich A in response to comment #217593 

comment #219242 posted on 2014-01-09 11:30:41 by stock in response to comment #218541 

comment #217494 posted on 2014-01-07 12:20:15 by Rich Andrews 

asked yourself the question? Or do you feel you have achieved regulatory perfection and have absolutely no culpability whatsoever?!

No one in Japan died or was harmed from radiation exposure in Fukushima. No one! Marcel

I agree, and there has to be a wise and tested balance between the effort needed to learn the specific plant, and the inspectors getting 
to cozy in the typical small community they live in, thus making it less likely to regulate properly. i.e. inspectors have to relocate 
fairly often, methinks 2 years max.

Resident NRC Inspectors Really Unimportant So you say NRC “resident” inspectors need to be able to respond to the nuclear plant 
they are assigned within 2 to 8 hours in case of an unforeseen event. That is a far cry from designated plant folks that have to be at the 
site on shift work or within 30-60 minutes of the site in case they are needed. I guess NRC “resident” inspectors really don’t need to 
“reside” close to the plants they are assigned. Gives you a clear indication of how unimportant “resident” inspectors are relative to 
nuclear plant safety.

Viktoria and Neil, I'm requesting you rethink or reconsider your choice of wording in these blogs, which are basically PR work. My 
reading, especially by looking at the comments, is that the choice of words is leading to a public perception that plants are safe only 
because your inspectors are on-site (as in "4WD vehicles should be mandatory). Viktoria specifically at January 7, 2014 at 4:46 pm, 
your statement "NRC inspectors make sure that spent fuel at Kewaunee is safe". Nope, it's safe because Kewaunee employees make 
sure it is safe; the NRC inspectors verify. This subtle wording difference can have a significant impact on a reader, e.g. without your 
inspectors on site things aren't safe. My comment applies to several such blog posts over the years, hurricanes on the E coast, 
earthquakes in VA, flooding on the Mississippi, even labor disputes. Your selected choice of words definitely leads a reader to 
assume without your on site presence things are not safe; hopefully you do not believe that. Thanks for any consideration.

NRC inspectors make sure that spent fuel at Kewaunee is safe. Even though nuclear plants undergoing decommissioning do not have 
resident inspectors, NRC inspectors specializing in decommissioning focus on areas of importance given the current plant 
configuration. Since there is still has fuel in the pool, spent fuel pool cooling is an important focus area. There are approximately 280 
Dominion employees still onsite. As for Palisades, the NRC requires nuclear plants to monitor weather conditions, evaluate potential 
impacts on the plant and take necessary steps to ensure safety. NRC resident inspectors assess the plant’s handling of such issues. At 
this time, there is no evidence of significant power lines icing at Palisades. However, even if such a condition occurs and causes the 
loss of offsite power, the plant would continue to operate safely using other sources of power. As the plant workers evaluate extreme 
weather conditions they take steps to make sure that the equipment needed to respond to an emergency situation is available. NRC 
resident inspectors at Palisades have been monitoring the weather conditions and the plant’s actions to ensure safety. Viktoria 
Mitlying Senior Public Affairs Officer Region III

NRC inspectors sometimes arrive in time to get in the way of those qualified folks who are trying to do their jobs!

Williamson says "inspection program planned out years in advance". Hmmmmm When I was a government inspector, I found that 
besides procedures and paperwork that required the contractor to at least look at the specifications, and it required them to lie if they 
wanted to "willfully" break the regulations. Besides that, what I found above and beyond all else in effectiveness, was surprise 
inspections. And what I mean is...I didn't keep a set schedule of where I would be and what I would be looking at, just by varying 
daily routine. I wasn't there to make friends and to "work with them". I was there to keep them on their toes. I would go as far as to 
tell people I had a camping weekend coming up, and then I show up on Saturday and see what the heck they were trying to get away 
with. It often worked. They sharpened their act for sure. Even showing up 2 hours earlier than my normal shift. And surprise 
inspections on maintenance logs, after boning up on the requirements. Amazing what you can catch. They didn't like me, but I wasn't 
there to make friends. The system worked. Of course, like Jackzo, I was sacked on a job for actually trying to enforce the rules and 
specs.

The NRC has nothing to do with nuclear plant safety. These plants are safe due exclusively to the fine men and women who operate 
and maintain them. Why? Because the NRC finds nothing amiss through their inspection efforts. Only if a plant has an operational 
incident does the NRC react. They get all over the plant if they screw up. That, as they say, is “dog piling on the rabbit”. Getting after 
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comment #217429 posted on 2014-01-07 10:34:53 by Anonymous in response to comment #216871 

comment #217448 posted on 2014-01-07 11:08:25 by David Andersen in response to comment #216871 

comment #217478 posted on 2014-01-07 11:57:41 by stock in response to comment #217448 

comment #216871 posted on 2014-01-06 20:18:40 by CaptD 

comment #216737 posted on 2014-01-06 15:44:39 by stock 

comment #216743 posted on 2014-01-06 15:48:34 by stock 

comment #220054 posted on 2014-01-10 10:18:36 by Moderator in response to comment #217677 

comment #220133 posted on 2014-01-10 12:09:32 by Jim Riccio, Greenpeace 

a plant after the cow is already out of the barn. Until and unless the NRC gets to be a pro-active regulator, finding real problems 
through their inspection efforts, they are just another useless, wasteful, federal agency.

If you want to be 100% safe from nature all of the time, then find another planet to live on.

So Capt by your logic no ship should ever go out to sea. We know that there has been more damage done to the environment due to 
oil tankers sinking or leaking than has been caused by nuclear power plants.

Thats not true, Fukushima is the worst accident in human history, and its continues its damage. Far greater than all oil tanker 
combined.

Weather/Nature can destroy any land based nuclear reactor, any place anytime 24/7 and even though the NRC hopes for the best, that 
is a fact which can turn any one of our NPP's into a Trillion Dollar Eco-Disaster like Fukushima! Just because it has not happened yet 
is not guarantee that it will not happen in the future! Ask The Japanese, they thought they had everything under control before 
03/11/11 and now they know better since they are trying to deal with not one but three reactor meltdowns! Seasoned sailors know that 
no ship is 100% safe from the Sea, yet the NRC tells us that NPP are 100% safe from Nature! N�T

Are NRC inspectors required to have 4 wheel drive vehicles? Seems mandatory.

How many inspectors and plant workers are looking after Kewaunee, that plant still has plenty of HOT used fuel cooling off? Also 
with Palisades perfectly situated for massive deep lake effect snow, and power line icing conditions that may take weeks to fix, I just 
wonder what specific contingencies Entergy has put in place, any ideas or links? Thanks for running a credible site!

Thank you for that! We try to be as liberal as possible in posting comments so we don't disrupt an ongoing conversation! Moderator

Hey Neil, Seems your post wasn't just promotional it was premature. See the Fort Calhoun LERs below the reactor is shutdown due to 
ice. Are you planning a retraction; a rewrite or an update? In the future, perhaps NRC can stick to regulating the nuclear reactors 
rather than lauding them. Jim Riccio Greenpeace To top of page Power Reactor Event Number: 49703 Facility: FORT CALHOUN 
Region: 4 State: NE Unit: [1] [ ] [ ] RX Type: (1) CE NRC Notified By: SCOTT MOECK HQ OPS Officer: DAN LIVERMORE 
Notification Date: 01/09/2014 Notification Time: 06:42 [ET] Event Date: 01/09/2014 Event Time: 03:15 [CST] Last Update Date: 
01/09/2014 Emergency Class: NON EMERGENCY 10 CFR Section: 50.72(b)(3)(v)(B) - POT RHR INOP Person (Organization): 
BOB HAGAR (R4DO) Unit SCRAM Code RX CRIT Initial PWR Initial RX Mode Current PWR Current RX Mode 1 N Y 99 Power 
Operation 96 Power Operation Event Text INTAKE STRUCTURE SLUICE GATE INOPERABLE " At 2230 CST on 1/8/14 during 
operator rounds it was self identified there was a block of ice formed on the shaft and top of one of the intake structure sluice gates. 
This has bent the sluice gate operating shaft. At 0315 CST on 1/9/14 it was verified this gate could not be closed. "There are six 
intake sluice gates that are required to be able to close to act as flood barriers. The other 5 sluice gates are not affected by this 
condition." The licensee informed the NRC Resident Inspector. To top of page Power Reactor Event Number: 49704 Facility: FORT 
CALHOUN Region: 4 State: NE Unit: [1] [ ] [ ] RX Type: (1) CE NRC Notified By: SCOTT MOECK HQ OPS Officer: DAN 
LIVERMORE Notification Date: 01/09/2014 Notification Time: 06:42 [ET] Event Date: 01/09/2014 Event Time: 05:18 [CST] Last 
Update Date: 01/09/2014 Emergency Class: NON EMERGENCY 10 CFR Section: 50.72(b)(2)(i) - PLANT S/D REQD BY TS 
Person (Organization): BOB HAGAR (R4DO) Unit SCRAM Code RX CRIT Initial PWR Initial RX Mode Current PWR Current RX 
Mode 1 N Y 99 Power Operation 0 Hot Shutdown Event Text TECH SPEC REQUIRED SHUTDOWN DUE TO INOPERABLE 
RAW WATER PUMPS. "At 0315 CST T.S. 2.0.1 was entered for all four Raw Water pumps being declared inoperable. The pumps 
were declared inoperable due to inability to close one of the sluice gates. There are six sluice gates and one is not functional. "At 0518 
the technical specification required shutdown commenced." The licensee notified the NRC Resident Inspector. * * * UPDATE 
FROM AMY BURKHART TO NESTOR MAKRIS ON 01/09/14 AT 1915 EST * * * "At 0900 CST 1/9/14 Fort Calhoun Station 
Unit 1 was manually tripped and entered Mode 3. Reactor Coolant System (RCS) cooldown to less than 300 deg F was commenced at 
time 1030 CST 1/9/14. The RCS temperature was less than 300 deg F at time 1433 CST. A press release has been issued." The 
licensee informed the NRC Resident Inspector. Notified R4DO [Hagar]
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Singing From the Same Safety Culture Song Sheet 

posted on Mon, 13 Jan 2014 16:00:59 +0000 

Going Shopping To Replace Potassium Iodide for Participating States 

posted on Thu, 09 Jan 2014 16:25:49 +0000 

Ronald Frahm 
Senior Reactor Operations Engineer 
  
What’s in a word? If words are the currency of communication, then common language is important for smooth interaction without 
misunderstanding or conflict. Think of the many clichés that make this point: “On the same wavelength,” “speaking the same lingo,” or “lost 
in translation.” The NRC and the nuclear power industry have taken a significant step toward improving our communication by adopting 

common language in the important area of safety culture. Safety culture – the idea that 
safety comes first – is a priority for the NRC, as expressed in our safety culture policy 
statement revised in 2011. Over the past few years, NRC staff members have met with 
industry representatives and other interested parties to agree on common language to 
express safety culture. To use another cliché, we’re now on the same page. Now it’s time 
to put that common verbiage into action. As of January 1, the NRC is integrating this 
common safety culture language into our Reactor Oversight Process, or ROP. The ROP is 
the agency’s method of assessing a nuclear power plant’s performance by identifying and 
responding to problems in seven cornerstones of safety, as well as cross-cutting aspects 
that impact more than one cornerstone. Using common safety culture language in the ROP 

will promote clearer and more consistent communication between the NRC and industry about these cross-cutting aspects. These are not 
substantial changes to the ROP. The goals, processes and procedures of our regulatory oversight of nuclear plants have not changed. The 
changes simply incorporate the common-language terminology into the ROP and do not affect the process for applying cross-cutting aspects 
to findings or evaluating cross-cutting themes. For example, “The licensee defines and effectively communicates expectations regarding 
procedural compliance and personnel follow procedures,” has been replaced with “Individuals follow processes, procedures, and work 

instructions.” Also, “The licensee takes appropriate corrective actions to address safety issues and adverse trends in a 
timely manner, commensurate with their safety significance and complexity” is now rendered as “The organization takes effective correction 
actions to address issues in a timely manner commensurate with their safety significance.” Simple, straightforward, and less bureaucratic, 
even if we couldn’t get “commensurate” out of there altogether. These and other changes implementing the common safety culture language 
are spelled out in a revised Inspection Manual Chapter 0310. Inspection reports for 2013 as well as the end-of-cycle reports to be issued in 
March will still use the previous language and guidance. The new language will be for inspections conducted in 2014 and in the mid-cycle 
assessments to be issued in September. 

Comments 

comment #223949 posted on 2014-01-14 13:05:19 by D. Smith 

comment #223033 posted on 2014-01-13 15:25:15 by CaptD 

comment #224687 posted on 2014-01-15 07:08:24 by Dan Williamson 

I sincerely hope the NRC is not learning to speak "nuclear-ese" so well that they forget that they were created to work on behalf of the 
public rather than nuclear industry's benefit.

Taking a lesson from the FAA, the NRC needs to use ENGLISH that those outside the NRC and nuclear industry can understand, if 
they really want to encourage public input! By using only "tech speak", both the NRC and the nuclear industry are just white-wahing 
what is actually going on and that practice has allowed things like San Onofre's billion dollar replacement steam generator debacle to 
occur, simply because nobody really could explain what was happening so that others could question what SCE was doing, because 
much of it was and still is "proprietary information", which is just another phrase for "we don't need to tell you anything about what 
we are doing"... Also left unsaid, is that it is widely known that if you cannot explain something clearly then you really don't 
understand it.

"...if they really want to encourage public input"?? Mr. Frahm's post did not raise that topic. The goal of greater public input is not 
being discussed here. Certainly, the regulatory process provides for access by interested parties, but it is not the NRCs mandate to 
reduce the complexities of nuclear engineering to the 4th grade level. Go see the NEI site for educational material suitable for school 
children.

Patricia Milligan 
Senior Level Advisor for Emergency Preparedness 
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The Department of Health and Human Services, acting on behalf of the NRC, last month issued a procurement order for 14 million tablets of 
potassium iodide to replenish out-of-date supplies. This drug, also known by its chemical symbol KI, is used to protect the thyroid against 
radioactive iodine should a nuclear power plant accident occur, and is part of NRC’s program to help states and localities with their 
emergency response plans. The NRC first offered KI tablets to states with residents living within the 10-mile emergency protection zone of a 
nuclear power plant in 2001. The agency recommends that states consider including KI in their emergency preparedness plans and provides it 
to those states that ask for it. Currently, 25 states have requested and received the pills. The NRC’s policy is to offer KI to states once every 
six years to replace pills that may have passed their shelf life. The recent order is the third wave of replenishing KI. While this matter has 
been subject of some social media attention as perhaps indicative of some imminent threat, supplying KI is nothing new. Including KI in 
emergency plans is a decades old precaution. However, this is the first time the NRC has used the HHS medical procurement service to order 
KI. The NRC decided to go through HHS this time in order to leverage federal buying power and reduce costs. Here are some other facts 
about KI: • KI protects the thyroid from iodine-131, a radioisotope that would likely be released into the air during a nuclear power plant 
accident. It does not protect against all forms of radiation and is to be taken in addition to other protective measures, such as sheltering. • 
Residents living near nuclear plants should take KI only when directed by local authorities during an incident – it is not a daily supplement to 
build up immunity, as some have advertised on the Internet. In fact, daily use can be harmful. If you live within 10 miles of a nuclear power 
plant and want to inquire about obtaining KI and/or disposing of expired KI, contact your state health authorities. 

Comments 

comment #219458 posted on 2014-01-09 17:21:05 by stock in response to comment #219351 

comment #225773 posted on 2014-01-16 12:37:52 by joffan7 

comment #219258 posted on 2014-01-09 11:45:02 by stock 

comment #247744 posted on 2014-02-12 01:47:04 by John S 

comment #223771 posted on 2014-01-14 09:03:06 by Moderator in response to comment #219391 

comment #219467 posted on 2014-01-09 17:30:41 by CaptD in response to comment #219391 

comment #219453 posted on 2014-01-09 17:13:40 by stock in response to comment #219383 

comment #219455 posted on 2014-01-09 17:17:16 by stock in response to comment #219391 

yes they should get first priority, but we should cover all the areas until the plants are shutdown. Apparently per reply below the spent 
fuel pools don't generate Rad iodine even if they go on fire, so once the plant is shut down and the fuel sits a while, those 
geographical areas don't need the protection as much, but I would keep on hand anyway since we can have another Fukushima in 
another part of the country or world. Kampai!

There is another option to simple replacement of existing KI sources. The bulk of the requirement is for adult doses, and these could 
be replaced with no tablets. Exposure to radioiodine is a hazard only for children. There is direct evidence from medical use of 
radioiodine to demonstrate that it does not cause any accelerated level of harm in adults. Thyroid Cancer after Diagnostic 
Administration of Iodine-131 - "careful examination of over 34,000 patients who received substantial radiation doses to their thyroid 
glands from I-131 did not reveal a radiation-related risk of thyroid cancer." There is indirect evidence from Chernobyl's effects on 
thyroid disease by age cohort that people over the age of about 10 are not affected. It is well-established by now that having protective
measures do not make people feel safer. Instead they escalate the perception of risk and make people feel more anxious. Therefore, 
measures intended for protection which do not have any demonstrated benefit should be discontinued for the public good.

Is there any thoughts for NRC to provide Prussian Blue for Cesium removal? The supply chain on this looks like a vastly overpriced 
monopoly, and this is exactly the type of situation in which government intervention could be extremely effective, as much as we hate 
anything "socialist", some socialized Prussian Blue at a reasonable cost could be a great idea. As plants get older, there is no doubt 
more accidents will happen.

Nice blog... Thanks for sharing lots of inofrmation about Potassium Iodide (KI) affect human body.

The development and implementation of protective actions, including KI distribution, is the responsibility of the states for their own 
populations. Each state has its own plan in place for distribution. Patricia Milligan

That 10 mile zone would be easily "shifted" because of winds aloft and or the earths terrain, depending upon weather conditions 
downwind from a reactor! Far better to plan on say a 20 mile circle, especially where prevailing winds are well known; after all who 
wants to be lacking KI pills if they are 10.05 miles away, the wind is blowing hard and they just happen to be directly downwind...

Thanks for the info

I agree, its good to have, I keep some on hand in my shelter in place, and my "to go" box. But it think it could be spread farther than 
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comment #219457 posted on 2014-01-09 17:18:46 by stock in response to comment #219364 

comment #219452 posted on 2014-01-09 17:12:57 by stock in response to comment #219374 

comment #219428 posted on 2014-01-09 16:36:25 by Mikael Ros 

comment #219391 posted on 2014-01-09 15:30:18 by Moderator in response to comment #219247 

comment #219393 posted on 2014-01-09 15:33:26 by Moderator in response to comment #219364 

comment #219374 posted on 2014-01-09 15:12:48 by Moderator in response to comment #219258 

comment #219383 posted on 2014-01-09 15:24:07 by Moderator in response to comment #219251 

comment #219388 posted on 2014-01-09 15:26:37 by Moderator in response to comment #219255 

comment #219351 posted on 2014-01-09 14:38:10 by CaptD 

comment #219364 posted on 2014-01-09 14:55:20 by Joyce Agresta 

10 miles, especially because it is so cheap and protect against the biggest initial threat. In what they spend in QE money right now, 
you could have raised your purchase to 6 times that amount with what they spend in QE in 8 minutes.

Good questions!

Right, my doctor gave me a prescription over the phone without seeing me, and without providing dosing data, because the stuff is so 
harmless. Cost $300. Real value around $20, but if you need it, priceless. It should not be regulated by prescription, and should be 
widely available, KI is WAY more likely to hurt people, and does not need a prescription.

Is this not just a waste of money as KI tablets are inherently stable and do not lose their effectiveness over time, and the only reason is 
exaggerated regulations about shelf-life? What have NRC done to educate the legislators about this?

The population closest (within the 10 mile EPZ) to the nuclear power plant are at greatest risk of exposure to radiation and radioactive 
materials. The purpose of radiological emergency preparedness is to protect people from the effects of radiation exposure after an 
accident at a nuclear power plant. Evacuation is the most effective protective measure in the event of a radiological emergency 
because it protects the whole body (including the thyroid gland and other organs) from all radionuclides and all exposure pathways. 
However, in situations when evacuation is not feasible, in-place sheltering is substituted as an effective protective action. In addition, 
administering potassium iodide is a reasonable, prudent, and inexpensive supplement to both evacuation and sheltering. When the 
population is evacuated out of the area, and potentially contaminated foodstuffs are interdicted, the risk from further radioactive 
iodine exposure to the thyroid gland is essentially eliminated. Patrica Milligan

For more information on potassium iodide, you can go here on the NRC website: http://www.nrc.gov/about-nrc/emerg-
preparedness/about-emerg-preparedness/potassium-iodide-use.html and here on the FDA’s website: 
http://www.fda.gov/downloads/Drugs/GuidanceComplianceRegulatoryInformation/Guidances/UCM080542.pdf Patricia Milligan

From the FDA website: http://www.fda.gov/Drugs/EmergencyPreparedness/BioterrorismandDrugPreparedness/ucm130337.htm 
“Prussian blue is available only by prescription and should be given only under the supervision of a physician after assessing your 
medical condition. It is only effective to treat contamination with radioactive cesium or thallium. The dose and duration of treatment 
depends on the amount of contamination a person is exposed to. Therefore, this drug should be given only when the physician has 
determined your need for it.” Patricia Milligan

We haven’t purchased all the tablets yet, but we have budgeted $3.49 million for 14 million tablets. Child dose is 65 mg. Adult dose 
is 130 mg. Infant dose is 16 mg. Toddler dose is 32 mg. The recommendation is 2 doses over two days. For an infant, that would be ½ 
tablet, for a toddler that would be 1 tablet, for a child that would be 2 tablets for an adult that would be 4 tablets Patricia Milligan

The NRC recommends that all states consider KI for inclusion into its plans. Protective action decisions are the responsibility of state 
and local authorities. The states that have decided not to include KI have decided that it is not appropriate for their emergency plans at 
this time. Radioiodines are a concern only during a reactor accident that occurs during reactor operation. It is not a concern when a 
reactor is shut down or a spent fuel pool due to the fact they have a short half-life (eight days or less) and have decayed away. Patricia 
Milligan

I'd suggest that those living near NPP reactors located on fault lines be given priority since their NPP reactors are threatened by 
Nature even more than other land based reactors...

Cool good work ! Who should not take Pottasium Iodine ? Are some people more likely to have an alllergic reaction than others? In 
an emergency many folks put there childrens survivail before their own. So if a adult over forty need take care of a child what are the 

Page 9 of 34



comment #219366 posted on 2014-01-09 14:57:07 by Moderator in response to comment #219250 

comment #221842 posted on 2014-01-12 11:39:48 by stock in response to comment #219391 

comment #219247 posted on 2014-01-09 11:33:43 by stock 

comment #219250 posted on 2014-01-09 11:35:37 by stock 

comment #219251 posted on 2014-01-09 11:38:11 by stock 

comment #219255 posted on 2014-01-09 11:41:52 by stock 

comment #234909 posted on 2014-01-28 16:46:21 by richard123456columbia 

comment #235530 posted on 2014-01-29 09:25:18 by Moderator in response to comment #234909 

comment #235684 posted on 2014-01-29 13:45:14 by richard123456columbia 

odds an aleregic reaction would prevent that? Some might like the best plan to you know have surviving decendants. So what 's your 
best guess? maybe 1 in 1000 adults over forty have adverse effects to the recomended Pottasium Iodine tablets. Should weight or age 
be considered in dose? Is there any Prussian blue on order ? If not why then? Pepto Pink on order? Scrub down procedure 
reccomendations? Thank you Patricia Milligan in advance for sharing your expertise.

This is how the NRC describes the use of KI during a nuclear power plant accident in our fact sheet on emergency preparedness: (A) 
protective action in the 10-mile EPZ involves KI, a compound that helps prevent the thyroid from absorbing radioactive iodine, one of
several radioactive materials that could be present in a release from a nuclear power plant accident. If taken within the appropriate 
time and at the appropriate dosage, KI blocks the radioactive iodine from being absorbed by the thyroid gland and reduces the risk of 
thyroid cancers and other diseases. KI does not protect against any other inhaled radioactive materials, nor will it offer protection 
from external exposure to radiation. Moderator

How does the NRC plan to distribute the KI AFTER an accident. Seems logistically impossible. Or is the NRC going to hand these 
out to every house now? If so are they delivered? Or do people have to drive somewhere and pick them up. Any plans for the 
homeless, or are they just collateral damage?

Why is it within 10 miles that you recommend getting KI?

I think the NRC should do a much better job of explaining KI to citizens. It is often presented as a radiation protection pill. That gives 
people a false sense of security. They can now turn their brain off and not worry, not prepare a proper shelter in place kit.

Did your procurement through HHS actually save money, with administrative fees, what was the cost of procurement per million 
tablets? how many pills are needed per person per accident (I know this varies, but you must have a median estimate)

Why is it that only 25 states ask for the KI? The way it is worded in the article, it is implied that the NRC simply hands out the KI to 
the states for free. If that is the case, why doesn't every state required KI. In fact, why isn't every state REQUIRED to stock KI. 
Lastly, is RadioIodine primarily a concern only during a meltdown of a reactor, or is it a similar problem on a spent fuel pool, say a 
fire or a terrorist attack. Thanks

What is the chances that the public will be notified in time, in Japan TEPCO denied that the plant was melting down at the time. On 
some pro-nuke sites they claim that there was little threat, so anyone in charge with similar views and do not want to be blamed for 
causing a faults alarm are not likely going to sound an alert until it gets extremely bad. The alert will probably go up a chain that will 
take time to make a discussion, In Japan some didn't over ride purchasing authority to buy needed equipment to fight the emergency. I 
have no confidence in the public being given notice in time to evacuate, if there was no earthquake and tsunami would the evacuation 
been ordered in time.

Nuclear power plants are required to notify the NRC promptly when out-of-the-ordinary events occur. Here is a link to those 
emergency designations: http://www.nrc.gov/about-nrc/emerg-preparedness/about-emerg-preparedness/emerg-classification.html . 
The plants are also in contact with state and local officials, so that evacuation decisions can be made in a timely way. Moderator

Is that not similar to Fukushima, they were reporting to the government and yet the public was been told the plant was safe while it 
was melting down in shambles. It was so bad that workers could not get close to many areas to evaluate the plants condition. The 
public was under the impression that the plant was under control and safe.The nuclear industry in Japan told the public that the plant 
is under control cold shut down, Again what about the sailors on the US ship that they did not warn, they new it was not safe yet they 
did not warn them, there must have been many Japanies worker that were on ships all so responding from the sea to attack the 
problems. They should of evacuated Tokyo, thought about it and did not, yet they new at least 3 plants were melting down after 
blowing up and 5 pools of spent and fresh fuel was compromised, they also had a plant close to this one that may also blow up with 
its pools. On top of this there may be more earth quacks to shake these ravaged plants. Why did they not evacuate Tokyo and 
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Giving Potential Violations Their ‘Due’ 

posted on Thu, 16 Jan 2014 16:27:13 +0000 

comment #220141 posted on 2014-01-10 12:24:40 by stock in response to comment #220134 

comment #220134 posted on 2014-01-10 12:18:48 by Moderator in response to comment #219428 

surrounding area, it looks like they will never try to evacuate a high populated area no mater what the risk is.After seeing this 
response I have no confidence that the public will be warned in time.

That's sound like more a bureaucratic Govspeak rather than an agency that purportedly want to increase its rapport with it's client and 
funding base.

The NRC distributes KI in accordance with FDA guidelines and regulations. Patricia Milligan

Neil Sheehan 
Public Affairs Officer 
Region I 
  
The NRC abides by a bedrock constitutional principle -- due process -- when considering enforcement actions against the companies were 
regulate. A recent NRC enforcement decision helps illustrate this principle. On April 16, 2013, a system used to cool fuel in the reactor at the 
Nine Mile Point 1 nuclear power plant was temporarily knocked out of service during a refueling outage. This was due to a combination of 
maintenance activities, an unplanned loss of onsite electricity and the system being later improperly restored. After reviewing the event, we 
told Constellation, the owner of the Scriba, N.Y. plant, on Sept. 23, 2013, we had identified a violation from the event. The violation was 
preliminarily classified as being of greater than very low safety significance or what we call “greater than green.” The NRC uses a color-
coded system for the ranking violations and determining when enhanced oversight is needed. So a “greater than green” meant the issue was 
being considered for “escalated enforcement.” Our due process offers the company a chance to meet with us. The company can give us any 

information we may have missed, provide its perspective on what happened and detail any corrective actions. 
Constellation met with us in a public enforcement conference on Nov. 1, 2013, at the NRC Region I Office. 
Among other things, the company was able to show how reactor operators quickly identified the problem and took 
steps to address it. What’s more, it demonstrated there were other timely means of detecting the loss of the cooling 
system -- including steam and humidity on the plant’s refueling floor had water begun to boil off – and multiple 
ways to get more water into the reactor. Constellation’s arguments, supported by videos and additional analysis, 
were ultimately convincing. The NRC staff announced in December the finding was being finalized as “green,” 
which means of very low safety significance. And the finding won’t result in additional oversight. But NRC 
inspectors will follow up to make sure the company made changes to prevent a recurrence. Taking the time to 
arrive at the correct conclusion, and doing so in an open and transparent manner, is consistent with the NRC’s 

values. By adhering to due process, we increase the likelihood of arriving at the right place when it comes to enforcement. 

Comments 

comment #225837 posted on 2014-01-16 13:54:18 by Douglas White in response to comment #225770 

comment #225840 posted on 2014-01-16 14:00:08 by mareiawillson 

Let me show you in documentation what I mean. http://www.omaha.com/article/20140113/NEWS/140119474 all good right 
http://www.platts.com/latest-news/electric-power/washington/oppds-fort-calhoun-nuclear-uni-at-6-power-after-21071654 maybe not 
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/event-status/event/2014/20140114en.html no report here but wait lets look at the day 
before http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/event-status/event/2014/20140113en.html no one said anything about ice but 
they did say "During an engineering walk down inside containment a minor leak from a pipe fitting was discovered on the primary 
sampling piping connected to penetration M-45. There was previously identified minor leakage from a fitting on this same penetration 
outside of containment in the auxiliary building. The containment isolation valves are currently tagged closed." seems penetration M-
45 has a problem. Then looking back. http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/event-status/event/2014/20140110en.html " At 
2230 CST on 1/8/14 during operator rounds it was self identified there was a block of ice formed on the shaft and top of one of the 
intake structure sluice gates. This has bent the sluice gate operating shaft. At 0315 CST on 1/9/14 it was verified this gate could not be
closed. "There are six intake sluice gates that are required to be able to close to act as flood barriers. The other 5 sluice gates are not 
affected by this condition." TECH SPEC REQUIRED SHUTDOWN DUE TO INOPERABLE RAW WATER PUMPS. "At 0315 
CST T.S. 2.0.1 was entered for all four Raw Water pumps being declared inoperable. The pumps were declared inoperable due to 
inability to close one of the sluice gates. There are six sluice gates and one is not functional. "At 0518 the technical specification 
required shutdown commenced." The licensee notified the NRC Resident Inspector. * * * UPDATE FROM AMY BURKHART TO 
NESTOR MAKRIS ON 01/09/14 AT 1915 EST * * * "At 0900 CST 1/9/14 Fort Calhoun Station Unit 1 was manually tripped and 
entered Mode 3. Reactor Coolant System (RCS) cooldown to less than 300 deg F was commenced at time 1030 CST 1/9/14. The RCS 
temperature was less than 300 deg F at time 1433 CST. A press release has been issued." So after all the chatter am I at risk in 
Virginia?
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comment #225859 posted on 2014-01-16 14:33:33 by Dan Williamson in response to comment #225837 

comment #225891 posted on 2014-01-16 15:31:19 by CaptD 

comment #225770 posted on 2014-01-16 12:31:15 by Douglas White 

comment #225760 posted on 2014-01-16 12:18:41 by Rich A 

comment #225945 posted on 2014-01-16 16:52:15 by hiddencamper in response to comment #225837 

comment #229600 posted on 2014-01-21 12:21:58 by Moderator in response to comment #227076 

comment #229560 posted on 2014-01-21 10:51:38 by CaptD 

Your NRC staff released within December the actual discovering had been finalized seeing that “green, ” this means associated with 
really low safe practices importance. Along with the discovering won’t bring about more oversight. Although NRC inspectors will 
track way up to make sure the business produced improvements to stop some sort of recurrence.

So judging by some of the comments on this post and the one from yesterday, we're to expect the NRC to be in the business of 
producing stacks of 8 x 10 color glossies with circles and arrows and a paragraph on the back? I'm sure even that would be greeted 
with dirision by the lurkers here. And it would come out of your electric bill.

The color coding of problems failed at San Onofre because the NRC chose to downplay the seriousness of what happened because to 
do otherwise would only make both the operator and the NRC look bad. I'd like to see a listing posted of the amounts of these fines 
and what the money actually gets used for, that would be educational! Another listing that would be most helpful would be to list the 
number of repeated finding and along with their dates, since this would point out habitual unsafe operators.

Could you write a similar assessment of Fort Calhoun Nuclear. These dinosaurs need to die without taking us with them. The industry 
owns the NRC and until that changes you can continue to pat yourselves on the back but the environment continues to be filled with 
radiation. Rather that telling us everything is fine please tell me what level of radiation is safe for me and my children.

Getting together with the licensee on potential safety issues is always a good thing and this is only being fair and considerate. I 
commend the NRC for doing it and getting all relevant info on the table. However, the best finding is no finding at all. As I 
understand "green" violations they require no formal response from the licensee. Only GTG violations require a formal response I 
believe. Are Green violations trended? Is there a criteria set for escalating Green violations if there are "too many" similar ones? If 
there is a number of Green violations in one cornerstone does a GTG violation occur? My concern is that there are too many 
violations that are buried in this process. Can you provide me with more perspective on this matter?

Looks like, to me, they found a leak on a sample line that goes through a penetration. The penetration itself wasn't found leaking. 
Because a pipe that passes through a containment had an apparent leak, they had to manually isolate the penetration by closing the 
isolation valves. With the valves closed, there is no longer a leak. This is a fairly typical response in reactor operations. When a line 
that passes through any containment penetration is potentially leaky, tech specs requires isolating the affected penetration. It's 
different from the icing event.

Entergy submitted an Event Notification update to the NRC on Jan. 15 regarding the identification of tritium in a newly installed 
groundwater monitoring well at the Pilgrim nuclear power plant: http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/event-
status/event/2014/20140116en.html . A sample taken from the well on Dec. 30 indicated a tritium concentration of 69,000 picocuries 
per liter, but the amount dropped to 20,000 on Jan. 6 and 14,300 on Jan. 9. Additional samples will be taken. For comparison 
purposes, the EPA limit for tritium in groundwater used for drinking purposes is 20,000 picocuries per liter. However, the 
groundwater at the Pilgrim site is not used for drinking. Here is a link to more information on tritium contamination: 
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/fact-sheets/tritium-radiation-fs.html . In 1991, EPA calculated it would take a year-
long ingestion of water containing 60,900 picocuries per liter of tritium to yield a radiation exposure dose of 4 millirems. The average 
American is exposed to about 620 millirems of radiation exposure each year from natural and manmade sources, so the dose involved 
would represent a fraction of the typical amount of exposure. The NRC will continue to inspect and report on the company’s 
implementation of its groundwater monitoring and prevention activities, as specified by the Nuclear Energy Institute’s Groundwater 
Protection Initiative. In addition, any subsurface contamination will be reviewed to ensure that public health and safety are protected. 
Neil Sheehan

Here is a great discussion example from the past that is still relevant: San Onofre is rated by the Institute of Nuclear Operations 
(INPO) as an INPO 4 Plant (The Worst Nuclear Plant Rating) and it should also should be rated in NRC Region IV Response Column 
V (Worst rating) and not in the NRC Response Column I (Best Nuclear Plant Rating). San Onofre is the worst nuclear plant in the 
country with the worst safety record, worst retaliation record, an INPO 4 rating and it is a mockery to place it in NRC Response 
Column I. NRC Region IV by listing San Onofre in NRC Response Column I, is putting its credibility on line and is displaying clear 
trends of collusion with SCE. It would be informative to learn who made the decision on San Onofre’s current ranking and why… If 
the NRC San Onofre Special Review Panel wants to be welcomed by Southern Californians at their upcoming February 12 Public 
Meeting with SCE , the NRC needs to change San Onofre’s rating to NRC Response Column V, which will reflect current reality 
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Moving Forward on Updating Cost vs. Benefit Analysis 

posted on Tue, 21 Jan 2014 13:38:07 +0000 

comment #226680 posted on 2014-01-17 12:30:50 by Moderator in response to comment #225891 

comment #226562 posted on 2014-01-17 08:25:20 by Moderator in response to comment #225770 

comment #225747 posted on 2014-01-16 11:57:32 by George Maxwell 

comment #226762 posted on 2014-01-17 14:35:45 by Moderator in response to comment #225760 

comment #227076 posted on 2014-01-18 01:59:53 by Colin in response to comment #226680 

instead of just wishful thinking. Definitions of NRC Response Columns: Column I – All performance indicators and NRC inspection 
findings are GREEN Column II – No more than two WHITE inputs in different cornerstones. Cornerstone objectives fully met. 
Column III – One degraded cornerstone (two WHITE inputs or one YELLOW input or three WHITE inputs in any strategic area). 
Cornerstone objectives met with minimal reduction in safety margin. Column IV – Repetitive degraded cornerstone, multiple 
degraded cornerstones, or multiple YELLOW inputs, or one RED input. Cornerstone objectives met with long-standing issues or 
significant reduction in safety margin. Response at NRC Agency level • Executive Director for Operations to hold public meeting 
with senior utility management • Utility develops performance improvement plan with NRC oversight • NRC team inspection focused 
on cause of degraded performance • Demand for Information, Confirmatory Action Letter Column V. Unacceptable Performance, 
Unacceptable reduction in safety margin Response at NRC Agency level •Plant not permitted to operate

An alphabetical list of all Escalated Enforcement Actions since 1996 for U.S. reactors is on the NRC website: 
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/enforcement/actions/reactors/ By law, the NRC is required to deposit all fines in the 
U.S. Treasury. The NRC’s Reactor Oversight Process (http://www.nrc.gov/NRR/OVERSIGHT/ASSESS/index.html ) is the most 
comprehensive measure of U.S. nuclear power plant performance. Scott Burnell

In Dec. 2013, the NRC concluded that the plant, people, and processes were ready to support the safe restart of the Fort Calhoun 
Station. The NRC reached that conclusion on the basis of more than 23,000 hours of extensive NRC inspections and detailed 
evaluations to independently review more than 450 restart actions items, major improvements made by OPPD to the plant’s 
supporting organizational infrastructure and programs, as well as a number of equipment modifications to improve reliability. Key 
documents can be found on this page: http://www.nrc.gov/info-finder/reactor/fcs.html This link will take you to a backgrounder on 
the biological effects of radiation: http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/fact-sheets/bio-effects-radiation.html. The Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention also has a very complete section on their web site regarding radiation’s health effects: 
http://www.cdc.gov/nceh/radiation/default.htm Lara Uselding Region IV

Sounds reasonable, assuming the Utility has had suitable historical operator and management performance. Should provide the local 
citizens with some degree of confidence that the USNRC is showing interest in assuring Nuclear Safety for the public is first on their 
list.

Thank you for your question. You are correct that only “greater than green” inspection findings require a formal response on the 
docket from the company as well as enhanced NRC inspections. However, that does not mean that “green” findings and non-cited 
violations are not followed up on and assessed. Whenever a violation of NRC requirements is identified, the plant owner is required 
to take action to restore compliance within a reasonable amount of time. The NRC Resident Inspectors assigned to each plant review 
the company’s actions on a daily basis and the NRC conducts a biennial Problem Identification and Resolution Team Inspection 
which in part reviews the plant owner’s corrective actions for all findings to ensure compliance is restored and actions to identify the 
cause, correct the problem(s) and preclude recurrence were implemented as appropriate. In addition, the NRC’s plant assessment 
process, as discussed in NRC Inspection Manual Chapter 0305, assesses all findings for common causes. Each finding that is 
reflective of current performance is coded with a cross-cutting code. The NRC reviews plant performance and looks for trends in 
these areas and can assigned a Substantive Cross-Cutting Issue (SCCIs) in any area where a concern is identified. SCCIs are 
discussed in the NRC Mid-Cycle and End-of-Cycle Performance Letters, and can result in increased focused inspection in that area. 
This allows the NRC to proactively address a weakness in plant performance, bring that observation to the attention of the owner and 
the public, and ensure actions are developed and implemented to address the weakness. The majority of the findings in this process 
are “green” findings or non-cited violations. The NRC’s Reactor Oversight Process evaluates each inspection finding on its own 
merits to ensure consistent, transparent and fair application of enforcement actions. The NRC plant assessment letters are publicly 
available on the NRC website at http://www.nrc.gov/NRR/OVERSIGHT/ASSESS/listofasmrpt.html, and a summary of all inspection 
findings can be found here: http://www.nrc.gov/NRR/OVERSIGHT/ASSESS/pim_summary.html . Also, each plant has an 
assessment summary page, which includes both inspection findings and performance indicators for the current assessment period 
(Nine Mile Point Unit 1’s summary included as an example) 
http://www.nrc.gov/NRR/OVERSIGHT/ASSESS/NMP1/nmp1_chart.html . Neil Sheehan

is there a leak right now at the Pilgrim site???
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Alysia Bone 
Rulemaking Project Manager 
  
 What are the costs and benefits of the NRCs’ safety regulations? It’s a question we regularly ask as one way to make sure our regulations 
make sense. We’re in the process of updating two cost-benefit guidance documents -- NUREG/BR 0058 and NUREG/BR 0184 – at the 
direction of the Commission and after receiving public input. Our update plan is now available online. Our goal is to make sure we are using 
the right tools to compare costs and benefits so we implement changes that reduce risks and enhance safety in a responsible way. The updated 
guidance will do a number of new things. It will include the cost for replacing the energy generated by nuclear power plants. It will also 
improve the method for putting a dollar amount on health impacts from radiation. We’ll revise terms and definitions for consistency across 
the agency, and we’ll look at how we use more subjective factors in cost-benefit assessments. We expect these changes will bring our cost-
benefit process up to date and help us make more consistent decisions for reactors as well as other licensed activities. NRC staff experts have 
been working on this in response to the Commission’s direction for a paper on our approach to considering the economic consequences of a 
potential nuclear accident. The Commission was responding to the staff’s August 2012 paper and recommendations, which were based on a 
review of the agency’s economic consequences process in place at the time of the 2011 Fukushima accident. The 2012 staff paper described 
where considerations of economic consequences fit in the NRC’s review of new reactor licenses, renewal of existing licenses, or major 
changes to our safety regulations. That earlier paper recommended updating the cost-benefit guidance used to perform these analyses. In the 
plan to update cost-benefit guidance, we’ve committed to presenting any identified potential policy issues to the Commission for its 
consideration. As the staff further develops these potential policy issues, staff will hold public meetings to receive feedback from industry and 
members of the public, before advising the Commission. 

Comments 

comment #229605 posted on 2014-01-21 12:30:19 by Dan Williamson 

comment #229668 posted on 2014-01-21 13:57:00 by Anonymous 

comment #229631 posted on 2014-01-21 13:01:51 by joffan7 

comment #229752 posted on 2014-01-21 16:33:26 by Moderator in response to comment #229631 

comment #229588 posted on 2014-01-21 11:49:45 by Jeff Walther 

comment #229595 posted on 2014-01-21 12:07:22 by CaptD 

Dear Moderator: I'm sure the Commission had the noblest of intentions in starting this blog, but it sure would be great if the signal-to-
noise ratio could be raised a couple of clicks. Perhaps a catch-phrase discriminator.....

I think any cost-benefit analysis is utterly pointless so long as nuclear's competition (coal and gas burning generators) are allowed to 
use our atmosphere as their waste dump, free of charge.

Your link the to the plan is broken. Here is one that works. It would be interesting to see how the "replacement power" costs of 
regulation look when considering the actions that NRC took against the San Onofre nuclear power plant. As a retrospective 
calibration exercise for the updated cost-benefit, it should show that the steps taken had costs that far outweighed the supposed 
benefits of the enforced closures. If this revised understanding of the consequences of one-eyed regulation become apparent and 
embedded in NRC thinking and actions, the update will have been worthwhile. If it simply becomes an excuse to impose ever more 
arcane restrictions on nuclear power, it will have been a dismal failure. I await the results.

All original links are correct.A server issue with ADAMS might have temporarily affected them. Moderator

In your cost analysis of replacement power for periods when nuclear plants are shut down, will you also consider the source of that 
replacement power, and its safety impact? For example, if you cause a shut down of a nuclear electricity generator for a minor safety 
issue and the replacement power will come from coal, the particulate emissions from that coal-fired electricity probably represents a 
greater health hazard than any minor radiation emissions ever could. This real world analysis has been sadly lacking in the NRCs 
deliberations and actions up to this point.

I believe that CBA should never be used to CYA, but rather to identify those situations that potentially have the highest chance of 
causing the most financial damage and then making sure that they cannot occur! 2 Great Examples: A. In Japan, when Fukushima's 
nuclear power plant (NPP) Unit 1-6 were designed, many design and construction decisions were made because of cost, that later 
resulted on 03/11/11 in a Trillion Dollar Eco-Disaster which is still ongoing today and will continue for decades if not much longer. 
Although the odds of a single meltdown were calculated as one per ten thousand years or even much higher, depending upon who 
made the calculations, three reactor meltdowns occurred almost on the same day! B. In California, SCE the operator of San Onofre 
NPP decided to submit its in-house replacement steam generators (RSG) to the NRC Region IV regulators as a "like for like" 
replacement when in fact they were of a completely new and un-tested design. This resulted in a nuclear near-miss (NNM) accident 
which could have affected 8 million people living in southern California and caused a Trillion Dollar Eco-Disaster in the USA, 
instead of "just" a 10+ Billion dollar decommissioning, all caused by a widely used loophole in the NRC regulations. I mention both 
of the above examples in order to make a point, which is that despite the best of intentions, since Utilities and their operators are 
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Keeping Knowledge “In the Family” at the NRC  

posted on Thu, 23 Jan 2014 16:31:32 +0000 

NRC Science 101 – Quantities and Units of Measure 

posted on Mon, 27 Jan 2014 16:44:56 +0000 

primarily focused on making money, despite publicly declaring that safety is their first concern! These same Big Utility operators will 
continue to make operational safety an afterthought, while at the same time they will continue to complain loudly (both with their 
own well paid lawyers and via their elected officials (who they donate massively to in Congress), to their NRC regulators for being an 
over regulated industry! Each NPP is a potential Trillion Dollar Eco-Disaster waiting to happen and until we have a Fukushima-type 
accident in the USA , those being tasked with providing the Cost vs. Benefit Analysis at the NRC will continue to produce numbers 
that will only result in satisfying a powerful profit focused industry, just like their Japanese counterparts did...

Tom Boyce 
Branch Chief, Regulatory Guide Development Branch 
  
The NRC’s Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research (RES) produces regulatory guides to provide guidance that nuclear utilities can follow to 
meet NRC rules for the design and operation of their nuclear plants. The NRC staff also use regulatory guides to review applications from the 
utilities for plant permits and licenses. New guides are developed when needed – and existing ones are regularly reviewed and updated. The 
Regulatory Guide Development Branch (part of RES) is very concerned with promoting “knowledge management” within the agency. We 
have an obligation to preserve key technical information especially as people leave the agency. Therefore, we have taken steps to make sure 

we capture, preserve, and transfer important technical knowledge. NRC knowledge 
management especially is focused on two major ideas. First of all, it is focused on capturing and preserving agency knowledge (technical 
information) while the information is fresh and available. Second, and equally as important, knowledge management also means ensuring the 
collected information is transferred to the next generation of NRC staff. To do this, we encourage NRC staff members to write their 
knowledge into regulatory guides as they identify technical and regulatory issues. This helps keep the knowledge in a permanent and long-
lasting record. This also helps prevent technical information from becoming difficult to find over time. This is a very important responsibility, 
especially because of staff retirements or reassignments.  In addition, the NRC staff teams up its junior staff with senior staff to perform the 
reviews and updates of the regulatory guides. This approach effectively helps pass on regulatory information to the junior staff. It also 
ensures that this important guidance continues to be available to the NRC staff, its stakeholders, and the public. Critical knowledge can’t be 
lost if the NRC is to continue to meet its important mission. We make sure it isn’t. 

Comments 

Suzanne Schroer 
Reliability and Risk Analyst 
  

In the last Science 101 blog post, we discussed measurements made in various units of 
measure, particularly meters, grams and liters. You might be wondering where these units 
of measure come from and how they relate to one another. If so, you’re in luck, as that is 
the topic for today’s post. Quantities are characteristics or properties we are trying to 
measure, such as the length of an object. Units of measure are how we express 
measurements of quantities. For length, the unit we would use in science is meters. A unit 
is really only a particular amount of some quantity used as a reference point for 
measurements of that quantity. Put differently, units of measure are chosen and accepted 
by the people who use them. Often, units of measure were agreed upon many years ago. 
One meter is as long as it is because that’s what scientists agreed to use as a base unit for 
length. A meter could have been some other length. For the sake of establishing well-
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defined and easily-accessible units of measure, the General Conference of Weights and Measures (a collection of scientists from multiple 
countries) created in 1960 the Sytème International d’Unités (otherwise known as the SI¬). This system relies upon the base units of measure 

listed in the following table.  Often times, however, the base unit of 
measure can be either too large or too small to be useful in describing a particular measurement. For example, while we could talk about the 
distances between cities in meters, we would be using very large (and, as such, cumbersome) numbers. For example, from Portland, Maine, to 
St. Louis, Missouri, is 2,060,000 m or 2,060 km. Similarly, if we are talking about the size of atoms, the basic building blocks of matter, 
speaking in terms of meters would be difficult as the diameter of a hydrogen atom is only 0.000000000120m. So, instead, for the sake of 
convenience, we often use prefixes to modify the size of the base unit. The following table lists a number of such prefixes using meter for the 

base.  The above table lays out conversion 
factors, ratios that can be used to convert one unit to another. For example, one such ratio, expressing the relationship between kilometers and 
meters, would be 1 km / 1000m. Using this ratio, we can convert 12348m into 12.348km (12348m x 1km / 1000m). The NRC uses these 
same ideas when measuring radiation. These measurements will be discussed in an upcoming Science 101 post. As always, thank you for 
reading the NRC’s Science 101 blog series. 

Comments 

comment #234079 posted on 2014-01-27 14:56:23 by CaptD 

comment #234084 posted on 2014-01-27 14:59:51 by CaptD 

comment #234143 posted on 2014-01-27 16:45:58 by Moderator 

comment #236600 posted on 2014-01-30 19:26:12 by Dusan R 

I would like to suggest that the NRC post some charts that show amount of radiation units and how different units compare with one 
another. Measuring radiation with Geiger counters that all have different units only makes it more difficult for everyone to know what 
amounts are actually being measured and/or what levels are dangerous! This effort should be a priority since this issue is something 
the public needs to know about especially during nuclear power plant (NPP) radioactive releases of any kind. Posting some Youtube 
videos showing common Geiger counters and how to use them would allow all users to all use the same measurement techniques and 
that would lead to better data for all of us.

Readers might like to read this PubMed article in order to see how units are used: Lemon Balm helpful treating low dose Radiation 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/m/pubmed/20858648/

Several readers posted comments pointing out errors in the table explaining quantities and units of measure. These have been 
corrected, and the original comments deleted. We thank you for your keen eyes and quick responses, and we regret the errors. 
Moderator

@CaptD A little more advanced material concerning radiation exposure and dose units and instrumentation could be found in the 
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The Wonderful World of Radiography: How Radioactive Sealed Sources Check Welds  

posted on Wed, 29 Jan 2014 14:28:05 +0000 

NRC Grants Ft. Calhoun License Amendment Request  

posted on Thu, 30 Jan 2014 06:02:15 +0000 

comment #235653 posted on 2014-01-29 12:49:15 by 

Radiation Protection Group postings of the Nuclear Street. 
http://nuclearstreet.com/radiation_protection/b/weblog/archive/2013/12/19/radiation-dose.aspx 
http://nuclearstreet.com/radiation_protection/b/weblog/archive/2013/12/30/exposure.aspx Please review both introductions and the 
PPT.pdf presentations, and let me know if there is something that you need more detailed information of.

The metric system of measurements has been the standard used in college science courses for over three decades. Converting between 
the SI units of distance is simply a matter of moving the decimal point. That is much easier and less error prone than converting 
between, miles, feet and inches. Dispite various industry efforts to convert to the metric system in the US, progress is still measured in
inches.

Betsy Ullrich 
Sr. Health Physicist 
Region I 
  
During construction of pipelines and fabrication of large metal structures, welding is used to join the parts. It is very important to know the 
welds are structurally sound and the whole piece will be strong enough for its job. For example, the pipes used to transport natural gas must 

be properly welded together so that the gas does not leak from the pipes. And metal I-beams used in constructing 
a parking garage must be properly welded so that the structure can hold the weight of the vehicles in the garage. How can this be done? 
Often, workers perform “radiography” using sealed sources to inspect the weld to see if it is correct. What is radiography? It is term used to 
describe using gamma rays or x-rays to inspect the structure of some large dense material. Although x-ray machines may be used for this, 
they are limited by their need for an electrical source, and because x-rays can only penetrate certain materials. A radiography device 
(sometimes referred to as a radiography camera) uses sealed sources that emit gamma radiation that can penetrate very dense materials such 
as metal. Radiography devices can be used without electricity and are portable, making them handy to use at work sites. Because a 
radiography source, while small in size, emits gamma radiation that can penetrate several inches of metal, it must be stored in its shielded 
container. When a weld needs to be inspected, a long guide tube is connected to the device that allows the source to travel to the location that 
needs to be inspected. A long drive cable also is attached to the other end of the device. This allows the radiographer performing the 
inspection to stand far away from the radiation source during the inspection. Typically, the source is in the guide tube only a few seconds to a 
few minutes, depending on what is being inspected. Radiography is used to inspect welds on pipes for oil rigs; large tanks that hold gasoline; 
airplane engines; and other large metal structures. So the next time you use natural gas, or park your car in a multi-story garage, you might 
remember the important role a radioactive source plays in keeping you safe. 

Comments 

comment #235631 posted on 2014-01-29 12:17:11 by George Maxwell 

Thank you for your briefing for the public and other to consume. Too frequently there are those who do not realize the importance of 
maintaining control of not only the welding process which is used to merge metals but also the radioactive sources used during 
radiography procedure of these welds. In past, for whatever reason, some of the sources used as apart of the radiography testing of 
welds have been lost or missing. Thanks to the USNRC and other Safety conscious Regulatory Agencies most if not all of these 
sources were/have been located and/or returned to licensees who were/are accountable for their control and storage.

Lara Uselding 
Public Affairs Officer 
Region IV 
  
When someone sees the words Fort Calhoun and flooding in the same document, it gets attention. So we thought we’d provide some insight 
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into a document -- issued this week -- with that very word combination. [caption id="attachment_5004" align="alignright" width="300"]

 Ft. Calhoun Senior Resident Inspector John Kirkland provides "boots on the ground" 
oversight at the plant.[/caption] The Fort Calhoun Station, located north of Omaha, Neb., and operated by the Omaha Public Power District 
(OPPD), recently restarted after a long hiatus. But months before that happened, in April 2012, OPPD asked permission to implement a 
license change involving actions to protect the plant at high and low river levels. On Jan. 28, 2014, the NRC granted the request and issued a 
license amendment officially changing when the plant should be powered down during a flood scenario. Simply put, the change involves 
powering down at 1004 feet mean sea level versus the previously set level of 1009 feet. In addition to setting the river rising to a lower level, 
the NRC document also specifies that the plant must shutdown within six hours of river levels dropping below 976 feet 9 inches mean sea 
level. This all started back in 2010 when NRC inspectors identified concerns with the plant’s flood protection strategy. So this is not a newly 
identified item and it does not change the plant’s design basis flood. It is an official change to the plant’s license during flood conditions and 
provides a more conservative level of action. It is important to note that prior to restart, the licensee made modifications to the plant and had 
plans in place to protect the plant from rising river levels. There is still ongoing and important work being done by OPPD, NRC and the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers to evaluate flood risks at the site in accordance with the post-Fukushima actions. The current target date for OPPD 
providing this information to the NRC is March 12, 2014. In the meantime, the plant is safe and has measures in place to respond to flooding 
events. 

Comments 

comment #240425 posted on 2014-02-04 10:55:00 by Moderator in response to comment #237641 

comment #237641 posted on 2014-01-31 23:15:30 by richard123456columbia 

comment #237361 posted on 2014-01-31 16:20:46 by Moderator in response to comment #237115 

comment #237278 posted on 2014-01-31 13:50:03 by richard123456columbia in response to comment #237115 

comment #237115 posted on 2014-01-31 10:01:04 by Moderator in response to comment #236376 

comment #236436 posted on 2014-01-30 14:41:32 by LillyMunster 

comment #236376 posted on 2014-01-30 12:55:58 by richard123456columbia 

At Fort Calhoun, the dry cask storage area sits back from the river and is north of the plant. There, spent fuel is enclosed inside 
stainless steel and placed inside concrete casks. The pads are at 1009 feet and 10 inches. During the 2011 floods, the water rose to 
1006 feet. It’s important to note that the dry casks have been analyzed to withstand submersion in water, although that did not happen. 
I’ve reached out to you directly to address any other questions you have about Ft. Calhoun. Lara Uselding

How close was the water to the fuel casks?

The spent fuel pools are located inside the Auxiliary Building and the elevation of the pools is much higher than was reached by the 
flood waters. Lara Uselding

Where are the fuel pools? The films I seen it looked like the pools where in the ground and river water was higher then the top of the 
pool. Didn't the river water flow into these pools cooling the fuel?

No, the spent fuel pools did not have contact with the flood waters. Lara Uselding

Gavins Pt. Dam was considerably damaged in the 2011 flood and is still being repaired in 2014. The NRC has made no changes to 
Calhoun's sandbags and innertube "flood protection" plan since the 2011 flood. Even after multiple instances of water getting into 
secured areas of the plant. It is still at risk in a flood and even more so if there is a dam failure. Everyone in the region is forced to put 
up with this risk so OPPD can run this old plant they don't really need.

Did the fuel pools fill with water when the plant was flooded as I did not see a above ground fuel pool?
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Earth Scientists Help Assure Nuclear Safety 

posted on Mon, 03 Feb 2014 16:54:14 +0000 

Moments in NRC History: The Founding of the NRC  

posted on Wed, 05 Feb 2014 17:25:13 +0000 

Britt Hill 
Senior Advisor for Repository Science 
  

[caption id="attachment_5017" align="alignright" width="100"] The NRC is celebrating a bit late as Earth Science Week was 
disrupted by the government shutdown.[/caption] Earth science is all around us – the NRC is no exception. For us, the foundations of nuclear 
safety rest on making sure a site has natural characteristics suitable for a nuclear facility. The geosphere (the soil, water, rock and 
atmosphere) at the site also must support the presence of a facility. At the same time, the surrounding environment must be protected from 
any impacts from the facility. And, of course, nuclear facilities are designed to be safe from natural hazards like hurricanes and earthquakes. 
More than 100 earth scientists work at the NRC to make sure all of that happens. Nuclear facilities are found in many different locations in 
the U.S., from the coastal plains of Florida to the oft-frozen shores of the Great Lakes and out to the deserts of Arizona. Each location has a 
unique set of natural conditions that must be understood by NRC earth scientists. To gain this understanding, NRC earth scientists gather 
information from field observations, laboratory tests and mathematical models. We use this information to help us figure out how geological 
and environmental systems work individually, and together as a natural system. Then, we can see if adding a nuclear facility to the natural 
system can be done safely and in a way that protects the environment. We know the characteristics of Earth’s natural system have changed 
through time. The NRC’s earth scientists have to consider how the natural system might change in the next several decades, or longer. For 
example, could the changes in climate patterns affect operation of a nuclear power plant? What size earthquakes might occur in the future, 
especially in areas that haven’t had many earthquakes in the last century? And with the effect human activity has already had on the 
environment, will a proposed facility add too many additional impacts? These and many other important questions must be answered 
confidently by NRC earth scientists, so safety and environmental protection is assured. So, don’t be surprised to learn that in addition to all 
the nuclear engineers, NRC staff includes experts in environmental sciences like marine and terrestrial biology, wetlands ecology and 
pollution chemistry. That’s in addition to the geological scientists who are experts in earthquake geology, surface-water flow, severe weather 
and soil stability, just to name a few. And don’t forget, NRC Chairman Allison Macfarlane is also an earth scientist who once worked on the 
Himalayan Mountains! She talks about her experiences as an earth scientist on the NRC’s YouTube channel. To learn more about what some 
other earth scientists do at the NRC, check out these NRC YouTube videos: 3 Minutes with an NRC Hydrologist 3 Minutes with an NRC 
Meteorologist Regulating for Mother Nature: Earthquakes and the NRC

Comments 

Thomas Wellock 
NRC Historian 
  
In October 1974, President Gerald Ford signed the landmark Energy Reorganization Act splitting the Atomic Energy Commission into two 
agencies effective January 19, 1975. [caption id="attachment_5024" align="alignright" width="300"]

 President Gerald Ford signs the legislation that created the NRC.[/caption] Today, almost 40 
years later, some still confuse the Department of Energy and the NRC. But the independence of the NRC from DOE was – and is – no small 
matter. By separating the regulator from the promoter, the U.S. led the way in ensuring credible oversight of the nuclear industry. This 
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Pilgrim Nuclear Plant Heads Toward More NRC Scrutiny  

posted on Tue, 04 Feb 2014 16:44:35 +0000 

evolution is explored in my latest “Moments in NRC History” video, found on the agency’s YouTube channel. This video explores how the 
AEC -- a storied and powerful federal agency – began “falling apart” in the words of one Congressman. The video has archival photos to 
illustrate the change from a Cold War mentality to the fall-out over radioactive fallout from weapons testing in the 1950s to the controversy 
over nuclear power plant sites in the 1960s and ‘70s. The 1974 legislation sought to ensure NRC’s independence with a five-member 
commission, bipartisan commissioner appointments, an office of regulatory research, and a substantial research budget. The NRC staff also 
gained greater independence than the AEC staff had on regulatory decisions. The new agency was met with enthusiasm from both the nuclear 
industry and antinuclear activists – although for different reasons. While the NRC was born out of a consensus that independent regulation 
was essential, how could it satisfy the divergent expectations? Many decades later, that question still confronts the NRC. I hope you’ll take a 
few moments to watch this latest video. I’ll explore how the new agency responded to the challenge in a future installment of “Moments in 
NRC History.” 

Comments 

Neil Sheehan 
Public Affairs Officer 
Region I 
  
This likely won’t come as a surprise to those who closely follow the Pilgrim nuclear power plant, but the NRC will be bumping up its level of 

oversight for the Plymouth, Mass., reactor. At the conclusion of every quarter, U.S. nuclear power 
plant owners voluntarily provide the agency with data that determines if there will be any changes to the Performance Indicators for each 
facility. The indicators cover areas such as the number of unplanned shutdowns, emergency siren functionality and the effectiveness of 
radiological controls. Based on the update of indicator data following the third quarter of 2013, Pilgrim saw its Performance Indicator for 
Unplanned Scrams (shutdowns) with Complications shift from “green” to “white.” This indicator tracks unplanned scrams that require 
additional operator actions and that are more risk-significant than uncomplicated shutdowns. This adjustment resulted in the NRC notifying 
Entergy, the plant’s owner, that additional scrutiny would be applied to the site. More specifically, the facility moved from Licensee 
Response Column of the NRC’s Action Matrix – connoting normal oversight – to the Regulatory Response Column – signaling additional 
inspections by the agency. Now, with the finalization of 2013 fourth-quarter data, another indicator for Pilgrim has also gone from “green” to 
“white.” In this case, the Performance Indicator for Unplanned Scrams per 7,000 Hours of Operation is affected. This indicator makes that 
transition if a plant experiences more than three unplanned shutdowns during that period of time. This will lead to Pilgrim moving to the 
Degraded Cornerstone Column of the Action Matrix and result in still more inspections by the NRC. There will also be greater interaction 
between NRC senior managers and plant management to reach a better understanding of actions taken or planned to address the problems. 
Two Performance Indicators related to an increased number of unplanned plant shutdowns over the past year crossed the green/white 
threshold and shows the company needs to focus greater attention on understanding why this trend is occurring. For the NRC’s part, we need 
to apply more resources to assess Entergy’s efforts to determine the root causes and to implement corrective actions. The NRC will also 
conduct its own independent evaluation of the root causes. In March, the NRC will issue its Annual Assessment Letters for each plant. That 
letter for Pilgrim will reflect its current status and list inspections the agency will be carrying out in response to the indicator revisions. The 
letters will be available on the NRC web site. 

Comments 

comment #242071 posted on 2014-02-06 11:29:41 by CaptD 

comment #243402 posted on 2014-02-07 20:41:48 by Joyce Agresta in response to comment #242071 

As I have suggested to the Chairman of the NRC previously, these additional inspections should all be carried out by Senior 
Inspectors from another NRC Region so that both the Utility and the local inspectors can learn from them. This inspection 
methodology will help in three important ways: 1. It will insure that what happened at San Onofre nuclear power plant (the too cozy 
relationship between the Utility and their NRC Regional Inspectors that resulted in an early decommissioning because of their in-
house replacement steam generator design debacle) never happens again. 2. It will insure that NRC Regulations are being completely 
enforced equally throughout the USA. 3. It will give the both the Chairman and the NRC's Senate EPW Oversight Committee a better 
"snapshot" of how successful current regulations are at insuring overall nuclear power plant safety in the USA, which is Job #1 for the 
NRC and especially all its inspectors, since the USA cannot afford even one Trillion Dollar Eco-Disaster like Fukushima.

Page 20 of 34



An Inspector’s Perspective On the Control Rod Drive Mechanism Housing Flaws At Palisades 

posted on Thu, 06 Feb 2014 21:16:24 +0000 

It would certainly be beneficial to both the public and plant operators to invite another proven team of experts independent of the 
NRC and Plant Operators to consult with the current team rather than pull NRC inspectors from another region. As CAPd implies in 
the above post. There’s little public trust in the plan A you mention. The Union of Concerned Scientist have personnel ready willing 
and able to consult with security clearances already in place. Their expertise has proven beneficial to the NRC the US Government 
and public many times over already. Most of the time people are left with the impression that the NRC and the plant operators don’t 
understands just how psychologically terrorized the general public is in fear of Nuclear Power Reactor Accidents. Many living near 
Nuclear Power Reactors feel as if they are considered expendable Americans. More so when mishaps repeatedly happen such as in 
this case. Your right your recent findings comes as no surprise ! The NRC has taught us the significance of an established 
“Performance Matrix” Admittedly the NRC has indeed done some amazing things to keep the reactors safe but we all know the 
effects of error. Two teams of undisputed experts inspecting and improving this plant could only lead to a better outcome than just the 
one team in place. Some things are just not happening as they should at this plant . Even as the NRC is watching and warning this 
plant is half way down the performance matrix and falling fast. Thank you in advance for finding the best remedy to this very 
concerning problem. Union of Concerned Scientists Mission Statement The Union of Concerned Scientists puts rigorous, independent 
science to work to solve our planet's most pressing problems. Joining with citizens across the country, we combine technical analysis 
and effective advocacy to create innovative, practical solutions for a healthy, safe, and sustainable future.

Elba Sanchez Santiago 
Materials Engineering Inspector 
NRC Region III 
  

[caption id="attachment_5042" align="alignright" width="300"]  Elba Sanchez Santiago is a
Materials Engineering Inspector in the 
NRC's Region III.[/caption]  
There has been a lot of interest lately in the flaws that were recently found in the control rod drive mechanism (CRDM) housings at the 
Palisades nuclear plant, near South Haven, Mich. I want to share my direct experience with the NRC’s thorough and independent evaluation 
of this issue. First, some background. The control rod drive mechanism moves control rods inside the reactor to control the level of nuclear 
chain reaction. The housing is a metal tube around the control rod drive mechanism, which is connected to the control rod and prevents 
leakage of reactor water into containment. According to a commitment made in 2012, the plant conducted inspections of 45 CRDM housings 
in this reactor and found flaws in 17 of them. Palisades committed to these inspections after the discovery of a crack in one of the housings 
resulted in a plant shutdown in 2012. Because of my expertise as a materials engineering inspector, I was dispatched to Palisades after it shut 
down in 2012. I was to evaluate the plant’s response to the discovery of the through-wall crack. As a member of a special inspection team 
that further evaluated this issue, I reviewed the plant’s testing of eight additional CRDM housings and their corrective actions. Even though 
no other cracks were found, the plant committed to further evaluate the condition of the housings during the 2014 refueling outage. I came to 
Palisades before the current outage started to evaluate the site’s inspection methodology, work procedures, tooling and personnel 
qualifications. When the examinations started, I observed some of the actual testing and evaluated the results. To date, there is no evidence of 
leakage resulting from the flaws. I will remain onsite providing oversight over the plant’s actions until the issue is resolved. Since the issue 
first came to light in 2012, I have been working with a team of other inspectors and specialists in Region III and the headquarters office in 
Rockville, Md., to make sure we ask the necessary questions to understand the plant’s methodology and assessments, and independently 
verify the conclusions. Our in-depth independent reviews will continue until the plant completes the necessary repairs and takes proper 
actions to make sure the CRDM housing flaws do not lead to a significant safety concern. The results of our inspections will be documented 
in a publicly available inspection report. 

Comments 

comment #243251 posted on 2014-02-07 16:21:20 by Moderator in response to comment #242311 

In response to your questions: Q. So Palisades destroyed their CRDMs through or a result of all the recent startups and shutdown? A. 
There are various factors that have been determined to impact the initiation and propagation of flaws in the CRDM Housings: 
susceptible material, stresses in the weld, and the environment inside the housing. We will be evaluating if the startups and shutdowns 
could have additional impact on these flaws during the current inspection. Q. Is the Pressurizer weld flaw today connected the all the 
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comment #242311 posted on 2014-02-06 17:27:29 by Mike Mulligan 

comment #242325 posted on 2014-02-06 17:39:28 by CaptD 

comment #244895 posted on 2014-02-09 08:41:37 by Andrew K. 

comment #262649 posted on 2014-02-27 16:46:38 by Moderator in response to comment #242325 

comment #246392 posted on 2014-02-10 18:57:09 by Mike Mulligan 

CRDM cracks? A. The pressurizer weld flaw is not related to the flaws identified in the CRDM housings. These components are 
made of different materials, have different configurations, are exposed to different environments, and the flaws themselves differ as 
well. Q. Does the NRC really think those pristine inspected rods without flaw in 2012 really didn’t have flaws…when two of them 
were discovered with cracks this outage? And the industry says the incubation period for developing a crack is over ten years? A. It is 
possible that the cracks in these housing were present in 2012 but were too small to be identified by the inspection techniques used. 
However, the NRC and the licensee performed an analysis which concluded that if additional cracks existed at the time but were too 
small to identify, they would not grow fast enough to cause through- wall leaks prior to the present inspection. However, we are 
looking at this again during our current inspection. Q.These vulnerable eight CRDMs not replaced this outage…is anyone thinking 
about the loss of NRC and industry credibility if any of them come up with cracks or leaks within the next operating period…maybe 
something worst. A.The licensee is replacing CRDM housings with a newer design that eliminates the problem weld. If the licensee 
leaves any of the older style CRDM housings in place, they will need to perform additional testing and analysis to support that 
decision, and we will inspect those activities to ensure they are performed correctly and the conclusions reached are technically sound 
and well supported. Elba Sanchez Santiago

So Palisades destroyed their CRDMs through or a result of all the recent startups and shutdown? Is the Pressurizer weld flaw today 
connected the all the CRDM cracks? Does the NRC really think those pristine inspected rods without flaw in 2012 really didn’t have 
flaws...when two of them were discovered with cracks this outage? And the industry says the incubation period for developing a crack 
is over ten years? These vulnerable eight CRDMs not replaced this outage...is anyone thinking about the loss of NRC and industry 
credibility if any of them come up with cracks or leaks within the next operating period...maybe something worst.

Interesting article and I really enjoyed the included links, although I would suggest that the NRC at least BOLD their font to make 
them more noticeable, if they cannot be shown in another color. + I'd be interested in learning how many other Regions have seen 
similar problems in the NPP that they monitor? Perhaps that information would help put this particular problem in context to your 
Top 10 examples of "Material Problems" that you face. + I'd also suggest that a future article should be about testing for stress fatigue 
inside steam generator tubes, since that still is a major issue in the on-going investigations into the replacement steam generators 
debacle that caused the early decommissioning at San Onofre NPP in California. Because of the different inspection methods 
available, the NRC should have a procedure that requires inspections by the most through technique, rather than accepting whichever 
method the Utility chooses, so that they can then say they have "inspected" their tubes, while in effect using a technology that is far 
from rigorous.

Thanks for you hard work and incite on this issue. This is not an easy issue or inspection to make and it seems you are very 
knowledgeable and protecting the public is a responsible way. Thanks!

We have changed the "style sheet" for the blog so now all links show up in blue and underlined to make them more obvious. Thanks 
for the suggestion. Moderator

Come on, in the 2012/2013 assumption in this outage is you would test 25% of the CRDM and find no cracks. Then test 25% 
thereafter. It is the normal condition that a plant finds no cracks on their CRDM throughout the life of the plant. So far you found 17 
CRDM having cracks …that is 37% of the rods. You usually find lots more cracks after the all the is results come in. You we can’t 
trust the agency to anticipate this blossoming level of degradation…how can we trust the agency to anticipate a leak? How come the 
agency didn’t see this coming? You know, there is a astonishing number of violations going back years with the CRDMs and quality. 
The 2012 leak violations was just a repeat of the 2001...and 2001 was violations repeat of other prior incidences. Just saying, why 
wasn’t the state of the art with metallurgy able to predict in 2012 that Palisades would find “at least” 37% of their CRDMs had cracks 
in them. Believe me, based on all the past reports I read on this, you won’t disclose the full numbers of cracks in the CRDMs (more 
than one per CRDM) till after restart. Why can’t these licensee PhD metallurgist predict future flaws and cracks, instead of justifying 
past flaws? It is illegal to start-up and operate if they had evidence CRDM unidentified leakage was increasing…they assumed they 
didn’t have leaking CRDM because they didn’t have full vision of the CRDM. They did have perfect evidence that the unidentified 
leakage wasn’t a CRDM leak. Lets remember with the incomplete information accident in the Davis Besse head event. The licensee 
and the NRC assumed the CDRM flanges were leaking when it was a crack through the CRDM nozzle and eating the head. Who in a 
new different accident is talking about they were “refusing to communicate uncertainty“. For decades there is a widespread mindset in 
these organization that piping cracks and flaws don’t lead to leaks. That is what is behind this. You get it, these CRDM leaks at 
Palisades tend to show up within a month or so of a start-up and the leak worsens quickly. I’ll bet you both leaks (2001 and 2012) 
actually started before start-up. Palisades has a pattern of calling a prohibited CRDM leaks not a leak….cold bodily waiting to the 
CRDM leak gets to .3 GPM unidentified leakage or more according to their procedures. They have a requirement not to operated with 
pressure boundary leak and they chose to ignore the rules! I am just saying next operating cycle, how can you trust these guys to 
follow the rules? How can you trust these guys with a pattern of behavior like this...when these guys have abnormal or increasing 
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Unclogging a Long-Standing Concern 

posted on Mon, 10 Feb 2014 18:01:09 +0000 

comment #246261 posted on 2014-02-10 16:05:03 by Moderator in response to comment #243251 

unidentified leaking, when they don’t have absolute proof a pressure boundary “is not leaking“…how can you trust them to do the 
right thing with incomplete information. Honestly, how can you trust these guys to meet the commitment they won’t operate with 
pressure boundary leakage again. How can we trust the agency to make sure a plant like Palisades is keying on accurate, up to date 
and real time information about pressure boundary leaks. When Palisades and the agency is knowingly keying off incomplete 
information…that they act “super” conservatively. Next operating cycle will they immediately shutdown the plant when a CRDM 
begins to leak like regulation requires. Will it take weeks and months to shutdown the plant over leaking CRDMs like in the two 
times in the past? In the leaks in 2001 and 2012 Palisades did that. That is a pattern.

To clarify our previous answer, the NRC did a confirmatory analysis, to verify that under the different potential growth scenarios, the 
flaws would still not grow fast enough to cause through wall leaks prior to the present inspection. Elba Sanchez Santiago

Scott Burnell 
Public Affairs Officer 
  
The NRC is on the home stretch of a comprehensive decade-long process to help ensure U.S. reactors have reliable cooling water sources 
after an accident. So far, the first pressurized water reactor site to completely fix the issue to our satisfaction is the Catawba Nuclear Station 

in South Carolina. [caption id="attachment_5058" align="alignright" width="250"]  The first 
pressurized water reactor site to completely fix the issue to our satisfaction is the Catawba Nuclear Station.[/caption] Catawba, owned by 
Duke Energy Carolinas, has shown that pipe insulation or other debris from a coolant pipe break will not clog the “sump” at the bottom of the 
reactor building, and won’t block coolant flowing into the reactor. Importantly, water from a pipe break would collect in the sump and could 
then be used for long-term reactor and containment cooling after an accident. The sump would only come into play after the plant’s other 
supplies of cooling water were not available. The containment sump (also called the emergency or recirculation sump) is part of every U.S. 
reactor’s emergency core cooling system for dealing with serious accidents. After U.S. boiling-water reactors addressed this issue, further 
experience led us to ask pressurized-water reactors (in Generic Letter 2004-02) if debris could block their sump strainers during an accident 
response that needed the sump. The NRC asked all pressurized-water reactor owners to thoroughly evaluate their sumps. The plants would 
then take any appropriate steps (including plant modifications) to ensure the system would work. The plants started by significantly 
increasing the size of their sump strainers. Additional NRC and industry research, however, showed the combination of plant materials and 
the hot, chemical-laden coolant water could sometimes form a gooey mess. These “chemical effects,” together with fibers in debris, could 
still block a sump strainer. Many plants have made changes to reduce or eliminate the chemical effects problem. Catawba is the first 
pressurized-water reactor plant to answer all our questions on potential sump blockage after an accident. We’ll continue reviewing the actions 
from the rest of the pressurized-water reactors until we’re satisfied they’ve all put the sump issue behind them. We expect most pressurized-
water reactors will have finished the job by the end of 2016. 

Comments 

comment #246196 posted on 2014-02-10 15:05:20 by Ellen Hassett Cahill 

comment #247183 posted on 2014-02-11 12:56:53 by Ellen Hassett Cahill in response to comment #246231 

comment #253876 posted on 2014-02-18 10:10:24 by 

Hello; thank you for this post. Might you please address: how does this decade-long-and-counting safety gap tie in with additional 
concern related to recent natural disasters? (e.g. Sandy, Fukushima)

Hi, thank you for your reply. As a "Sandy" example, perhaps Salem sump pumps were affected?

If Catawba Nuclear is one of the many plants which rely on regular inspections of safety-related, or Level I, coatings inside 
containment to assume that they (the coatings) will remain intact and not add to the debris which could contribute to clogging ECCS 
pumps and strainers, they are taking a dangerous and misleading approach. There are tons of coatings which are over 30 years old and 
still in place or have been coated over and there is no inspection which can be done at this point to insure they will remain in place 
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Bringing Fire Protection Into Focus 

posted on Thu, 13 Feb 2014 16:15:26 +0000 

comment #253885 posted on 2014-02-18 10:24:56 by 

comment #247288 posted on 2014-02-11 15:13:00 by Moderator in response to comment #246231 

comment #246231 posted on 2014-02-10 15:36:46 by Moderator in response to comment #246196 

during and after a LOCA. These tons of debris must be included in any flow study and must be accounted for the same as insulation 
and other contributors. The "scratch and sniff" inspections are worthless, as they are performed before the LOCA damaging effects on 
the aged coatings.

Does Catawba Nuclear use "scratch and sniff" inspectors to inspect safety-related coatings inside containment so as to take credit for 
those tons of potential debris not adding to the clogging of ECCS strainers and pumps? These inspections are not reliable simply 
because they do not predict the physical changes to the aged and top-coatings after a LOCA. This is an ongoing dangerous path for 
the NRC to be allowing the plants to follow.

Sandy had no effect on any of the systems inside Salem’s containment buildings, where the sumps are located. As we explained at the 
time (http://public-blog.nrc-gateway.gov/2012/11/01/the-relative-calm-after-the-storm/), riverborne debris and high river levels 
affected a circulating water system that supports other reactor systems at Salem Unit 1. Operators shut down that reactor using normal 
procedures. Scott Burnell

Natural events such as hurricanes or tsunami could deprive a reactor’s systems of electricity, which can quickly lead to problems. 
That’s why, after Fukushima, the NRC requires plants to have enough portable equipment to keep key systems running even if the 
installed power goes out. The sump issue by itself doesn’t immediately affect a plant’s response to an emergency. Plants only 
consider using the sump if an emergency lasts long enough to use up the considerable amount of water already stored at the site. The 
approach Catawba has taken ensures the sump provides an ongoing source of water for long-term use. Scott Burnell

Daniel Frumkin 
Senior Fire Protection Engineer 
  
The NRC’s fire protection staff and graphic artists have worked together to create a new introduction to our website’s fire protection pages. 
The illustrations for the “Prevention,” “Suppression” and “Safe Shutdown” tabs highlight the details in each area of fire protection. 

Prevention is a combination of training, 
NRC inspections and procedures to keep potential fire starters such as welding under control. U.S. reactors have improved their prevention 
efforts over time. In 1985 they reported 22 significant fires. By the late 1990s, even though more reactors were running, the annual reporting 
numbers had fallen by more than half. In 2011 U.S. plants reported only six significant fires – less than one fire for every 10 operating 
reactors. The next layer of protection involves fighting fires if they occur at or near a reactor. Plants’ fire detection systems are a lot like the 
smoke detectors in your house. When these detectors go off, however, trained firefighters show up with extinguishers and fire hoses. Many 
key plant areas also have automatic sprinkler systems. Plants also have plenty of firefighting water available and can get that water onto a fire 
using onsite staff and equipment or fire engines from nearby communities. Even with all these measures, U.S. plants must still be able to 
safely shut down if a fire breaks out. The fire protection approach puts barriers between each reactor’s multiple sets of shutdown equipment, 
so a fire can’t disable all the equipment at once. The power and control cables are separated to make sure that those systems are available to 
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Appreciating a “Thumbs-Up” From Our Overseas Peers 

posted on Tue, 18 Feb 2014 14:26:28 +0000 

shut the plant down. Plants also have alternate control stations if fires disrupt the control room’s ability to manage the situation. The plants 
have emergency power sources, both installed large diesel generators and portable equipment the NRC required after 9/11. These sources 
help ensure fires outside the reactor can’t deprive systems of the electricity they need. Check out the new graphics and fire protection web 
pages. We hope this information makes the topic easier to understand and gives you a better sense of how layers of protection help ensure 
nuclear plants remain safe from fires. 

Comments 

comment #251597 posted on 2014-02-15 13:48:07 by Rich in response to comment #250524 

comment #250524 posted on 2014-02-14 10:33:43 by Moderator in response to comment #250444 

comment #250636 posted on 2014-02-14 12:53:37 by richard123456columbia 

comment #250444 posted on 2014-02-14 08:57:26 by Rich 

Thanks for the prompt informative response. Burning fuel of any type on top of the spent fuel pool's water I agree poses little risk to 
the fuel therein. However burning fuel of any type throughout the entire Auxiliary Building is a different matter. Even 3-hour rated 
fire barriers would be no match for the intense heat created by such a fire. As 9/11 demonstrated even structural steel is no match for 
such a fire.

We briefly mentioned the agency’s post-9/11 actions in the blog post, so here’s more detail. After 9/11 the NRC conducted in-depth 
analyses of scenarios that could disable large areas of a nuclear power due to fires and explosions. These are security-related analyses, 
so we can only say the results show U.S. nuclear power plants of any design will very likely survive a large aircraft impact and 
continue to keep the public safe. To enhance that survivability, after 9/11 the NRC required all U.S. reactors to put in place 
procedures and equipment to maintain key safety functions even after large fires and explosions. These measures are security-related 
so details are unavailable. These post-9/11 measures have, however, been further strengthened by the NRC’s post-Fukushima 
response. Speaking generally, spent fuel pools are built to the same standards as the reactors, so the pools can safely withstand 
extreme events. Burning fuel of any type on top of a spent fuel pool’s water would present very little risk to the fuel. Scott Burnell

Speaking generally, spent fuel pools are built to the same standards as the reactors, so the pools can safely withstand extreme events. 
Burning fuel of any type on top of a spent fuel pool’s water would present very little risk to the fuel If fire above fuel pool but if plane 
is guided through the tin roof into the fuel pool smashing bundles into each other causing a fire from a nuclear reaction, how can fire 
fighter get close or into the building with out a lead suit so heavy they can not walk.

Thanks for the information on the fire protection features of nuclear power plants. I have one concern involving the adequacy of fire 
protection measures in the event of an aircraft crash into a plant’s spent fuel pool. An aircraft crash into a spent fuel pool not only 
represents a large missile hazard to fuel stored in the spent fuel pool but also results in a massive aviation-fuel fed fire in the entire 
Auxiliary Building of the plant. Such a fire would threaten redundant safety systems and equipment relied on for safe shutdown of the 
plant. Furthermore, manual fire fighting efforts would be impossible not only due to the massive fire but also due to the large amount 
of radioactivity in the Auxiliary Building itself. Please advise as to measures in place to cope with such an unlikely but devastating 
event.

Jennifer Uhle 
Deputy Director 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
  
It’s always great to hear people use words such as “effective,” “exemplary” and even “inspiration” to describe the job you’re doing. It’s even 
better when those people are your international peers, talking about such topics as the NRC’s response to the March 2011 Fukushima 
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accident. Five senior nuclear regulators from Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, 
Sweden and the United Kingdom, along with International Atomic Energy Agency staff, just spent a week examining our work. This 
Integrated Regulatory Review Service team is part of an IAEA program that independently reviews a country’s nuclear regulator. We greatly 
appreciate their putting so much time and effort into the visit. I oversaw the agency’s responses to the team, and I’m proud of how our staff 
earned such high marks. The IRRS report talks a lot about our Fukushima work. It also discusses our response to a 2010 IRRS visit that 
looked in detail at how the NRC regulates nuclear power plants. The team reviewed our immediate response to the accident. They then 
looked at our ongoing effort to enhance U.S. reactor safety based on what the accident taught us. They concluded the NRC has “acted 
promptly and effectively … in the interests of the public health and safety in both the U.S. and Japan.” The team said our Near-Term Task 
Force report was “a source of inspiration for many regulatory bodies worldwide.” They also looked at how we’ve inspected U.S. reactors on 
Fukushima-related issues. They called that work “exemplary.” We’re honored our approach to learning from Fukushima and acting on that 
knowledge is so well-respected. We also appreciate their noting there’s still more to do in working all the Fukushima-related changes into our 
regulations. We’re pleased that our peers felt the NRC’s efforts have properly answered almost every 2010 recommendation or suggestion 
about how we oversee nuclear power. They also noted how well we’ve been learning from relevant events in non-nuclear industries. They 
also suggested we develop a more orderly process for a U.S. reactor to move from operation to decommissioning. We can always get better as 
an agency, so we’re going to see how best we can work on that suggestion. The NRC understands how valuable peer review is, so we’ll 
continue to support IRRS missions worldwide. We’ll also work with the IAEA to see how additional visits to the U.S. might fit into our 
future schedule. 

Comments 

comment #256752 posted on 2014-02-21 10:45:56 by stock in response to comment #256037 

comment #256966 posted on 2014-02-21 15:15:41 by CaptD in response to comment #256037 

comment #256853 posted on 2014-02-21 12:47:40 by stock in response to comment #256030 

comment #256855 posted on 2014-02-21 12:52:20 by S.T. 

CaptD, great and creative thinking, and all this casking work will be a real economic shot in the arm and a source of work for those 
from the closing nuclear industry. However, spent fuel is a hot potato that no one wants to touch, so here we are, at grave risk to 
environmental disaster (storm, flood, Carrington) or terrorist attack.

To the Moderator: It is a sad state of affairs that the NRC does not even have an on going public outreach program to get as much 
input as possible to help determine the lowest cost method to store nuclear waste! BTW, I have spoken to the Director Division of 
Waste Management & Environmental Protection of the NRC about storing Nuclear Waste and at this time there is no approved 
method to transport or store long term used high burn up fuel rods yet they are in use! I question that it is the only the DoE's problem; 
in fact I believe that there should be a multi-Agency task force on dealing with nuclear waste and if there is not one at this time then 
one should be created ASAP.

Indeed it is in their mission statement to promote nuclear. Hard to think we get honesty in the face of accidents.

Meltdown: What Really Happened at Fukushima? The authors have spoken to several workers at the plant who recite the same story: 
Serious damage to piping and at least one of the reactors before the tsunami hit. All have requested anonymity because they are still 
working at the plant or are connected with TEPCO. One worker, a maintenance engineer in his late twenties who was at the 
Fukushima complex on March 11, recalls hissing and leaking pipes. “I personally saw pipes that came apart and I assume that there 
were many more that had been broken throughout the plant. There’s no doubt that the earthquake did a lot of damage inside the 
plant," he said. "There were definitely leaking pipes, but we don’t know which pipes – that has to be investigated. I also saw that part 
of the wall of the turbine building for Unit 1 had come away. That crack might have affected the reactor.” A second worker, a 
technician in his late 30s, who was also on site at the time of the earthquake, narrated what happened. “It felt like the earthquake hit in 
two waves, the first impact was so intense you could see the building shaking, the pipes buckling, and within minutes, I saw pipes 
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comment #256660 posted on 2014-02-21 08:34:05 by Moderator in response to comment #256037 

comment #259662 posted on 2014-02-24 05:15:23 by Sanna 

comment #256030 posted on 2014-02-20 16:34:49 by CaptD 

comment #256035 posted on 2014-02-20 16:40:41 by CaptD in response to comment #254106 

comment #256037 posted on 2014-02-20 16:46:06 by CaptD in response to comment #253852 

bursting. Some fell off the wall. Others snapped. I was pretty sure that some of the oxygen tanks stored on site had exploded but I 
didn’t see for myself. Someone yelled that we all needed to evacuate and I was good with that. But I was severely alarmed because as 
I was leaving I was told and I could see that several pipes had cracked open, including what I believe were cold water supply pipes. 
That would mean that coolant couldn’t get to the reactor core. If you can’t sufficiently get the coolant to the core, it melts down. You 
don’t have to have to be a nuclear scientist to figure that out.” Before the dawn on March 12, the water levels at the reactor began to 
plummet and the radiation began rising. Meltdown was taking place. The TEPCO Press release issued on March 12 just past 4am 
stated, “the pressure within the containment vessel is high but stable.” There was a note buried in the release that many people 
missed. “The emergency water circulation system was cooling the steam within the core; it has ceased to function.” Oddly enough, 
while TEPCO later insisted that the cause of the meltdown was the tsunami knocking out emergency power systems, at the 7:47 p.m. 
TEPCO press conference the same day, the spokesman in response to questions from the press about the cooling systems stated that 
the emergency water circulation equipment and reactor core isolation time cooling systems would work even without electricity. 
http://www.thewire.com/global/2011/07/meltdown-what-really-happened-fukushima/39541/

Suggestions on dealing with spent nuclear fuel are best sent to the Department of Energy, which is the entity responsible for it. You 
can find more information here: http://www.energy.gov/downloads/strategy-management-and-disposal-used-nuclear-fuel-and-high-
level-radioactive-waste Moderator

A thumbs-up or thumbs-down is a common hand gesture achieved by a closed fist held with the thumb extended upward or 
downward in approval or disapproval, respectively. Very informative post . keep posting such helpful blog.

YES to most of the comments! I'd like to add that now that the Japanese Gov't. is responsible for their ongoing Fukushima radioactive 
pollution debacle and since they now have decided that they also want nuke weapons, I'd suggest that the Japanese be added to the list 
of countries that are not friendly to others, especially since the Japanese are now stirring their neighbors up against China. If one 
looks at Fukushima as nothing but a nuclear ransom event (aka like the Somali pirates) then Japan thumbing their nose at the World's 
offers for assistance becomes quite a difficult "pill" to swallow! I'd also suggest that most readers realize that the IAEA is nothing but 
the official cheerleaders for the nuclear industry, so them doing anything besides promotion is just NOT going to happen! Sure, they 
can sometimes inspect and smile for staged photos and even issue big reports but that is all they accomplish, that is beside their 
primary function which is to protect the nuclear industry at all costs...

Stock, I'm happy to report that almost all of the info is available since San Onofre whistle blowers have decided that going public is 
far more important to the safety of the Country than retaining their identity from the public. These detailed technical documents have 
been sent in many formats to not only the Chairman and many within the NRC but also to all those that oversee the NRC's activities!

Stock Posted on 10/26/12 I've already suggested that the NRC offer a Million Dollar Prize for the best way to "solve" the nuclear 
waste storage problem" for the next 50 years, so please consider this idea as my "low cost" solution to America's "long term" 
radioactive waste storage problem: Make use of our Military Testing Bases and or our MOA’s (Military Operation Area’s) out west, 
which are really huge tracts of land (think tens of thousands of acres) used ONLY by the military and already secured by them 24/7! 
Placing these very large (heavy) concrete casks in a poke-a-dot pattern will allow for at least 50 to 100 years of storage, safe from 
everything except a War, (in which case every reactor is just as vulnerable) and then revisit the storage problem then; at which time, 
probably a future solution will allow for an even better, lower cost “final solution”… Because these casks would be very large and all 
look alike nobody would know what was in any one of them, which would be yet another level of security for the casks containing 
even higher levels of nuclear waste! An ideal outside coating for these casks would be similar to the spray-on "bed liner" used for 
pickup trucks that not only prevents rusting and or damage for the life of the vehicle but would also seal the casks to prevent leakage 
of any kind! Hopefully these casts would be similar in size to a large shipping container so that existing material handling equipment 
could be used to load, unload and or move them about without "inventing" a mega hauler vehicle. By keeping the "footprint" of these 
casks similar to a large 40 foot container, the stacking and or placement of them might also be semi or fully automated which would 
not only save money but again keep the exact location of any specific cask secret! The monitoring of these casks 24/7/365 could even 
be done via satellite since these casks are similar in size to rocket launchers which are easily seen from space. In another 50 to 100 
years, storage technology will be such that, yet another lower cost solution for all this waste will be found, and then it can be 
considered verses continuing to using the above storage plan... Perhaps sometime In the future, a safe low cost solution like lifting it 
all into space via a space elevator* and then shoving it into an orbit that will send it into the SUN for final recycling will present 
itself... BTW: Area 51 (which does not even exist officially) contains huge tracts of land that has already been used as a nuclear 
testing site (and is still contaminated and is now off limits to all but a few forever) would allow all this material to effectively 
disappear... * The Space Elevator Project (LiftPort) http://liftport.com/ is something that the NRC should help fund ASAP, because it 
represents the best way to actually eliminate storing nuclear waste on Earth!
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comment #259203 posted on 2014-02-23 19:34:23 by CaptD in response to comment #256855 

comment #254677 posted on 2014-02-19 06:58:26 by Rich 

comment #254866 posted on 2014-02-19 11:28:49 by stock in response to comment #254677 

comment #253850 posted on 2014-02-18 09:41:58 by 

comment #253852 posted on 2014-02-18 09:45:13 by stock 

comment #253853 posted on 2014-02-18 09:46:10 by Rich 

comment #254106 posted on 2014-02-18 16:34:42 by stock in response to comment #253937 

comment #254145 posted on 2014-02-18 17:37:29 by stock 

comment #254054 posted on 2014-02-18 15:22:57 by in response to comment #253853 

comment #253914 posted on 2014-02-18 11:34:06 by joy cash 

The massive earth quake knocked down many large power towers which also affected on site backup power systems and also 
shattered many critical piping connections which started leaking core and steam turbine coolant which then set off radiation alarms!

This diatribe is tongue in cheek but I think there is some truth in it so here goes… The IAEA should stay out of our nuclear business. 
They are not allowed to mess with the Israelis and should not be allowed to mess with the US. The US and other members of NATO 
with nuclear capabilities should have the same exemption. IAEA efforts should be aimed at rogue nations only, Iran, Russia, & N 
Korea especially. NATO members are above reproach and do not pose any threat to others. This is because our President and other 
leaders of the free world are above reproach. We have not and will not threaten others very existence. It’s just a case of recognizing 
the good guys from the evil ones. ‘What is good for the goose is good for the gander’ does not apply in this case. Also it is a matter of 
national sovereignty. We in no way want a world body threatening our country. The IAEA is just a puppet of the UN. The UN has 
already tried to take away our right to keep and bear arms. They cannot be trusted. So maybe the best solution is to dissolve both the 
IAEA and the UN. We would save a lot of money. Also Israel could continue to be our hit man in the world. Iran will not get the 
bomb only because Israel will not allow it. The UN and its puppets have failed to keep the peace and are impotent and worthless 
organizations.

Good point, since the IAEA is kind of evil in the way they control the ability of the WHO World Health Organization to speak the 
truth about radiation, why the heck would we want them even in a minor way, reviewing our nuclear programs.

Fantastic. Five Stars. Thank you for sharing.

Many US citizens will join in this praise when the NRC gets on the program of removing the most dangerous material on earth, from 
on top of the most dangerous machine on earth, and not letting it sit there for decades on end. I speak of the spent fuel being stored at 
the reactors "for convenience". Everything over 5 years should be dry casked immediately for mutliple benefits, including national 
and local security, and the economic shot in the arm of doing so. Also as plants close down, this will be the perfect transitional job for 
those losing jobs at the plants. We all live on borrowed time until we address the spent fuel, and waiting on the dreamland of the safe 
single repository is a weak excuse for doing nothing. Get on it, and God speed to ye.

It is most interesting to note that the only suggestion this international organization mentioned was with regard to facilitating the 
transition of nuclear plants from operation to decommissioning. Not a word about moving forward faster on building new nuke plants 
or taking care of our huge high level radioactive waste stockpiles. Beware of praise from the international community. May be a sure 
sign we are on the wrong track.

CaptD, the information is not readily available, but methinks the shutdown of the plant may have been negotiated in part by agreeing 
not to civilly or criminally prosecute the participants who knowlingly and willingly broke the regulations and the laws. If so good 
riddance, and I would have hoped the NRC had enough steadfastness to at least make sure that the "not proven guilty" parties also 
agreed to never work in the nuclear industry again, or they will just unleash their hijinks on us again.

Visualize how good it would feel to have the people who pay your salary through utility rates, the people you are mandated to serve 
and protect.....visualize how good it would feel to have 340,000,000 people thinking that you are serving them correctly, with your 
well paid jobs on the sweat of our brow.

The purpose of this mission was to review the NRC's progress and actions in response to the over 20 combined recommendations and 
suggestions that the IAEA identified during its original mission in 2010, so I wouldn't expect them to come up with a whole lot of 
new findings during this mission...

Back slapping among your peers are feel good moments. Stating NRC acted "promptly & effectively in the interest of public health & 

Page 28 of 34



How Boots on the Ground Put Eyes on the Problem 

posted on Thu, 20 Feb 2014 14:22:57 +0000 

comment #253937 posted on 2014-02-18 12:03:54 by CaptD 

safety" is an over-statement given no widespread monitoring is in place, or if it is, public has yet to be properly notified of Fukushima 
radiation levels & safety precautions. Public was not warned of original Fukushima plume & is still waiting for seafood monitoring to 
be made highly visual to protect health & safety. US government's response to Fukushima's radiation increase, raise legally allowable 
limits. How convenient to avoid facing reality of increasing cancer & birth defects rates. Goverment's positioning in not wanting to 
panic general populace protects no one. We are adults, we can make infomed decisions with honest data.

I'd be far more interested in learning about how all these Regulators rate the NRC's ability to investigate problems with the NRC's 
enforcement of current regulations! Case in point, many have provided detailed documentation about San Onofre's replacement steam 
generator debacle which occurred 01/31/12 to many within the NRC including the Chairman and to date their have been no fines, or 
other factual disclosures made by the NRC that point to the causes of that debacle. Additionally as far as I know the NRC has still 
failed to provide Senator Boxers EPW NRC Oversight Comm. with the requested complete set of documents relating to the design 
and operational problems which occurred at San Onofre that they requested a long time ago! Patting other Regulators on the back for 
a job well done is one thing but NOT providing answers that may very well affect part of and/or the entire US nuclear fleet is quite 
another! As the NRC should know, when it come to Nuclear Safety getting timely answers to important technical/operational 
questions is Job #1.

Diane Screnci 
Senior Public Affairs Officer 
Region I 
  
The importance of paying close attention to what’s different day-to-day led to two recent inspection findings at nuclear power plants in 

Region I. [caption id="attachment_5084" align="alignright" width="300"]  NRC Resident 
Inspector Douglas Dodson is always looking closely at systems at the Ginna nuclear power plant.[/caption] Scaffolding is sometimes erected 
at nuclear plants to allow workers to reach areas or equipment they couldn’t reach otherwise, the same as at other facilities. While walking 
down the plant last August, the Ginna resident inspector noticed temporary scaffolding was preventing full operation of a sprinkler system. 
When looking into it further, the inspectors learned workers had not received prior approval by the on-site fire department to block the 
sprinkler, as required by plant procedures. After being notified of the finding, the company took immediate action to correct the scaffolding 
and placed the issue in its corrective action program. However, this was the 13th issue related to scaffolding at Ginna since September 2012 
and NRC inspectors documented this performance deficiency in their quarterly inspection report. The resident inspectors will continue to 
follow the company’s corrective actions to assure they’re effective and comprehensive. The NRC resident inspectors at Peach Bottom also 
had an inspection finding related to scaffolding. During an August inspection to ensure that changes made for a Unit 3 refueling outage 
hadn’t led to any new radiological hazards that could impact the onsite workers, the inspectors found some temporary scaffolding made it 
possible to access a locked high radiation area. It seems the scaffolding would have allowed someone to reach a permanent ladder that led to 
a high radiation area. There also were no signs to alert workers to the radiological conditions despite a requirement that such areas be posted 
and controlled to avoid unnecessary worker exposure. Based on the inspectors’ feedback, the company posted workers in the area until it 
could take more permanent action to prevent access to the area. After more questions by the resident inspectors, the company performed a 
thorough review of both units (called an extent-of-condition review) and found twelve additional areas that required enhanced 
controls/postings. An NRC inspection report documented the finding. These are two good examples of inspectors remaining aware of 
changing conditions and activities taking place in the plant. It also shows the inspectors asking the important question “have you considered 
the extent of condition?” This review may uncover a programmatic issue and/or increase the risk significance depending upon the condition 
of other similar systems, structures or components. 

Comments 

comment #259974 posted on 2014-02-24 12:13:25 by Rich A 

It is interesting to also note that the NRC failed to mention the elephant in the room when bragging about finding scaffolding 
problems at the Ginna plant. The NRC is finally getting around to thinking about hammering Ginna for not correcting in a timely 
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NRC Science 101: Understanding Ionizing Radiation – It’s Not That Bohr-ing! 

comment #257217 posted on 2014-02-21 22:01:08 by Nikohl Vandel in response to comment #255890 

comment #259478 posted on 2014-02-24 01:28:36 by Julio Stager 

comment #261007 posted on 2014-02-25 15:25:36 by Rich in response to comment #260837 

comment #255838 posted on 2014-02-20 12:00:55 by Rich 

comment #260837 posted on 2014-02-25 10:36:51 by Anonymous in response to comment #259974 

comment #255752 posted on 2014-02-20 10:15:33 by CaptD 

comment #255890 posted on 2014-02-20 13:14:47 by Moderator in response to comment #255749 

comment #255749 posted on 2014-02-20 10:11:39 by Nikohl Vandel 

manner a flood protection deficiency that is decades old. You would think that the nuke industry would learn from other plants 
experiences. Wasn't that long ago that the Fort Calhoun Station was cited for flood protection deficiencies by the NRC. Luckily those 
deficiencies were corrected just prior to an actual flood at the plant. We should expect much better performance not only from Ginna 
management but from NRC management as well.

yeah, but that's not on word press .... :-)

This could have led to a serious hazard! Good that they found it before any bad could happen!

Far be it from me to give the NRC credit where credit is not due. But in this case the NRC did identify a flood protection problem at 
Fort Calhoun in the fall of 2010. The flood occurred the following spring of 2011. While you are quite correct on the official closing 
of the finding in 2013 by the NRC, the licensee found additional flood protection deficiencies after the NRC found that flood 
protection problem in 2010. This was documented in an LER that was supplemented with not only the flood protection problems 
found but with the extensive corrective action taken to correct them. I do believe the NRC played a key role by identifying the 
inadequacy of using sandbags on top of flood gates in 2010. Without the NRC's involvement at that time many deficiencies in the 
flood protection program at the plant would have been left uncorrected when the actual flooding occurred. This is something the NRC 
can legitimately take credit for in its inspection program.

THIS IS LIKE DENVER’S FIRST PLAY IN THE SUPER BOWL The scaffolding problems identified by the NRC should never 
have happened, just like Denver’s infamous first offensive play in the Super Bowl. Scaffolding erection is not rocket science and is 
not unique to nuclear power plants. Scaffolding that blocks fire sprinkler heads is inexcusable and such a dumb and dangerous thing 
to do. In addition scaffolding that would allow access to high radiation areas is like fumbling a snap from the line of scrimmage. 
When such basic fundamental stuff is screwed up it makes you wonder what is going on with the more complicated stuff in the plant. 
Finding such obvious problems in a plant is nothing to brag about. It is a shameful thing and to think these were repetitive mistakes is 
abhorrent. Furthermore, all the performance indicators for each of these plants were in excellent shape even after all these readily 
apparent problems were identified. You would think there either needs to be better &/or more NRC boots on the ground or much 
better NRC “platoon” leaders. I think it is the latter and NRC management is to blame. The regulatory framework is seriously flawed 
when such pitiful performance is not appropriately reflected in the performance indicators for these plants.

Fort Calhoun's flood protection deficiencies were not corrected prior to the flood. The NRC was still issuing findings, which got 
wrapped up into the yellow finding, a year after the flood. The finding wasn't closed until mid-2013.

RE: "However, this was the 13th issue related to scaffolding at Ginna since September 2012" Guess the Ginna Operators did not get 
the message the first dozen times! Fines of $10,000 that get TRIPLED for each repeated failure to conform to Reg.'s would solve this 
issue quickly. As we have seen before, all too often, workers failing to follow safety rules can start fires or WORSE; now is the time 
for the NRC to fund a study by an outside non industry group to determine why the NRC is having so much trouble enforcing its own 
Regulations and who the biggest Industry offenders are so that their sites can be "flooded" with additional NRC inspectors from 
outside that Region, in order to bring the Utility up to compliance or SHUT THEM DOWN. It is obvious to me that the NRC has 
been far to lenient to the Operators of Ginna for far to long! The USA cannot afford even one Trillion Dollar Eco-Disaster like 
Fukushima and it is up to the NRC to insure that never happens to US, so them treating the operators of nuclear power plants like 
spoiled children is not acceptable!

You can get the latest regarding the agency's "waste confidence" activities here: http://www.nrc.gov/waste/spent-fuel-
storage/wcd.html Moderator

this reminded me of Bob the Builder or Mr. Rogers explaining nuts and bolts of a really specific job no one ever really thinks about 
until we do. And, I got to ask, how is the issue of nuclear waste coming along? ty for all you do.
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posted on Mon, 24 Feb 2014 16:28:47 +0000

Harry Anagnostopoulos 
Health Physicist 
  

In this post, we will be discussing ionizing radiation. But to do that, we first have to talk about 
radiation, in general, and then build up to the concept of ionization. In previous NRC Science 101 posts, we’ve talked about the composition 
of an atom, including electrons, protons and neutrons. In 1913, physicist Niels Bohr made adjustments to an earlier model which imagined 
that the structure of an atom was similar to a solar system: electrons in circular orbits around a “sun” otherwise known as an atomic nucleus. 
While modern atomic science has a more accurate understanding of the atom, Bohr’s model is still useful. It is easy to visualize and helps us 
to think about the relationship between electrons and energy. So, for the purposes of this post, let’s use Bohr’s atomic model. Radiation is 
simply the transfer of energy through a medium. The medium can be anything: water, air or even the vacuum of outer-space. The transfer of 
energy can be carried out by particles or by electromagnetic waves. Let’s conduct a small experiment. Imagine putting your face close to (but 
not touching) a bare 100-watt light bulb in a lamp. If you did this, and closed your eyes, could you still tell if the light was on? Could you feel 
the heat on your face, even though you are not touching the bulb? Of course you could. That’s radiation! Light, heat, pressure waves in the air 
(sound), radio signals, and x-rays are all forms of radiation. As noted in prior NRC Science 101 posts, the core of an atom (the nucleus) is 

surrounded by orbiting electrons, like planets or comets around a sun. The number of electrons (each with one 
negative electric charge) usually equals the number of positive charges in the center (from an equal number of 
protons). These charges cancel out. However, if an orbiting electron is pushed out of its orbit (due to it absorbing 
energy from an outside source), the charges are now unequal. The result? An “ion pair” has been formed. The 
creation of an “ion pair” is called . . . ionization. Ionizing radiation is radiation with enough energy to create ion 
pairs in atoms. It is ionizing radiation that is of particular interest to the NRC because of its potential to cause 

health effects (as will be discussed in a future post). To help you visualize this, think again 
about Bohr’s model. Imagine a comet (standing in place of an electron) passing through our solar system. As the comet approaches the sun, it 
feels an intensifying push as light from the sun imparts more and more energy to the comet. Eventually, there is so much “push” that the 
comet either changes speed or changes direction. Now where will it go? Will it now be on course to strike a planet or will it veer out of our 
solar system? It’s exactly what could happen to an electron in the subatomic universe it occupies. But this example is nothing compared to the 
bizarre realm of atomic physics where a solar system (an atom) might spit out a mini-version of itself, split into two, or where two twin 
comets (electrons) might appear out of nothing! And there’s more! However, you will have to wait until a later post. 

Comments 

comment #260867 posted on 2014-02-25 11:30:45 by George Rublein 

comment #261831 posted on 2014-02-26 13:18:19 by Moderator in response to comment #261735 

comment #261880 posted on 2014-02-26 14:20:54 by Garry Morgan in response to comment #261735 

Garry, ionizing radiation has been around since the earth was formed. It is still being formed naturally in our own atmoshere from 
atoms in the atmoshere absorbing neutons from outer space. We now know that nuclear reactions occur naturally in the earth. Life on 
earth evolved with background radiation. What the lesson attempts to do is educate. With eduaction comes understanding and putting 
risks into proper perspective. For example, you have a greater risk of dying from cancer from UV radiation from the sun than you do 
from working at a nuclear power plant for 50 years. It is good to educate the public about radiation and nuclear power to prevent the 
irrational fear of the unknown. I think it is you who is spreading propaganda by peddling fear.

Mr. Morgan – As you see, your earlier comment was indeed posted despite not being totally germane to the subject of the blog post 
above. We have no problems with you calling us names or questioning our intelligence, integrity and honesty, though we do ask you 
to be respectful to other blog readers and commenters. And we hope that you realize that in any normal workday the Office of Public 
Affairs is dealing with numerous calls from the public, the media, and of course various tasks generated from within the agency in 
addition to managing this blog. While we do not censor comments that meet our very basic and generous guidelines, sometimes the 
flow of business prevents us from posting them immediately.
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comment #261123 posted on 2014-02-25 17:44:27 by Garry Morgan in response to comment #260867 

comment #261131 posted on 2014-02-25 17:52:13 by Garry Morgan in response to comment #260997 

comment #261891 posted on 2014-02-26 14:34:39 by Garry Morgan 

comment #260222 posted on 2014-02-24 16:52:21 by Garry Morgan 

comment #261774 posted on 2014-02-26 11:58:22 by George Rublein in response to comment #261123 

comment #261758 posted on 2014-02-26 11:42:11 by Moderator in response to comment #261123 

comment #261556 posted on 2014-02-26 05:37:36 by Sanna 

comment #261735 posted on 2014-02-26 11:22:14 by Garry Morgan in response to comment #261131 

Mr. or Ms Moderator, thank you. the post is very germane. It is my position that the original post downplays the significance of 
ionizing radiation generated by nuclear materials such as nuclear fuels, nuclear reactors, etc. The analogy of a light bulb as compared 
to ionizing radiation from such sources is propaganda. It is my position that the regulator regulate and leave the propaganda education 
to the DOE and the NEI.

Of course it is describing radiation, that is not the point of my post. The point is the description of radiation originating from a source 
such as a light bulb as compared to ionizing radiation from a nuclear reaction or highly radioactive spent fuel. The NRC is responsible 
for regulating the nuclear industry, not propagandizing the dangers of ionizing radiation from nuclear fuel facilities and nuclear 
reactors. There is no comparison in the heat from a light bulb and ionizing radiation from a source such as spent nuclear fuel, a 
nuclear reactor or the nuclear fuels process. Here is an OMG statement - "We now know that nuclear reactions occur naturally in the 
earth." And you think nuclear power plants and nuclear weapons are natural? Speaking of fear - citizens should be very concerned 
about the propensity to propagandize nuclear power as safe and clean. It kills and has cost American tax payers over $10 billion 
dollars in nuclear worker health care costs, and that is just a fraction of the real costs of health care for nuclear workers as not all sites 
are counted in the EEOICP. Tens of thousands of American nuclear workers have been sickened and died as a result of the nuclear 
fuel process. Like the warmth of a light bulb, was that what the families were told of their sick or dead family members? Propaganda -
this is the same type of propaganda which attempts to convince American citizens that nuclear powered automobiles and aircraft are 
feasible. Yea I'm afraid of nuclear engineers who spin and deceive in the attempts to justify this dangerous energy form and its 
expense as a safe, clean and to cheap to meter form of power generation. Nuclear power reactors and nuclear weapons are 
inseparable. Do not play down the risks of dangerous nuclear power, its costs and the massive amounts of nuclear spent fuel trash that 
is increasing as we type. Tell the truth, stop the propaganda of the Atoms for Peace Program, it is antiquated.

You say: "The article is describing the difference between radiation, which is the transfer of energy without being in contact with the 
source of energy, and IONIZING radiation which causes the production of ions." That is true, I read the article very carefully and that 
is the reason I say it is propaganda to downplay the risk of ionizing radiation generated by nuclear reactors and the nuclear fuels 
process. I want the regulator to regulate, not issue forth a program of a maskirovka for school children.

Mr. Rublein or whomever: There is reason to fear that which is promoting a hundred billion dollar++ industry founded on nuclear 
weaponry. Nuclear Physics 101 or natural, self sustaining nuclear reactions in Africa, the sun, the center of the earth or universe is not 
the mission of OUR government regulator. Safety and health of the citizenry is their business. The topic makes for interesting 
discussion, but it is not "germane" to the regulators mission found here http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-
collections/nuregs/brochures/br0099/r10/#mission thus described: NRC Mission — To Protect Public Health and Safety

Equating a nuclear reaction to a light bulb is propaganda and ridiculous. It is like comparing apples and poisonous mushrooms and 
saying it is ok to eat either one. Ionizing radiation...potential to cause health effects, you think? You are attempting to simplify nuclear
devices and dangerous substances in a description which facilitates propaganda, not accuracy nor science. Here's an image for you - 
are you suggesting that the NRC wizards of propaganda place their collective heads next to unprotected spent nuclear fuel rods? Your 
analogies are propaganda designed to lessen the risks and dangers of nuclear power.

OMG! Self sustaining nuclear chain reactions lasting a few hundred thousand of years were discovered in 1972 in Africa. Nuclear 
energy must be respected but there is no need for irrational fear. You have a greater risk of being killed on the highway than from 
nuclear power. Good luck in dealing with your fear of radiation.

The subject post clearly distinguishes the light bulb example from ionizing radiation. It does not promote the nuclear industry, but 
rather explains a small part of the very basic science of nuclear physics. Further comments debating the pros or cons of nuclear 
power, whether the civilian power industry or as here, including the early weapons production program, will be moved to the Open 
Topics Forum. Moderator

Great post. Ionizing radiation which has a higher frequency and shorter wavelength than nonionizing radiation, has many uses but can 
be a health hazard; exposure to it can cause burns, radiation sickness, cancer and genetic damage.
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Personal Accountability Supports an Organization’s Safety Culture 

posted on Thu, 27 Feb 2014 19:46:15 +0000 

comment #261730 posted on 2014-02-26 11:19:48 by George Rublein in response to comment #261556 

comment #260997 posted on 2014-02-25 15:04:43 by David Andersen in response to comment #260222 

I have noticed my reply to Mr. Rublein is not present. It was important and descriptive of the regulator and the nuclear industry. Was 
it censored, or does the truth concerning nuclear power deaths and sickness, via our government's statistics, disturb the NEI's puppet 
masters, the NRC? Will you also censor this reply? Being honest seems to be a problem with the NRC. I ask of you to post the reply 
to Mr. Rublein If you post my previous critical reply to Mr. Rublein that is great, and appreciated. However, not to post it is indicative 
of a regulator which serves as a puppet to the NEI and has a penchant for propaganda and censorship while not allowing citizen 
comments on this governmental communications resource.

Yes, acute amounts of ionizing radiation has harmful biological effects but so does drinking excessive amounts of water or breathing 
pure oxygen. The linear model of radiation exposure where it is assumed that any amount of radiation is harmful is being 
reconsidered by the scientific community. L.E. Feinendegen in his article "Evidence for Beneficial Low Level Radiation Effects and 
Radiation Hormesis" from the British Journal of Radiology Radiation suggests that low doses of ionizing radiation may be beneficial, 
stimulating the activation of repair mechanisms that protect against disease, that are not activated in absence of ionizing radiation. 
The reserve repair mechanisms are hypothesized to be sufficiently effective when stimulated as to not only cancel the detrimental 
effects of ionizing radiation but also inhibit disease not related to radiation exposure. If this is true, then chronic low doses of ionizing 
radiation could act to immunize us to cancer.

The article is describing the difference between radiation, which is the transfer of energy without being in contact with the source of 
energy, and IONIZING radiation which causes the production of ions. You need to read more carefully.

Stephanie Morrow 
Safety Culture Program Manager 
  
Personal accountability is one of the traits of a positive safety culture as outlined in the NRC’s Safety Culture Policy Statement. It’s defined 
as “all individuals take personal responsibility for safety.” But what does that really mean “in the real world” of the day-to-day operations of 
an NRC licensee? I recently had an “aha moment” about the important role each employee plays in an organization when I accompanied a 
family member to the emergency room. I could immediately see how there are many employees beyond the doctors and nurses who have a 
direct impact on the quality of patient care. These employees ranged from the person who wipes down the surfaces we come in contact with, 
to reduce the transfer of germs and bacteria; to the individuals who ensure paperwork is accurate and maintained in a secure and private 
system of records; to the patient advocate who ensures you understand the information you need to make informed decisions. There are also 
employees who ensure you are physically safe by monitoring the facility and ensuring that individuals who enter the hospital have an 
appropriate reason for being there. In a hospital, some of these employees are volunteers who recognize the important role their hospital plays 
in their community. So the “aha” moment was that it’s not just one group—like the managers or front line employees—who support an 
organization’s safety culture. Instead, it’s the combined efforts of all people in the organization supporting the safety mission. To apply this to 
the NRC environment, engineers at a nuclear power plant support the mission and contribute to a positive safety culture by ensuring design 
documentations are up-to-date. Administrative staff supports the mission by ensuring those documents are properly formatted and filed in the 
organization’s record management system. Janitorial contractors support the mission by ensuring that facilities are safe and clean. Radiation 
control professionals support their organization’s safety mission by following procedures to ensure that radiation and radioactive materials 
are used safely. Whatever one’s role, he or she impacts the health, safety and underlying culture of the organization. Personal accountability 
means that every member of the organization takes ownership for their job and appreciates the role they play in supporting the organization’s 
overall safety mission. When employees demonstrate personal accountability, they are helping to shape and maintain a positive safety culture 
in their organization. And a positive safety culture means a safer environment for all of us. 

Comments 

comment #262598 posted on 2014-02-27 15:17:13 by Dave Rossin 

comment #262606 posted on 2014-02-27 15:34:42 by Lewis Conner 

This piece sounds like the writer just attended an NEI or ANS meeting on the subject a couple of decades ago.

Dr. Morrow’s post is correct but I would like to expand on the dynamic relationship between culture and behavior. Organizational 
culture and behavior is a two-way street. When people act to support the mission their behavior is directed by policies, rules, orders, 
procedures and other formal guidance. But there is often room for discretion, especially in the decisions individuals or groups make, 
and this discretion is not applied randomly, it is guided by the dominant culture—the values, mental models, history and other 
artifacts of experience. Actions (both programmed and discretionary) not only reflect the culture, they shape it. If certain behavior is 
praised or rewarded, it is likely to be repeated and the implicit values underlying that behavior are reinforced. This is one mechanism 
by which underlying values are brought into congruence with an organization’s espoused values, e.g., the primacy of safety.

Page 33 of 34



comment #263401 posted on 2014-02-28 19:43:35 by CaptD 

comment #262856 posted on 2014-02-28 00:33:46 by Joyce Agresta 

If the NRC gave large tax-free awards to nuclear whistle blowers we might start to develop a real safety culture where employees 
were confident that their input was not only accepted but valued! As it is today, we have instead developed a nuclear CYA culture 
where the operating Utilities tend to make life miserable, or much, much worse, for anyone that does anything that might affect Corp. 
profits. I challenge the NRC to post both the number of completed and on-going whistle blower investigations along with their 
resolutions for the last two decades; that will "cut to the chase". This info will hopefully serve as a directional signpost that points out 
where and just how far the NRC needs to go if they really want to pat themselves on the back for encouraging all workers to speak out
freely as nuclear safety requires!

Stephanie Morrow Safety Culture Program Manager : Your above post and “Safety Culture Program” PSY module might be 
appreciated by unique group of people with unique belief systems. It does not sit well with the general public. If you are attempting to 
provoke an uh-oh moment and fear then good job ! Nuclear Safety should not be applied or even discussed as an artistic freedom. One
might hope you’ll find some more applicable ah-ha moments to lessen the founded fears of the public. I positively think a surprise 
HOT ROOM Drill just a drill with a decontamination scrub down , quick radition death audio in the background would help you 
understand the publics fears as founded bring some family along for two ah-ha's. Something you'll always remember I do. At best 
your simplistic approach is offensivley condescending . Best wishes to your family member.......J.Agresta
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