
Additional Commissioner Comments to be Included in the SRM
if Agreed to by a Maiority of the Commission

(b)(5)
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(b)(5)

...

FK 1600 of 2833



Laufer, Richard

From: Gilles, Nanette
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2011 5:39 PM
To: Wright, Darlene; Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew, Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle;

Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret;
Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John;
Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina;
Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas;
Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre,
Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John; Moore,
Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani;r0/"
RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel- e Jeffry;
Shea, Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine- pe ; Temp,
WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren, Roberta; •ebecca;
Joosten, Sandy; Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, LNeh- enez, Patricia;
Nieh, Ho; Ostendorff, William; Apostolakis, George; Lui tiaa; Lisann, Elizabeth;
Golder, Jennifer; Sexton, Kimberly; Riddick, Nicole

Cc: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Subject: RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0124 (Near-Term T sk/k eport)

(b)(5)

Nanette V. Gilles
Technical Assistant for Reacto
toCommissonerApostola *
U. S. Nuclear Regulator0 ssion

Phone: 301-415-11
Email: nanette

From: -r'D//arlene
Sent: a fia•October 06, 2011 4:44 PM
To: ett teven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford,
AnIIP,,,11 Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes,
Joi "wford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken;
Hen rson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea;

/Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John; Moore, Scott;
Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip;
Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA;
Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren, Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Joosten, Sandy;
Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho; Ostendorff, William; Apostolakis,
George; Lui, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; Golder, Jennifer; Gilles, Nanette; Sexton, Kimberly; Riddick, Nicole
Cc: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Subject: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0124 (Near-Term Task force Report)

1
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Hart, Ken

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Sharkey, Jeffry
Wednesday, October 12, 2011 11:17 AM
Wright, Darlene; Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake,
Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen;
Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger;
Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson,
Karen; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock,
Andrea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader, Marshall, Michael;
Monninger, John; Moore, Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani;
RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Shea, Pa I ".Sosa,
Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Tern mlietti-
Cook, Annette; Warren, Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Joosten Sandy; ' atrick;
Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho; Ostendorff, 1, lstolakis,
George; Lui, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; Golder, Jennifer; GiIles a exton, Kimberly;
Riddick, Nicole
Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-1 1-0124 (Near-Term Task forc
11-0124 srm -kls.docx

(b)(5) r
If

Thanks,

Jeff 4

From: Wright, Darlene
Sent: Thursday, October 06, 2011 4:44 PM .c e
To: Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua, • dlchelle; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna;
Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen; "ij!mp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford,
Carrie; Davis, Roger; Foprma, Melody; Franovich , ;Glbbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr,
Unda; Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon . n,.Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet;
Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, M j ,ninger, John; Moore, Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole,
Brooke; Reddick, Darani; RidsEdoDraftSi eResource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela;
Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svini• Kris e; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren,
Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Joost ,' y; Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho;
Ostendorff, William; Apostolak', e; ui, Christiana; Usann, Elizabeth; Golder, Jennifer; Gilles, Nanette; Sexton,
Kimberly; Riddick, Nicole 1. / "
Cc: Mitchell-Funderburk, Nat•flIt
Subject: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0124 (Near-Term Task force Report)

The attached fil R ins a draft SRM which is being circulated for the normal 3-day period for Commission
review. As prv in the Internal Commission Procedures, the staff is "...afforded an opportunity to review
the SRM to r hat the Commission decision is clear and understandable and that resource, schedular,
and leg ints are properly considered." Please provide any responses to Ken Hart (KRH), Richard
Laufer (R,\ Rochelle Bavol (RCB5), and Pam Shea (PWS)./-
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Commissioner Svinicki's Comments on Version A

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

R. W. Borchardt
Executive Director for Operations

Annette L. Vietti-Cook, Secretary •ZDED

STAFF REQUIREMENTS - SECY-1 1-0124 - R NDED
ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN WITHOUT DELAY E NEAR-
TERM TASK FORCE REPORT

(b)(5)

cc: Ch &'aný'Jaczko
Cdnssioner Svinicki
0ni Sioner Apostolakis

• issioner Magwood
•mmissioner Ostendorff
S GC

CFO
OCA
OPA
Office Directors, Regions, ACRS, ASLBP (via E-Mail)
PDR
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Additional Commissioner Comments to be Included in the SRM
if Agreed to by a Majority of the Commission

(b)(5)
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(b)(5)
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Hart, Ken

From: Nieh, Ho
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2011 11:29 AM
To: Wright, Darlene; Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake,

Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen;
Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger;
Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson,
Karen; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock,
Andrea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael;
Monninger, John; Moore, Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani;
RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, fry'/,Shea,
Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Tern' O Temp,
WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren, Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Joospl,^ W."
Castleman, Patrick: Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; 04% 1slliam;
Apostolakis, George; Lui, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; Golder, Jenniftr es, Nanette;
Sexton, Kimberly; Riddick, Nicole

Cc: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie 5
Subject: RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0124 (Near-Term Task force•

(b)(5)

Thanks,

Ho

Ho Nieh
Chief of Staff
Office of Comrmissione!ýWcjlm Ostendorff
U.S. Nuclear Regulltoryo. so
(301)6415-18111

(301) 415-177 Yf•:
ho.nieh n•Dhn

From: •Ngh Darlene
Sent: Thursday, October 06, 2011 4:44 PM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna;
Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Usa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford,
Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr,
Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet;
Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John; Moore, Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole,
Brooke; Reddick, Darani; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela;
Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren,
Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Joosten, Sandy; Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho;
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Laufer, Richard

From: Bubar, Patrice
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2011 6:00 PM
To: Wright, Darlene; Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle;

Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen;
Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie;
Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart,
Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten,
Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan;
Mamish, Nader, Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John; Moore, Scott; OrersWilliam;
Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote _Es= rce;
Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; S .el 's;
Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; T ;pV , Vietti-
Cook, Annette; Warren, Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Jooste astleman,
Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Nel Ho, ndorff, William;
Apostolakis, George; Lui, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth;, er, Jjnnifer; Gilles,
Nanette; Sexton, Kimberly; Riddick, Nicole

Cc: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Subject: RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0124 (Near-Term T, k/fo ke-eport)

(b)(5)

Thank you.

Patty Bubar : ,
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William g od
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Co, isSi q
301-415-1895

From: Wright, DanrJe
Sent: Thursday,, b 2011 4:44 PM
To: Baggett, teveh;j.Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford,
Anna; Bu b ýtioe;,Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes,
John; c •' arrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken;
Hende~o,'~ren; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea;
Laufe1 d; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John; Moore, Scott;
0O'•lliam; Pace, Pat; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip;
Sav• Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA;
Yemp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren, Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Joosten, Sandy;
Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho; Ostendorff, William; Apostolakis,
George; Lui, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; Golder, Jennifer; Gilles, Nanette; Sexton, Kimberly; Riddick, Nicole
Cc:' Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Subjedt: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0124 (Near-Term Task force Report)

The attached file contains a draft SRIVM which is being circulated for the normal 3-day period for
Commission review. As provided in the Internal Commission Procedures, the staff is "...afforded an
opportunity to review the SRM to ensure that the Commission decision is clear and understandable and
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Laufer, Richard

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2011 6:27 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles,

Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann,
Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-
Cook, Annette

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice;
Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie;
Davis, Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO ETAs Fo'pma,
Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Hender nKaren
Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KL p- Lepre,
Janet; Loyd, Susan; MitchelI-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, Joo ,David;
Moore, Scott; Nieh, Ho; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brool, jA, Darani;
Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel: Sosa, Belk'ys: er, Herald;
Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM-, rre oberta; Wright,
Darlene

Subject: GBJ extension request to respond to DRAFT SRM - 0124 (Near-Term Task
force Report)

Please note below the GBJ extension request in which to respoV6 ubject draft SRM. Assuming
there are no objections, the extension will be granted. Any ofc&av an objection should notify
SECY.

Thanks,
Rich

From: Marshall, Michael
Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2011 5:08 PM
To: Hart, Ken; Laufer, Richard
Cc: Coggins, Angela; Batkin, Joshua; M e.T'in; Bavol, Rochelle; Shea, Pamela
Subject: RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-01 Near-Term Task force Report)

Hello Ken and Rich,

The Chairman's office r an extension until Friday, October 21, 2011.

Michael L. Marshail,
Policy Advisorf4,'•
Office of the Ch ka'n
U.S. NLucle,/gLralto! Y Con..mmission

/he• , • i :, 5

E in ak 'cQel.marshall(~nrc any

rom: eWright, Darlene
Sent: Thursday, October 06, 2011 4:44 PM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny;
Bradford, Anna; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins,
Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina;
Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon;
Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader;
Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John; Moore, Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick,
Darani; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela;
Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook,
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Bavol, Rochelle

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:

Subject:

Attachments:

Sharkey, Jeffry
Friday, October 14, 2011 5:27 PM
Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike;
Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall,
Michael; Orders, William; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp,
Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Dhir,
Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina;
Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon;
Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; IVOelit-/ '

Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Nieh, HLve_ Karen;
Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild j" , Carmel;
Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, 301p, WDM;
Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
RE: GBJ extension request to respond to DRAFT SRM- SECY• 1 §24ear-Term Task
force Report)
11-0124.srm.docx

(b)(5)

Thanks,

/.
Jeff

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Friday, October 14,. 201.1 6:27 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patric Fovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman,
Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisan El I5'•tth, Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea,
Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette "'2'

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; BI • h•en; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen;
Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, C Da-is, Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs;
Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Great a radlncy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon;
Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy;4 Ee_ p; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; MitchelI-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John;
Montes, David; Moore, Scott; N'l 1Tve, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole;
Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carm ;,$6,,•elkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM;
Warren, Roberta; Wright, .)Drl=,.
Subject: GBJ extension r 9dest to respond to DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0 124 (Near-Term Task force Report)

Please note belo t /GBJ extension request in which to respond to the subject draft SRM. Assuming there
are no objectiie I =s& xtension will be granted. Any office having an objection should notify SECY.

Thanks,
Rich /

From: Marshall, Michael
Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2011 5:08 PM
To: Hart, Ken; Laufer, Richard
Cc: Coggins, Angela; Batkin, Joshua; Monninger, John; Bavol, Rochelle; Shea, Pamela
Subject: RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0124 (Near-Term Task force Report)

Hello Ken and Rich,

7
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Bavol, Rochelle

From: Sosa, Belkys
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2011 5:45 PM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike;

Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall,
Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns,
Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane,
Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO_ETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy;
Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia;
Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, atalie;
Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Nieh, Ho

Subject: Re: GBJ extension request to respond to DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0124 r-- Task
force Report)

(b)(5)

Sent from an NRC Blackberry
Belkys Sosa

/ \

From: Laufer, Richard. LA^1/,

To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovic., Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman,
Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Mars 1, 1; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea,
Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bo z, ny; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen;
Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Rogt, Ir eha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO-ETAs;
Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hale a th; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon;
Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Leprer, o t yd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John;
Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Nieh, Ho; Olive, Kre1)Kp~eIatti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole;
Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys' S er, gerald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM;
Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
Sent: Fri Oct 14 06:27:01 2011 £.'
Subject: GBJ extension request to respon o DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0124 (Near-Term Task force Report)

Please note below the GBJ e quest in which to respond to the subject draft SRM. Assuming there
are no objections, the exter io be granted. Any office having an objection should notify SECY.

Thanks,
Rich

From: Marshal M el
Sent: Thurs '•r 13, 2011 5:08 PM
To: Hart, fyifer, Richard •
Cc: Cogginrs,)ngela; Batkin, Joshua; Monninger, John; Bavol, Rochelle; Shea, Pamela
Subject,/RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0124 (Near-Term Task force Report)

Hello Ken and Rich,

The Chairman's office requests an extension until Friday, October 21, 2011.

Michael L. Marshall, Jr.
Policy Advisor for Reactors
Office of the Chairman

5
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Bavol, Rochelle

From: Bubar, Patrice
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2011 5:48 PM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike;

Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall,
Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bupp, Margaret; Burns,
Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane,
Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy;
Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patric.ia";
Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburkl,)fta1ie;
Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Nieh, Ho; Olive, Karen; Pac• Poole,
Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carm lkys;
Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, W •en, Roberta;
Wright, Darlene

Subject: RE: GBJ extension request to respond to DRAFT SRM - SECY-11- 2•4 ear-Term Task
force Report) 4 V

(b)(5)

Patty Bubar
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William D. Magwood
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission "V
301-415-1895

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2011 6:2•.1M \
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Roch• e, leman Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman,
Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lau 'rd; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea,
Pc:Armela; ng Ve inaCa; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen;
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Bat., a ilake

Chairman Temp; Clark• Llsa,ýCrawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs;
Fopma, Melody; Gi Ciatit Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon;
Jimenez, Patricia s , Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John;
Montes, David; oo0 , Scott; Nieh, Ho; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole;
Rothschild, "'%•• , Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM;
Warren, t~~lWright, Darlene
Subject: Gexension request to respond to DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0124 (Near-Term Task force Report)

/

Please note below the GBJ extension request in which to respond to the subject draft SRM. Assuming there
are no objections, the extension will be granted. Any office having an objection should notify SECY.

Thanks,
Rich

From: Marshall, Michael

Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2011 5:08 PM

3
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Bavol, Rochelle

From: Nieh, Ho
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2011 5:48 PM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike;

Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall,
Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns,
Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane,
Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO_ETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy;
Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patriciaý
Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; MitchelI-Funderburkatalie;
Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; P r oke;
Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa^ eiser,
Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; W r rta; Wright,
Darlene /

Subject: RE: GBJ extension request to respond to DRAFT SRM - SECY-11 -24 ear-Term Task
force Report)

(b)(5)

Ho ,zoV
Ho Nieh
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William C. Ostendorff U.S. Nuclear ty Commission
(301) 415-1811 (office)

(b)(6) (mobile)
(301) 415-1757 (fax)
ho.nieh(@nrc.aov

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2011 6:27 AM ,./X
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; n, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken;
Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua, ferRichard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William;
Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; V Ctk, Annette
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, - Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns,
Stephen; Chairman Temp; , *1 ' sa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret;
Droggitis, Spiros; EDO ET. s F.pma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth;
Henderson, Karen; Herr"L4 t f-udson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet;
Loyd, Susan; Mitch~ ~~lI-F'erburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Nieh, Ho; Olive,
Karen; Pace, Pat Wole, •rooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa,
Belkys; Speise. ra; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright,
Darlene
Subject: GB• ion request to respond to DRAFT SRM - SECY-1 1-0124 (Near-Term Task force Report)

Please/nbte elow the GBJ extension request in which to respond to the subject draft SRM. Assuming there
are no objections, the extension will be granted. Any office having an objection should notify SECY.

Thanks,
Rich

From: Marshall, Michael
Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2011 5:08 PM
To: Hart, Ken; Laufer, Richard
Cc: Coggins, Angela; Batkin, Joshua; Monninger, John; Bavol, Rochelle; Shea, Pamela
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Laufer, Richard

From: Marshall, Michael
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2011 11:37 AM
To: Wright, Darlene; Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle;

Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret;
Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John;
Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina;
Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas;
Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer, Richard-Lepre,
Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Monninger, John; Moore, Scott; Orders, William;
Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Foource;
Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; So llIs;
Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; T,, Vietti-
Cook, Annette; Warren, Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Jooste r astleman,
Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Niet.H, , ndorff, William;
Apostolakis, George; Lui, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; r .J, nnifer; Gilles,
Nanette; Sexton, Kimberly; Riddick, Nicole

Cc: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Subject: RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0124 (Near-Term Tk', eport)

(b)(5)

1.
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(b)(5)

Michael L. Marshall, Jr.
Policy Advisor for Reactors
Office of the Chairman
U.S Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Phone- 301-415-1750
Email: nichael.rnarshall@nrc.gov

From: Wright, Darlene
Sent: Thursday, October 06, 2011 4:44 PM e
To: Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Roch~e , Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny;
Bradford, Anna; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, hStepr "r*an Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins,
Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopmavlj Iy; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina;
Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Lind an, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon;
Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer, Ricl ' eee, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader;
Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John; Moore, Scott;, Tiham; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick,
Darani; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschi ri voy, Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela;
Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristi.Te6nm EA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook,
Annette; Warren, Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecc/Jo.lten, Sandy; Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir,
Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho; Osten I am; Apostolakis, George; Lui, Christiana; Lisann,
Elizabeth; Golder, Jennifer; Gilles, Na tte'lton, Kimberly; Riddick, Nicole
Cc: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Subject: DRAFT SRM - SECY-1 ,0.24 (Near-Term Task force Report)

The attached fileacon SRM which is being circulated for the normal 3-day period for
Commission review. ed in the Internal Commission Procedures, the staff is "...afforded
an opportunity to r 'ewl SRM to ensure that the Commission decision is clear and
understandable t resource, schedular, and legal constraints are properly considered."
Please provitj esponses to Ken Hart (KRH), Richard Laufer (RJL), Rochelle Bavol
(RCB5), a9qo,-n ea (PWS).

2
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Laufer, Richard

From: Nieh, Ho
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2011 2:09 PM
To: Wright, Darlene; Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle;

Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret;
Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John;
Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina;
Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas;
Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre,
Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John; Moore,
Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; o ./
RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; ey Jeffry;
Shea, Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristineelft _•; Temp,
WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren, Roberta; T • ebecca;
Joosten, Sandy; Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, jeh' enez, Patricia;
Ostendorff, William; Apostolakis, George; Lui, Christian 1L2hnnElizabeth; Golder,
Jennifer; Gilles, Nanette; Sexton, Kimberly; Riddick, NiVE"

Cc: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Subject: RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0124 (Near-Term Tikf.Report)

(b)(5)

S(b)(5)

Thank you.

Ho

Ho Nieh
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William C. Qste,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory CommisiorX
(301)415-1811 (office)

I (b)(ý6) (mobile)
(301) 415-1757 (fax)
ho.nieh(nrc.,qov

From: Wright, Darje
Sent: Thursday,% 2011 4:44 PM
To: Baggett, tev!',"Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford,
Anna; Bub ,latrice.Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes,
John; CP r arrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken;
Hendei-o}<, ren; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea;
Lauf lld; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John; Moore, Scott;
0 IIiilliam; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip;
SaV Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA;

///Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren, Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Joosten, Sandy;
Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho; Ostendorff, William; Apostolakis,
George; Lui, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; Golder, Jennifer; Gilles, Nanette; Sexton, Kimberly; Riddick, Nicole
Cc: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Subject: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0124 (Near-Term Task force Report)

The attached file contains a draft SRM which is being circulated for the normal 3-day period for
Commission review. As provided in the Internal Commission Procedures, the staff is "...afforded an
opportunity to review the SRM to ensure that the Commission decision is clear and understandable and
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Laufer, Richard

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2011 3:08 PM
To: Bubar, Patrice; Sosa, Belkys
Cc: Hart, Ken
Subject: draft SRM- SECY-11-0124(Near-Term Task force Report)

Patti / Belkys -

(b)(5)

Thanks,
Rich Q

"X"

C,

\Q
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Laufer, Richard

From: Bubar, Patrice
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2011 3:21 PM
To: Laufer, Richard; Sosa, Belkys
Cc: Hart, Ken
Subject: Re: draft SRM- SECY-1 1-0124(Near-Term Task force Report)

(b)(5)

From: Laufer, Richard
To: Bubar, Patrice; Sosa, Belkys
Cc: Hart, Ken
Sent: Tue Oct 18 15:08:01 2011
Subject: draft SRM- SECY-11-0124(Near-Term Task force Report)

Patti / Belkys -

(b)(5)

Thanks,
Rich

/'/o

/

/
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MitchellI-Fu nderburk, Natalie

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Thursday, October 20, 2011 10:06 AM
Hart, Ken; Bavol, Rochelle; Joosten, Sandy; Bates, Andrew; Laufer, Richard; Shea, Pamela;
Library Resource
Wright, Darlene
PUBLIC RELEASE OF DOCUMENTS

The following document(s) have been publicly released:

Document: SRM on SECY-0124-Recommended Actions to be Taken Without Delay From
Force Report

Task

Accession #: ML1 12911571

Release Date: 10/18/2011

Document: Commission Voting Record -SECY-1 1-0124

Accession #: ML1 12930036

Date: 10/20/2011

..Afatae Afd (uid~u
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of the Secretary of the Commission
11555 Rockville Pike
Rockville, MD 20852
Mailstop: O-16G4
Phone: (301) 415-1968
Fax: (301) 415-1101
Natalie.MitchelI-Funderurkt.nrc.aov

IJS.NRC

I
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POLICY ISSUE
(Notation Vote)

October 3. 2011 SECY-11-0137

FOR: The Commissioners

FROM: R. W. Borchardt
Executive Director for Operations

SUBJECT: PRIORITIZATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN IN
RESPONSE TO FUKUSHIMA LESSONS LEARNED

PURPOSE:

The purpose of this paper is to provide, for Commission consideration, the staff's proposed
pdoritization of the Fukushima Near-Term Task Force (NT-F) recommendations to (1) reflect
regulatory actions to be taken by the staff in response to the Fukushima lessons learned;
(2) identify implementation challenges; (3) include the technical and regulatory bases for the
prioritization; (4) identify additional recommendations, if any; and (5) include a schedule and
milestones with recommendations for appropriate stakeholder engagement and involvement of
the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS). The enclosure provides detailed
information to address these points.

BACKGROUND:

The NTTF was established to complete the near-term review required by the Chairman's
tasking memorandum of March 23, 2011 (COMGBJ-11-0002). In SECY-11-0093, "Near-Term
Report and Recommendations for Agency Actions Following the Events in Japan," dated
July 12, 2011, the NTTF provided its recommendations to the Commission. The staff
requirements memorandum (SRM) for SECY-1 1-0093, dated August 19, 2011, directed the staff
to recommend a prioritization of the Task Force recommendations by October 3, 2011.

CONTACT: David L. Skeen, NRR/DE
301-415-3298



The Commissioners -2-

DISCUSSION:

As directed by SRM-SECY-1 1-0093, the staff reviewed the NTTF recommendations within the
context of the NRC's existing regulatory framework and considered the various regulatory
vehicles available to the NRC to implement the recommendations. This review was conducted
by a team consisting of NRC senior management representatives and technical experts.

Prioritization and Assessment

The staff initially prioritized the recommendations based on its judgment of the potential and
relative safety enhancement which could be realized by each. First, the staff considered
whether any of the NTTF findings identified an imminent hazard to public health and safety. As
was previously discussed in SECY-1 1-0124, "Recommended Actions to be Taken Without
Delay from the Near-Term Task Force Report," the staff agrees with the NTTF that none of the
findings rise to this level. Additionally, in SECY-1 1-0124, the staff identified a subset of the
NTTF recommendations which should be undertaken without unnecessary delay. These are
the recommendations that the staff previously concluded have the greatest potential for safety
improvement in the near term, recognizing that the staff does not have sufficient resources to
initiate action on all recommendations at this time.

The staff then performed an assessment of each NTTF recommendation to determine the
required regulatory activities, an estimated schedule, and associated resource impacts. An
important element of this assessment was the objective of not unnecessarily diverting the
NRC's or nuclear industry's focus from other important, ongoing safety-significant activities in
the course of addressing the NTrF recommendations. This should not, however, be interpreted
as a lack of urgency on the part of the staff in addressing those NTiF recommendations
identified as being initiated without unnecessary delay.

To further inform this process, the staff conducted a public meeting with representatives of the
nuclear industry on September 21, 2011, to better understand their current plans and actions to
address the lessons learned from the Fukushima Daiichi event. The meeting minutes and
transcript are available in the Agencywide Documents Access and Management System
(ADAMS) at ML11271A122.

As a result of the staffs prioritization and assessment process, the NTTF recommendations
were prioritized into three tiers:

Tier 1. The first tier consists of those NTTF recommendations which the staff
determined should be started without unnecessary delay and for which sufficient
resource flexibility, including availability of critical skill sets, exists. This tier
includes all the actions identified in SECY-11-0124 and two additional items. The
additional items are the following: (1) the inclusion of Mark II containments in the
staff's recommendation for reliable hardened vents associated with NTTF
Recommendation 5.1, and (2) the implementation of spent fuel pool (SFP)
instrumentation proposed in Recommendation 7.1. After submitting
SECY-1 1-0124, the staff continued its review of these recommendations. This
review led the staff to conclude that resolution of the reliable hardened vents
issues for Mark I and II containments should be undertaken concurrently. The
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staff also concluded that installation of SFP instrumentation should be initiated
without delay. Hence, the Tier 1 recommendations are the following:

2.1 Seismic and flood hazard reevaluations

2.3 Seismic and flood walkdowns

4.1 Station blackout (SBO) regulatory actions

4.2 Equipment covered under Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR)
50.54(hh)(2)

5.1 Reliable hardened vents for Mark I and Mark II containments

7.1 SFP instrumentation

8 Strengthening and integration of emergency operating procedures, severe
accident management guidelines (SAMGs), and extensive damage mitigation
guidelines

9.3 Emergency preparedness regulatory actions (staffing and communications)

Tier 2. The second tier consists of those NTTF recommendations which could not be
initiated in the near term due to factors that include the need for further technical
assessment and alignment, dependence on Tier I issues, or availability of critical
skill sets. These actions do not require long-term study and can be initiated
when sufficient technical information and applicable resources become available.
The Tier 2 recommendations are the following:

7 SFP makeup capability (7.2, 7.3, 7.4, and 7.5)

9.3 Emergency preparedness regulatory actions (the remaining portions of
Recommendation 9.3, with the exception of Emergency Response Data System
(ERDS) capability addressed in Tier 3)

Tier 3. The third tier consists of those NTTF recommendations that require further staff
study to support a regulatory action, have an associated shorter-term action that
needs to be completed to inform the longer-term action, are dependent on the
availability of critical skill sets, or are dependent on the resolution of NTTF
Recommendation 1. The staff has focused its initial efforts on developing the
schedules, milestones, and resources associated with Tier 1 and Tier 2 activities.
Hence, information regarding the Tier 3 recommendations is not included in the
enclosure. Once the staff has completed its evaluation of the resource impacts
of the Tier 1 and Tier 2 recommendations, it will be able to more accurately
address the Tier 3 recommendations.
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The Tier 3 recommendations include all of the items identified for long-term evaluation in the
NTTF report. In addition, the staff prioritized NTTF Recommendations 2.2, 9.1, 9.2, 9.3 (ERDS
capability), and 12 into Tier 3. The Tier 3 recommendations and associated priortization logic
are as follows:

2.2 Ten-year confirmation of seismic and flooding hazards (dependent on
Recommendation 2.1)

3 Potential enhancements to the capability to prevent or mitigate seismically-
induced fires and floods (long-term evaluation)

5.2 Reliable hardened vents for other containment designs (long-term evaluation)

6 Hydrogen control and mitigation inside containment or in other buildings (long-
term evaluation)

9.1/9.2 Emergency preparedness (EP) enhancements for prolonged SBO and multiunit
events (dependent on availability of critical skill sets)

9.3 ERDS capability (related to long-term evaluation Recommendation 10)

10 Additional EP topics for prolonged SBO and multiunit events (long-term
evaluation)

11 EP topics for decision-making, radiation monitoring, and public education (long-
term evaluation)

12.1 Reactor Oversight Process modifications to reflect the recommended defense-in-
depth framework (dependent on Recommendation 1)

12.2 Staff training on severe accidents and resident inspector training on SAMGs
(dependent on Recommendation 8)

Additional Issues under Consideration

As directed by SRM-SECY-1 1-0093, the staff has sought to identify additional recommendations
related to lessons learned from the Fukushima Daiichi event beyond those identified in the
NTTF report. Many additional recommendations have been received both from NRC staff and
extemal stakeholders, including the Office of Science and Technology Policy, Congress,
international counterparts, other Federal and State agencies, non-governmental organizations,
the public, and the nuclear industry. These issues have been raised in a variety of forums,
including the staff's August 31, 2011, public meeting and the Commission's September 9, 2011,
meeting. In the process of beginning to evaluate these additional recommendations, the staff
has emphasized maintaining discipline with regard to which recommendations are associated
with the staffs efforts to implement lessons learned from the Fukushima Daiichi event and
which are more appropriately addressed through other existing NRC processes (e.g., 10 CFR
2.206, 10 CFR 2.802, etc.). Going forward, the staff will focus on ensuring that issues which
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may, or may not, have a direct, clear nexus with the Fukushima Daiichi event are addressed
through the appropriate regulatory process.

At this time the staff has identified a number of additional issues with a clear nexus to the
Fukushima Daiichi event that may warrant regulatory action but which were not included with
the NTTF recommendations. Although the staff's assessment of these issues is incomplete at
this time, several of these issues have already been judged to warrant further consideration and
potential prioritization based on relative safety significance, nexus to NTTF recommendations,
and other ongoing staff activities. A determination of whether any regulatory action is necessary
will be made after the completion of this consideration. If the consideration determines that
regulatory action is required, the staff will prioritize these additional recommendations consistent
with the approach taken with the NTTF recommendations. The additional recommendations
warranting further considerationand potential prioritization are:

Filtration of containment vents

Instrumentation for seismic monitoring

Basis of emergency planning zone size

Prestaging of potassium iodide beyond 10 miles

Transfer of spent fuel to dry cask storage

Loss of ultimate heat sink

There are additional potential recommendations that have been raised, but for which there has
been insufficient time to consider in significant depth. In addition, the staff expects the list of
potential additional recommendations to continue to increase as we receive feedback from our
external stakeholders, through our interactions with the international regulatory community, and
through the mining of the Fukushima Daiichi event for additional lessons learned by the nuclear
industry and NRC. There are also numerous reports, either already issued or in preparation,
including the official Government of Japan report, which the staff will continue to review to
enhance our understanding of the event at Fukushima Daiichi.

Overview of Implementation, Schedule, and Resource Challenges

The overriding challenge the staff will face when implementing actions to address the NTTF
recommendations will be redefining agency priorities while ensuring that this process does not
displace ongoing work that has greater safety benefit, work that is necessary for continued safe
operation, or other existing high priority work. The staff has identified some examples of work,
including National Fire Protection Association 805 reviews; resolution of Generic Safety Issue
191, "Assessment of Debris Accumulation on PWR [pressurized water reactor] Sump
Performance;' implementation of the recently updated emergency preparedness rule; materials,
fuel facility, and reactor oversight program activities; and near-term combined license reviews,
which the staff does not intend to delay to work on the NTTF recommendations. This will be a
continuous process as new operating reactor issues emerge which, because of their potential
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impact on safety, may take priority over action on some lower priority NTTF recommendations.
The staff will make use of available risk information and experience when performing these
periodic re-evaluations.

The enclosed assessments provide an initial evaluation of the critical skill sets necessary to
develop and complete the regulatory actions associated with each NTTF recommendation.
However, the staff has not had sufficient time to fully integrate the actions assessed in the
enclosures with the balance of the staff's ongoing work. Consequently, the enclosed schedules
and milestones qualitatively reflect nominal schedules and any known interdependencies with
other efforts.

Additionally, the staff proposes to initiate actions on the NTTF recommendations under the
premise of assuring or redefining the level of protection of public health and safety that should
be regarded as adequate in accordance with the backfit rule. The staff will engage stakeholders
to inform its development of technical and regulatory bases for the imposition of new
requirements associated with each of the recommendations in support of Commission decision-
making.

The staff also recognizes that there are resource and implementation challenges that licensees
and federal and state agencies may experience particularly with regard to skill sets in high
demand (e.g., probabilistic risk assessment, seismic, and flooding expertise). Ultimately these
resource and skill set constraints may impact the rate at which the Fukushima Daiichi lessons
learned can be implemented by licensees.

For new reactor designs currently under review, safety issues should be resolved at the design
stage, to the extent practical. Consistent with the Commission policy encouraging
standardization, it would be prudent to implement safety enhancements prior to certification or
design certification renewal. As such, the staff intends to begin interactions with new reactor
stakeholders in the near term to allow sufficient opportunity for design certification applicants
and design certification renewal applicants to address recommended design-related safety
enhancements prior to completion of the staff's review. It should be noted that imposition of
new requirements as part of a design certification renewal is governed by 10 CFR 52.59. The
staff will encourage reactor vendors to provide enhanced safety features and safety margins
consistent with the Commission policy on advanced reactors. With regard to near-term
combined license reviews, the staff discusses options in SECY-1 1-0110, "Staff Statement In
Support of the Uncontested Hearing for Issuance of Combined Licenses and Limited Work
Authorizations for Vogtle Electric Generating Plant, Units 3 and 4 (Docket Nos. 52-025 and
52-026), dated August 9, 2011, and SECY-1 1-0115, uStaff Statement in Support of the
Uncontested Hearing for Issuance of Combined Licenses for the Virgil C. Summer Nuclear
Station, Units 2 and 3 (Docket Nos. 52-027 and 52-028)," dated August 19, 2011.

Additional Actions Related to the Chairman's Tasking Memorandum COMGBJ-1 1-0002

In COMGBJ-1 1-0002, the Commission directed the staff to develop a sequence of events
following the March 11, 2011, earthquake and tsunami at the Fukushima Daiichi and to consider
the applicability of lessons learned from the event to licensed facilities other than power
reactors.
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In response to this direction, the NRC and the Department of Energy signed the "Addendum to
the Memorandum of Understanding between U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and U.S.
Department of Energy on Cooperative Nuclear Safety Research Related to Fukushima Daiichi
Accident Study," (ADAMS MLI 11930010) in June 2011. This Addendum describes a
cooperative research program to conduct a study of the Fukushima Daiichi accident in order to
develop a thorough understanding of the accident progression of each reactor and spent fuel
pool. The purpose of the study is to reconstruct the sequence of events at Fukushima Daiichi in
order to characterize and model events from the perspective of accident mitigation and
response and validate severe accident modeling. In addition, the staff is working with Federal
counterparts, industry, and the international community, including the Government of Japan, to
establish cooperative efforts to share and integrate specific information into a common
understanding of the sequence of events of the Fukushima Daiichi accident.

The staff is also considering the applicability of lessons learned to licensed facilities other than
power reactors and taking appropriate actions. For example, the staff is issuing a temporary
instruction (TI) to guide the staff's independent verification of fuel facility licensees' ability to
prevent and/or mitigate the consequences of events which could challenge the safety or
licensing bases of those facilities. The TI will also enable staff to evaluate the adequacy of
licensee emergency preparedness programs for dealing with the consequences of events. The
staff will also take into account insights from Generic Issue 199, 'Implications of Updated
Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Estimates in Central and Eastern United States on Existing
Plants," in the evaluation of the inspection results. The staff also plans to evaluate the
applicability of lessons learned to research and test reactors, independent spent fuel storage
installations, and reactors that have permanently ceased operations but still maintain fuel in a
SFP.

COMMITMENTS

The staff will provide an evaluation of the schedule and milestones, resources and critical skill
sets, and implementation challenges related to addressing the Tier 3 recommendations to the
Commission within 9 months. At the same time, the staff will also provide its prioritization of the
additional recommendations identified in this paper to the Commission. Should the staff
prioritize any of the additional recommendations as Tier 1, the staff will promptly inform the
Commission of its determination.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The staff recommends that the Commission approve the prioritization of the NTTF
recommendations provided above and direct the staff to take action on the Tier I and Tier 2
recommendations as described in the enclosure.

RESOURCES

The NRC's fiscal year 2012 (FY1 2) budget under Congressional review does not include
resources for activities discussed in this paper. For FY13, the NRC's proposed budget was
submitted to the Office of Management and Budget prior to the issuance of the NTTF report
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The Commissioners -8-

and, as such, includes limited funding for activities discussed in this paper. The staff now
anticipates that resource needs will exceed the current requests, as indicated in the enclosure.

The staffs estimate to undertake the Tier I and Tier 2 activities described in this paper is
30 FTE in FY12 and 90 FTE in FY13. However, the staff notes that these FTE values may
change if funding for the use of contractors is allocated for these activities.

The enclosure provides, for each recommendation, the staffs resource estimate and the
supporting schedules and milestones, including stakeholder engagement and, when
appropriate, involvement of the ACRS. Additionally, within the enclosure the staff has identified
the critical skill sets and potentially impacted organizations.

COORDINATION

The Office of the General Counsel has reviewed this paper and has no legal objection. The
Office of the Chief Financial Officer has reviewed this paper for resource implications and has
concurred.

R. W. Borchardt
Executive Director
for Operations

Enclosure:
Staff Assessment and Prioritization

of NTTF Recommendations

Commissioners' completed vote sheets/comments should be provided directly to
the Office of the Secretary by COB October 25, 2011.

Commission Staff Office comments, if any, should be submitted to the
Commissioners NLT October 18. 2011, with an information copy to the Office
of the Secretary. If the paper is of such a nature that it requires additional
review and comment, the Commissioners and the Secretariat should be apprised
of when comments may be expected.

DISTRIBUTION:
Commissioners
OGC
OPA
OIP
OCA
ACRS
ASLBP
CFO
EDO
REGIONS
SECY
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Staff Assessment and Prioritization of Near-Term Task Force (NTTF) Recommendations

As directed by SRM-SECY-1 1-0093, the staff reviewed the NTTF recommendations within the
context of the NRC's existing framework and considered the various regulatory vehicles
available to the NRC to implement the recommendations. This review was conducted by a
team consisting of NRC senior management representatives and technical experts.

The staffs prioritization and assessment process prioritized the NTTF recommendations into
three tiers:

Tier 1. The first tier consists of those NTTF recommendations which the staff determined
should be started without unnecessary delay and for which sufficient resource flexibility,
including availability of critical skill sets, exists. This tier includes all the actions identified
in SECY-11-0124 and two additional items. The additional items are the following:
(1) the inclusion of Mark II containments in the staffs recommendation for reliable
hardened vents associated with NTTF Recommendation 5.1 and (2) the implementation
of spent fuel pool (SFP) instrumentation proposed in Recommendation 7.1. After
submitting SECY-1 1-0124, the staff continued its review of these recommendations. This
review led the staff to conclude that resolution of the reliable hardened vents issues for
Mark I and II containments should be undertaken concurrently. The staff also concluded
that installation of SFP instrumentation should be initiated without delay. Hence, the
Tier 1 recommendations are the following:

2.1 Seismic and flood hazard reevaluations

2.3 Seismic and flood walkdowns

4.1 Station blackout regulatory actions

4.2 Equipment covered under Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR)
50.54(hh)(2)

5.1 Reliable hardened vents for Mark I and Mark II containments

7.1 Spent fuel pool instrumentation

8 Strengthening and integration of emergency operating procedures, severe
accident management guidelines (SAMGs), and extensive damage mitigation
guidelines

9.3 Emergency preparedness regulatory actions (staffing and communications)

Tier 2. The second tier consists of those NTTF recommendations which could not be
initiated in the near term due to factors that include the need for further technical
assessment and alignment, dependence on Tier 1 issues, or availability of critical skill
sets. These actions do not require long term study and can be initiated when sufficient
technical information and applicable resources become available. The Tier 2
recommendations are the following:

7 Spent fuel pool makeup capability (7.2, 7.3, 7.4, and 7.5)

Enclosure
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9.3 Emergency preparedness regulatory actions (the remaining portions of
Recommendation 9.3, with the exception of Emergency Response Data System
(ERDS) capability addressed in Tier 3)

Tier 3. The third tier consists of those NTTF recommendations that require further staff
study to support a regulatory action, have an associated shorter term action that needs
to be completed to inform the longer term action, are dependent on the availability of
critical skill sets, or are dependent on the resolution of NTTF Recommendation 1. The
staff has focused its initial efforts on developing the schedules, milestones, and
resources associated with Tier I and Tier 2 activities. Hence, information regarding the
Tier 3 recommendations is not included in this enclosure. Once the staff has completed
its evaluation of the resource impacts of the Tier 1 and Tier 2 recommendations, it will be
able to more accurately address the Tier 3 recommendations.

The Tier 3 recommendations include all of the items identified for long-term evaluation in
the NTTF report. In addition, the staff prioritized NITF Recommendations 2.2, 9.1, 9.2,
9.3 (ERDS capability), and 12 into Tier 3. The Tier 3 recommendations and associated
prioritization logic are as follows:

2.2 Ten-year confirmation of seismic and flooding hazards (dependent on
Recommendation 2.1)

3 Potential enhancements to the capability to prevent or mitigate seismically
induced fires and floods (long-term evaluation)

5.2 Reliable hardened vents for other containment designs (long-term evaluation)

6 Hydrogen control and mitigation inside containment or in other buildings
(long-term evaluation)

9.1/9.2 Emergency preparedness (EP) enhancements for prolonged station blackout

(SBO) and multiunit events (dependent on availability of critical skill sets)

9.3 ERDS capability (related to long-term evaluation Recommendation 10)

10 Additional EP topics for prolonged SBO and multiunit events (long-term
evaluation)

11 EP topics for decision-making, radiation monitoring, and public education
(long-term evaluation)

12.1 Reactor Oversight Process modifications to reflect the recommended defense-
in-depth framework (dependent on Recommendation 1)

12.2 Staff training on severe accidents, resident inspector training on SAMGs
(dependent on Recommendation 8)

This enclosure contains the assessments of the Tier 1 and Tier 2 NTTF recommendations in the
order listed above. The title for each assessment clearly delineates whether it is Tier I or
Tier 2. For each specific NTTF recommendation, this enclosure provides the staffs assessment
and prioritization of the recommendations, including any unique challenges. Also provided are

-2-
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the staff's resource estimates and supporting schedules and milestones including, where
applicable, appropriate stakeholder engagement and involvement of the Advisory Committee for
Reactor Safeguards (ACRS). The staff has not had sufficient time to fully integrate the actions
assessed in this enclosure with the balance of the staff's ongoing work. Consequently, the
enclosed schedules and milestones qualitatively reflect nominal schedules and any known
interdependencies with other efforts. Finally, the assessments provide the identified critical skill
sets and potentially impacted organizations.
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Tier I - NTTF Recommendation 2.1

The Task Force recommends the NRC require licensees to reevaluate and upgrade as
necessary the design-basis seismic and flooding protection of structures, systems, and
components (SSCs) for each operating reactor.

2.1 Order licensees to reevaluate the seismic and flooding hazards at their sites against
current NRC requirements and guidance, and if necessary, update the design basis and
SSCs important to safety to protect against the updated hazards.

Regulations and Guidance

1. General Design Criterion (GDC) 2, "Design Bases for Protection Against Natural
Phenomena," of Appendix A, "General Design Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants," to
Titiel0 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR) Part 50, "Domestic Ucensing of
Production and Utilization Facilities," requires, in part, that SSCs important to safety be
designed to withstand the effects of natural phenomena such as floods, tsunami, and
seiches without loss of capability to perform their safety functions. Plants that received
construction permits before issuance of GDC 2 in 1971 meet the intent of the GDC.

2. 10 CFR Part 100, "Reactor Site Criteria," Appendix A, "Seismic and Geologic Siting
Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants," was established to provide detailed criteria to
evaluate the suitability of proposed sites and the suitability of the plant design basis
established in consideration of the seismic and geologic characteristics of the proposed
sites. Appendix A, which applies to stationary reactor site applications before
January 11, 1997, provides a deterministic approach for developing the seismic plant
design basis. In contrast, 10 CFR 100.23, which applies to applications on or after
January 11, 1997, provides a detailed characterization of uncertainties and is being used
by new reactor applicants to develop seismic design bases.

3. NUREG-0800, "Standard Review Plan for the Review of Safety Analysis Reports for
Nuclear Power Plants: LWR [Light-Water Reactor] Edition," Section 2.4.6, "Probable
Maximum Tsunami Hazards," issued November 1975 and updated June 1978,
July 1981, and March 2007.

4. Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.29, "Seismic Design Classification," issued June 1972 and
updated August 1973, February 1976, September 1978, and March 2007.

5. RG 1.59, "Design Basis Floods for Nuclear Power Plants," issued August 1973 and
updated April 1976 and August 1977.

6. RG 1.60, "Design Response Spectra for Seismic Design of Nuclear Power Plants,"
issued October 1973 and updated December 1973.

7. RG 1.102, "Flood Protection for Nuclear Power Plants," issued October 1975 and
updated September 1976.

8. RG 1.125, "Physical Models for Design and Operation of Hydraulic Structures and
Systems for Nuclear Power Plants," issued March 1977 and updated October 1978 and
March 2009.
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9. RG 1.208, "A Performance-Based Approach To Define the Site-Specific Earthquake
Ground Motion," issued March 2007.

Staff Assessment and Basis for Prioritization

The staff's assessment of this recommendation indicates that plants may differ in the way they
ensure safety against natural phenomena. The staff concluded that sufficient regulatory
guidance currently exists to permit licensee reevaluations. However, the staff noted that results
of inspections of SSCs at Fukushima Daiichi and Daini Nuclear Power Stations may help inform
the implementation of this recommendation. To the extent practical, the new information on the
events at Fukushima Daiichi and Daini should be incorporated into the reevaluations. The staff
also noted that the implementation of this recommendation would require significant resources
for both licensees and NRC, as well as specialized expertise to review licensee reevaluations
and to document results of staff evaluations.

Seismic hazards. The state of knowledge of seismic hazards within the United States has
evolved to the point that it would be appropriate for licensees to reevaluate the designs of
existing nuclear power reactors to ensure that SSCs important to safety will withstand a seismic
event without loss of capability to perform their intended safety function. The staff notes that
ongoing activities to resolve Generic Issue (GI) 199, "Implications of Updated Probabilistic
Seismic Estimates in Central and Eastern United States on Existing Plants," are directly related
to this issue and will be considered in the resolution of Recommendation 2.1. Draft Generic
Letter (GL) 2011 -XX, "Seismic Risk Evaluations for Operating Reactors," issued for public
comment on September 1, 2011, (Agencywide Documents Access and Management System
(ADAMS) Accession No. MLI 11710783) provides detailed guidance for developing appropriate
seismic hazards using the most recent models and methods and also for quantifying seismic
risk to resolve GI-199. Currently, the.draft generic letter allows for either seismic margin or
probabilistic risk analyses for sites where the current seismic hazard exceeds the plant's design
basis. However, as part of the resolution of Recommendation 2.1, the staff is considering
whether a probabilistic risk or a seismic margins analysis is more appropriate.

Flooding hazards. The assumptions and factors that were considered in flood protection at
operating plants vary. In some cases, the design bases did not consider the effects from the
local intense precipitation and related site drainage. In other cases, the probable maximum
flood is calculated differently at units co-located at the same site, depending on the time of
licensing, resulting in different design-basis flood protection. The NTTF and the staff noted that
some plants rely on operator actions and temporary flood mitigation measures such as
sandbagging, temporary flood walls and barriers, and portable equipment to perform safety
functions. For several sites, the staff noted that all appropriate flooding hazards are not
documented in the Updated Final Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR). The NTTF and the staff
also noted that flooding risks are of concern because of a "cliff-edge" effect, in that the safety
consequences of a flooding event may increase sharply with a small increase in the flooding
level. Therefore, all licensees should confirm that SSCs important to safety are adequately
protected from floods.

The staff concludes that this recommendation would improve safety. Since sufficient resource
flexibility, including availability of critical skill sets, exists, the staff prioritized this action as a
Tier I recommendation.

-5-
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Staff Recommendations

The staff recommends that the NRC, as a near-term action, undertake regulatory activities to:

1. Continue stakeholder interactions to discuss the technical basis and acceptance criteria
for conducting a reevaluation of site specific seismic hazards. This would include
implementation considerations of the hazard and risk methodologies described in draft
Generic Letter (GL) 201 1-XX, "Seismic Risk Evaluations for Operating Reactors."

2. Interact with stakeholders to inform NRC's process for defining guidelines for the
application of present-day regulatory guidance and methodologies being used for early
site permit and combined license reviews to the reevaluation of flooding hazards at
operating reactors.

3. Develop and issue a request for information to licensees pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(f) to
(1) reevaluate site-specific seismic hazards using the methodology discussed in item 1
above, and (2) identify actions that have been taken, or are planned, to address plant-
specific issues associated with the updated seismic hazards (including potential changes
to the licensing or design basis of a plant).

4. Develop and issue a request for information to licensees pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(f) to
(1) reevaluate site-specific flooding hazards using the methodology discussed in item 2
above, and (2) identify actions that have been taken or are planned to address plant-
specific issues associated with the updated flooding hazards (including potential
changes to the licensing or design basis of a plant).

5. Evaluate licensee responses and take appropriate regulatory action to resolve issues

associated with updated site-specific hazards.

Unique Implementation Challenaes

The staff recognizes that the NRC and industry have limited, specialized expertise (e.g.,
seismologist, hydrologists) to complete the actions associated with this recommendation.

Schedules and Milestones

Reevaluation of Seismic Hazards:

1. Issue 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter- 6 months

a. Stakeholder interaction and technical development (e.g., methods, technical basis,
acceptance criteria, etc.)

b. Develop 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter

c. Issue 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter

II. Evaluate licensee responses to 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter- Based on a timeline to be
developed during the stakeholder interaction taking into account available resources.

a. Write safety evaluation or NUREG to document staff conclusions
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Ill. Issue orders to licensees (if needed) - 3 months following decision to issue orders

a. Develop regulatory basis and draft orders

b. Issue orders

IV. Inspection Activities - Schedule to be determined

a. Develop Temporary Instruction

b. Conduct inspections and document results

c. Update Standardized Plant Analysis Risk (SPAR) models

V. Issue letters to close out 10 CFR 50.54() letter and/or orders - 1 month after last
inspection

Reevaluation of Flooding Hazards:

I. Develop 10 CFR 50.54(Q letter - 8 months

a. Stakeholder interaction and technical development (e.g., methods, technical basis,
acceptance criteria, etc.)

b. Develop 10 CFR 50.54(f letter

c. Issue 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter

11. Evaluate licensee responses to 10 CFR 50.54(o letter - Based on a timeline to be
developed during the stakeholder interaction taking into account available resources.

a. Write safety evaluation or NUREG to document staff conclusions

Ill. Issue orders to licensees (if needed) - 3 months following decision to issue orders

a. Develop regulatory basis and draft orders

b. Issue orders

IV. Inspection Activities - Schedule to be determined

a. Develop Temporary Instruction

b. Conduct inspections and document results

c. Update SPAR models

V. Issue letters to close out 10 CFR 50.54(o letter and/or orders - I month after last
inspection

-7-
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Tier I - NTTF Recommendation 2.1

Schedule for Seismic Reevaluations

II.
II.
Ill.

V.

Develop 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter - 6 months
Evaluate licensee responses to 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter - Schedule to be determined
Issue orders to licensees (if needed) - 3 months following decision to issue orders
Conduct inspection activities - Schedule to be determined
Issue letters to close out 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter and/or orders - I month after last
inspection

Resources for Seismic Reevaluations

Locations of Most
Resou rce Specific Expertise Estimated L ica ble Expert

Activity Category Needed FTE Applicable Expertise

within NRC

Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR
Management

Seismology 0.5 NRO, RES, NMSS
I. Develop 50.54(f) Structural

letter Technical Engineering
Probabilistic Risk 0.25 NRRNRORES

Assessment
Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC

Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR
Management

Seismology 3.25 NRO, RES, NMSS
Geotechnical 3.25 NRO, RES

II. Evaluate licensee Engineering

responses to 50.54(f) Technical
letter Probabilistic Risk 10.0 NRR, NRO, RESAssessment

Structural
4.5 NRR, NRO, RES, NMSSEngineering

Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC
Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR

Management

Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC
Ill. Issue orders to Seismology 0.3 NRO, RES, NMSS

licensees (if needed) StructuralTecnicl ngieerng0.2 NRR, NRO, RES, NMSSTechnical Engineering

Probabilistic Risk 0.1 NRR, NRO, RES
Assessment

-8-
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Locations of Most
Activity Resource Specific Expertise Estimated Applicable Expertise

Category Needed FTE within NRC
Regional

Inspection Inspection 3.3 All Regions

Project/Program Inspection Program 0.25 NRR

IV. Conduct Management Management
inspection activities Seismology 0.1 NRO, RES, NMSSinspctin aciviiesStrctural

TcnclEgnri 0.1 NRR, NRO, RES, NMSSTechnical Engineering

Probabilistic Risk 2.0 NRRNRORES
Assessment

V. Issue letters to Project/Program Project 0.25 NRR
close out 50.54(f) Management Management

letter andlor orders Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC
Total FTE 30.35

Notes:

1. Where appropriate and available, technical assistance dollars will be used to resolve this
recommendation.

2. The timing and necessary resources for the activities associated with this NTTF recommendation will
likely overlap with those needed for Recommendations 2.3. The implications of the competition for
resources between these NTTF recommendations have not been fully investigated at this time.
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Schedule for Floodind Reevaluations

I. Develop 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter - 8 months
II. Evaluate licensee responses to 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter- Schedule to be determined
Ill. Issue orders to licensees (if needed) - 3 months following decision to issue orders
IV. Conduct inspection activities - Schedule to be determined
V. Issue letters to dose out 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter and/or orders - 1 month after last

inspection

Resources for Flooding Reevaluations

Resource Specific Estimated Locations of Most
Activity Category Expertise FTE Applicable Expertise

aegryNeeded within NRC

Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR
Management

I. Develop 50.54(f) Surface Water 0.9 NRO, RES, NMSS,

letter Technical Hydrology FSME
Probabilistic Risk 0.1 NRR, NRO, RES

Assessment
Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC

Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR.
Management PlanLicnsin_0.2_NRR

I1. Evaluate licensee Surface Water 10.5 NRO, RES, NMSS,
responses to 50.54(f) Technical Hydrology FSME

letter Probabilistic Risk 0.5 NRRNRORES
Assessment

Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC
Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.1 NRR

Management

Ill. Issue orders to Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC

licensees (if needed) Surface Water 0.4 NRO, RES, NMSS,

Technical Hydrology FSME
Probabilistic Risk 0.1 NRRNRORES

Assessment
Regionalpection Inspection 3.3 All Regions

Project/Program. Inspection
IV. Conduct inspection Management Program 0.25 NRRactivities Management

Surface Water 0.1 NRO, RES, NMSS,

Technical Hydrology FSME
Probabilistic Risk 2.0 NRRNRORES

Assessment
V. Issue letters to close Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR

out 50.54(f) letter Management PlntLcesig 0.5_R
and/or orders Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC

Total FTE 20.0
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Notes:

1. Where appropriate and available, technical assistance dollars will be used to resolve this
recommendation.

2. The timing and necessary resources for the activities associated with this NTTF recommendation will
likely overlap with those needed for Recommendations 2.3. The implications of the competition for
resources between these NTTF recommendations have not been fully investigated at this time.
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Tier I - NTTF Recommendation 2.3

The Task Force recommends that the NRC require licensees to reevaluate and upgrade as
necessary the design-basis seismic and flooding protection of SSCs for each operating reactor.

2.3 Order licensees to perform seismic and flood protection walkdowns to identify and
address plant-specific vulnerabilities and verify the adequacy of monitoring and
maintenance for protection features such as watertight barriers and seals in the interim
period until longer-term actions are completed to update the design basis for external
events.

Regulations and Guidance

1. GDC 2, "Design Bases for Protection Against Natural Phenomena," of Appendix A,
"General Design Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants," to 10 CFR Part 50, 'Domestic
Licensing of Production and Utilization Facilities,* requires, in part, that SSCs important
to safety be designed to withstand the effects of natural phenomena such as floods,
tsunami, and seiches without loss of capability to perform their safety functions.

2. 10 CFR Part 100, 'Reactor Site Criteria," Appendix A, "Seismic and Geologic Siting
Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants,* was established to provide detailed criteria to
evaluate the suitability of proposed sites and the suitability of the plant design basis
established in consideration of the seismic and geologic characteristics of the proposed
sites. Appendix A, which applies to stationary reactor site applications before January
11, 1997, provides a deterministic approach for developing the seismic plant design
basis. In contrast, 10 CFR 100.23, which applies to applications on or after January 11,
1997, provides a detailed characterization of uncertainties and is being used by new
reactor applicants to develop seismic design bases.

3. NUREG-0800, "Standard Review Plan for the Review of Safety Analysis Reports for
Nuclear Power Plants: LWR Edition," Section 2.4.6, 'Probable Maximum Tsunami
Hazards," issued November 1975 and updated June 1978, July 1981, and March 2007.

4. RG 1.29, 'Seismic Design Classification," issued June 1972 and updated August 1973,
February 1976, September 1978, and March 2007.

5. RG 1.59, 'Design Basis Floods for Nuclear Power Plants," issued August 1973 and
updated April 1976 and August 1977.

6. RG 1.60, 'Design Response Spectra for Seismic Design of Nuclear Power Plants,'
issued October 1973 and updated December 1973.

7. RG 1.102, "Flood Protection for Nuclear Power Plants,' issued October 1975 and
updated September 1976.

8. RG 1.125, "Physical Models for Design and Operation of Hydraulic Structures and
Systems for Nuclear Power Plants," issued March 1977 and updated October 1978 and
March 2009.
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Staff Assessment and Basis for Prioritization

The NRC should undertake regulatory activities to have licensees perform seismic and flood
protection walkdowns to ensure that existing protection and mitigation measures are available,
functional, and adequately maintained.

Seismic hazards. The staff's assessment of this recommendation indicates that some
guidance for seismic protection walkdowns exists, such as Electric Power Research Institute
(EPRI) report NP-6041-SL Revision 1, "A Methodology for Assessment of Nuclear Power Plant
Seismic Margin", Seismic Qualification Utility Group procedure, "Generic Implementation
Procedure (GIP) for Seismic Verification of Nuclear Plant Equipment," and International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA) NS-G-2.13, "Evaluation of Seismic Safety for Existing Nuclear
Installations." Recent plant inspections by staff in accordance with TI 2515/183, "Followup to
the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Station Fuel Damage Event," and licensees' plant inspections in
response to the Fukushima Daiichi accidents will help inform the implementation of this
recommendation. In addition, the staff noted that results of ongoing inspections and evaluations
of SSCs at Fukushima Daiichi and Daini Nuclear Power Stations may provide some insights for
this recommendation. To the extent practical, the new information on the events at Fukushima
Daiichi and Daini should be incorporated into the reevaluations. Evaluations of the recent
earthquake near the North Anna Power Station on August 23, 2011, may also provide valuable
insights.

Flooding hazards. With regard to flooding hazards, the Task Force and the staff have noted
some plants rely on operator actions and temporary flood mitigation measures such as
sandbagging, temporary flood walls and barriers, and portable equipment to perform safety
functions. Results of staff's inspections at nuclear power sites in accordance with TI 2515/183
identified potential issues and observations regarding mitigation measures. Recent flooding at
the Fort Calhoun site showed the importance of temporary flood mitigation measures.

The staff noted that guidance should be developed for both the seismic and flooding walkdowns
with external stakeholder involvement to ensure consistency.

The staff concludes that this recommendation would improve safety. Since sufficient resource
flexibility, including availability of critical skill sets, exists, the staff prioritized this action as a Tier
I recommendation.

Staff Recommendations

The staff recommends that the NRC, as a near-term action, undertake regulatory activities to:

1. Engage stakeholders to inform development of a methodology and acceptance criteria
for seismic and flooding walkdowns; and

2. Develop and issue a request for information to licensees pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(f) to
(1) perform seismic and flood protection walkdowns to identify and address plant-specific
issues (through corrective action program) and verify the adequacy of monitoring and
maintenance for protection features and (2) inform the NRC of the results of the
walkdowns and corrective actions taken or planned.
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Unique Implementation Challenges

The staff did not identify any unique challenges which would preclude moving forward in a
timely manner.

Schedules and Milestones

Seismic Walkdowns:

I. Issue 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter - 6 months

a. Stakeholder interaction and technical development (e.g., methods, technical basis,
acceptance criteria, etc.)

b. Develop 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter

c. Issue 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter

II. Evaluate licensee responses to 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter - Based on a timeline to be
developed during the stakeholder interaction taking into account available resources

a. Write safety evaluation or NUREG to document staff conclusions

Ill. Issue orders to licensees (if needed) - 3 months following decision to issue orders

a. Develop regulatory basis and draft orders

b. Issue orders

IV. Conduct inspection activities - Schedule to be determined

a. Develop Temporary Instruction

b. Conduct inspections and document results

c. Update SPAR models

V. Issue letters to close out 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter and/or orders - 1 month after last
inspection

Flooding Walkdowns:

1. Issue 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter - 8 months

a. Stakeholder interaction and technical development (e.g., methods, technical basis,
acceptance criteria, etc.)

b. Develop 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter

c. Issue 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter
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I. Evaluate licensee responses to 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter - Based on a timeline to be
developed during the stakeholder interaction taking into account available resources.

a. Write safety evaluation or NUREG to document staff conclusions

III. Issue orders to licensees (if needed) - 3 months following decision to issue orders

a. Develop regulatory basis and draft orders

b. Issue orders

IV. Conduct inspection activities - Schedule to be determined

a. Develop Temporary Instruction

b. Conduct inspections and document results

c. Update SPAR models

V. Issue letters to close out 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter and/or orders - I month after last
inspection
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Tier I - NTTF Recommendation 2.3

Schedule Related to Seismic Walkdowns

I. Develop 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter - 6 months
II. Evaluate licensee responses to 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter- Schedule to be determined
Ill. Issue orders to licensees (if needed) - 3 months following decision to issue orders
IV. Conduct inspection activities - Schedule to be determined
V. Issue letters to close out 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter and/or orders - 1 month after last

inspection

Resources Related to Seismic Walkdowns

Locations of Most
Activity Resource Specific Expertise Estimated Applicable

Category Needed FTE Expertise within
NRC

Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR
Management PlantLcensing0.25__R

Seismology 0.5 NRO, RES, NMSS

Structural Engineering 0.1 NRR,NRO,RES,NMSS

I. Develop 10 CFR Mechanical Engineering 0.1 NRR, NRO, RES
50.54(f) letter Technical Instrumentation and

Control Electrical 0.1 NRR, NRO, RES
Engineering

Probabilistic Risk 0.1 NRRNRO.RES
Assessment

Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC
Project/Program Plant Licensin 0.25 NRR

Management P
Seismology 1.0 NRO, RES, NMSS

Structural Engineering 1.5 NRR, NRO, RES,
II. Evaluate licensee NMVSS
respEvaluaeolicenseeMechanical Engineering 1.5 NRR, NRO, RES
responses to 10 CFR Technical Instrumentation and

Control/ Electrical 1.5 NRR, NRO, RES
Engineering

Probabilistic Risk 0.5 NRRNRORES
Assessment

Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC
Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.8 NRR

Management
Seismology 0.25 NRO, RES, NMSS

Structural Engineering 0.25 NRR, NRO, RES,
NMSS

Ill. Issue orders to Mechanical Engineering 0.25 NRR, NRO, RES
licensees (if needed) Technical Instrumentation and

Control/ Electrical 0.25 NRR, NRO, RES
Engineering

Probabilistic Risk 0.25 NRRNRO.RES
Assessment

Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC
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Locations of Most
Activity Resource Specific Expertise Estimated Applicable

Category Needed FTE Expertise within
NRC

Project/Program Inspection Program 0.25 NRR
Management Management

Seismology 0.1 NRO, RES, NMSS

Structural Engineering 0.1 NRR, NRO, RES,
NMVSS

Mechanical Engineering 0.1 NRR, NRO, RESIV. Conduct iispection Technical Instrumentation and
activities Control/ Electrical 0.1 NRR, NRO, RES

Engineering
Probabilistic Risk 2.0 NRR,NRORES

Assessment
RegionalInspection Inspection 3.3 All Regions

V. Issue letters to close Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR
out 10 CFR 50.54(f) Management
letter and/or orders Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC

Total FTE 16.65

Notes:

1. Where appropriate and available, technical assistance dollars will be used to resolve this
recommendation.

2. The timing and necessary resources for the activities associated with this NTTF recommendation will
likely overlap with those needed for Recommendations 2.1. The implications of the competition for
resources between these NTTF recommendations have not been fully investigated at this time.
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Schedule Related to Flooding Walkdowns

I. Develop 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter - 8 months
II. Evaluate licensee responses to 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter- Schedule to be determined
III. Issue orders to licensees (if needed) - 3 months following decision to issue orders
IV. Conduct inspection activities - Schedule to be determined
V. Issue letters to close out 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter and/or orders - 1 month after last

inspection

Resources Related to Floodinq Walkdowns

Locations of
Activity Resource Specific Expertise Estimated Most Applicable

Category Needed FTE Expertise within
NRC

Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR
Management

Surface Water 0.2 NRO, RES,
Hydrology 02NMSS, FSME

Mechanical Engineering 0.3 NRR, NRO, RES
I. Develop 10 CFR Structural Engineering 0.3 NRR, NRO, RES

50.54(f) letter Technical Probabilistic Risk
S 0.1 NRR, NRO, RESAssessment

Instrumentation and

Control/Electrical 0.3 NRR, NRO, RES
Engineering

Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC
Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR

Management PlantLicensing 0.25_NRR
Surface Water 0.5 NRO, RES,

Hydrology NMSS, FSME
Mechanical Engineering 1.5 NRR, NRO, RESrespEvaluaeolicenseeStructural Engineering 1.5 NRR, NRO, RES

respons)lesto r 10CFR Technical Probabilistic Risk 0.5 NRRNRO,RES
50.54(t) letter Assessment 0.__R,_R,_E

Instrumentation and
Control/Electrical 1.5 NRR, NRO, RES

Engineering
Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC

Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.8 NRR
Management PlantLicening_0.8_NR

Surface Water 0.25 NRORES
Hydrology

Structural Engineering 0.25 NRR, NRO, RES
Ill. Issue orders to Mechanical Engineering 0.25 NRR, NRO, RES

licensees (if needed) Technical Instrumentation and
Control/Electrical 0.25 NRR, NRO, RES

Engineering
Probabilistic Risk 0.25 NRRNRORES

Assessment
Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC
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Locations of
Activity Resource Specific Expertise Estimated Most Applicable

Category Needed FTE Expertise within
NRC

Regionalinspection Inspection 3.3 All Regions

Project/
Program Program Management 0.25 NRR

Management
MechanicalIV. Conduct inspection Engineering 0.1 NRR, NRO, RES

activities Structural Engineering 0.1 NRR, NRO, RES

Technical Instrumentation and
Control/Electrical 0.1 NRR, NRO, RES

Engineering
Probabilistic Risk 2.0 NRR, NRO, RES

Assessment

V. Issue letters to close Projectl
out 10 CFR 50.54(f) Program Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR
letter and/or orders Management11

Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC

Total FTE 16.35

Notes:

1. Where appropriate and available, technical assistance dollars will be used to resolve this
recommendation.

2. The timing and necessary resources for the activities associated with this NTTF recommendation will
likely overlap with those needed for Recommendations 2.1. The implications of the competition for
resources between these NTTF recommendations have not been fully investigated at this time.
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Tier I - NTTF Recommendation 4.1

The Task Force recommends that the NRC strengthen station blackout (SBO) mitigation
capability at all operating and new reactors for design-basis and beyond-design-basis external
events.

4.1 Initiate rulemaking to revise 10 CFR 50.63 to require each operating and new reactor
licensee to: (1) establish a minimum coping time of 8 hours for a loss of all alternating
current (ac) power, (2) establish the equipment, procedures, and training necessary to
implement an "extended loss of all ac" coping time of 72 hours for core and spent fuel
pool cooling and for reactor coolant system and primary containment integrity as
needed, and (3) preplan and prestage offsite resources to support uninterrupted core
and spent fuel pool cooling, and reactor coolant system and containment integrity as
needed, including the ability to deliver the equipment to the site in the time period
allowed for extended coping, under conditions involving significant degradation of offsite
transportation infrastructure associated with significant natural disasters.

Regulations and Guidance

1. 10 CFR 50.63, "Loss of All Alternating Current Power" (known as the nStation Blackout
Rule'), requires that each nuclear power plant must be able to cool the reactor core and
maintain containment integrity for a specified duration of an SBO.

2. RG 1.155, "Station Blackout,' issued August 1988, describes an acceptable means to
comply with 10 CFR 50.63.

Staff Assessment and Basis for Prioritization

The staff concludes that the regulatory solution for SBO mitigation is implementation of new
requirements intended to strengthen SBO mitigation capability at all operating and new reactors
to address prolonged SBO stemming from design-basis and beyond-design-basis external
events to provide core and spent fuel pool cooling, reactor coolant system integrity, and
containment integrity. This regulatory action would consider the need for SBO power source(s)
and mitigating equipment to be diverse and protected from external events. This regulatory
action would also examine whether there is a need to expand SBO mitigation requirements to
require power reactors to mitigate an SBO event at a plant (each unit for multiunit site) until
either the onsite or offsite power source is restored to bring the power reactor to a cold
shutdown and to maintain spent fuel pool cooling. This rulemaking would primarily amend
10 CFR 50.63 and would impact both operating reactor licensees and new reactor applications.

The staff concludes that this recommendation would improve safety. Since sufficient resource
flexibility, including availability of critical skill sets, exists, the staff prioritized this action as a
Tier I recommendation. However, since the staff is proposing action on Recommendation 4.2
as an interim measure and no imminent hazard was identified, the staff recommends following
its standard rulemaking process, which allows for appropriate stakeholder involvement
consistent with the rulemaking process and schedule established in SECY-1 1-0032,
'Consideration of Cumulative Effects of Regulation in the Rulemaking Process.'
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Staff Recommendation

The staff recommends that the NRC, as a near-term action, undertake regulatory activities to:

Engage stakeholders in support of rulemaking activities to enhance the capability to
maintain safety through a prolonged SBO. These activities will include the development
of the regulatory basis, a proposed rule, and implementing guidance consistent with the
rulemaking process and schedule established in SECY-1 1-0032, "Consideration of
Cumulative Effects of Regulation in the Rulemaking Process."

Unique Implementation Challenges

While the staff determined that this is a highly complex rulemaking, it did not identify any unique
challenges which would preclude moving forward in a timely manner.

Schedule and Milestones

Develop and issue final rule - 4.25 years

a. Develop regulatory basis incorporating stakeholder feedback - nominally 13 months
following initiation of the action

b. Issue proposed rule and supporting guidance for comment - nominally additional
16 months following completion and acceptance of the regulatory basis
(incorporates 4 months for Commission review and staff response to SRM)

c. Meet with ACRS during the proposed rule stage (if requested by ACRS)

d. Issue final rule and supporting guidance- nominally additional 22 months (accounts
for 75 day public comment period, 4 months of Commission review and staff
response to final rule SRM, 3 months for Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
approval for final rule, and meet with ACRS)

Licensing activities - Schedule to be determined, dependent on rule requirements

a. Licensee submittals

b. Staff review and safety evaluation issuance

Ill. Inspection activities - Schedule to be determined, dependent on licensee modifications

a. Incorporate inspection into Reactor Oversight Process (ROP), including updating
Standardized Plant Analysis Risk (SPAR) models to support significance
determination

b. Conduct inspections and document results

c. Update SPAR models
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Tier I - NTTF Recommendation 4.1

Schedule

I. Develop and issue final rule - 4.25 years
I1. Licensing activities - Schedule to be determined
Ill. Inspection activities - Schedule to be determined

Resources

Specific Expertise Estimated Locations of Most
Activity Resource Category Needed FTE Applicable Expertise

within NRC

Project/Program Rulemaking 1.5 NRR, NRO, FSME
Management Rulmakng1.5 NRRNO,__M

I. Develop Electrical Engineering 2.5 NRR, NRO, RES

and issue Technical Mechanical Engineering 1.5 NRR, NRO, RES
final rule

Probabilistic Risk 0.5 NRR, NRO, RES
Assessment

Legal Rulemaking 0.5 OGC
Project/Program Plant Licensing 2.0 NRR

Management IatLcnig20R

Electrical Engineering 6.0 NRR, NRO, RES
II. Licensing

activities Technical Mechanical Engineering 1.0 NRR, NRO. RES

Probabilistic Risk 1.0 NRR.NRORES
Assessment 1.0_NRR,__ RO,_RES

Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC
Regional Inspection Inspection 4.0 All Regions

Ill. Inspection Project/Program Inspection Program 0.5 NRRManagement Managementactivities Technical Probabilistic Risk 1.1 NRRNRORES
Assessment 1.1_NRR,_NRO,_RES

Total FTE 22.35

Notes:

1. Where appropriate and available, technical assistance dollars will be used to resolve this
recommendation.

2. The timing and necessary resources for the activities associated with this NTTF recommendation will
likely overlap with those needed for Recommendation 4.2. The implications of the competition for
resources between these NTTF recommendations have not been fully investigated at this time. If
resource limitations require prioritization between Recommendations 4.1 and 4.2, the staff will place a
higher priority on completing 4.2 first
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Tier 1- NTTF Recommendation 4.2

The Task Force recommends that the NRC strengthen SBO mitigation capability at all operating
and new reactors for design-basis and beyond-design-basis external events.

4.2 Order licensees to provide reasonable protection for equipment currently provided
pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2) from the effects of design-basis external events and to
add equipment as needed to address multiunit events while other requirements are
being revised and implemented.

Regulations and Guidance

1. 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2) requires licensees to develop and implement guidance and
strategies intended to maintain or restore core cooling, containment, and spent fuel pool
cooling capabilities under circumstances associated with the loss of large areas of the
plant due to explosions or fire.

2. The required strategies include firefighting, operations to mitigate fuel damage, and
actions to minimize radiological release.

3. Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) 06-12, Revision 2, "B.5.b Phase 2 & 3 Submittal
Guidance,* issued December 2006, provides guidance supporting 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2).

4. The equipment procured and used to implement the strategies of 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2) is
controlled through the licensee's commitment management process (which follows
NEI 99-04, *Guidelines for Managing NRC Commitment Changes,* issued July 1999).

Staff Assessment and Basis for Prioritization

The staff concludes that equipment procured pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2) will provide, as
an interim measure, some of the coping capability that is recommended for addressing the
NTTF recommendations associated with prolonged SBO events. However, the staff notes the
NTTF finding that the current guidance only addresses single unit capacity and storage of the
equipment for security-related initiating events. Specifically, the guidance in the NRC-endorsed
NEI 06-12, for equipment used to implement the strategies in 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2) via the
extensive damage mitigation guidelines (EDMGs), is silent on whether the equipment needs to
be protected from the effects of external events. The staff agrees that there will be a benefit to
reasonably protecting the mitigation equipment while still meeting the intended purpose for
security-related events.

The staff also concludes that use of this 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2) equipment, as envisioned by the
NTTF, will likely require the equipment be supplemented to address a multiunit condition. In
addition, consistent with the discussion in Regulatory Issue Summary (RIS) 2008-15, 'NRC
Staff Position on Crediting Mitigating Strategies Implemented in Response to Security Orders in
Risk-Informed Licensing Actions and in the Significance Determination Process," to capture the
potential safety benefit and credit the manual actions associated with using this equipment for
mitigating a prolonged SBO, the actions must be proceduralized and training implemented in
addition to the assessment of staffing needs under Recommendation 9.3.

Any regulatory action to direct licensees to reasonably protect this equipment will need to
address what constitutes "reasonably protect.' This will be framed to support licensees taking
practical actions that increase the likelihood that the equipment will survive the effects of
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external events while not reducing the availability of the equipment to function for its intended
purpose, which is to support implementation of the strategies to mitigate the loss of large areas
of the plant due to explosions and fires. Accordingly, 'reasonably protect" would not necessarily
mean locating the equipment in seismic Category I structures (unless that action is practical and
does not adversely impact the mitigation of large fires and explosions). These issues need to
be explored with stakeholders.

The staff concludes that this recommendation would improve safety. Since sufficient resource
flexibility, including availability of critical skill sets, exists, the staff prioritized this action as a Tier
1 recommendation. In addition, action on this recommendation enhances defense-in-depth and
supports following a standard rulemaking process for Recommendation 4.1.

Staff Recommendations

The staff recommends that the NRC, as a near-term action, undertake regulatory activities to:

1. Interact with stakeholders to do the following: (1) inform development of acceptance
criteria for reasonable protection of 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2) equipment from design-basis
external hazards, (2) assess the need to supplement equipment to support multiunit
event mitigation, and (3) discuss the need to develop and train on supporting strategies.

2. Order licensees to do the following: (1) provide reasonable protection of the equipment
used to satisfy the requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2) from the effects of external
events, (2) establish and maintain sufficient capacity to mitigate multiunit events, and
(3) develop, implement, and maintain strategies and associated training.

Unique Implementation Challen-qes

The staff did not identify any unique challenges which would preclude moving forward in a
timely manner.

Schedule and Milestones

I. Develop and issue order- 6 months

a. Interact with stakeholders to inform development of the regulatory basis and
acceptance criteria for reasonable protection and capacity of equipment

b. Issue order

I1. Licensing activities- 4 months

a. Licensee responses

b. Staff review of licensee responses and staff safety evaluation

Ill. Inspection activities - Schedule to be determined, dependent on order implementation

a. Develop Temporary Instruction

b. Conduct inspections and document results
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c. Update SPAR models

IV. Issue letters to close out order - 1 month after last inspection
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Tier I - NTTF Recommendation 4.2

Schedule

I. Develop and issue order - 6 months
II. Licensing activities - 4 months
I1l. Inspection activities - Schedule to be determined
IV. Issue letters to close out order - I month after last inspection

Resources

Locations of
Activity Resource Category Specific Expertise Estimated Most Applicable

Needed FTE Expertise within
NRC

Project/Program
Management Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR

I. Develop and Fire Protection 1.0 NRR, NRO, RES
issue order Technical Mechanical/Structural 1.0 NRR, NRO, RES,

Engineering NMSS
Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC

Project/ Program Plant Licensing 0.75 NRR
Management PatLcnn0.5R

I1. Licensing Fire Protection 0.5 NRR, NRO, RES
activities Technical Mechanical/Structural 0.75 NRR, NRO, RES,

Engineering NMSS

Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC
Regional inspection Inspection 10.3 All Regions

Project/Program Inspection Program 0.5 NRR
Management Management

Ill. Inspection Fire Protection 0.1 NRR, NRO, RES
activities Mechanical/Structural 0.1 NRR, NRO, RES,

lEngineering NMSS
Probabilistic Risk 2.5 NRRNRO,RESAssessment2. NRRORE

IV. Issue letters
to close out Management Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR

order
Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC

Total FTE 18.75

Notes:

1. Where appropriate and available, technical assistance dollars will be used to resolve this
recommendation.

-26-

FK 1653 of 2833



2. The timing and necessary resources for the activities associated with this NTTF recommendation will
likely overlap with those needed for Recommendation 4.1. The implications of the competition for
resources between these NTI-F recommendations have not been fully investigated at this time. If
resource limitations require pnoritization between Recommendations 4.1 and 4.2, the staff will place a
higher priority on completing 4.2 first.
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Tier I - NTTF Recommendation 5.1

The Task Force recommends requiring reliable hardened vent designs in Boiling Water Reactor
(BWR) reactor facilities with Mark I and Mark II containments.

5.1 Order licensees to include a reliable hardened vent in BWR Mark I and Mark II
containments.

This order should include performance objectives for the design of hardened vents to
ensure reliable operation and ease of use (both opening and closing) during a
prolonged SBO.

Regulations and Guidance

1 . GDC 16 - Containment design. Reactor containment and associated systems shall be
provided to establish an essentially leak-tight barrier against the uncontrolled release of
radioactivity to the environment and to assure that the containment design conditions
important to safety are not exceeded for as long as postulated accident conditions
require.

2. GL 89-16, "installation of a Hardened Wetwell Vent," was issued to licensees of nuclear
plants with BWR Mark I primary containments requesting that they consider voluntary
installation of hardened wetwell vents under the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59, "Changes,
Tests and Experiments," to provide assurance of pressure relief through a path with
significant scrubbing of fission products should normal and design basis containment
cooling systems not be available. Hardened wetwell airspace vents of varying designs,
but all AC dependent, were installed in the currently operating units with Mark I
containments primarily to avoid exceeding the primary containment pressure limit.

3. 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2) requires licensees to develop and implement guidance and
strategies to maintain or restore containment capabilities under the circumstances
associated with loss of a large area of the plant due to explosions or fire; expectation
B.2.e of the B.5.b Phase 1 Guidance Document dated February 25, 2002 (designated
Safeguards Information) and Section 3.4.8 of the NRC-endorsed Phase 3 guidance in
NEI 06-12, Revision 2, "B.5.b Phase 2 & 3 Submittal Guidance," both specify that an
acceptable means of meeting the 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2) requirements includes the
development of a procedure or strategy to allow venting primary containment to
secondary containment, without AC power, as an alternate method to remove heat from
the primary containment for BWR licensees. All currently operating BWR licensees,
including those with BWR Mark I, Mark II, and Mark III containment designs, adopted
this approach to meeting the requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2). There are neither
current NRC regulations that require this capability for other severe (beyond-design-
basis) accidents, nor design criteria for the vent paths used in this strategy.
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Staff Assessment and Basis for Prioritization

BWR Mark I primary containments should have a reliable hardened vent for mitigating beyond-
design-basis events. The NTTF recommendation aligns with long-standing staff
recommendations for the Mark I as documented in SECY 89-17, "Mark I Containment
Performance Improvement Program," and GL 89-16. The Fukushima Daiichi accident
highlighted the importance of the wetwell vent function, the accessibility of the valves and the
capability for operation independent of AC power. All Mark I plants have installed a hardened
vent. The degree to which the vent can be used during an extended SBO relies on actions
taken to comply with 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2). Further, these vents have not been designed to any
standard governing "ease of use," comprising accessibility and operability under a range of
conditions including SBO and high radiation fields.

The staff has also performed extensive studies of the safety benefits of containment venting for
the Mark II containment design, which like the Mark I is an inerted pressure suppression design,
although of larger volume. The Mark II was not included in the scope of GL 89-16 at the time it
was written in part because the wetwell scrubbing of a fission product release from containment
resulting from a beyond-design-basis accident was felt to be less certain than for the Mark I. In
light of Fukushima Daiichi and the benefits of preserving the integrity of the containment in
beyond-design-basis accidents, Mark II plants should have a reliable hardened vent either on
the basis of either (1) more recent analysis that acceptably reduces the uncertainty of a-
scrubbed release, or (2) a design that reduces the uncertainty.

The staff concludes that it would be appropriate to redefine what level of protection of public
health and safety should be regarded as adequate for venting of BWR Mark I and Mark II
primary containments. In addition, the issue of containment vent filtration has been raised as an
additional recommendation which is undergoing further staff review. The staff will need to
develop a regulatory basis and acceptance criteria for the reliable hardened vent that
encompasses prolonged SBO operation, vent capacity, accessibility, and safe hydrogen and
fission product processing for both Mark I and Mark II containments.

The staff concludes that this recommendation would improve safety. Since sufficient resource
flexibility, including availability of critical skill sets, exists, the staff prioritized this action as a
Tier I recommendation.

Staff Recommendations

The staff recommends that the NRC, as a near-term action, undertake regulatory activities to:-

1. Interact with stakeholders to inform development of the technical bases and acceptance
criteria for suitable design expectations for reliable hardened vents.

2. Develop and issue orders to licensees with BWR Mark I and Mark II primary containment
designs to take action to ensure reliable hardened wetwell vents.
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Unique Implementation Challenges

The staff did not identify any unique challenges which would preclude moving forward in a
timely manner.

Schedule and Milestones

I. Develop and issue order- 6 months

a. Interact with stakeholders to inform the development of the regulatory basis and
acceptance criteria for reliable hardened wetwell vents

b. Issue order

II. Licensing activities - Schedule to be determined, dependent on design considerations

a. Licensee responses

b. Staff review of licensee responses and issue staff safety evaluation

Ill. Inspection activities - Schedule to be determined, dependent on order implementation

a. Develop Temporary Instruction

b. Conduct inspections and document inspection results

IV. Issue letters to close out order - I month after last inspection
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Tier I - NTTF Recommendation 5.1 -

Schedule

I. Develop and issue order- 6 months
II. Ucensing activities- 4 months
Ill. Inspection activities - Schedule to be determined
IV. Issue letters to close out order - 1 month after last inspection

Resources

Locations of Most
Activity Resoue Specific Expedise simated Applicable ExpertiseCategory Needed FTE within NRC

Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR
Management

Nuclear Engineering 0.2 NRR, NRO, RES
MechanicalMengin n 0.2 NRR, NRO, RESEngineering

I. Develop and Instrumentation and
issue order Technical Control/Electrical 0.1 NRR, NRO, RES

Engineering

Probabilistic Risk 0.1 NRR, NRO, RES
Assessment

Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC
Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.75 NRR

Management
Nuclear Engineering 0.2 NRR, NRO, RES

Mechanical

Engineering 0.75 NRR, NRO, RES
I1. Licensing Instrumentation and

activities Technical Intueaioad
Control/Electrical 0.2 NRR, NRO, RES

Engineering
Probabilistic Risk 0.2 NRRNRORES

Assessment
Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC

Project/Program Program Management 0.5 NRR
Management

Regional inspection Inspection 3.7 All Regions
Ill. Inspection Mechanical 0.1 NRR, NRO, RES

activities Engineering
Technical Instrumentation and

Control/Electrical 0.1 NRR, NRO, RES
Engineering
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Locations of MostResource Specific Expertise Estimated LoainofMs
Activity Category Needed c pE Applicable Expertise

within NRC

IV. Issue letters to Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.25 NRRclose out order Management
Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC

Total FTE 8.35

Note:

1. Where appropriate and available, technical assistance dollars will be used to resolve this
recommendation.
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Tier I - NTTF Recommendation 7.1

The Task Force recommends enhancing instrumentation for the spent fuel pool (SFP).

7.1 Order licensees to provide sufficient safety-related instrumentation, able to withstand
design-basis natural phenomena, to monitor key SFP parameters (i.e., water level,
temperature, and area radiation levels) from the control room.

Regulations and Guidance

1. General Design Criterion (GDC) 61, "Fuel storage and handling and radioactivity
control,* of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 50 specifies that the SFP be designed to prevent
a significant reduction in SFP coolant inventory under accident conditions.

2. GDC 63, "Monitoring fuel and waste storage,' of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 50
specifies that appropriate instrumentation be provided to (1) detect conditions that may
result in a loss of residual heat removal capability and (2) initiate appropriate safety
actions

Staff Assessment and Basis for Prioritization

The staff concludes that the existing SFP instrumentation requirements should be redefined.
The staff recommends the enhancement of existing SFP instrumentation to reliably indicate
SFP water level under conditions consistent with loss of forced cooling.

Current SFP instrumentation often is not designed to remain functional under accident
conditions. Instrumentation with improved reliability and operating range would provide
information to operators on SFP conditions during extended loss of forced cooling and loss of
coolant inventory events. For the instrumentation to provide information necessary to support
operator event response, the instrumentation must operate reliably in a harsh environment (SFP
water at saturation conditions) and be provided with a reliable, potentially safety-related, supply
of power.

The staff concludes that this recommendation would improve safety. Since sufficient resource
flexibility, including availability of critical skill sets, exists, the staff prioritized this action as a
Tier 1 recommendation. In addition, action on this recommendation enhances operator event
response and supports following a standard rulemaking process for Recommendations 7.2, 7.3,
7.4, and 7.5.

Staff Recommendations

The staff recommends that the NRC, as a near-term action, undertake regulatory activities to:

1. Engage stakeholders to inform the determination of (1) what constitutes reliable
(potentially safety-related) SFP instrumentation, (2) what conditions the instrumentation
must withstand to fulfill its intended function, (3) which SFP parameters should be
monitored (e.g., water level, temperature, and area radiation levels), (4) what makeup
strategies could be implemented, and (5) where indications are needed (e.g., control
room and/or remote location).

2. Develop and issue order to licensees to provide reliable SFP instrumentation.
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Unique Implementation Challenges

The staff did not identify any unique challenges which would preclude moving forward in a
timely manner.

Schedule and Milestones

I. Develop and issue order- 6 months

a. Interact with stakeholders to determine instrumentation requirements

b. Issue order

II. Licensing activities- 4 months

a. Licensee responses

b. Staff review of licensee responses and staff safety evaluation

III. Inspection activities - Schedule to be determined, dependent on order implementation

a. Develop Temporary Instruction

b. Conduct inspections and document results

IV. Issue letters to close out order - 1 month after last inspection
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Tier I - NTTF Recommendation 7.1

Schedule

I. Develop and issue order- 6 months
II. Licensing activities- 4 months
II1. Inspection activities - Schedule to be determined
IV. Issue letters to close out order - I month after last inspection

Resources

Locations of Most
Activity Resource Specific Expertise Needed Estimated ApplicableSpecifc EFTE Expertise within

NRC

Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR
Management

Electrical NRRNRO.RES,
I. Develop and Engineering/Instrumentation 0.75 NMSS

issue order Technical and Control

Mechanical Engineering 0.75 NRR,NRO,RES,NMSS

Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC
Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR

Management Plnienig02 NRR

1B. Licensing Electrical
activities Technical Engineering/Instrumentation 0.5 NRR, NRO, NMSS

and Control
Mechanical Engineering 0.5 NRR, NRO, NMSS

Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC
Regional Inspection 4.2 All Regions

Inspection _____________

Project/Program Inspection Program 0.5 NRR
Ill. Inspection Management Management

activities Electrical

Technical Engineering/Instrumentation 0.1 NRR, NRO, NMSS
and Control

Mechanical Engineering 0.1 NRR, NRO, NMSS
IV. Issue letters Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.1 NRR
to close out of Management

order Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC
Total FTE 8.75

Note:

1. Where appropriate and available, technical assistance dollars will be used to resolve this
recommendation

-35-

FK 1662 of 2833



Tier I - NTTF Recommendation 8

The Task Force recommends strengthening and integrating onsite emergency response
capabilities such as emergency operating procedures (EOPs), severe accident management
guidelines (SAMGs), and extensive damage mitigation guidelines (EDMGs).

8.1 Order licensees to modify the EOP technical guidelines (required by Supplement 1,
*Requirements for Emergency Response Capability," to NUREG-0737, issued
January 1983 (GL 82-33), to (1) include EOPs, SAMGs, and EDMGs in an integrated
manner, (2) specify clear command and control strategies for their implementation, and
(3) stipulate appropriate qualification and training for those who make decisions during
emergencies.

The Task Force strongly advises that the NRC encourage plant owners groups to
undertake this activity rather than have each licensee develop its own approach. In
addition, the Task Force encourages the use of the established NRC practice of
publishing RGs (rather than NUREGs, supplements to NUREGs, or GLs) for
endorsing any acceptable approaches submitted by the industry.

8.2 Modify Section 5.0, "Administrative Controls," of the Standard Technical Specifications
for each operating reactor design to reference the approved EOP technical guidelines for
that plant design.

8.3 Order licensees to modify each plant's technical specifications to conform to the above
changes.

8.4 Initiate rulemaking to require more realistic, hands-on training and exercises on SAMGs
and EDMGs for all staff expected to implement the strategies and those licensee staff
expected to make decisions during emergencies, including emergency coordinators and
emergency directors.

Requlations and Guidance

1. RG 1.33, Revision 2, 'Quality Assurance Program Requirements (Operation),"
Appendix A, issued February 1978, required EOPs as a subset of the applicable
procedures recommended in Section 5.0, 'Administrative Controls," of licensee technical
specifications.

2. NUREG-0737, 'Clarification of TMI [Three Mile Island] Action Plan Requirements,"
Supplement 1, 'Requirements for Emergency Response Capability," issued
January 1983 (GL 82-33), required the development and submittal for review and
approval of EOP technical guidelines.

3. Licensees developed SAMGs as a voluntary program, and the SAMGs are documented
as meeting regulatory commitments. There is neither a requirement for realistic, hands-
on training or exercises on SAMGs, nor a requirement for integration of the SAMGs,
EOPs, and EDMGs.

4. 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2) requires that licensees develop guidance and strategies. "EDMG"
is the generic term used by industry for the required guidance and strategies.
Requirements for exercise of EDMGs are included in the final rulemaking described in
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SECY-1 1-0053, 'Final Rule: Enhancements to Emergency Preparedness Regulations
(10 CFR Part 50 and 10 CFR Part 52),' dated April 8, 2011. There is no specific
requirement for training on these guidance and strategies; the endorsed guidance on the
subject in NEI 06-12, Revision 2, specifies training for 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2).

Staff Assessment and Basis for Prioritization

EOPs, SAMGs, and EDMGs should be strengthened and integrated. Transition points,
command and control, decision-making, and training should be clarified.

SAMGs should be required along with qualification and training for those licensee staff expected
to make decisions during beyond-design-basis accident scenarios using either the SAMGs or
EDMGs.

Finally the staff concludes that early interactions with stakeholders would be useful in
determining the optimal mechanism for implementing these recommendations as requirements.

The staff concludes that this recommendation would improve safety. Since sufficient resource
flexibility, including availability of critical skill sets, exists, the staff prioritized this action as a
Tier I recommendation. However, since these procedures and guidelines already exist and are
available for operator use and no imminent hazard was identified, the staff recommends
following its standard rulemaking process, which allows for appropriate stakeholder involvement
consistent with the rulemaking process and schedule established in SECY-1 1-0032.

Staff Recommendations

The staff recommends that the NRC, as a near-term action, undertake regulatory action to
resolve NTrF Recommendations 8.1, 8.2, 8.3 and 8.4:

1. Issue an advanced notice of proposed rulemaking (ANPR) to engage stakeholders in
rulemaking activities associated with the methodology for integration of onsite
emergency response processes, procedures, training and exercises.

2. Interact with stakeholders to inform the modification of EOP generic technical guidelines
to include guidance for SAMGs and EDMGs in an integrated manner and to clarify
command and control issues as appropriate.

Unique Implementation Challenges

While the staff determined that this is a highly complex rulemaking, it did not identify any unique
challenges which would preclude moving forward in a timely manner. An important
consideration as the staff implements this recommendation will be to ensure that operator
training requirements remain appropriately focused on the most risk-significant scenarios.
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Schedule and Milestones

Develop and issue final rule - 4.25 years

a. Develop and issue an ANPR to obtain stakeholder input - 4 months

b. Develop regulatory basis incorporating stakeholder feedback - nominally 13 months
following initiation of the action

c. Issue proposed rule and supporting guidance for comment -'nominally additional
16 months following completion and acceptance of the regulatory basis (incorporates
4 months for Commission review and staff response to SRM)

d. Meet with ACRS during the proposed rule stage (if requested by ACRS)

e. Issue final rule and supporting guidance - nominally additional 22 months (accounts
for 75 day public comment period, 4 months of Commission review and staff
response to final rule SRM, 3 months for OMB approval for final rule, and meet with
ACRS)

Licensing activities - Schedule to be determined, dependent on rule requirements

a. Licensee submittals

b. Staff review and safety evaluation issuance

Ill. Inspection activities - Schedule to be determined, dependent on licensee
implementation timeframe

a. Incorporate inspection into ROP

b. Conduct inspections and document results
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Tier 1 - NTTF Recommendation 8

Schedule

I. Develop and issue final rule - 4.25 years
II. Licensing activities - Schedule to be determined
I1l. Inspection activities - Schedule to be determined

Resources

Resource Specific Expertise Estimated Locations of Most
Activity category Needed FTE Applicable Expertise

________ within NRC
Project/Program Rulemaking 1.5 NRR, NRO, FSME

Management Rulemaking__.5_NRR,_NRO,_FSME
Human Factors 1.5 NRR, NRO, RES

I. Develop and Operator Licensing 1.5 NRR
issue final rule Technical Incident Response/ 1.5 NSIR

Emergency Preparedness
Nuclear Engineering 0.5 NRR, NRO, RES

Legal Rulemaking 0.5 OGC
Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR

Management
Human Factors 1.0 NRR, NRO, RES

I1. Licensing Operator Licensing 1.0 NRR
activities Technical Incident Response/ 1.0 NSIR

Emergency Preparedness
Nuclear Engineering 0.5 NRR, NRO, RES

Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC
Regional Inspection 10.8 All Regions

III. Inspection Inspection
activities Project/Program Inspection Program 2.0 NRR

I Management Management

Total FTE 23.8

Notes:

1. Where appropriate and available, technical assistance dollars will be used to resolve this
recommendation.

2. Inspection resources include an estimate for staff training, including headquarters staff, that would
cover Recommendation 12.2.
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Tier I - NTTF Recommendation 9.3 (Staffina and Communicationsa

The Task Force recommends that the NRC require that facility emergency plans address
prolonged SBO and multiunit events.

9.3 Order licensees to do the following until rulemaking is complete:

" Determine and implement the required staff to fill all necessary positions for
response to a multi-unit event

" Provide a means to power communications equipment needed to communicate
onsite (e.g., radios for response teams and between facilities) and offsite (e.g.,
cellular telephones and satellite telephones) during a prolonged SBO.

Regulations and Guidance

1. 10 CFR 50.47, "Emergency Plans,w includes the 16 planning standards of
10 CFR 50.47(b), and Appendix E, "Emergency Planning and Preparedness for
Production and Utilization Facilities," to 10 CFR Part 50 describes information needed to
demonstrate compliance with EP requirements.

2. NUREG-0654, "Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological Emergency
Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of Nuclear Power Plants," Revision 1,
issued November 1980, describes guidance and an acceptable means for demonstrating
compliance with the Commission's regulations.

3. SECY-1 1-0053, "Final Rule: Enhancement to Emergency Preparedness Regulations
(10 CFR Part 50 and 10 CFR Part 52)," dated April 8, 2011, codifies hostile-action-based
enhancements, among others.

4. NUREG-0696, "Functional Criteria for Emergency Response Facilities," issued
February 1981, describes the facilities and systems that licensees can use to improve
emergency response to accidents, such as the technical support system, operational
support center, and emergency offsite facility.

Staff Assessment and Basis for Prioritization

The staff's assessment of Recommendation 9.3 indicates that regulatory action should be
initiated to determine the required staffing to fill all necessary positions for responding to a
multiunit event. This would require both the NRC staff and licensees to reevaluate the current
staffing assumptions and analysis for effectively responding to multiunit incidents, in addition to
actions being taken to satisfy the requirements of the recently affirmed Emergency
Preparedness Final Rule. The staff is focused on licensees completing the staffing analyses
only so that they could be done along with the actions required by the impending rule:

The staff also concludes that there is a need to strengthen the requirements to provide a means
to power communications equipment needed to communicate onsite (e.g., radios for response
teams and between facilities) and offsite (e.g., cellular telephones and satellite telephones)
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during a prolonged SBO. This would require additional guidance regarding what constitutes
acceptable communications equipment that does not rely on the availability of facility AC power.

The staff concludes that this recommendation would improve safety. Since sufficient resource
flexibility, including availability of critical skill sets, exists, the staff prioritized this action as a
Tier I recommendation.

Staff Recommendations

The staff recommends that the NRC, as a near-term action, undertake regulatory activities to:

1. Engage.stakeholders to (1) inform development of a methodology to perform a staffing
study to determine the required staff to fill all necessary positions to respond to a
multiunit event, and (2) discuss potential enhancements that could provide a means to
power communications equipment necessary for licensee onsite and offsite
communications during a prolonged SBO event,

2. Develop and issue a request for information to licensees pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(f) to
(1) perform a staffing study to determine the required staff to fill all necessary positions
to respond to a multiunit event, (2) evaluate what enhancements would be needed to
provide a means to power communications equipment necessary for licensee onsite and
offsite communications during a prolonged SBO event, and (3) inform the NRC of the
results of the staffing study and any actions taken or planned, along with their
implementation schedules, to react to the staffing study results and to enhance the
communications equipment, and

3. Evaluate licensee responses and take regulatory action to require implementation, as

appropriate.

Unique Implementation Challenges

The staff is currently engaged in the implementation of the recently approved revision to the EP
regulations. This is the most extensive revision since the EP regulations were promulgated in
1980 in response to the TMI accident. The staff has committed to a significant outreach effort to
help ensure consistent licensee implementation and in response to requests from offsite
response organizations. The development of technical information in support of
Recommendation 9.3 will require significant effort from the staff and licensees and must be
coordinated with the ongoing EP Rule implementation.

Schedule and Milestones

Issue 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter- 6 months following initiation of action

a. Stakeholder interaction and technical development (e.g., methods, technical basis,
acceptance criteria, etc.)

b. Develop 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter

c. Issue 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter
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II. Evaluate licensee responses to 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter - Based on a timeline to be
developed during the stakeholder interaction taking into account available resources.

a. Write safety evaluation or NUREG to document staff conclusions

Ill. Issue orders to licensees (if needed) - 3 months following decision to issue orders

a. Develop regulatory basis and draft orders

b. Issue orders

IV. Conduct inspection activities - Schedule to be determined

a. Develop Temporary Instruction

b. Conduct inspections and document results

V. Issue letters to close out 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter and/or orders - I month after last
inspection
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Tier 1 - NTTF Recommendation 9.3 (Staffing and Communications)

Schedule

I. Develop 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter- 6 months
I1. Evaluate licensee responses to 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter- Schedule to be determined
Ill. Issue orders to licensees (if needed) - 3 months following decision to issue orders
IV. Conduct inspection activities - Schedule to be determined
V. Issue letters to close out 10 CFR 50.54(f) letter and/or orders - 1 month after last

inspection

Resources

Locations of Most
Activity Resource Specific Expertise Estimated Applicable

Category Needed FTE Expertise within

NRC
Projecl/Program Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR

I. Develop 50.54(f) ManagementEmergency
letter Technical Emerency 0.5 NSIRPreparedness

Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC
Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR

I1. Evaluate licensee Management
responses to 50.54(f) Technical Emergency 0.75 NSIR

letter Preparedness
Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC

Project/ProgramPoetroa Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR

Ill. Issue orders to Management Plnriens.
licensees (if needed) Technical Emergency 0.5 NSIR_____________ Preparedness ______________

Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC
Regional

Inspection Inspection 4.2 All Regions
IV. Conduct inspection ProjectlProgram Inspection Program 0.5 NRR

activities Management Management

Technical Emergency 0.25 NSIRPreparedness
V. Issue letters to close Project/Program Project Management 0.25 NRR

out 50.54(f) letter Management
and/or orders Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC

Total FTE 8.7

Note:

1. Where appropriate and available, technical assistance dollars will be used to resolve this
recommendation.
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Tier 2 - NTTF Recommendations 7.2. 7.3. 7.4. and 7.5

The Task Force recommends enhancing SFP makeup capability and instrumentation.

7.2 Order licensees to provide safety-related AC electrical power for the SFP makeup
system.

7.3 Order licensees to revise their technical specifications to address requirements to have
one train of onsite emergency electrical power operable for SFP makeup and spent fuel
pool instrumentation when there is irradiated fuel in the SFP, regardless of the
operational mode of the reactor.

7.4 Order licensees to have an installed seismically qualified means to spray water into the
spent fuel pools, including an easily accessible connection to supply the water (e.g.,
using a portable pump or pumper truck) at grade outside the building.

7.5 Initiate rulemaking or licensing activities or both to require the actions related to the SFP
-described in Recommendations 7.1-7.4.

Regulations and Guidance

1. General Design Criterion (GDC) 61, 'Fuel storage and handling and radioactivity
control," of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 50 specifies that the SFP be designed to prevent
a significant reduction in SFP coolant inventory under accident conditions.

2. GDC 63, *Monitoring fuel and waste storage," of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 50
specifies that appropriate instrumentation be provided to (1) detect conditions that may
result in a loss of residual heat removal capability and (2) initiate appropriate safety
actions

3. 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2) requires licensees to develop and implement guidance and
strategies intended to maintain or restore core cooling, containment, and spent fuel pool
cooling capabilities under circumstances associated with the loss of large areas of the
plant due to explosions or fire.

4. Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) 06-12, Revision 2, "B.5.b Phase 2 & 3 Submittal

Guidance,' issued December 2006, provides guidance supporting 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2).

Staff Assessment and Basis for Prioritization

As a follow-on activity to the completion of Recommendation 7.1, the staff concludes that the
existing SFP instrumentation and makeup requirements should be enhanced through
rulemaking. The staff recommends the enhancement of existing SFP instrumentation to reliably
indicate SFP conditions consistent with loss of forced cooling. The staff recognizes that the
equipment procured pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2) has enhanced SFP makeup capability,
but the associated guidance does not address reliability of the makeup function with respect to
access and equipment availability.

The enhanced capabilities should consider risk insights for the SFP. Risk is higher during and
immediately after refueling due to the following: (1) increased heat load from recently
discharged fuel; (2) increased number of potential drain paths (more connected non-seismic
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structures and systems); (3) increased potential to drain to a lower elevation (the fuel transfer
path typically is the lowest SFP penetration); and, (4) fewer controls on the availability of
makeup water systems (e.g., essential service water provides safety-related makeup at many
sites, but all trains may be removed from service for maintenance when all irradiated fuel has
been transferred to the SFP).

Recommendations 7.2, 7.3, and 7.4 all relate to the reliability of SFP makeup.
Recommendations 7.2 and 7.3 relate to makeup capability using permanently installed makeup
systems and address the quality and availability of onsite AC power to support that function.
Makeup capability at all operating reactors currently requires manual operator actions outside
the control room. Recommendation 7.4 would require a method of supplying makeup or spray
via a seismically qualified flow path, where the system's reliability would be based upon the
reliability of the pumping system and water source employed. Recommendation 7.4 would
allow initiation of makeup from outside the structure housing the SFP, for scenarios when the
SFP deck is inaccessible, and enhances defense-in-depth by incorporating a spray capability for
mitigation of beyond-design-basis events.

The staff concludes that this recommendation would improve safety. Since the staff is
proposing to initiate action on Recommendations 4.2 and 7.1 to enhance defense-in-depth and
operator event response, the staff has concluded that it is appropriate to initiate this rulemaking
after consideration of insights from Tier I Recommendations 2.1, 4.1, and 4.2. As such, the
staff has prioritized this action as a Tier 2 recommendation. This rulemaking can be initiated
when sufficient technical information becomes available.

Staff Recommendation

Once sufficient technical information is available, the staff recommends that the NRC undertake
regulatory activities to:

Engage stakeholders in support of rulemaking activities to provide reliable SFP
instrumentation and makeup capabilities. These activities will include the development
of the regulatory basis, a proposed rule, and implementing guidance consistent with the
rulemaking process and schedule established in SECY-1 1-0032.

Unique Implementation Challencqes

The staff did not identify any unique challenges with this rulemaking.

Schedule and Milestones

Develop and issue final rule - 4.25 years following initiation of action

a. Develop regulatory basis incorporating stakeholder feedback - nominally 13 months
following initiation of the action

b. Issue proposed rule and supporting guidance for comment - nominally additional
16 months following completion and acceptance of the regulatory basis (incorporates
4 months for Commission review and staff response to SRM)

c. Meet with ACRS during the proposed rule stage (if requested by ACRS)
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d. Issue final SFP rule and supporting guidance - nominally additional 22 months
(accounts for 75 day public comment period, 4 months of Commission review and
staff response to final rule SRM, 3 months for OMB approval for final rule, and meet
with ACRS).

II. Licensing activities - Schedule to be determined, dependent on rule requirements

a. Licensee submittals

b. Staff review and safety evaluation issuance

Ill. Inspection activities - Schedule to be determined, dependent on licensee modifications

a. Incorporate inspection into the ROP

b. Conduct inspections and document results
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Tier 2 - NTTF Recommendations 7.2. 7.3. 7.4. and 7.5

Schedule

I.
II.
IlI.

Develop and issue final rule - 4.25 years following initiation of action
Licensing activities - Schedule to be determined
Inspection activities - Schedule to be determined

Resources

Resource Estimated Locations of Most
Activity Category Specific Expertise Needed FTE Applicable Expertise

within NRC
Project/Program Rulemaking 1.5 NRR, NRO, FSME

Management Rumang1. NRR,_NRO,_FSME
Electrical NRR. NRO, RES,

I. Develop and Engineering/Instrumentation 1.5 NMSS
issue final rule Technical and Control

Mechanical Engineering 1.5 NRR, NRO, RES,
NMSS

Legal Rulemaking 0.5 OGC
Project/Program Plant Lcensing 0.75 NRR

Management PantLicensing 0.75 NRR
Electrical NRR, NRO, RES,

II. Licensing Engineering/instrumentation 2.0 NMSS
activities Technical and Control NMSS

Mechanical Engineering 2.0 NRR, NRO, RES,NMSS

Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC
RegionalInspection Inspection 10.8 All Regions

Project/Program Inspection Program 0.5 NRR
Ill. Inspection Management ManagementIll. nspetionElectrical

activities Engineering/Instrumentation 0.2 NRR, NRO, RES,

Technical and Control NMSS

Mechanical Engineering 0.2 NRR, NRO, RES,NMSS

Total FTE 21.7

Note:

1. Where appropriate and available, technical assistance dollars will be used to resolve this
recommendation
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Tier 2 - NTTF Recommendation 9.3 (Remaining Actions, Except ERDS Capability)

The Task Force recommends that the NRC require that facility emergency plans address
prolonged SBO and multiunit events.

9.3 Order licensees to do the following until rulemaking is complete:

" Add guidance to the emergency plan that documents how to perform a multiunit dose
assessment (including releases from spent fuel pools) using the licensee's site-
specific dose assessment software and approach.

• Conduct periodic training and exercises for multiunit and prolonged SBO scenarios.
Practice (simulate) the identification and acquisition of offsite resources, to the extent
possible.

" Ensure that EP equipment and facilities are sufficient for dealing with multiunit and
prolonged SBO scenarios.

Re-gulations and Guidance

1. 10 CFR 50.47, "Emergency Plans," includes the 16 planning standards of
10 CFR 50.47(b), and Appendix E, uEmergency Planning and Preparedness for
Production and Utilization Facilities," to 10 CFR Part 50 describes information needed to
demonstrate compliance with EP requirements.

2. NUREG-0654, "Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological Emergency
Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of Nuclear Power Plants,* Revision 1,
issued November 1980, describes guidance and an acceptable means for demonstrating
compliance with the Commission's regulations.

3. SECY-1 1-0053, "Final Rule: Enhancement to Emergency Preparedness Regulations
(10 CFR Part 50 and 10 CFR Part 52)," dated April 8, 2011, codifies hostile-action-based
enhancements, among others.

4. Section IV of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 codifies the requirements for the NRC's
ERDS.

5. NUREG-0696, uFunctional Criteria for Emergency Response Facilities," issued
February 1981, describes the facilities and systems that licensees can use to improve
emergency response to accidents, such as the technical support system, operational
support center, and emergency offsite facility.

Staff Assessment and Basis for Prioritization

The NTTF report describes the relationship between Recommendation 9.3 and EP planning
standards as follows: staffing, 10 CFR 50.47(b)(2) (identified in Tier I response); equipment and
facilities, 10 CFR 50.47(b)(8); radiological assessment, 10 CFR 50.47(b)(9); training, 10 CFR
50.47(b)(15); exercises, 10 CFR 50.47(b)(14); offsite resources, 10 CFR 50.47(b)(3); and
communications, 10 CFR 50.47(b)(6) (identified in Tier 1 response). The staffs guidance used
to determine compliance with these planning standards did not envision multiunit or prolonged
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SBO events. The staff reviewed the remaining planning standards of 10 CFR 50.47(b) to
determine if there were other areas that may be impacted by these scenarios and found that the
scope of Recommendation 9.3 is complete in identifying the planning standard related area that
should be upgraded to address SBO and multiunit events.

The staff will engage external stakeholders to inform the development of boundary conditions,
implementation details, and acceptance criteria for licensees to perform acceptable analyses of
each of these planning elements with respect to multiunit and SBO events. After stakeholder
engagement, the staff will issue an order to require reanalysis and implementation of the results
for each of the planning elements, as appropriate. The rulemaking envisioned in response to
Recommendations 9.1 and 9.2 would make order requirements generically applicable.

The statements of consideration for the original ERDS Rule (56 FR 40178) specifically noted
that ERDS is not a safety system; therefore, licensees have not been required to address the
need to supply emergency power to the equipment and systems used to collect and transmit
data to the NRC. In addition, as part of the ERDS modernization initiative, the staff selected a
data transmission method (VPN, virtual private network) which utilizes licensees' non-safety
related corporate computer networks and the internet to provide connectivity to the NRC's
ERDS servers. Implementation of an ERDS capable of functioning during a prolonged SBO will
likely require an extensive, if not complete, redesign of the licensees' current systems, as well
as a reevaluation of the data transmission solution selected by the NRC.

ERDS is a system that provides for the transmission of data to assist NRC and the States in
monitoring plant conditions during events at classifications of Alert and above. While ERDS is a
current regulatory requirement, it is a supplement to other methods that exist in licensee, NRC
and State incident response plans and procedures (e.g., NRC site teams, Emergency
Notification System, and communication protocols between licensees and the States). The
ERDS modernization initiative currently underway substantially improves the reliability of the
data transmission path during an accident. However, prolonged loss of power may present a
challenge not only to data transmission, but also to the sources of ERDS data (the plant process
computer, safety-related and non-safety-related instrument loops, etc.). Given its
supplementary nature and the need to consider this recommendation in a more deliberate,
integrated manner, the staff recommends that the issuance of any new ERDS related
requirements to licensees be deferred until a comprehensive set of requirements can be
developed by the staff as part of the Tier 3 long term study of NTTF Recommendation 10.3.

Upon completion of the ERDS VPN transition, licensees will have the capability to transmit
ERDS data to the NRC from all units simultaneously.

The staff has prioritized regulatory actions related to the portions of NTTF Recommendation 9.3
identified above in Tier 2. Staff with critical skill sets necessary for the resolution of these
portions of Recommendation 9.3 are currently involved in implementation of the recently issued
EP Rule. These actions do not require long term study and can be initiated when sufficient
resources become available.

Staff Recommendations

Once sufficient staff with critical skill sets are available, the staff recommends that the NRC
undertake regulatory activities to:
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1. Engage stakeholders to inform the development of acceptance criteria for the licensee
examination of planning standard elements related to the recommendations, and

2. Develop and issue an order to address those changes necessary in emergency plans to
ensure adequate response to SBO and multiunit events specific to (1) adding guidance
to the emergency plan that documents how to perform a multiunit dose assessment,
(2) conduct periodic training and exercises for multiunit and prolonged SBO scenarios,
(3) practice (simulate) the identification and acquisition of offsite resources, to the extent
possible, and (4) ensure that EP equipment and facilities are sufficient for dealing with
multiunit and prolonged SBO scenarios.

Unique Implementation Challenges

The staff is currently engaged in the implementation of the recently approved revision to the EP
regulations. This is the most extensive revision since the EP regulations were promulgated in
1980 in response to the TMI accident. The staff has committed to a significant outreach effort to
help ensure consistent licensee implementation and in response to requests from offsite
response organizations. The development of technical information in support of
Recommendation 9.3 will require significant effort from the staff and licensees and must be
coordinated with the ongoing EP Rule implementation. The staff plans to initiate this action by
mid-2012.

Schedule and Milestones

Develop and issue order - 6 months following initiation of action

a. Interact with stakeholders to inform the development of the regulatory basis and
acceptance criteria

b. Issue order

II. Licensing activities - Schedule to be determined

a. Licensee response

b. Review of licensee emergency plans and issue staff safety evaluations

Ill. Inspection Activities - Schedule to be determined, dependent on order implementation

a. Develop Temporary Instruction

b. Conduct inspections and document inspection results

IV. Issue letters to close out order - I month after last inspection
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Tier 2 - NTTF Recommendation 9.3 (Remaininq Actions, Except ERDS Capability)

Schedule

I. Develop and issue order - 6 months following initiation of action
I1. Licensing activities - Schedule to be determined
Ill. Inspection activities - Schedule to be determined
IV. Issue letters to close out order - 1 month after last inspection

Resources

Resource Specific Expertise Estimated Locations of Most
Activity Category Needed FTE Applicable Expertise

within NRC
Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR

I. Develop and issue Management
order Technical Emergency 2.0 NSIRPreparedness _______________

Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC
Project/Program Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR

I1. Licensing Management
activities Technical Emergency 1.0 NSIR

Preparedness
Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC

Regional
Inspection Inspection 4.2 All Regions

Ill. Inspection Project/Program Program 0.5 NRR
Activities Management Management

Technical Emergency 0.1 NSIR
Preparedness

IV. Issue letters to ProjectProgramn Plant Licensing 0.25 NRR
close out order Management

Legal Plant Licensing 0.25 OGC

Total FTE 9.3

Note:

1. Where appropriate and available, technical assistance dollars will be used to resolve this
recommendation.
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Chairman Jaczko's Comments on SECY-I 1-0137,
"Prioritization of Recommended Actions to be Taken in Response to

Fukushima Lessons Learned"

I commend the staff for their safety focus and the concerted effort they have made to provide
the information necessary for the Commission to make a decision on actions needed to improve
the safety of nuclear power plants based on the lessons learned, to date, from the Fukushima
Dai-ichi accident. In three separate papers to the Commission over the past several months -
the Near Term Task Force Recommendations (i.e., SECY-11-0093); the paper on actions to be
taken without delay (i.e., SECY-11-0124); and in the subsequent paper on the Prioritization of
Recommended Actions (i.e., SECY-1 1-0137), the NRC staff has identified and explained the
basis for needed safety improvements. The staff clearly indicated the direction they think the
NRC should be moving to improve the safety of nuclear facilities in the United States. Also, the
additional reviews by the staff and interactions with a broad array of external stakeholders has
led the staff to propose additional recommendations beyond the Near Term Task Force's
recommendations that touch on additional important issues, such as spent fuel storage and
emergency planning.

With the information provided by the staff, the advice, to date, of the Advisory Committee on
Reactor Safeguards, and interactions with external stakeholders, the Commission is well
positioned to provide clear, definitive direction on the adoption of the Near-Term Task Force
recommendations. These same parties have all affirmed that the Near-Term Task Force
recommendations are needed and appropriate for improving the safety of nuclear power plants
in the United States. I continue to approve the adoption of all the Near-Term Task Force
recommendations. I support the proposed actions described in SECY-11-0137 that are needed
to implement the recommendations. The use of well-established regulatory processes (e.g.,
information collection and rulemaking) will continue to provide opportunities for external
stakeholders to provide input as the staff documents the technical bases for and develops the
language for new or revised requirements.

The Commission, NRC staff, as well as the ACRS, has done a tremendous amount of work thus
far. My colleagues have devoted considerable time and attention to the important safety issues
raised by the Fukushima accident. While we do not necessarily align on all aspects of the
proposed recommendations, I continue to value their views and commitment toward providing
the staff with direction to move forward. While a great deal of work has been done, we still have
much work ahead of us. Once the Commission has provided the necessary policy direction on
which recommendations to implement, the work of the staff and our external stakeholders needs
to continue in earnest and in a coordinated fashion to improve the safe operation of nuclear
facilities in the United States. I look forward to working with my colleagues in providing the staff
any additional policy direction that is needed to implement the recommendations in a timely
fashion.

The staff should strive to complete and implement the lessons learned from the Fukushima
accident within five years - by 2016. As to some of the actions described in SECY-1 1-0137 with
proposed schedules that indicate completion after five years, the staff should revisit those
proposed schedules and look for innovative ways to complete the needed regulatory work within
five years.

Grekory. Jaczko Date
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Laufer, Richard

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 11:04 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles,

Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann,
Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-
Cook, Annette; Bradford, Anna; Kock, Andrea; Tadesse, Rebecca; Ammon, Bernice;
Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh,
Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice;
Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; DroeitisSpiros;
EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; HaygkýOtlkabeth;
Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patrih. , Sandy;
KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, ,2 .,-J innnger,
John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti" 1Brooke; Riddick,
Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Spe~• raid; Svinicki,
Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; aWarr; Wright, Darlene

Subject: Early Public release of SECY paper on Prioatization ask Force
recommendations. Pri,,,iati

Importance: High

The SECY paper with the staff's recommendations for the o n of the Japan Task Force
recommendations is with the EDO for signature. Once S5 eives the signed copy it will send an
advance copy to the Commission offices.

SECY is requesting early public release of this • Y;3 to allow time for stakeholder's to review it
prior to the Commission meeting on Tuesday , ý 11.

Please let SECY know if your office suppo Ah• arly release of this paper.

Thanks,
Rich

(b)(5)

/
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Laufer, Richard

From: Marshall, Michael
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 12:26 PM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich,

Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann,
Elizabeth; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette;
Bradford, Anna; Kock, Andrea; Tadesse, Rebecca; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret;
Burns, Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick,
Darani; Sexton, Kimberly

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar,4Patrice;
Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Drotis, Spiros;
EDO ETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Ha I abeth;
Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patri , , Sandy;
KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, l• n inger,
John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott, Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti Brooke; Riddick,
Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Ser, rald; Svinicki,
Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; War ; Wright, Darlene

Subject: RE: Early Public release of SECY paper on Prioritiz J an Task Force
recommendations.U

Chairman Jaczko supports early release of the SECY.

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 11:04 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; n , Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken;
Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard;isairn abeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William;
Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette;, dfrd, Anna; Kock, Andrea; Tadesse, Rebecca; Ammon,
Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen; Clark, Wins, Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani;
Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blae.e,. hl n; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Chairman Temp; Crawford,
Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Dr os; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead,
Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, / n. H err, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy;
KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, us itc il-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore,
Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; 401• 81•ke; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys;
Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine;" Emp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
Subject: Early Public rele03 SEC•' paper on Prioritization of Japan Task Force recommendations.
Importance: High

The SECY papeSi hstaff's recommendations for the prioritization of the Japan Task Force
recommendatioini 46 wi the EDO for signature. Once SECY receives the signed copy it will send an
advance cA/tý toite Commission offices.

V/ S

SECY.Ixueting early public release of this SECY paper to allow time for stakeholder's to review it
prio• e ommission meeting on Tuesday, October 11.

P';iet SECY know if your office supports the early release of this paper.

Thanks,
Rich
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Hart, Ken

From: Nieh, Ho
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 5:25 PM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike;

Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall,
Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Bradford,
Anna; Kock, Andrea; Tadesse, Rebecca; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen;
Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Davis, Roger; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Chairman
Temp; Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO/TA;; Fopma,
Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, K ,Herr, Linda;
Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Ja .;Her, Susan;

Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, , N% Kare

Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, C a, Belkys;
Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Tern arren Roberta;
Wright, Darlene ,

Subject: RE: Early Public release of SECY paper on Prioritization of Jap •rce
recommendations.

Commissioner Ostendorff approves early public release.

Thanks,

Ho

Ho Nieh
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William C. Ostendorff
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(301) 415-1811 (office)
31 (b)(6) (mobile)

(301) 415-1757 (fax)
ho.nieh~nrc..ov

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, R astleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman,
Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lauf j•ic rd; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea,
Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette• trorrd, Anna; Kock, Andrea; Tadesse, Rebecca; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns,
Stephen; Clark, Usa; o"ggJins- Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Ja "nff tkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie;
Dhir, Neha; Doapargret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden,
Elizabeth; He dtrson)Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet;
Loyd, Susan; '~kVunderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti;
Poole, Br ick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp,
GEA; Temp/p,O; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
Subject Early Public release of SECY paper on Prioritization of Japan Task Force recommendations.
Impoitance: High

The SECY paper with the staff's recommendations for the prioritization of the Japan Task Force
recommendations is with the EDO for signature. Once SECY receives the signed copy it will send an advance
copy to the Commission offices.

SECY is requesting early public release of this SECY paper to allow time for stakeholder's to review it prior to

the Commission meeting on Tuesday, October 11.
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Hart, Ken

From: Gilles, Nanette
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 7:24 AM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Hart,

Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders,
William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Bradford, Anna; Kock, Andrea;
Tadesse, Rebecca; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins,
Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Chairman
Temp; Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO. TAs;/Fopma,
Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Kln-terr, Linda;
Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Ja y Susan;
Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, S iO' Karen;
Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, C a, Belkys;
Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Tem W ,,arren, Roberta;
Wright, Darlene I

Subject: RE: Early Public release of SECY paper on Prioritization of Jap orce
recommendations.

Commissioner Apostolakis approves early release of the SECY paper to allow t to review it prior to
Tuesday's Commission meeting.

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 11:04 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovic i Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman,
Thomas; Batldn, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; 'll, chael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea,
Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Bradford, Anna; Kock, Andra,, ad ,Rebecca; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums,
Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, ick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathlee Eozi, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie;
Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; E[D:C.F pma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden,
Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hud /Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet;
Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; M I .thr; 3Jhn; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti;
Poole, Brooke; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild1l!• y, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp1
GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, ' rta; Wright, Darlene
Subject: Early Public release of SE a;Vpei Pnoritization of Japan Task Force recommendations.
Importance: High

The SECY paper with the#.s ifs commendations for the prioritization of the Japan Task Force
recommendations is wit tthe for signature. Once SECY receives the signed copy it will send an advance
copy to the Commis-'oofices.
SECY is reque, e jy public release of this SECY paper to allow time for stakeholder's to review it prior to

the Commis ¶/m ting on Tuesday, October 11.

Please le YI know if your office supports the early release of this paper.

Thanks,
Rich
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Hart, Ken

From: Bubar, Patrice
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 10:16 AM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike;

Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall,
Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Bradford,
Anna; Kock, Andrea; Tadesse, Rebecca; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen;
Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Chairman Temp; /
Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma,
Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, K n- Herr, Linda;
Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Ja e Susan;
Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, ,0'%L' Karen;
Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, a, Belkys;
Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temr N arren, Roberta;
Wright, Darlene Xi)

Subject: RE: Early Public release of SECY paper on Prioritization of Jap n •orce
recommendations.

Commissioner Magwood supports early public release of SECY-11-0137 - to aI L k olders to be familiar with the
document before the Commission meeting next week.

Patty Bubar
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William D. Magwood
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-1895

From: Laufer, Richard -
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 11:04 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castle n, 'rck; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman,
Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; 'iElabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea,
Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Bradford, n Ko Andrea; Tadesse, Rebecca; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns,
Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, AngelaDav.Roer; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Jo a Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie;
Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; D ros; EDO ETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden,
Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; err in a; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet;
Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Fun ..• talie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti;
Poole, Brooke; Riddick, Ni o--'R schild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp,
GEA; Temp, WCO; Tkp, WI; Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
Subject: Early Pumbficease of SECY paper on Prioritization of Japan Task Force recommendations.
Importance:

The SE• th the staffs recommendations for the prioritization of the Japan Task Force
recommen i s is with the EDO for signature. Once SECY receives the signed copy it will send an advance
copy to , mmission offices.

SECY is requesting early public release of this SECY paper to allow time for stakeholder's to review it prior to
the Commission meeting on Tuesday, October 11.

Please let SECY know if your office supports the early release of this paper.

Thanks,
Rich
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Hart, Ken

From: Sharkey, Jeffry
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 10:46 AM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike;

Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall,
Michael; Orders, William; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Bradford, Anna; Kock, Andrea;
Tadesse, Rebecca; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins,
Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Chairman
Temp; Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO,.E'f, Fopma,
Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Kop;Herr, Linda;
Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Ja e ycSusan;
MitchelI-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, O'd' Karen;
Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, C , Belkys;
Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Tem W arren, Roberta;
Wright, Darlene

Subject: RE: Early Public release of SECY paper on Prioritization of Jap orce
recommendations. 7

(b)(5)

Thanks,

Jeff

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 11:04 AM Z
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Pa ,Frat vich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman,
Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Eizpl'"beXlarshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea,
Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Bradford, Anna; K ,nndrea; Tadesse, Rebecca; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums,
Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Davis, MogV Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; B'I J~en; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie;
Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, ! EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden,
Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Ia; i-son, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet;
Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, ( lMonninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti;
Poole, Brooke; Riddick, Nicole; id, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp,
GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDl yW Tr•i, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
Subject: Early Public relea4..e-0iE paper on Prioritization of Japan Task Force recommendations.
Importance: High

The SECY pap a !,,e staffs recommendations for the prioritization of the Japan Task Force
recommendati ns i with the EDO for signature. Once SECY receives the signed copy it will send an advance
copy to the ion offices.

SECY is e sting early public release of this SECY paper to allow time for stakeholder's to review it prior to
the Cormission meeting on Tuesday, October 11.

Please let SECY know if your office supports the early release of this paper.

Thanks,
Rich
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Wright, Darlene

From: Wright, Darlene
Sent: Wednesday, October 05, 2011 12:05 PM
To: Bates, Andrew; Bavol, Rochelle; Hart, Ken; Joosten, Sandy; Laufer, Richard; Library

Resource; Shea, Pamela
Cc: MitchelI-Funderburk, Natalie; Powell, Amy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Brenner, Eliot
Subject: PUBLIC RELEASE OF DOCUMENTS

The following document(s) have been publicly released:

Document: SECY-1 1-0137 - Prioritization of Recommended Actions to be Taken in Respon". '
Lessons Learned

Accession #: PKG ML 1272A1 11

Release Date: 10/5/11o &m

iN,

K>/

Q1
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Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie

From: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Sent: Wednesday, November 02, 2011 1:22 PM
To: Hart, Ken; Bavol, Rochelle; Joosten, Sandy; Bates, Andrew; Laufer, Richard; Shea, Pamela;

Library Resource
Cc: Wright, Darlene
Subject: PUBLIC RELEASE OF DOCUMENTS

The following document(s) have been publicly released:

Document: Chairman Jackzo's Vote on SECY-1 1-0137- Prioritization of Recommended Action,
in Response to Fukushima Lessons Learned. ,^

Taken

Accession #: ML1 13060019

Release Date: 11/2/11

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of the Secretary of the Commission
11555 Rockville Pike
Rockville, MD 20852
Mailstop: 0-16G4
Phone: (301) 415-1968
Fax: (301) 415-1101
Natalie.Mitchell-Funderurk.nrc.-qov

I
I

&f
SU.S.NRC

LAJatOte J ~ •C& dbb %
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of the Secretary of the Commission
11555 Rockville Pike
Rockville, MD 20852
Mailstop: 0-1604

Phone: (301) 415-1968
Fax: (301) 415-1101

*S

I

:us NI
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Commissioner Magwood's Comments on SECY-1 1-0137,
"Prioritization of Recommended Actions to be

Taken in Response to Fukushima Lessons Learned"

Since the events at Japan's Fukushima Daiichi site occurred in March 2011, the NRC
was faced with the need to quickly and effectively understand the implications events on
the other side of the globe might have for current and future nuclear power plants in the"
United States. This challenge is magnified by the reality that plant operation,
government regulation, and industry practices associated with-the Japanese r
power program are different from that of the United States. It would be un
incorrect to assume that every change made in response to Fukushima t a -h t need
to occur in Japan-or other countries, for that matter-should be appl t country.

U.S. plants, regulations, and practices have been demonstrativel • tened by past
adversity. The U.S. approach to emergency preparednss, form Iein the aftermath
of Three Mile Island, is second to none in the world. The d •e-i -depth of U.S.
plants was enhanced after the September 11, 2001 terrori /atts and, as the Near-
Term Task Force (NTTF) report noted, nuclear plants i . have greater capability
to withstand natural disasters of the magnitude face four reactors most
damaged by the tsunami that struck the Fukushi site.

Nevertheless, there are clearly lessons for t e.S. learn from Fukushima and there
are changes and enhancements we shout I4k. In reality, few if any such changes
will come from an observation of some s/p, ailure of a component, system,
methodology, or practice that was in-pl , a Fukushima Daiichi reactor on March 11,
2011. The changes thatwe shr~ o ýidIr arise largely as a result of methodically
challenging our systems anda / s to assure that they are adequately protective
of public health and safety.

When we identify cha ha hould be made and were not incorporated into U.S.
plants and regulato cture in the past, it would be incorrect to assume that
these changes re Ps ctive vulnerabilities that jeopardize safety. Rather, the
changes now urdd sideration represent additional protection in the event of very
low probability .eents. They are the life vest one might wear to drive over the Golden
Gate Brid, or thil parachute donned for a flight from Washington to Chicago. U.S.
plants ;. The judgment the Commission must now make is whether our
reg Iof'y pproach sufficiently arms us to assure protection in the event that the very
U12 indeed occur and to what extent such additional protection should be
i nted.
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It is my judgment that some additional protection is warranted. The work performed by
staff thus far has contributed significantly to our ability to make an informed decision
regarding the steps the NRC should now take. As I outlined in my vote on SECY-1 1-
0093, I believed it essential to fully involve the staff in this effort immediately instead of
months down the road as had been considered, and to charge staff with the task of
engaging stakeholders to gain the views of experts outside the agency. We now see
the fruits of this approach in SECY-11-0137.

//

Staff's engagement with the broad stakeholder community has helped the agen/.ine
its approach to the complex technical and regulatory questions left in the wak
Fukushima and highlighted additional issues not analyzed by the NTTF thaQt6 ,,
considerable safety import. Staff's success in obtaining meaningful stak h. / nput in
the very short time period identified by the Commission and developi n ~e a gy to
develop and implement regulatory changes of such wide scope and nce is most
impressive. Among many others, the Executive Director for Oper, e Deputy
Executive Director for Reactor and Preparedness Programs, an/ , rectors of
Nuclear Reactor Regulator and Nuclear Security and Incid s nse have provided
outstanding leadership in this instance and are to be come

As I have noted in earlier votes, the fact that U.S. plar~L indeed safe provides us the
time to develop and implement additional measu] 'tareful, logical and transparent
manner in which our stakeholders will be fully en e. I believe the approach outlined
in SECY-1 1-0137 is fully consistent with this cipr. I therefore approve the staff's
recommendation with the provisos provid / lo;

First, it is vital that the regulatory work, c "bed in the staff's paper be fully integrated
into the normal work of the agenc ara pi y as practicable. While it is appropriate to
assign a high priority to Tier a1 "io I-believe staff should establish a plan to absorb
Tier 2 and Tier 3 actions in• ncy's program or work at the earliest opportunity
and anticipate the eventual lution of the Steering Committee chartered by the
Commission. Only in ~tay ban the items discussed in SECY-11-0137 be
appropriately priorti other regulatory activities. We must assure that vital Tier 1
regulatory initiative'(i as the development of a rulemaking on station blackout-
are given appronoam.,,,ority, but that other, non-Fukushima priorities are not unduly
sacrificed as,,we'nove forward. Moreover, the Commission recently approved SECY-
11-0032, '~~ r'ideration of the Cumulative Effects of Regulation in the Rulemaking
Proces 4h RM for that paper directed the staff to use the recently revised common
priordi atioa of rulemaking process for prioritizing rulemaking activities. The Tier 2 and

XT mendations related to rulemaking are pertinent examples for implementing
t/i i tion.

A rush to complete post-Fukushima items at the expense of the agency's many other
regulatory initiatives could compromise safety more than taking none of the steps
discussed in SECY-11-0137. Despite the current, intense interest in the agency's
response to Fukushima, we must remain mindful of safety priorities.

2
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Second, I believe it important for the Commission to guide the key decisions associated
with each regulatory activity outlined in SECY-1 1-0137. Staff should consult with the
Commission via notation vote papers before issuing any orders, letters under 10 CFR
50.54(f), or any other instructions or guidance that would lead to a change in the design
basis of licensed plants. Rulemakings, of course, will come before the Commission
before they are proposed, and these should come to the Commission with a
comprehensive evaluation and justification for any change in design basis.

/,.

Third, I support staff's general approach to what SECY-1 1-0137 calls "additionavfys es
with a clear nexus to the Fukushima Daiichi event that may warrant regulato, n .I
am pleased to see that staff has listened to stakeholders and plans further i ion
of issues such as our current approach to the prestaging of potassium i di out
which recent experience in Japan may tell us much). However, I am r ~d by the
lack of clarity in the paper regarding when and how these items will b•essed; in my
view some of these items require our immediate attention

For example, staff should quickly shift the issue of "Filtratioainment Vents"
from the "additional issues" category and merge it with th er ssue of hardened
vents for Mark I and Mark II containments. While there~J• d to understand the
filtration issue before launching a specific regulator in I believe this issue must be
considered in concert with the hardened vents separately.

Of the remaining items, I recommend that ider ion of the "Loss of Ultimate Heat
Sink" be given highest priority. Among th% d ional issues", only the loss of ultimate
heat sink involves protection of the rea/'tNr\?i" This issue appears to have been an
important factor in the sequences tha/,t core damage at Fukushima Daiichi.

Staff should clarify its plans re r 'all "additional issues." I suggest staff prepare a
brief information paper tot gt Ission to explain its general approach to and
prioritization of all "addition sues." I believe that, as with all other aspects of our
Fukushima response, • .hory Committee on Reactor Safeguards should provide
its views of the sta 'rach.

Fourth and fin a4 ¼!,port the suggestion made by Commissioner Ostendorff that staff
provide the Co'3" 'ission a paper explaining the implementation of recommendations
2.1,22, e in coordination with the resolution of GI-199.

William D. Magwood, IV Date
,/
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Commissioner Ostendorff's Comments on SECY-1 1-0137, "Prioritization of Recommended
Actions to be Taken in Response to Fukushima Lessons Learned"

I approve the staffs recommendation on the prioritization of the Near Term Task Force
(NTTF) recommendations provided in SECY-1 1-0137. I reiterate my support for an
accelerated schedule for completing the station blackout rulemaking associated with NTTF
recommendation 4.1, consistent with my vote on SECY-1 1-0124 and with the Commission's
direction in the associated staff requirements memorandum to designate this rulemaking as
high priority with a completion goal of 24 to 30 months. I also approve the staffs /

recommendation to take action on the Tier 1 and Tier 2 recommendations as descridin the
enclosure to SECY-1 1-0137, including the additional actions related to reliable h lh~dI
vents for Mark II boiling water reactors and spent fuel pool instrumentation. Th I w four
comments accompany my decision.

First, the NRC staff has met the Commission's post-Fukushima directi /j remplary
manner. I commend the Executive Director for Operations (EDO), t u Executive
Director for Reactor and Preparedness Programs, the Steering Co mit, and the Japan
Lessons Learned Directorate for their leadership and efforts. Tep apers submitted
after the Commission's decision on SECY-1 1-0093 have ur/ r the importance and
value of the staff's input to the Commission decision-makin {pro s. In my July 27, 2010
vote on SECY-1 1-0093, I expressed support for a prior' ssment of the
recommendations conducted by a senior level steerirn.' i ittee. The prioritized assessment
provided in SECY-1 1-0137 has enabled me to ar'vN • tter-informed public policy
decision than if I had just voted on the N'TF rep, by self without the benefit of staff and
stakeholder input. In SECY-1 1-0137, the st3fa' aopriately called attention to the
challenge of ensuring that the NRC's posl- Fuspima actions do not displace ongoing work
that is of high safety significance or high am confident that the leadership of the EDO
and the oversight of the Steering Cor itteeill help the Commission ensure that the NRC
continues to effectively carry out its', ¶ission in the post-Fukushima environment.

Second, I note that the staff II'p N-o0ed "to initiate actions on the NTTF recommendations
under the premise of ass yLd'•,efining the level of protection of public health and safety
that should be regarded a .equate in accordance with the backfit rule.' In the absence of a
fully developed justi'n fo a proposed new requirement, I find it premature at this time to
cast judgment on a protection as the basis. In my view, decisions on adequate
protection are a o most significant policy decisions entrusted to the Commission and
are not impulsiv'g r no-go" choices. As such, I am reserving my judgment on the bases
for any neW re irements stemming from the NTTF recommendations until I have had the
opportyLdty/to "•view how the staff proposes to apply the backfit rule (§ 50.109). Therefore,
consis eXwith the Commission's direction in the staff requirements memorandum for SECY-
11 f& any new requirements to be promulgated by orders, the staff should provide the
~i ion with a notation vote paper that includes the staffs documented evaluation to

e new requirements. For rulemakings, the staff will provide associated notation vote
O~aprs to the Commission consistent with the established process. For any correspondence

/ 'NRC licensees (e.g., 50.54(f) letters or other generic communications) to obtain information
needed to establish the technical bases for any regulatory actions, the staff need not provide a
notation vote paper to the Commission.

Third, it appears to me that GI-199 is relevant to the staff s approach for addressing NTTF
recommendations 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3. I think the Commission, and our external stakeholders,
would benefit from a better understanding of the nexus between GI-199 and the path forward
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for these NTTF recommendations. Specifically, I am interested in what, if any, impact the
resolution schedule of GI-199 has on the effective and efficient implementation of
recommendations 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3. The staff should provide the Commission with an
information paper that details the staff's plans for closing out GI-1 99 and the interdependency
between the close out of GI-199 and NTTF recommendations 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3. This paper.
should also include discussion of any other generic issues related to external events that may
have a relationship to the implementation of NTTF recommendations.

Fourth, I have appreciated the insights and comments provided by interested parties outside./'
the Agency. I remain committed to conducting the NRC's post-Fukushima activities in an open
and transparent manner. I found that the staffs proposed plans in SECY-11-0137/
appropriately include steps for stakeholder engagement. I look forward to furtherKh r
our external stakeholders and the Advisory Committee on Reactor SafeguardsA he
staff should promptly review and consider the conclusions and recommenda t ie
October 13, 2011 ACRS letter regarding its initial review of the Task Forc po and the
staff's recommended actions to be taken without delay. I found that A o',teO be very
insightful and illustrative of the significant value, expertise, and exp._at the ACRS has
to offer the Commission. In that same regard, I look forward to revi wiit e ACRS's letter
associated with SECY-1 1-0137. 4k /
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Commissioner Apostolakis' Comments on SECY-11-0137
Prioritization of Recommended Actions to be Taken In Response to

Fukushima Lessons Learned

I commend the staff for its efforts to prioritize the Near Term Task Force (NTTF)
recommendations, identify implementation challenges, identify additional recommendations, and
develop schedules and milestones to include appropriate stakeholder engagement and
involvement of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS). The staff has
responded to Commission direction regarding the NTTF recommendations in a thorough
manner and in a very short amount of time.

I approve the staff's prioritization of the NTTF and support action on the Tier I and Tier 2
recommendations as described in the enclosure to SECY-1 1-0037 and as modified by
requirements memorandum on SECY-11-0124.

I am pleased that the staff is considering additional issues with a clear nexus to khima
Dalichi event that may warrant regulatory action but which were not included F
recommendations. The staff stated that, if consideration of these issues d ita
regulatory action is required, it will prioritize these additional recommenda n's nsistent with
the approach taken with the NTTF recommendations. The staff shou ulrjnfl) e Commission,
via a note to or briefing of the Commissioners' Assistants, of its di the additional
issues identified in SECY-1 1-0037 that were not included in the 7F rmmendations. I
agree with Commissioner Magwood that it makes sense to mr.f sue of "Filtration of
Containment Vents" with the Tier I issue of hardened vents Mark I and Mark II
containments.

The staff has categorized Recommendation 3 reg g g. tal enhancements to the
capability to prevent or mitigate seismically-induc Pi and floods in Tier 3, consistent with the
NTTFs assessment of this recommendation a onger-term evaluation.
Recommendation 3 may include ac iiti t goigyond the design basis. Enhancing the
capability to prevent seismically inu oods can be done with traditional design-
basis methods. However, enhancing . 9a.b'ffiy to mitigate these events in a systematic way
would require the identification of a sepquences, something that is not typically done in
design basis evaluations. Thes er sequences are best identified by probabilistic risk
assessments (PRAs). As the rt states in the discussion leading to Recommendation
3, "The Task Force concu t. the agency should reevaluate the closure of GSI-1 72 in light
of the plant experience a Kashwazald-Kariwa nuclear plant and the potential for common-
mode failures of plant ipment as the result of seismically induced fires and floods."
The proper framewo f luating the potential for common-mode failures is a PRA. This
framework would tess the ACRS concern that "Vulnerabilities to those hazards [severe
storms or other slt pe ic hazards] and subsequent damage may not be identified from
assess mehatus only on design-basis seismic and flooding events" (October 13. 2011•report). /

Bas se observations, I propose that the development of a PRA methodology to
e I ential enhancements to the capability to prevent or mitigate seismically induced

roods be initiated as part of Tier 1 activities. The implementation of NTTF
riR/e mendation 3 would still remain In Tier 3. The development of the methodology that I
propose to be initiated without delay is a necessary prerequisite for the implementation of this
recommendation. In addition, insights gained from the development of this methodology will be
useful to implementation of other NTTF recommendations.

As the Commission stated previously, the agency should strive to complete and implement the
lessons learned from the Fukushima accident within five years. At the same time, I applaud the

FK 1698 of 2833



staff's focus on maintaining the safety of operating facilities in its prioritization efforts and I
support the objective of not unnecessarily diverting the NRC's or nuclear industry's focus from
other important, ongoing safety-significant activities in the course of addressing the NTTF
recommendations. I look forward to receiving, within nine months, the staffs evaluation of the
schedule and milestones, resources and critical skill sets, and implementation challenges
related to addressing the Tier 3 recommendations to the Commission. That evaluation will
provide a clearer picture of the time that will be needed to complete all of the NTTF
recommendations.

I agree with Commissioner Ostendorff that it is premature at this time to cast judgment on
adequate protection as the basis for implementing the NTTF recommendations. I will eval eel
the staffs basisfor Imposing new requirements when documented in notation vote pape
any new requirements promulgated by orders or rulemaking. ,rT- 'Nf

I appreciate the in-depth review of the staffs work done by the Advisory Commi on -tor
Safeguards (ACRS). The staff should carefully consider the conclusions and rpm ations
provided in the ACRS October 13, and November 8, 2011 reports. I look forwi'teviewing
the staffs responses to the ACRS. .

G2 tolals

-2-
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Hart Ken

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc.

Subject:
Attachments:

Laufer, Richard
Wednesday, November 09, 2011 10:35 AM
Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart,
Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall,
Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp,
Margaret; Bums, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger, Dhir,
Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina"
Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudso hdron;
Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; MCO-
Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; NieVFl iye Karen;
Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschil , oy, Carmel;
Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, . emp, WDM;
Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
Request for Votes - SECY-1 1-0137
11-0137.notice.pdf

Addressed to

Thanks,
Rich

(b)(5)
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November 9, 2011

MEMORANDUM TO:
(b)(5)

Annette L. Vietti-Cook, Secretary

00/,

FROM: IRAI

SUBJECT: SECY-11-0137 - PRIORITIZATION OF RECOMMI
ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN IN RESPONSE TO FU'k
LESSONS LEARNED

The status of the subject paper is as follows:
+4../

(b)(5)

Your vote on this staff paper within three days indicating your views would be
appreciated. The Secretary will honor.a-M r for extension of time submitted within the three
business day period, if needed. Ext ' sions of voting time are normally limited to five business
days. Any extension after the initi re eest can be granted unless a majority of the
Commission objects. If you h t ponded by c.o.b. Monday, November 14, 2011 it will be
presumed that, in accordanceWi the Commission's rules of procedure, you are not
participating in this actioapo/'%

cc:
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Hart, Ken

From: (b)(5)

Sent: Monday, November 14, 2011 5:40 PM
To: Laufer, Richard
Cc: Hart, Ken; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Subject: RE: Request for Votes - SECY-1 1-0137

Rich,

(b)(5)

Thanks,

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Wednesday, November 09, 2011 10:35 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, ane rt, Ken; Hipschman,
Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; liam; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea,
Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette •/ p;
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bu Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen;
Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Dhir, Nehak Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOQETAs;
Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catlna; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabt?% nr, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon;
Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Jainet; Lod, ~sn JT ell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John;
Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Nieh, Ho; Olive, Karen; Pace, Pa ', Irooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole;
Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Hrlvik Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM;
Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
Subject Request for Votes - SECY-11-0137

Addressed to (b)(5)

Thanks,
Rich

4<
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(Notation Vote)

August 26, 2011 SECY-11-0117

FOR: The Commissioners

FROM: R. W. Borchardt
Executive Director for Operations

SUBJECT: PROPOSED CHARTER FOR THE LONGER-TERM REVIEW OF
LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE MARCH 11, 2011, JAPANESE
EARTHQUAKE AND TSUNAMI

PURPOSE:

The purpose of this paper is to request the Commission's approval of the proposed charter for
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's (NRC's) longer-term review of lessons learned from the
March 11, 2011, Japanese earthquake and tsunami.

BACKGROUND:

On March 11, 2011, Japan experienced a severe earthquake which resulted in the shutdown of
multiple nuclear reactors. This earthquake was followed by a tsunami that inflicted catastrophic
damage to the coastline of Japan. At the Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear site, the earthquake and
tsunami caused the loss of all alternating current power. The sustained loss of electrical power
led to damage to nuclear fuel and radiological releases off site.

On March 23, 2011, the NRC Chairman, via Tasking Memorandum - COMGBJ-11-0002,
"NRC Actions Following the Events in Japan," directed the staff to conduct a methodical and
systematic review of NRC processes and regulations to determine whether the agency should
make additional improvements to our regulatory system in light of the events in Japan. The
tasking memorandum outlined objectives for both a near-term and longer-term review.

CONTACT: Gregory T. Bowman, OEDO
301-415-2939
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In SECY-1 1-0093, 'Near-Term Report and Recommendations for Agency Actions Following the
Events in Japan," dated July 12, 2011, the Near-Term Task Force, which was established to
complete the near-term review required by the Chairman's tasking memorandum, provided their
recommendations to the Commission. The staff requirements memorandum (SRM) for
SECY-1 1-0093, issued on August 19, 2011, directed the staff to provide the Commission with
the proposed charter for the NRC's longer-term review within 5 days of the date of the SRM.

DISCUSSION:

The proposed charter for the longer-term review is enclosed. The charter defines the staffing,
scope, coordination and communication, and products and schedule associated with evaluation
and implementation of the Near-Term Task Force's recommendations and the NRC's longer-
term evaluation of the events in Japan.

Staffing

As described in the proposed charter, the NRC's longer-term review will be led by a steering
committee consisting of NRC senior managers and support staff. The steering committee will
report to the Executive Director for Operations (EDO) and will be chaired by the Deputy
Executive Director for Reactor and Preparedness Programs. The steering comnmittee will be
supported by task groups, an NRC advisory committee, and a panel of external stakeholders.
Action items identified during the course of the review will be completed by the line organization.

The scope of the NRC's longer-term review will include those items identified in the Chairman's
tasking memorandum for longer-term review, recommendations for evaluation that were
provided by the Near-Term Task Force and are approved by the Commission, and any other
review topics the Commission directs. The scope of the steering committee's review will include
power and non-power reactors, non-operating reactors, and non-reactor NRC licensees, and
will be informed by interactions with external stakeholders.

Coordination and Communications

The proposed charter provides for obtaining external stakeholder input on the scope,
communication strategies, and results of the longer-term review through development of a panel
of external stakeholders and other mechanisms, such as public meetings or Federal Register
notices. The steering committee will also brief the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards
(ACRS) during the course of the review. Any recommendations identified by the steering
committee will be provided to the EDO or Commission for approval, as appropriate.

Products and Schedule

As described in the proposed charter, the steering committee will be responsible for providing
oversight of the development of a number of written products and briefings describing the status
and results of the longer-term review. These papers will be used to seek Commission approval
of staff recommendations, and keep the Commission, ACRS, and stakeholders apprised of the
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staff's progress. The longer-term review will conclude when all longer-term evaluations have
been completed and regulatory actions identified, and those regulatory actions have been
referred to the NRC line organization for action using existing processes.

Chanaqes to the Charter

The staff intends to treat the proposed charter as a gliving document" and modify it as necessary
during the course of the review to adapt to new developments, additional information associated
with the event, recommendations from internal or external stakeholders, or Commission
direction. The staff will obtain Commission approval before making any changes associated
with items in the charter that are required by the Commission through an SRM.

Differences Between the Proposed Charter and Tasking Memorandum

The longer-term charter was developed to be responsive to Tasking Memorandum -
COMGBJ-1 1-0002. The charter deviates from the tasking memorandum in the following areas:

The tasking memorandum required the staff to provide the Commission with resource
impacts on other regulated activities before beginning work on the longer-term review.
However, the scope of the longer-term review will not be fully developed until after the
review has begun and the staff has had the opportunity to obtain and evaluate
stakeholder input. In addition, complete estimates will not be available until longer-term
evaluations have been completed and regulatory products are identified. As such, the
staff intends to periodically provide the Commission with estimated resource impacts
that exceed the reprogramming threshold of $500,000 or four full-time equivalent staff as
that information becomes available during the review.

The tasking memorandum directed the staff to provide a longer-term report with
recommendations, as appropriate, to the Commission within 6 months of the start of the
evaluation. Because a number of the longer-term evaluations are expected to take
longer than 6 months and because information about the events in Japan is still being
developed, the staff intends to provide an update on the progress of the longer-term
review within 6 months of starting and periodically thereafter. A final report will be
provided to the Commission once the longer-term review is complete.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

The staff recommends that the Commission approve the proposed charter for the NRC's longer-
term term review.

RESOURCES:

As discussed above, the Chairman's March 23, 2011, tasking memorandum directed the staff to
provide the Commission with estimated resource impacts on other regulatory activities before
beginning work on the longer-term review. The longer-term charter includes a provision for the
steering committee to provide this information to the Commission as it becomes available.

It should be noted that with Presidential and Congressional interest in bringing the Federal
budget into primary balance in the long-run, the NRC's future fiscal budgets are expected to
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remain relatively flat over the next several years. Accordingly, resources for the longer-term
review will need to be prioritized among other planned programmatic work and will likely result
in the deferral of some activities in the safety and security area.

COORDINATION:

The Office of the General Counsel has reviewed this paper and has no legal objection. The
Office of the Chief Financial Officer has reviewed this paper for resource implications and has
concurred.

R. W. Borchardt
Executive Director

for Operations

Enclosure:
Charter for the NRC Steering
Committee to Conduct a Longer-Term
Review of the Events in Japan
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Commissioners' completed vote sheets/comments should be provided directly to the Office of
the Secretary by COB Monday, September 12, 2011.

Commission Staff Office comments, if any, should be submitted to the Commissioners NLT
September 2, 2011, with an information copy to the Office of the Secretary. If the paper is of
such a nature that it requires additional review and comment, the Commissioners and the
Secretariat should be apprised of when comments may be expected.

DISTRIBUTION:
Commissioners
OGC
OCAA
OPA
OCA
ASLBP
CFO
EDO
REGIONS
SECY
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CHARTER FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION.
STEERING COMMITTEE TO CONDUCT A LONGER-TERM REVIEW

OF THE EVENTS IN JAPAN

Obiective

The purpose of this charter is to establish the structure, scope, and expectations for the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission's (NRC's) longer-term review of the March 11, 2011, Japanese
earthquake and tsunami. The objective of this effort is to oversee assessment and
implementation of the Near-Term Task Force's recommendations and address the items
identified for longer-term review in the Chairman's tasking memorandum, COMGBJ-1 1-0002,
"NRC Actions Following the Events in Japan."

Staffinq

As discussed below, the NRC's longer-term review effort will be led by a steering committee,
which will report to the Executive Director for Operations (EDO). A Japan Lessons-Leamed
Project Directorate will be responsible for assessing and prioritizing the Near-Term Task Force's
recommendations, under the direction of the steering committee. The steering committee will
be supported by an advisory committee and a group of external stakeholders. Action items and
longer-term evaluations will be completed by the NRC line organization.

The organizational structure of the committee and the groups supporting it is depicted in the
figure below:

' EDO

ISteering
Committee]

I Japan Lessons-
Learned Project

Directorate

im = i= g • PaneD l of==1 ,
Line NRC Advisory I Panel ofI

Organizationj Committee I External
oStakeholders

SLonger-Term

Task
Groups

Enclosure
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The steering committee will be chaired by Martin Virgilio, Deputy Executive Director for Reactor
and Preparedness Programs, and will consist of the following members:

Senior Managers Cynthia Carpenter
Elmo Collins
Catherine Haney
Michael Johnson
Eric Leeds
Victor McCree
Brian Sheron
James Wiggins

Senior Technical Assistant Gregory Bowman
Administrative Assistant Tina Malone

The steering committee will be supported by an NRC advisory committee, as needed. The
advisory committee's role will be to provide advice on legal, international, Congressional,
financial, and public affairs issues, and will consist of the following members:

Public Affairs Scott Bumell
International Jack Ramsey
Congressional Raeann Shane
Financial Gordon Peterson

Jennifer Golder
Legal Ed Williamson

The steering committee will obtain information and comments from a panel of external
stakeholders, which will include representatives from industry, States, Native American Tribes,
and public interest groups. The members of this panel will provide their own individual advice,
opinions, and perspectives to the steering committee on the scope and conclusions of the
NRC's longer-term review.

The recommendations of the Near-Term Task Force will be evaluated, as directed by the Staff
Requirements Memorandum (SRM) for SECY-1 1-0093, by the Japan Lessons-Learned Proiect
Directorate. This group will be responsible for working with the line organization, under the
direction of the steering committee, to develop an assessment of the Task Force
recommendations to be provided to the Commission. Specifically, the Japan Lessons-Learned
Project Directorate will be responsible for coordinating the development of the following two
notation vote papers:

" A notation vote paper, submitted within 21 days of the date of the SRM for
SECY-1 1-0093, with recommendations for any actions that should be completed without
delay.

" A notation vote paper, submitted within 45 days of the date of the SRM for
SECY-1 1-0093, providing a recommended prioritization of the Near-Term Task Force
recommendations, informed by the steering committee, along with recommendations for
obtaining stakeholder input and involvement of the Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safeguards (ACRS).

2
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After receiving Commission direction on the papers listed above, the Japan Lessons-Learned
Project Directorate will be responsible for coordinating all action items and longer-term
evaluations approved by either the Commission or EDO, as appropriate, with the line
organization.

The line organization will be responsible for completing all action items and longer-term
evaluations identified by the Near-Term Task Force and the steering committee that are
approved by either the Commission or EDO, as appropriate.

The longqer-term task groups will be responsible for completing longer-term evaluations
identified by the Near-Term Task Force that were approved by the Commission, items identified
by the steering committee for evaluation, and items specifically required by COMGBJ-1 1-0002
for longer-term review. Each longer-term task group will be assigned a team leader, who will
normally be a member of the Senior Executive Service or a branch chief, and will be comprised
of subject matter experts from the appropriate offices. The team leader and task group
members will work within the line organization and normally support the longer-term effort on a
part-time basis. The task groups will be responsible for completing an evaluation of each issue
referred by the steering committee and providing a recommendation for action to the committee,
though the lead office.

For the purposes of this charter, the term "action item" refers to regulatory actions such as
orders, rulemaking, or generic communications. The line organization, and not the steering
committee, will be responsible for providing direct oversight of action items identified during the
longer-term review, or action items that were identified previously by the near-term review and
referred to the line organization.

Scope

The committee's review will include the following:

a. Prioritization and implementation of the recommendations of the Near-Term Task Force. As
discussed above, the Japan Lessons-Learned Project Directorate, under the direction of the
steering committee, will provide the Commission with the staff's evaluation of the Near-Term
Task Force's recommendations through the development of the two notation vote SECY
papers required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093.

b. The items specifically required by COMGBJ-1 1-0002 for the NRC's longer-term review,
including:

Oversight of the line organization's development of specific information on the sequence
of events and the status of equipment throughout the duration of the event. In
completing this item, the line organization should, as much as possible, leverage any
similar evaluations completed or in progress by Tokyo Electric Power Company, the
Japanese regulatory authority, other Federal agencies, or other organizations.

" A continued evaluation of any technical and policy issues related to emerging
information, to identify potential additional research, generic issues, rulemakings, and
adjustments to the regulatory framework or Reactor Oversight Process that should be
conducted by the NRC.
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0 Evaluation of potential interagency issues, such as emergency preparedness.

c. The longer-term review items identified by the Near-Term Task Force that are approved by
the Commission.

d. As required by SRM M110428, to the extent practicable, a comparison between NRC and
Japanese regulatory requirements associated with station blackout.

e. As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, an assessment of Recommendation 1 provided
in the Task Force report. This item should be assigned to a longer-term task group, which
should provide a notation vote paper through the line organization and steering committee
within 18 months addressing the general approach to be used for dispositioning this
recommendation.

f. As required by the SRM for COMWDM-1 1-0001/COMWCO-1 1-0001, an evaluation of
methods to improve communication with the public and other stakeholders. This item
should be assigned to a longer-term task group and should address Items 3 and 4 in the
SRM.

The scope of the steering committee's review will include power and non-power reactors, non-
operating reactors, and non-reactor NRC licensees.

Any action items identified during the course of the committee's review will be referred to the
line organization to complete. The steering committee will not be responsible for providing
direct oversight of these action items, but should maintain awareness of the staff's progress
(e.g., through periodic briefings from the line organization) and include status updates of any
action items in the periodic Commissioner updates discussed below.

Coordination and Communications

The steering committee will:

" Ensure that, for each proposed activity, the Commission is provided with an estimate of
any resource impacts on other regulatory activities that exceed the reprogramming
threshold of $500,000 or four full-time equivalent staff. This information can be provided
to the Commission either through an information paper, memo to the Commission, or
briefing of the Commissioners' technical assistants.

" Coordinate development of a panel of external stakeholders. This panel should advise
the steering committee, and include representatives from industry, States, Native
American Tribes, and public interest groups. The panel should be established early in
the NRC's longer-term review, before the scope of the review has been fully developed.
Membership and participation on this panel is not static and may be subject to change
during the course of the longer-term review.

" Solicit broad stakeholder input, as appropriate. The steering committee will interface
with a broad array of external stakeholders (e.g., through. public meeting or Federal
Register notices), and should also hold a public meeting with the panel of external
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stakeholders to obtain their own individual advice, opinions, and perspectives on items
to be included in the scope of the longer-term review. The steering committee should
also obtain feedback from stakeholders on the process for communicating the results of
the longer-term review. This information should be evaluated in addressing Item f. in the
Scope section.

Brief the ACRS on the planned scope of the longer-term review shortly after obtaining
and evaluating external stakeholder input and periodically during the course of the
review. The steering committee shall also work with ACRS to obtain formal ACRS
review of the Task Force's recommendations and the NRC's assessment of the
recommendations, completed as described in Item a. in the Scope section.

" Coordinate and cooperate with other domestic and international efforts reviewing the
events in Japan for additional insights, as appropriate.

" Update and brief internal stakeholders during the course of the longer-term review. The
steering committee will provide periodic status reports to the EDO, and will notify the
EDO and Commission promptly if any issues are identified that require immediate action
by the NRC.

" Hold public meetings with the panel of external stakeholders prior to providing each
periodic update to the Commission. Significant comments from the panel should be
brought to the attention of the Commission.

" Provide recommendations to the Commission for any policy issues identified.

" Provide recommendations to the EDO for any actions not involving policy issues.

" Develop a communications plan. The communication plan shall include a mechanism
for providing the public with the NRC's most up-to-date understanding of the chronology
of events at Fukushima Dai-ichi and the agency's current understanding of the plant's
status.

Expected Products and Schedule

The Japan Lessons-Leamed Project Directorate's review should begin after the issuance of the
SRM associated with SECY-1 1-0093. The remainder of the longer-term review should begin as
soon as the NRC has sufficient technical information from the events in Japan to support the
review, and should evolve to accommodate new issues as more information becomes available.

The staff will provide the Commission with the following SRM-required products:

" As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, a notation vote paper will be provided to the
Commission within 21 days of the date of the SRM. This paper will provide the
Commission with recommendations for any actions that should be implemented without
further delay.

" As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, a notation vote paper will be provided to the
Commission within 45 days of the date of the SRM. This paper will provide the
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Commission with a recommended prioritization of the Near-Term Task Force
recommendations, including a plan for obtaining stakeholder input on the
recommendations and involvement of the ACRS.

" As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, a notation vote paper will be provided to the
Commission within 18 months of the issuance of the SRM, providing the staff's general
approach for dispositioning Task Force Recommendation 1.

" As required by SRM M1 10428, Item d. in the Scope section above should be provided to
the Commission in the form of a Commissioners' Assistants note. This action should be
completed once sufficient information is available from the Japanese regulator to
complete such an analysis.

" As required by the SRM for COMWDM-1 1-0001/COMWCO-11-0001, a notation vote
paper will be provided to the Commission within 6 months after public release of the
Near Term Task Force report to address communication enhancements that could be
taken by the agency.

Additional notation vote papers may be provided to the Commission periodically during the
course of the longer-term review if action items are identified which require Commission
approval.

The steering committee will update the Commission on the status of the longer-term review
within 6 months of starting and periodically thereafter. These updates will be provided through
either a Commission meeting, briefing of the Commissioners' technical assistants, or SECY
paper.

The longer-term review will conclude when all longer-term evaluations have been completed
and regulatory actions identified, and those regulatory actions have been referred to the NRC
line organization for action using existing processes (e.g., the rulemaking process). The
committee will provide its observations, conclusions, and recommendations in the form of a final
SECY paper to the Commission at the conclusion of the longer-term review. This report will be
released to the public via normal Commission processes. The SECY paper transmitting the
final results of the longer-term evaluation will be provided to ACRS for review.

Changes to the Charter

This charter will be treated as a 'living document," and the staffing, scope, coordination and
communication, and products and schedules associated with this review may be changed at the
discretion of the steering committee, with approval of the EDO, to adapt to new developments,
additional information associated with the event, or recommendations from internal or external
stakeholders. The charter may also be revised in response to Commission direction.
Commission approval is required to make any changes associated with items in the charter that
are required by the Commission through an SRM.

6

FK 1713 of 2833



NOTATION VOTE

TO:

FROM:

RESPONSE SHEET *
*RELEASED TO THE` ,`ULUC*

Annette Vietti-Cook, Secretarl /4/Z, i *;U

Chairman Gregory B. Jaczko T1-

SUBJECT: SECY-11-0117 - PROPOSED CHARTER FOR THE
LONGER-TERM REVIEW OF LESSONS LEARNED
FROM THE MARCH 11, 2011, JAPANESE
EARTHQUAKE AND TSUNAMI

Approved X Disapproved Abstain

Not Participating _

COMMENTS: Below X Attached None

I approve the proposed charter subject to the edits proposed by Commissioners
Apostolakis and Ostendorff. Consistent with his authority and the proposed charter, the
Executive Director of Operations should make any needed changes in staffing,
coordination, communication, and products that changing circumstances may warrant
and make corresponding changes to the charter, which should be treated as a living
document.

SIGNATURE

DATE

Entered on "STARS" Yes X No
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SEC

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSK-****************-0WASHINGTON, D.C. 2o555,.ootRELEASED TO THE PUBLIC*

October 19, 2011 * *

CRETARY COMMISSION VOTING RECORD

DECISION ITEM: SECY-11-0117

TITLE: PROPOSED CHARTER FOR THE LONGER-TERM REVIEW
OF LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE MARCH 11, 2011,
JAPANESE EARTHQUAKE AND TSUNAMI

The Commission (with all Commissioners agreeing) approved the subject paper as recorded in
the Staff Requirements Memorandum (SRM) of October 19, 2011.

This Record contains a summary of voting on this matter together with the individual vote
sheets, views and comments of the Commission.

Annette L. Vietti-Cook
Secretary of the Commission•

Attachments:
1. Voting Summary
2. Commissioner Vote Sheets

cc: Chairman Jaczko
Commissioner Svinicki
Commissioner Apostolakis
Commissioner Magwood
Commissioner Ostendorff
OGC
EDO
PDR
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VOTING SUMMARY - SECY-1 1-0117

RECORDED VOTES

NOT
APRVD DISAPRVD ABSTAIN PARTICIP COMMENTS DATE

CHRM. JACZKO X

COMR. SVINICKI X

COMR. APOSTOLAKIS X

COMR. MAGWOOD X

COMR. OSTENDORFF X

X 9/15/11

X 9/6/11

X 9/1/11

X 9/2/11

X 8/31/11
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NOTATION VOTE

RESPONSE SHEET

TO: Annette Vietti-Cook, Secretary

Chairman Gregory B. JaczkoFROM:

SUBJECT:

Approved X

SECY-11-0117- PROPOSED CHARTER FOR THE
LONGER-TERM REVIEW OF LESSONS LEARNED
FROM THE MARCH 11, 2011, JAPANESE
EARTHQUAKE AND TSUNAMI

Disapproved Abstain

Not Participating _

COMMENTS: Below X Attached None

I approve the proposed charter subject to the edits proposed by Commissioners
Apostolakis and Ostendorff. Consistent with his authority and the proposed charter, the
Executive Director of Operations should make any needed changes in staffing,
coordination, communication, and products that changing circumstances may warrant
and make corresponding changes to the charter, which should be treated as a living
document.

SIGNATURE

DATE

Entered on "STARS" Yes X No
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NOTATION VOTE

RESPONSE SHEET

TO: Annette Vietti-Cook, Secretary

COMMISSIONER SVINICKIFROM:

SUBJECT:

Approved XX

SECY-1 1.0117 - PROPOSED CHARTER FOR THE
LONGER-TERM REVIEW OF LESSONS LEARNED
FROM THE MARCH 11, 2011, JAPANESE
EARTHQUAKE AND TSUNAMI

Disapproved Abstain

Not Participating __

COMMENTS: Below XX Attached XX None

I approve the proposed charter, subject to the edits in the attachment. These edits are
consistent with my vote on SECY-11-0093, "Near-Term Report and Recommendations for
Agency Actions Following the Events in Japan" and are intended to integrate NRC's regulatory
responses arising from the events at Fukushima more fully into the program execution and
resource planning of the agency's line organizations.

S I NA? R E

091Z/11
DATE

Entered on "STARS" Yes __No
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Commissioner Svinicki's comments

CHARTER FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
STEERING COMMITTEE TO CONDUCT A LONGER-TERM REVIEW

OF THE EVENTS IN JAPAN

Objective

The purpose of this charter is to establish the structure, scope, and expectations for the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission's (NRC's) longer-term review of the March 11, 2011, Japanese
earthquake and tsunami. The objective of this effort is to oversee assessment and
implementation of the Near-Term Task Force's recommendations and address the items
identified for longer-term review in the Chairman's March 23, 2011 tasking memorandum,
COMGBJ-1 1-0002, "NRC Actions Following the Events in Japan," and consistent with the
Commission's direction in the Staff Requirements Memoranda (SRMs) for SECY-1 1-0093,
"Near-Term Report and Recommendations for Agency Actions Following the Events in Japan,"
and COMWDM-1 1-0001/COMWCO-1 1-0001 - En-gagement of Stakeholders Regardinq the
Events in Japan."

Staffinq

As discussed below, the NRC's longer-term review effort will be led by a steering committee,
which will report to the Executive Director for Operations (EDO). A Japan Lessons-Learned
Project Directorate will be responsible for assessing and prioritizing the Near-Term Task Force's
recommendations, under the direction of the steering committee. The steering committee will
be supported by an advisory committee and a group of external stakeholders. Action items and
longer-term evaluations will be completed by the NRC line organization.

The organizational structure of the committee and the groups supporting it is depicted in the
figure below:

Enclosure

FK 1719 of 2833



Japan Lessons-
Learned Project

Directorate

The steering committee will be chaired by Ma.ti-. Virgiie-•,the Deputy Executive Director for
Reactor and Preparedness Programs, and will consist of the following members:

Senior Managers Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Director, Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research
Director, Office of New Reactors
Director, Office of Nuclear Security and Incident Response
Director, Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards
Director, Federal and State Materials and Environmental

Management Programs
Region II Regional Administrator
Region IV Regional AdministratorCynthia C.Grp.ter

EIFter-c Coleep
GAahe Haina ney
Michael johnson
E~iG Leeds
Vi~OFMr.Gee
B~ian SheFen
clamer, Wggins

Senior Technical Assistant Gregory Bowman
Administrative Assistant Tina Malone

The Chair of the Steering Committee will be supported by the Japan Lessons Learned Proiect
Directorate. The Director will report to the Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
(NRR). All work to be performed by the Directorate will be assigned either by the Steering
Committee Chairman, through the Director of NRR. or by the Director of NRR.
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The steering committee will be supported by an NRC advisory committee, as needed. The
advisory committee's role will be to provide advice on legal, international, Congressional,
financial, and public affairs issues, and will consist of the following members or successors
representing their organizations:

Public Affairs Scott Burnell
International Jack Ramsey
Congressional Raeann Shane
Financial- Gordon Peterson

Jennifer Golder
Legal Ed Williamson

The steering committee will ebtain solicit information and comments from a panel of external
stakeholders, which will include representatives from industry, academia, States, Native
American Tribes, and public interest groups. The members of this panel will provide their own
individual advice, opinions, and perspectives to the steering committee on the scope and
conclusions of the NRC's longer-term review.

The recommendations of the Near-Term Task Force will be evaluated by the steering
committee, as directed by the Staff Roguiromonte Memoreandum (SRM) for SECY-1 1-0093, by
with the assistance of the Japan Lessons-Learned Proiect Directorate. This group will be
responsible for working with the line organization, under the direction of the Chairman of the
steering committee, to develop an assessment of the Task Force recommendations (and other
concepts that emerge from stakeholder engagement) to be provided to the Commission.
Specifically, the Japan Lessons-Learned Project Directorate will be responsible for coordinating
the development of the following two notation vote papers:

" A notation vote paper, submitted within 21 days of the date of the SRM for
SECY-1 1-0093, with recommendations for any actions that should be completed without
delay.

* A notation vote paper, submitted within 45 days of the date of the SRM for
SECY-1 1-0093, providing a recommended prioritization of the Near-Term Task Force
recommendations, informed by the steering committee, along with recommendations for
obtaining stakeholder input and involvement of the Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safeguards (ACRS).

After receiving Commission direction on the papers listed above, the steering committee
assisted by the Japan Lessons-Learned Project Directorate will be responsible for coordinating
all action items and longer-term evaluations approved by either the Commission or EDO, as
appropriate, with the line organization.

The line organization will be responsible for reviewin GempletiF@-all action items and longer-
term evaluations identified by the Near-Term Task Force and implementing, as appropriate, all
actions and longer-term evaluations the 6teering committee that are approved by eit.e,-the
Commission.
or EDO, as prprae

The longer-term task groups will be responsible for completing longer-term evaluations
identified by the Near-Term Task Force that were approved by the Commission, or other items
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identified through engagement with stakeholders, items identified by the steering committee for
evaluation, and items specifically required by COMGBJ-11-0002 for longer-term review. Each
longer-term task group will be assigned a team leader, who will normally be a member of the
Senior Executive Service or a branch chief, and will be comprised of subject matter experts from
the appropriate offices. The team leader and task group members will work within the line
organization and normally support the longer-term effort on a part-time basis. The task groups
will be responsible for completing an evaluation of each issue referred by the steering
committee and providing a recommendation for action to the committee, though the lead office.

For the purposes of this charter, the term "action item" refers to regulatory actions such as
orders, licensing actions, rulemaking, or generic communications. The line organization, and
not the steering committee, will be responsible for providing direct oversight of action items
identified during the longer-term review, or action items that were identified previously by the
near-term review and referred to the line organization.

Scope

I The steering committee's review will include the following:

a. Prioritization and implementation of the recommendations of the Near-Term Task Force or
other actions that emerge from stakeholder engagement, as directed in

above, the Japan Lescons Learned Project Directoate, under: the direcioinn of the 0t60ring
GOFAmittoe, Will proVide the Commission with the staff~s evaluation of the Near T-erm T-aGk
Force's Fremmen~dations through the devclopmont of the two notation vote SECY paer
rqUed- bythe SRM for SECY-1 1-0093.

b. The items specifically required by the COMGBJ-1 1-0002 tasking memorandum for the
NRC's longer-term review, including:

Oversight of the line organization's development of specific information on the sequence
of events and the status of equipment throughout the duration of the event. In
completing this item, the line organization should, as much as possible, leverage any
similar evaluations completed or in progress by Tokyo Electric Power Company, the
Japanese regulatory authority, other Federal agencies, e~as well as other domestic and
international organizations.

" A continued evaluation of any technical and policy issues related to emerging
information, to identify potential additional research, generic issues, rulemakings, and
adjustments to the regulatory framework or Reactor Oversight Process that should be
conducted by the NRC.

" Evaluation of potential interagency issues, such as emergency preparedness.

c. The longer-term review items identified by the Near-Term Task Force that are approved by
the Commission.

d. As required by SRM M1 10428, to the extent practicable, a comparison between NRC and
Japanese regulatory requirements associated with station blackout.

e. As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, an assessment of Recommendation 1 provided

in the Task Force report. This item should be assigned to a longer-term task group, which
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should provide a notation vote paper through the line organization and steering committee
within 18 months addressing the general approach to be used for dispositioning this
recommendation.

f. As required by the SRM for COMWDM-1 1-0001/COMWCO-1 1-0001, an evaluation of
methods to improve communication with the public and other stakeholders. This item
should be assigned to a longer-term task group and should address Items 3 and 4 in the
SRM.

The scope of the steering committee's review will include power and non-power reactors, non-
operating reactors, and non-reactor NRC licensees.

Any action items identified during the course of the committee's review will be referred to the
line organization to complete. The steering committee will not be responsible for providing
direct oversight of these action items, but should maintain awareness of the staff's progress
(e.g., through periodic briefings from the line organization) and include status updates of any
action items in the periodic Commissioner updates discussed below.

Coordination and Communications

The steering committee will:

Ensure that, for each proposed activity, the Commission is provided with an estimate of
a-y resource impacts on other regulatory activities that ex.eed the reprogramming
thr ..hold Of $500,000 Or four full time equivalent M . This information ean-should be
provided to the Commission either through an information paper; or memorandum to the
Commission.. or briefin of the Commi.sione'.tech.n.ic.al assiotat. .

Coordinate development of a panel of external stakeholders. This panel should advise
provide individual views to the steering committee, and include representatives from
industry, academia, States, Native American Tribes, and public interest groups. The
panel should be established early in the NRC's longer-term review, before the scope of
the review has been fully developed. Membership and participation on this panel is not
static and may be subject to change during the course of the longer-term review.

Solicit broad stakeholder input, as appropriate. The steering committee will interface
with a broad array of external stakeholders (e.g., through public meetings or Federal
Register notices), and should also hold a public meeting with the panel of external
stakeholders to obtain their own individual advice, opinions, and perspectives on items
to be included in the scope of the longer-term review. The steering committee should
also obtain feedback from stakeholders on the process for communicating the results of
the longer-term review. This information should be evaluated in addressing Item f. in the
Scope section.

Brief the ACRS on the planned scope of the longer-term review shortly after obtaining
and evaluating external stakeholder input and periodically during the course of the
review. The steering committee shall also work with ACRS to obtain formal ACRS
review of the Task Force's recommendations and the NRC's assessment of the
recommendations, completed as described in Item a. in the Scope section.
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" Coordinate and cooperate with other domestic and international efforts reviewing the
events in Japan for additional insights, as appropriate.

" Update and brief internal stakeholders during the course of the longer-term review. The
steering committee will provide periodic status reports to the EDO, and will notify the
EDO and Commission promptly if any issues are identified that require immediate action
by the NRC.

• Hold public meetings with the panel of external stakeholders prior to providing each
periodic update to the Commission. Significant comments from the panel should be
brought to the attention of the Commission.

* Provide recommendations to the Commission as Notation Vote Papers for any policy
issues identified separate from the Near Term Task Force recommendations.

. Provide recommendations to the EDO for any actions not involving policy issues.

Develop a-communications plans, as appropriate. Tho .,mmunictio" plan sh•.l to (1)
include a'mechanism for providing the public with the NRC's most up-to-date
understanding of the chronology of events at Fukushima Dai-ichi and the agency's
current understanding of the plant's status, and (2) deliver a consistent and accurate
message to all stakeholders in a timely fashion about requlatory actions and activities
arising from agency decisions on Near Term Task Force recommendations. -

Expected Products and Schedule

The Japan Lessons-Learned Project Directorate's review sheouldbegian after the issuance of
the SRM associated with SECY-1 1-0093. The remainder of the longer-term review should
begin as soon as the NRC has sufficient technical information from the events in Japan to
support the review, and should evolve to accommodate new issues as more information
becomes available.

The staff will provide the Commission with the following SRM-required products:

" As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, a notation vote paper will be provided to the
Commission within 21 days of the date of the SRM. This paper will provide the
Commission with recommendations for any actions that should be implemented without
further delay.

" As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, a notation vote paper will be provided to the
Commission within 45 days of the date of the SRM. This paper will provide the
Commission with a recommended prioritization of the Near-Term Task Force
recommendations, including a plan for obtaining stakeholder input on the
recommendations and involvement of the ACRS.

" As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, a notation vote paper will be provided to the
Commission within 18 months of the issuance of the SRM, providing the staffs general
approach for dispositioning Task Force Recommendation 1.

" As required by SRM M1 10428, item d. in the Scope section above should be provided to

the Commission in the form of an Information Pa•rer Commiionor• ' A.i,•tants note.
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This action should be completed once sufficient information is available from the
Japanese regulator to complete such an analysis.

As required by the SRM for COMWDM-1 1-0001/COMWCO-1 1-0001, a notation vote
paper will be provided to the Commission within 6 months after public release of the
Near Term Task Force report to address communication enhancements that could be
taken by the agency.

Additional notation vote papers may be provided to the Commission periodically during the
course of the longer-term review if action items are identified which require Commission
approval.

Until further directed. tithe steer.n. committeestaff should provide -wil--update the Commission
with a eonthe-status update fel gr trm rovew nwii 6 months months in the form
of a SECY paper of stating and peedicall'. the , ... . These updates will bo provided through
either a Commission meeting, briefing of the Commissioners6' terwhnical assistants, Or SECY
paper-The paper should review the work conducted under the charter, highlight potential policy
issues for Commission consideration, and provide recommendations regarding the sunset date
of the Steering Committee, Advisory Committee, and the Proiect Directorate.

The longer-term review will conclude when all longer-term evaluations have been completed
and regulatory actions identified, and those regulatory actions have been referred to the NRC
line organization for action using existing processes (e.g., generic communications process,
generic issues program, licensing action process, the rulemaking process, etc.). Before the
steering committee is disbanded. the committee will provide its observations, conclusions, and
recommendations to the Commission in the form of a draft final NUREG as an attachment to a
notation vote SECY paper to the Commission at the conc.lusion oft•he' l-T r.onger tem reV .e. This
report will be released to the public via normal Commission processes. The SECY paper
tiansmitting-the draft final NUREG that documents the results of the longer-term evaluation will
be provided to ACRS for review.

Changes to the Charter

Modification of or changes to tTlhis charter require Commission approval, will be treated as a
.living dGG.....tad The staffing, scope, coordination and communication, and products and

schedules associated with this review may be changed at the discretion of the steering
committee, with approval of the EDO, to ad'p..t t new developments, additional informati
assoriated with the event, Or Fecommendations from internal Or temal ;takeholders. The
charter mnay also be revised in response to Commission dir49in. Comm~ission approval is

Commission thei.gh an SRM.

/RA/
Kristine L. Svinicki 09/06/11
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TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

NOTATION VOTE

RESPONSE SHEET

Annette Vietti-Cook, Secretary

Commissioner Apostolakis

SECY-11-0117 - PROPOSED CHARTER FOR THE
LONGER-TERM REVIEW OF LESSONS LEARNED
FROM THE MARCH 11, 2011, JAPANESE
EARTHQUAKE AND TSUNAMI

Approved x Disapproved Abstain

Not Participating _

COMMENTS: Below x Attached x None

I approve the proposed charter subject to the attached edits.

SIGNATU E

DATE

Entered on "STARS" Yes x No
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Commissioner Apostolakis' Comments

CHARTER FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
STEERING COMMITTEE TO CONDUCT A LONGER-TERM REVIEW

OF THE EVENTS IN JAPAN

Obiective

The purpose of this charter is to establish the structure, scope, and expectations for the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission's (NRC's) longer-term review of the March 11, 2011, Japanese
earthquake and tsunami. The objective of this effort is to oversee assessment a-d
imp-e..•eatie- of the Near-Term Task Force's recommendations, their implementation as
directed by the Commission, identify any additional recommendations, and address the items
identified for longer-term review in the 3/23/11 SRM for Chairm:,a,' taSking memorand,-m,
COMGBJ-1 1-0002, "NRC Actions Following the Events in Japan."

Staffinq

As discussed below, the NRC's longer-term review effort will be led by a steering committee,
which will report to the Executive Director for Operations (EDO). The steering committeeA
Japa. Lessons Learn.ed Project DiFreotoate will be responsible for assessing and prioritizing the
Near-Term Task Force's recommendations, undcr the direction of the steering committee. The
steering committee will be supported by the Japan Lessons-Learned Proiect Directorate, an
advisory committee, and a group of external stakeholders. Action items and longer-term
evaluations will be completed by the NRC line organization.

The organizational structure of the committee and the groups supporting it is depicted in the
figure below:

Enclosure
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The steering committee will be chaired by Martin Virgilio, Deputy Executive Director for Reactor
and Preparedness Programs, and will consist of the following members:

Senior Managers

Senior Technical Assistant
Administrative Assistant

Cynthia Carpenter
Elmo Collins
Catherine Haney
Michael Johnson
Eric Leeds
Victor McCree
Brian Sheron
James Wiggins
Gregory Bowman
Tina Malone

The steering committee will be supported by an NRC advisory committee, as needed. The
advisory committee's role will be to provide advice on legal, international, Congressional,
financial, and public affairs issues, and will consist of the following members:

Public Affairs
International
Congressional
Financial

Legal

Scott Bumell
Jack Ramsey
Raeann Shane
Gordon Peterson
Jennifer Golder
Ed Williamson

2
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The steering committee will ebtain solicit information and comments from a panel of external
stakeholders, which will include representatives from industry, academia, States, Native
American Tribes, and public interest groups. The members of this panel will provide their own
individual advice, opinions, and perspectives to the steering committee on the scope and
conclusions of the NRC's longer-term review.

The recommendations of the Near-Term Task Force will be evaluated by the steering
committee, as directed by the Staff Requirements Memorandum (SRM) for SECY-1 1-0093, by
with the assistance of the Japan Lessons-Learned Proiect Directorate. This group will be
responsible for working with the line organization, under the direction of the steering committee,
to assist the steering committee in the development of an assessment of the Task Force
recommendations to be provided to the Commission. Specifically, the Japan Lessons-Learned

I Project Directorate will be ,.•e ,,sible- for coordinateihe the development of the following two
notation vote papers:

* The 21-dayA notation vote paper, submitted within 21 days of the date ofas directed by
the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093- with r.Co.mm.en;dation. s for any actions that ,hould bo
coemplcted without delay.

AThe 45-day notation vote paper, submitted within 15 days of the date ofas directed by
the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093-..prviding a Fnrsmmended prioritizatin of the Near TeFrm
Task Force rocommendation,, infored by the , teceFing commitee., .le .. with
recommendations for obtaining stakcholder input and inyolvement of the Advio,
Committ~ee on Reactor Safeguards (ACR-).

After receiving Commission direction on the papers listed above, the Japan Lessons Learned
Project Di•e•torate steering committee, assisted by the Japan Lessons-Learned Proiect
Directorate, will be responsible for coordinating all action items and longer-term evaluations
approved by either the Commission or EDO, as appropriate, with the line organization.

The line or-ganization will be responsible for completing all action items and longer-term
evaluations identified by the Near-Term Task Force and the steering committee that are
approved by either the Commission or EDO, as appropriate.

The longer-term task groups will be responsible for completing longer-term evaluations
identified by the Near-Term Task Force that were approved by the Commission, items identified
by the steering committee for evaluation, and items specifically required by the 3/23/11 SRM for
COMGBJ-1 1-0002 for longer-term review. Each longer-term task group will be assigned a team
leader, who will normally be a member of the Senior Executive Service or a branch chief, and
will be comprised of subject matter experts from the appropriate offices. The team leader and
task group members will work within the line organization and normally support the longer-term
effort on a part-time basis. The task groups will be responsible for completing an evaluation of
each issue referred by the steering committee and providing a recommendation for action to the
committee, though the lead office.

For the purposes of this charter, the term "action item" refers to regulatory actions such as
orders, licensing actions, rulemaking, or generic communications. The line organization, and
not the steering committee, will be responsible for providing direct oversight of action items
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identified during the longer-term review, or action items that were identified previously by the
near-term review and referred to the line organization.

Scope

I The steering committee's review will include the following:

a. Prioritization and implementation of the recommendations of the Near-Term Task Force. As
diseussed abovc, the Japan LesSons LcaFRnd ProjBct Dierotorate, undcr the direction of the
setocing comm~ittee, will provide the Gomso with the staffs evalulation of the Near Term
Task Force'S recommendations through the devel.pment of the two netatien Yote SECY
.pap.. .Fcned by as directed in the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093.

I b. The items specifically required by the SRM for COMGBJ-1 1-0002 for the NRC's longer-term
review, including:

Oversight of the line organization's development of specific information on the sequence
of events and the status of equipment throughout the duration of the event. In
completing this item, the line organization should, as much as possible, leverage any
similar evaluations completed or in progress by Tokyo Electric Power Company, the
Japanese regulatory authority, other Federal agencies, efas well as other domestic and
international organizations.

" A continued evaluation of any technical and policy issues related to emerging
information, to identify potential additional research, generic issues, rulemakings, and
adjustments to the regulatory framework or Reactor Oversight Process that should be
conducted by the NRC.

" Evaluation of potential interagency issues, such as emergency preparedness.

c. The longer-term review items identified by the Near-Term Task Force that are approved by
the Commission.

d. As required by SRM M1"10428, to the extent practicable, a comparison between NRC and
Japanese regulatory requirements associated with station blackout.

e. As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, an assessment of Recommendation 1 provided
in the Task Force report. This item should be assigned to a longer-term task groupl, hiGh
should po.ido. a n otation. vote paper through the line organization and steeri• g .. omm itee

within 18 moneths addressing the genera! approach to be Used for dicpoc~itiGing this
Fr~eommendatin

f. As required by the SRM for COMWDM-1 1-0001/COMWCO-1 1-0001, an evaluation of
methods to improve communication with the public and other stakeholders. This item
should be assigned to a longer-term task group and should address Items 3 and 4 in the
SRM.

The scope of the steering committee's review will include power and non-power reactors, non-
operating reactors, and non-reactor NRC licensees.
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Any-action items ideRtified during the course of the committec's review will be referred to the
line organization to complete. The steering committee will not be responsible for providing
direct oversight of these action items, but should maintain awareness of the staffs progress
(e.g., through periodic briefings from the line organization) and include status updates of any
action items in the periodic Commissioner updates discussed below.

Coordination and Communications

The steering committee will:

" Ensure that, for each proposed activity, the Commission is provided with an estimate of
any resource impacts on other regulatory activities that exceed the reprogramming
threshold of $500,000 or four full-time equivalent staff. This information shouldee, be
provided to the Commission either through an information paper7 or memo to the
Commissiont, or briefing of the Commissionere' technical assistants.

* Coordinate development of a panel of external stakeholders. This panel should advise

provide individual member views to the steering committee, and include representatives
from industry, academia, States, Native American Tribes, and public interest groups.
The panel should be established early in the NRC's longer-term review, before the
scope of the review has been fully developed. Membership and participation on this
panel is not static and may be subject to change during the course of the longer-term
review.

" Solicit broad stakeholder input, as appropriate. The steering committee will interface
with a broad array of external stakeholders (e.g., through public meeting or Federal
Register notices), and should also hold a public meeting with the panel of external
stakeholders to obtain their own individual advice, opinions, and perspectives on items
to be included in the scope of the longer-term review. The steering committee should
also obtain feedback from stakeholders on the process for communicating the results of
the longer-term review. This information should be evaluated in addressing Item f. in the
Scope section.

" Brief the ACRS on the planned scope of the longer-term review shortly after obtaining
and evaluating external stakeholder input and periodically during the course of the
review. The steering committee shall also work with ACRS to obtain formal ACRS
review of the Task Force's recommendations and the NRC's assessment of the
recommendations, completed as described in Item a. in the Scope section.

• Coordinate and cooperate with other domestic and international efforts reviewing the
events in Japan for additional insights, as appropriate.

" Update and brief internal stakeholders during the course of the longer-term review. The
steering committee will provide periodic status reports to the EDO, and will notify the
EDO and Commission promptly if any issues are identified that require immediate action
by the NRC.
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" Hold public meetings with the panel of external stakeholders prior to providing each
periodic update to the Commission. Significant comments from the panel members
should be brought to the attention of the Commission.

" Provide recommendations to the Commission for any policy issues identified.

* Provide recommendations to the EDO for any actions not involving policy issues.

" Develop a communications plan. The communication plan shall include a mechanism
for providing the public with the NRC's most up-to-date understanding of the chronology
of events at Fukushima Dai-ichi and the agency's current understanding of the plant's
status.

Expected Products and Schedule

The •apan Less.SnI. ea r.ed Project Dircctoratc'ssteerinq committee's review should begin
after the issuance of the SRM associated with SECY-1 1-0093. The rFemaindeFr f the longer
term review should begin as soon as the NRC has sufficient technical infoR:ation from the
events in Japan to suppeot the review, and- sho-uld evolve to accommonFAdate new iWusa oe
inAformation becoemes available.

The staff will provide the Commission with the following SRM-required products:

" As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, a notation vote paper will be provided to the
Commission within 21 days of the date of the SRM. This pap,. Will prvGido the
Commission with rzcommendations for any actions that should be implemented without

" As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, a notation vote paper will be provided to the
Commission within 45 days of the date of the SRM. This paper will provide the
Commission; with a recommFenFded prio-ritiziation of the Near TcrmA Task Force9
recom~mendations, including a plan; for obtaining stakeholder input On the
rcommendations and involvement of the ACRS.

As required by the SRM for SECY-11-0093, a notation vote paper will be provided to the
Commission within 18 months of the issuance of the SRM, providing the staff'. general
approach for d~i6positioning Task Forc~e Recom~mendation 1.

* As required by SRM M1 10428, Item d. in the Scope section above should be provided to
the Commission in the form of a Commissioners' Assistants note. This action should be
completed once sufficient info~rmationR is available from the Japanese regulator to
complete such an an~alysis-.

" As required by the SRM for COMWDM-1 1-0001/COMWCO-1 1-0001, a notation vote
paper will be provided to the Commission within 6 months after public release of the
Near Term Task Force report to address communication enhancements that could be
taken by the agency.
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Additional notation vote papers ffiay-will be provided to the Commission periodically during the
course of the longer-term review wheni4 action items are identified which require Commission
approval.

The steering committee will update the Commission on the status of the longer-term review
within 6 months of starting and periodically thereafter. These updates will be provided through
either a Commission meeting, briefing of the Commissioners' technical assistants, or SECY
paper.

The longer-term review will conclude when all longer-term evaluations have been completed
and regulatory actions identified, and those regulatory actions have been referred to the NRC
line organization for action using existing processes (e.g., the rulemaking process). The
committee will provide its observations, conclusions, and recommendations in the form of a final
SECY paper to the Commission at the conclusion of the longer-term review. This report will be
released to the public via normal Commission processes. The SECY paper transmitting the
final results of the longer-term evaluation will be provided to ACRS for review.

Chan'qes to the Charter

This charter will be treated as a "living document," and the staffing, scope, coordination and
communication, and products and schedules associated with this review may be changed at the
discretion of the steering committee, with approval of the EDO or the Commission, as
appropriate, to adapt to new developments, additional information associated with the event, or
recommendations from internal or external stakeholders. The charter may also be revised in
response to Commission direction. Commission approval is required to make any changes
associated with items in the charter that are required by the Commission through an SRM.

7
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RESPONSE SHEET

Annette Vietti-Cook, Secretary

COMMISSIONER MAGWOOD

SECY-11-0117- PROPOSED CHARTER FOR THE
LONGER-TERM REVIEW OF LESSONS LEARNED
FROM THE MARCH 11, 2011, JAPANESE
EARTHQUAKE AND TSUNAMI

Approved 4< Disapproved Abstain

Not Participating _

COMMENTS: Below XAttached None

I approve the Charter - with the addition of Commissioner Apostolakis's edits and the

attached edits.

(A)
SIGNATUR

DATE

.Entered on "STARS" Yes>Y No__

FK 1734 of 2833



Commissioner Magwood's comments

CHARTER FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
STEERING COMMITTEE TO CONDUCT A LONGER-TERM REVIEW

OF THE EVENTS IN JAPAN

Obiective

The purpose of this charter is to establish the structure, scope, and expectations for the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission's (NRC's) longer-term review of the March 11, 2011, Japanese
earthquake and tsunami. The objective of this effort is to oversee assessment and
implementation of the Near-Term Task Force's recommendations and address the items
identified for longer-term review in the Chairman's tasking memorandum, COMGBJ-1 1-0002,
"NRC Actions Following the Events in Japan."

Staffing

As discussed below, the NRC's longer-term review effort will be led by a steering committee,
which will report to the Executive Director for Operations (EDO). A Japan Lessons-Learned
Project Directorate will be responsible for assessing and prioritizing the Near-Term Task Force's
recommendations, under the direction of the steering committee. The steering committee will
be supported by an advisory committee and a group of external stakeholders. Action items and
longer-term evaluations will be completed by the NRC line organization.

The organizational structure of the committee and the groups supporting it is depicted in the
figure below:

EDO

Steering
Committee

Japan Lessons-
Learned Project

Directorate

illln IIPanel of

Line NRC Advisory PaEera l
Organization Committee o External

cStakeholders
SLo~nger-Term

TTask
Groups

Enclosure
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The steering committee will be chaired by Martin Virgilio, Deputy Executive Director for Reactor
and Preparedness Programs, and will consist of the following members:

Senior Managers

Senior Technical Assistant
Administrative Assistant

Cynthia Carpenter
Elmo Collins
Catherine Haney
Michael Johnson
Eric Leeds.
Victor McCree
Brian Sheron
James Wiggins
Gregory Bowman
Tina Malone

The Chair of the Steering Committee will be supported by the Japan Lessons Learned Project
Directorate. The Director will report directly to the Chair of the Steering Committee. All work to
be performed by the Directorate will be assigned by the Steering Committee Chairman.

The steering committee will be supported by an NRC advisory committee, as needed. The
advisory committee's role will be to provide advice on legal, international, Congressional,
financial, and public affairs issues, and will consist of the following members:

Public Affairs
International
Congressional
Financial

Legal

Scott Burnell
Jack Ramsey
Raeann Shane
Gordon Peterson
Jennifer Golder
Ed Williamson

The steering committee will obtain information and comments from a panel of external
stakeholders, which will include representatives from industry, States, Native American Tribes,
and public interest groups. The members of this panel will provide their own individual advice,
opinions, and perspectives to the steering committee on the scope and conclusions of the
NRC's longer-term review.

The recommendations of the Near-Term Task Force will be evaluated, as directed by the Staff
Requirements Memorandum (SRM) for SECY-1 1-0093, by the Japan Lessons-Learned Proiect
Directorate. This group will be responsible for working with the line organization, under the
direction of the Chairman of the steering committee, to develop an assessment of the Task
Force recommendations (and other concepts that emerge from stakeholder engagement) to be
provided to the Commission. Specifically, the Japan Lessons-Learned Project Directorate will
be responsible for coordinating the development of the following two notation vote papers:

• A notation vote paper, submitted within 21 days of the date of the SRM for
SECY-1 1-0093, with recommendations for any actions that should be completed without
delay.
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A notation vote paper, submitted within 45 days of the date of the SRM for
SECY-1 1-0093, providing a recommended prioritization of the Near-Term Task Force
recommendations, informed by the steering committee, along with recommendations for
obtaining stakeholder input and involvement of the Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safeguards (ACRS).

After receiving Commission direction on the papers listed above, the Japan Lessons-Learned
Project Directorate will be responsible for coordinating all action items and longer-term
evaluations approved by either the Commission or EDO, as appropriate, with the line
organization.

The line organization will be responsible for completing all action items and longer-term
evaluations identified by the Near-Term Task Force and the steering committee that are
approved by either the Commission or EDO, as appropriate.

The longer-term task groups will be responsible for completing longer-term evaluations
identified by the Near-Term Task Force that were approved by the Commission, or other items
identified through engagement with stakeholders, items identified by the steering committee for
evaluation, and items specifically required by COMGBJ-1 1-0002 for longer-term review. Each
longer-term task group will be assigned a team leader, who will normally be a member of the
Senior Executive Service or a branch chief, and will be comprised of subject matter experts from
the appropriate offices. The team leader and task group members will work within the line
organization and normally support the longer-term effort on a part-time basis. The task groups
will be responsible for completing an evaluation of each issue referred by the steering
committee and providing a recommendation for action to the committee, though the lead office.

For the purposes of this charter, the term "action item" refers to regulatory actions such as
orders, rulemaking, or generic communications. The line organization, and not the steering
committee, will be responsible for providing direct oversight of action items identified during the
longer-term review, or action items that were identified previously by the near-term review and
referred to the line organization.

Scope

The committee's review will include the following:

a. Prioritization and implementation of the recommendations of the Near-Term Task Force or
other approaches that emerge from stakeholder engagement. As discussed above, the
Japan Lessons-Learned Project Directorate, under the direction of the steering committee,
will provide the Commission with the staff's evaluation of the Near-Term Task Force's
recommendations through the development of the two notation vote SECY papers required
by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093.

b. The items specifically required by COMGBJ-1 1-0002 for the NRC's longer-term review,
including:

• Oversight of the line organization's development of specific information on the sequence
of events and the status of equipment throughout the duration of the event. In
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completing this item, the line organization should, as much as possible, leverage any
similar evaluations completed or in progress by Tokyo Electric Power Company, the
Japanese regulatory authority, other Federal agencies, or other organizations.

" A continued evaluation of any technical and policy issues related to emerging
information, to identify potential additional research, generic issues, rulemakings, and
adjustments to the regulatory framework or Reactor Oversight Process that should be
conducted by the NRC.

" Evaluation of potential interagency issues, such as emergency preparedness.

c. The longer-term review items identified by the Near-Term Task Force that are approved by
the Commission.

d. As required by SRM M1 10428, to the extent practicable, a comparison between NRC and
Japanese regulatory requirements associated with station blackout.

e. As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, an assessment of Recommendation 1 provided
in the Task Force report. This item should be assigned to a longer-term task group, which
should provide a notation vote paper through the line organization and steering committee
within 18 months addressing the general approach to be used for dispositioning this
recommendation.

f. As required by the SRM for COMWDM-11-0001/COMWCO-11-0001, an evaluation of
methods to improve communication with the public and other stakeholders. This item
should be assigned to a longer-term task group and should address Items 3 and 4 in the
SRM.

The scope of the steering committee's review will include power and non-power reactors, non-
operating reactors, and non-reactor NRC licensees.

Any action items identified during the course of the committee's review will be referred to the
line organization to complete. The steering committee will not be responsible for providing
direct oversight of these action items, but should maintain awareness of the staff's progress
(e.g., through periodic briefings from the line organization) and include status updates of any
action items in the periodic Commissioner updates discussed below.

Coordination and Communications

The steering committee will:

* Ensure that, for each proposed activity, the Commission is provided with an estimate of
any resource impacts on other regulatory activities that exceed the reprogramming
threshold of $500,000 or four full-time equivalent staff. This information can be provided
to the Commission either through an information paper, memo to the Commission, or
briefing of the Commissioners' technical assistants.

" Coordinate development of a panel of external stakeholders. This panel should advise
the steering committee, and include representatives from industry, States, Native
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American Tribes, and public interest groups. The panel should be established early in
the NRC's longer-term review, before the scope of the review has been fully developed.
Membership and participation on this panel is not static and may be subject to change
during the course of the longer-term review.

Solicit broad stakeholder input, as appropriate. The steering committee will interface
with a broad array of external stakeholders (e.g., through public meeting or Federal
Register notices), and should also hold a public meeting with the panel of external
stakeholders to obtain their own individual advice, opinions, and perspectives on items
to be included in the scope of the longer-term review. The steering committee should
also obtain feedback from stakeholders on the process for communicating the results of
the longer-term review. This information should be evaluated in addressing Item f. in the
Scope section.

" Brief the ACRS on the planned scope of the longer-term review shortly after obtaining
and evaluating external stakeholder input and periodically during the course of the
review. The steering committee shall also work with ACRS to obtain formal ACRS
review of the Task Force's recommendations and the NRC's assessment of the
recommendations, completed as described in Item a. in the Scope section.

" Coordinate and cooperate with other domestic and international efforts reviewing the
events in Japan for additional insights, as appropriate.

" Update and brief internal stakeholders during the course of the longer-term review. The
steering committee will provide periodic status reports to the EDO, and will notify the
EDO and Commission promptly if any issues are identified that require immediate action
by the NRC.

* Hold public meetings with the panel of external stakeholders prior to providing each
periodic update to the Commission. Significant comments from the panel should be
brought to the attention of the Commission.

" Provide recommendations to the Commission for any policy issues identified.

" Provide recommendations to the EDO for any actions not involving policy issues.

" Develop a communications plan. The communication plan shall include a mechanism
for providing the public with the NRC's most up-to-date understanding of the chronology
of events at Fukushima Dai-ichi and the agency's current understanding of the plant's
status.

Expected Products and Schedule

The Japan Lessons-Learned Project Directorate's review should begin after the issuance of the
SRM associated with SECY-1 1-0093. The remainder of the longer-term review should begin as
soon as the NRC has sufficient technical information from the events in Japan to support the
review, and should evolve to accommodate new issues as more information becomes available.

The staff will provide the Commission with the following SRM-required products:
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" As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, a notation vote paper will be provided to the
Commission within 21 days of the date of the SRM. This paper will provide the
Commission with recommendations for any actions that should be implemented without
further delay.

" As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, a notation vote paper will be provided to the
Commission within 45 days of the date of the SRM. This paper will provide the
Commission with a recommended prioritization of the Near-Term Task Force
recommendations, including a plan for obtaining stakeholder input on the
recommendations and involvement of the ACRS.

* As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, a notation vote paper will be provided to the
Commission within 18 months of the issuance of the SRM, providing the staffs general
approach for dispositioning Task Force Recommendation 1.

. As required by SRM M1 10428, Item d. in the Scope section above should be provided to
the Commission in the form of a Commissioners' Assistants note. This action should be
completed once sufficient information is available from the Japanese regulator to
complete such an analysis.

" As required by the SRM for COMWDM-11-0001/COMWCO-11-0001, a notation vote
paper will be provided to the Commission within 6 months after public release of the
Near Term Task Force report to address communication enhancements that could be
taken by the agency.

Additional notation vote papers may be provided to the Commission periodically during the
course of the longer-term review if action items are identified which require Commission
approval.

The steering committee will update the Commission on the status of the longer-term review
within 6 months of starting and periodically thereafter. These updates will be provided through
either a Commission meeting, briefing of the Commissioners' technical assistants, or SECY
paper.

The longer-term review will conclude when all longer-term evaluations have been completed
and regulatory actions identified, and those regulatory actions have been referred to the NRC
line organization for action using existing processes (e.g., the rulemaking process). The
committee will provide its observations, conclusions, and recommendations in the form of a final
SECY paper to the Commission at the conclusion of the longer-term review. This report will be
released to the public via normal Commission processes. The SECY paper transmitting the
final results of the longer-term evaluation will be provided to ACRS for review.

Changes to the Charter

Thi-•c h•rt. will be t,.atd as a "living documcnt," and tThe staffing, scope, coordination and
communication, and products and schedules associated with this review may be changed at the
discretion of the steering committee, with approval of the EDO, to adapt to new developments,
additional information associated with the event, or recommendations from internal or external
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stakeholders. The charter may also be revised in response to Commission direction.
Commission approval is required to make any changes associated with items in the Ghate
charter that aF e rFequirFed by the Co•m9i6io.,n through a• n . Until further directed, the staff
should provide the Commission with a status update every 6 months. The update should review
the work conducted under the charter, highlight potential policy issues for Commission
consideration, and provide recommendations regarding the sunset of the Steering Committee,
Advisory Committee and the Project Directorate.
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After receiving Commission direction on the papers listed above, the Japan Lessons-Learned
Project Directorate will be responsible for coordinating all action items and longer-term
evaluations approved by either the Commission or EDO, as appropriate, with the line
organization.

The line ormanization will be responsible for completing all action items and longer-term
evaluations identified by the Near-Term Task Force and the steering committee that are
approved by either the Commission or EDO, as appropriate.

The lon~qer-term task groups will be responsible for completing longer-term evaluations
identified by the Near-Term Task Force that were approved by the Commission, items identified
by the steering committee for evaluation, and items specifically required by COMGBJ-1 1-0002
for longer-term review. Each longer-term task group will be assigned a team leader, who will
normally be a member of the Senior Executive Service or a branch chief, and will be comprised
of subject matter experts from the appropriate offices. The team leader and task group
members will work within the line organization and normally support the longer-term effort on a
part-time basis. The task groups will be responsible for completing an evaluation of each issue
referred by the steering committee and providing a recommendation for action to the committee,
though the lead office.

For the purposes of this charter, the term "action item" refers to regulatory actions such as
orders, rulemaking, or generic communications. The line organization, and not the steering
committee, will be responsible for providing direct oversight of action items identified during the
longer-term review, or action items that were identified previously by the near-term review and
referred to the line organization.

Scope

The committee's review will include the following:

a. Prioritization and implementation of the recommendations of the Near-Term Task Force. As
discussed above, the Japan Lessons-Learned Project Directorate, under the direction of the
steering committee, will provide the Commission with the staff's evaluation of the Near-Term
Task Force's recommendations through the development of the two notation vote SECY
papers required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093.

b. The items specifically required by COMGBJ-11-0002 for the NRC's longer-term review,
including:

" Oversight of the line organization's development of specific information on the sequence
of events and the status of equipment throughout the duration of the event. In
completing this item, the line organization should, as much as possible, leverage any
similar evaluations completed or in progress by Tokyo Electric Power Company, the
Japanese regulatory authority, other Federal agencies, or other domestic and
international organizations.

" A continued evaluation of any technical and policy issues related to emerging
information, to identify potential additional research, generic issues, rulemakings, and

3
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adjustments to the regulatory framework or Reactor Oversight Process that should be
conducted by the NRC.

* Evaluation of potential interagency issues, such as emergency preparedness.

c. The longer-term review items identified by the Near-Term Task Force that are approved by
the Commission.

d. As required by SRM Ml 10428, to the extent practicable, a comparison between NRC and
Japanese regulatory requirements associated with station blackout.

e. As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, an assessment of Recommendation 1 provided
in the Task Force report. This item should be assigned to a longer-term task group, which
should provide a notation vote paper through the line organization and steering committee
within 18 months addressing the general approach to be used for dispositioning this
recommendation.

f. As required by the SRM for COMWDM-11-0001/COMWCO-11-0001, an evaluation of
methods to improve communication with the public and other stakeholders. This item
should be assigned to a longer-term task group and should address Items 3 and 4 in the
SRM.

The scope of the steering committee's review will include power and non-power reactors, non-
operating reactors, and non-reactor NRC licensees.

Any action items identified during the course of the committee's review will be referred to the
line organization to complete. The steering committee will not be responsible for providing
direct oversight of these action items, but should maintain awareness of the staff's progress
(e.g., through periodic briefings from the line organization) and include status updates of any
action items in the periodic Commissioner updates discussed below.

Coordination and Communications

The steering committee will:

* Ensure that, for each proposed activity, the Commission is provided with an estimate of
any resource impacts on other regulatory activities that exceed the reprogramming
threshold of $500,000 or four full-time equivalent staff. This information ean-should be
provided to the Commission either through an information paper- or memo to the
Commission, or brieVing f the Gommissione'• . tehniral ,.,i.tantc.

" Coordinate development of a panel of external stakeholders. This panel should advise
the steering committee, and include representatives from industry, States, Native
American Tribes, and public interest groups. The panel should be established early in
the NRC's longer-term review, before the scope of the review has been fully developed.
Membership and participation on this panel is not static and may be subject to change
during the course of the longer-term review.

4
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" Solicit broad stakeholder input, as appropriate. The steering committee will interface
with a broad array of external stakeholders (e.g., through public meeting or Federal
Register notices), and should also hold a public meeting with the panel of external
stakeholders to obtain their own individual advice, opinions, and perspectives on items
to be included in the scope of the .longer-term review. The steering committee should
also.obtain feedback from stakeholders on the process for communicating the results of
the longer-term review. This information should be evaluated in addressing Item f. in the
Scope section.

" Brief the ACRS on the planned scope of the longer-term review shortly after obtaining
and evaluating external stakeholder input and periodically during the course of the
review. The steering committee shall also work with ACRS to obtain formal ACRS
review of the Task Force's recommendations and the NRC's assessment of the
recommendations, completed as dsc.ibcd in Item a. in tho Scope section provided in
the 45-day notation vote paper from the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093.

• Coordinate and cooperate with other domestic and international efforts reviewing the
events in Japan for additional insights, as appropriate.

" Update and brief internal stakeholders during the course of the longer-term review. The
steering committee will provide periodic status reports to the EDO, and will notify the
EDO and Commission promptly if any issues are identified that require immediate action
by the NRC.

" Hold public meetings with the panel of external stakeholders prior to providing each
periodic update to the Commission. Significant comments from the panel should be
brought to the attention of the Commission.

" Provide recommendations to the Commission for any policy issues identified.

" Provide recommendations to the EDO for any actions not involving policy issues.

* Develop a communications plan. The communication plan shall include a mechanism
for providing the public with the NRC's most up-to-date understanding of the chronology
of events at Fukushima Dai-ichi and the agency's current understanding of the plant's
status.

Expected Products and Schedule

The Japan Lessons-Leamed Project Directorate's review should begin after the issuance of the
SRM associated with SECY-1 1-0093. The remainder of the longer-term review should begin as
soon as the NRC has sufficient technical information from the events in Japan to support the
review, and should evolve to accommodate new issues as more information becomes available.

The staff will provide the Commission with the following SRM-required products:

* As required by the SRM for SECY-11-0093, a notation vote paper will be provided to the
Commission within 21 days of the date of the SRM. This paper will provide the

5
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ý "'S REGO. UNITED STATES
& °NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

0 •WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

October 19, 20.-Oi

*RELEASED TO THE PUBLIC*
SECRETARY**

MEMORANDUM TO: R. W. Borchardt

Executive Director for Operations

FROM: Annette L. Vietti-Cook, Secretary(..[

SUBJECT: STAFF.REQUIREMENTS - SECY-11-0117 - PROPOSED
CHARTER FOR THE LONGER-TERM REVIEW OF LESSONS
LEARNED FROM THE MARCH 11, 2011, JAPANESE
EARTHQUAKE AND TSUNAMI

The Commission has approved the proposed charter with the changes indicated in the attached
version.

cc: Chairman Jaczko
Commissioner Svinicki
Commissioner Apostolakis
Commissioner Magwood
Commissioner Ostendorff
OGC
CFO
OCA
OPA
Office Directors, Regions, ACRS, ASLBP (via E-Mail)
PDR
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CHARTER FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
STEERING COMMITTEE TO CONDUCT A LONGER-TERM REVIEW

OF THE EVENTS IN JAPAN

Objective

The purpose of this charter is to establish the structure, scope, and expectations for the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission's (NRC's) longer-term review of the March 11, 2011; Japanese
earthquake and tsunami. The objective of this effort is to oversee assessment aRdSmp..l.emtatef- of the Near-Term Task Force's recommendations, their implementation as
directed by the Commission, identify any additional recommendations, and address the items
identified for longer-term review in the Chairman's March 23, 2011 tasking memorandum,
COMGBJ-1 1-0002, "NRC Actions Following the Events in Japan," and consistent with the
Commission's direction in the Staff Requirements Memoranda (SRMs) for. SECY-1 1-0093,
tNear Term Report and Recommendations for Agency Actions Following the Events in Japan,"
and COMWDM-1 1-O001/COMWCO-1 1-0001 - Engagement of Stakeholders Regarding the
Events in Japan.

Staffing

As discussed below, the NRC's longer-term review effort will be led by a steering committee,
which will report to the Executive Director for Operations (EDO). The steering committee A
Japan Lessons Learned Project Director-te will be responsible for assessing and prioritizing the
Near-Term Task Force's recommendations, under the direc•"t;io of the steering committee1z. The
steering committee will be supported by the Japan Lessons-Learned Project Directorate, an
advisory committee, and a group of external stakeholders. Action items and longer-term
evaluations will be completed by the NRC line organization.

The organizational structure of the committee and the groups supporting it is depicted in the
figure below:
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Japan Lessons-
Learned Project

Directorate

The steerinq committee will be chaired by Ma."tn Vgii., the Deputy Executive Director for
Reactor and Preparedness Programs, and will consist of the following members:

Senior Managers

Senior Technical Assistant
Administrative Assistant.

Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Director, Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research
Director, Office of New Reactors
Director, Office of Nuclear Security and Incident Response
Director, Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards
Director, Federal and State Materials and Environmental

Management Programs
Region II Regional Administrator
Region IV Regional Administrator
CG'thia GaFpenter
Ernn Collins

Gahe~ie Ha~ey
Michacl-Johncon
E-reL-eede

Gregory Bowman
Tina Malone
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The Chair of the Steering Committee will be supported by the Japan Lessons Learned Project
Directorate. The Director will report directly. to the Chair of the Steering Committee. All work to
be performed by the Directorate will be assigned by the Steering Committee Chairman.

The steering committee will be supported by an NRC advisory committee, as needed. The
advisory committee's role will be to provide advice on legal, international, Congressional,
financial, and public affairs issues, and will consist of the following members or successors
representing their organizations:

Public Affairs Scott Burnell
International Jack Ramsey
Congressional Raeann Shane
Financial Gordon Peterson

Jennifer Golder
Legal Ed Williamson

The steering committee will ebtaii solicit information and comments from a panel of external
stakeholders, which will include representatives from industry, academia, States, Native
American Tribes, and public interest groups. The members of this panel will provide their own
individual advice, opinions, and perspectives to the steering committee on the scope and
conclusions of the NRC's longer-term review.

The recommendations of the Near-Term Task Force will be evaluated by the steering
committee, as directed by the Staf Re.Ui. m..t, Mem.orandum (SRM) for SECY-1 1-0093, by
with the assistance of the Japan Lessons-Learned Proiect Directorate. This group will be
responsible for working with the line organization, under the direction of the Chairman of the
steering committee, to assist the steering committee in the development an assessment of the
Task Force recommendations(and other concepts that emerge from stakeholder engagement)
to be provided to the Commission. Specifically, the Japan Lessons-Learned Project Directorate
will b ........ ,., coordinatei4 the development of the following two notation vote papers:

The 21-day A notation vote paper, submitted within 21 daY, of the date ef as directed by
the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, with rccommendatins for any a•ction that should be
complcted without dcla .

-A The 45-day notation vote paper, as directed by submitted within 45 days of the date oe
the SRM for SECY-11-0093, pro.iding a " c..mm.nd.d p-ioritization of the Near Te--rm.
Task "Fr . recoc.endations, informed by the .tce.i.g com.ittee, along with
Fr~emmendations forF obtaining stakcholder input an~d inyok'oment of the AdVi6orY
Commifttc on Rcactor Safcguard6 (ACRS9).

After receiving Commission direction on the papers listed above, the steering committee,
assisted by the Japan Lessons-Learned Project Directorate, will be responsible for coordinating
all action items and longer-term evaluations approved by either the Commission or EDO, as
appropriate, with the line organization.

The line organization will be responsible for completing all action items and longer-term
evaluations identified by the Near-Term Task Force and the steering committee that are
approved by either the Commission or EDO, as appropriate.
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The longer-term task groups will be responsible for completing longer-term evaluations
identified by the Near-Term Task Force that were approved by the Commission, or other items
identified through engagement with stakeholders, items identified by the steering committee for
evaluation, and items specifically required by the 3/23111 SRM for COMGBJ-1 1-0002 for
longer-term review. Each longer-term task group will be assigned a team leader, who will
normally be a member of the Senior Executive Service or a branch chief, and will be comprised
of subject matter experts from the appropriate offices. The team leader and task group
members will work within the line organization and normally support the longer-term effort on a
part-time basis. The task groups will be responsible for completing an evaluation of each issue
referred by the steering committee and providing a recommendation for action to the committee,
though the lead office.

For the purposes of this charter, the term "action item" refers to regulatory actions such as
orders, licensing actions, rulemaking, or generic communications. The line organization, and
not the steering committee, will be responsible for providing direct oversight of action items
identified during the longer-term review, or action items that were identified previously by the
near-term review and referred to the line organization.

Scope

The steering committee's review will include the following:

a. Prioritization and implementation of the recommendations of the Near-Term Task Force or
other actions that emerge from stakeholder engagement, As disccused above, the Japan
Lessons Learncd Proejoct Director~ato, under: the dierection; of the steering committee, will
provide the Commission with the staffs evaluation of the Near Term Tack Fore'
recommendations through the development of the tWo notatien vote SECY4 ppe rqid
by as directed in the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093.

b. The items specifically required by the COMGBJ-1 1-0002 tasking memorandum for the
NRC's longer-term review, including:

" Oversight of the line organization's development of specific information on the sequence
of events and the status of equipment throughout the duration of the event. In
completing this item, the line organization should, as much as possible, leverage any
similar evaluations completed or in progress by Tokyo Electric Power Company, the
Japanese regulatory authority, other Federal agencies, oF as well as other domestic and
international organizations.

" A continued evaluation of any technical and policy issues related to emerging
information, to identify potential additional research, generic issues, rulemakings, and
adjustments to the regulatory framework or Reactor Oversight Process that should be
conducted by the NRC.

" Evaluation of potential interagency issues, such as emergency preparedness.

c. The longer-term review items identified by the Near-Term Task Force that are approved
by the Commission.

d. As required by SRM M1 10428, to the extent practicable, a comparison between NRC
and Japanese regulatory requirements associated with station blackout.
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e. As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, an assessment of Recommendation 1
provided in the Task Force report. This item should be assigned to a longer-term task
group, which :should provide a notation vote pap.. thr.ugh the line organization aRnd
steerii;g c .mmittec within; 18 months addressing the general appro.ch to be used for
disepoitioning this Frseommendation.

f. As required by the SRM for COMWDM-1 1-0001/COMWCO-1 1-0001, an evaluation of
methods to improve communication with the public and other stakeholders. This item
should be assigned to a longer-term task group and should address Items 3 and 4 in the
SRM.

The scope of the steering committee's review will include power and non-power reactors, non-
operating reactors, and non-reactor NRC licensees.

Any aAction items identified during the course of the committee'G review will be referred to the
line organization to complete. The steering committee will not be responsible for providing
direct oversight of these action items, but should maintain awareness of the staffs progress
(e.g., through periodic briefings from the line organization) and include status updates of any
action items in the periodic Commissioner updates discussed below.

Coordination and Communications

The steering committee will:

" Ensure that, for each proposed activity, the Commission is provided with an estimate of
any resource impacts on other regulatory activities that exceed the reprogramming
threshold of $500,000 or four full-time equivalent staff. This information oan should be
provided to the Commission either through an information paper- or memo to the
Commission, or briefing of the CommiASioncrz' techni•al ae•.stanta.

" Coordinate development of a panel of external stakeholders. This panel should advie
provide individual member views to the steering committee, and include representatives
from industry, academia, States, Native American Tribes, and public interest groups.
The panel should be established early in the NRC's longer-term review, before the
scope of the review has been fully developed. Membership and participation on this
panel is not static and may be subject to change during the course of the longer-term
review.

" Solicit broad stakeholder input, as appropriate. The steering committee will interface
with a broad array of external stakeholders (e.g., through public meeting or Federal
Register notices), and should also hold a public meeting with the panel of external
stakeholders to obtain their own individual advice, opinions, and perspectives on items
to be included in the scope of the longer-term review. The steering committee should
also obtain feedback from stakeholders on the process for communicating the results of
the longer-term review. This information should be evaluated in addressing Item f. in the
Scope section.

• Brief the ACRS on the planned scope of the longer-term review shortly after obtaining
and evaluating external stakeholder input and periodically during the course of the
review. The steering committee shall also work with ACRS to obtain formal ACRS
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review of the Task Force's recommendations and the NRC's assessment of the
recommendations, completed as described in Rtem a. in the Scope section provided in
the 45-day notation vote paper from the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093.

" Coordinate and cooperate with other domestic and international efforts reviewing the
events in Japan for additional insights, as appropriate.

* Update and brief internal stakeholders during the course of the longer-term review. The
steering committee will provide periodic status reports to the EDO, and will notify the
EDO and Commission promptly if any issues are identified that require immediate action
by the NRC.

" Hold public meetings with the panel of external stakeholders prior to providing each
periodic update to the Commission. Significant comments from the panel should be
brought to the attention of the Commission.

" Provide recommendations to the Commission as Notation Vote papers for any policy
issues identified.

" Provide recommendations to the EDO for any actions not involving policy issues.

" Develop a communications plans, as appropriate. Tho communication plan shall to (1)
include a mechanism for providing the public with the NRC's most up-to-date
understanding of the chronology of events at Fukushima Dai-ichi and the agency's
current understanding of the plant's status, and (2) deliver a consistent and accurate
message to all stakeholders in a timely fashion about regulatory actions and activities
arising from agency decisions on Near Term Task Force recommendations.

Expected Products and Schedule

The Japan L.s.. S Learned Project DirFe•teate's steering committee's review sheuald begian
after the issuance of the SRM associated with SECY-1 1-0093. ThP-emainder of the longer
terM review should begin as soon as the NRC has sufficient technicA~l infoMAtion from the
events in japan to support the rcview, and should eyolve to accommoedate niew issuer, as moee
informa•ien becomes a-ailable.

The staff will provide the Commission with the following SRM-required products:

" As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, a notation vote paper will -e was provided
to the Commission within 21 days of the date of the SRM. This papc. will provide the
Commission with Fremmendations for any action~s that should beimlendwthu
fu~theF delay.

" As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, a notation vote paper will-be was provided
to the Commission within 45 days of the date of the SRM. This papeF Will provide tho
CoFSF~inS1A mWith a recommended prritization of thea Near Term Task ForeF
Frecommen~dation;s, incGluding a plan for obtaining stakeholder input On the
r-ecommendations and involvement of the ACRS.
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" As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, a notation vote paper will be provided to the
Commission within 18 months of the issuance of the SRM, providing the staff's ge.er.l
approach for dir.positioning Task Force Recommendation 1.

" As required by SRM M1 10428, Item d. in the Scope section above should be provided to
the Commission in the form of a Commissioners' Assistants note. This action should be
coempleted once sufficient inforMation i6 available froem the japanese regulatort
com~plete such an analysir.

* As required by the SRM for COMWDM-11-0001/COMWCO-11-0001, a notation vote
paper will be provided to the Commission within 6 months after public release of the
Near Term Task Force report to address communication enhancements that could be
taken by the agency.

Additional notation vote papers may will be provided to the Commission periodically during the
course of the longer-term review if when action items are identified which require Commission
approval.

For the next 24 months, Tthe .tecing committee staff should provide will updae the
Commission with a en-the status update of the longer temi rveiew '-ithiR every 6 months in the
form of a SECY paper of sta"ting and periodically thereafter. These updates . . !- be provided
thrOUgh either a Commission m~eeting, briefing of the Commissioners'tee hnisal assis'tants, of
SE -pape The update should review the work conducted under the charter, highlight
potential policy issues for Commission consideration, and provide recommendations regarding
the sunset of the Steering Committee, Advisory Committee and the Project Directorate.

The longer-term review will conclude when all longer-term evaluations have been completed
and regulatory actions identified, and those regulatory actions have been referred to the NRC
line organization for action using existing processes (e.g., the rulemaking process). The
committee will provide its observations, conclusions, and recommendations in the form of a
final SECY paper to the Commission at the conclusion of the longer-term review. This report
will be released to the public via normal Commission processes. The SECY paper transmitting
the final results of the longer-term evaluation will be provided to ACRS for review.

Changes to the Charter

Modification of or changes to t-This charter require Commission approval. will be treated as a
'living document," and tThe staffing, scope, coordination and communication, and products and
schedules associated with this review may be changed at the discretion of the steering
committee, with approval of the EDO, to adapt to new develop,. e.t., addition÷al inRfo•ra•tion-

iharter Aa,• also be evised in resoon;e toC ommission direction. Commission a9Ga•V,, iS
.... to.4 . m.ak.e all .... ge a, ... .... ;ed with thp' Ph"e tha ":;Fe" Feq'"*e .. ... by.,- and .th

Commission th~euh . aR SRM.
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Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie

From: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2011 2:12 PM
To: Hart, Ken; Bavol, Rochelle; Joosten, Sandy; Bates, Andrew; Laufer, Richard; Shea, Pamela;

Library Resource
Cc: Wright, Darlene
Subject: PUBLIC RELEASE OF DOCUMENTS

The following document(s) have been publicly released:

Document: SECY-1 1-0117- Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of Lessons Learn he
March 11, 2011, Japanese Earthquake and Tsunami 4
Accession #: PKG ML1 1231A886

Release Date: 9/12/2011

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of the Secretary of the Commission &
11555 Rockville Pike
Rockville, MD 20852

Mailstop: 0-16G4
Phone: (301) 415-1968
Fax: (301) 415-1101
Natalie.MitchelI-FunderurkOnrc..ov

1 U.S.NR(

0 ,,

./1
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September 8, 2011

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:
(b)(5)

Annette L. Vietti-Cook, Secretary

SUBJECT: SECY-11-0117 - PROPOSED CHARTER FOR THI
TERM REVIEW OF LESSONS LEARNED FROM f1
11, 2011, JAPANESE EARTHQUAKE AND TSJNU

The status of the subject paper is as follows:

(b)(5)

/ IV
Your vote on this staff paper within three bustn d s indicating your views would be
appreciated. The Secretary will honor a requ xtension of time submitted within the three
business day period, if needed. Extensi of Ping time are normally limited to five business
days. Any extension after the initial rip.. #S be granted unless a majority of the
Commission objects. If you have ndcjsponded by c.o.b. Monday, September 12, 2011 it will
be presumed that, in accordance'i th6 eCommission's rules of procedure, you are not
participating in this action. ,Jl N

cc:
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Hart, Ken

From: Marshall, Michael
Sent: Monday, September 12, 2011 5:51 PM
To: Hart, Ken; Laufer, Richard
Cc: Batkin, Joshua; Coggins, Angela; Monninger, John
Subject: RE: Request for Vote - SECY-1 1-0117 - Longer-Term Review Charter

Hello Ken and Rich,

Chairman Jaczko' office request an extension for SECY-1 1-0117.

Michael L. Marshall, Jr.
Policy Advisor for Reactors
Office of the Chairman
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Phone: 301-415-1750
Email: michael.marshall(.nrc.Qov

From: Hart, Ken

Sent: Thursday, September 08, 2011 8:31 AM
To: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blakea I Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp,
Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; C rie; Davis, Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane,
Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; s, tina; Greathead, Nancy; Hart, Ken; Hayden,
Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, / hn; nez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Laufer,
Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderlu k, atalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott;
Nieh, Ho; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke , . Darani; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy,
Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Sosa, lkys, peiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO;
Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren; , Wnght, Darlene; Baggett, Steven; Castleman, Patrick;
Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hipschq,, Th0mas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael;
Orders, William
Cc: Bowman, Gregory
Subject: Request for Vote -SE -0117 - Longer-Term Review Charter

Addressed to Chairman J

Thanks, Ken,,-.,,Ile
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Wright, Darlene

From: Wright, Darlene
Sent: Thursday, October 06, 2011 11:38 AM
To: Bates, Andrew; Bavol, Rochelle; Hart, Ken; Joosten, Sandy; Laufer, Richard; Library

Resource; Shea, Pamela
Cc: Mitchell-Funnderburk, Natalie
Subject: PUBLIC RELEASE OF DOCUMENTS

The following document(s) have been publicly released:

Document: Chairman Jaczko's vote and comments on SECY-1 1-0117 - Proposed Charter for e nger-
Term Review of Lessons learned from the March 11, 2011, Japanese Earthquake and Tsu

Accession #: ML1 12790223

Release Date: 10/6/111

//,&&
P7

x$* .O
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September 16, 2011

MEMORANDUM TO: Chairman Jaczko
Commissioner Svinicki
Commissioner Apostolakis
Commissioner Magwood

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Commissioner Ostendorff

Annette L. Vietti-Cook, Secretary

DRAFT STAFF REQUIREMENTS MEMj
SECY-1 1-0117 - PROPOSED CHARTEJA
TERM REVIEW OF LESSONS L-A• [
11, 2011, JAPANESE EARTHQ KE'

K THE LONGER-
DM THE MARCH
SUNAMI

(b)(5)

Attachment:
As stated

cc: D'
00

(b)(5)
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MEMORANDUM TO: R. W. Borchardt
Executive Director for Operations

FROM: Annette L. Vietti-Cook, Secretary

SUBJECT: STAFF REQUIREMENTS - SEC
CHARTER FOR THE LONGER-T
LEARNED FROM THE MARCH 1
EARTHQUAKE AND TSUNAMI

The Commission has approved the proposed charter with the c!
version. P

cc: Chairman Jaczko
Commissioner Svinicki %

Commissioner Apostol 4
Commissioner Magw
Commissioner go
OGC
CFO
OCA

f-11-0117 -
*ERM REVII
1, 2011,1N,

in the attached

Regions, ACRS, ASLBP (via E-Mail)
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CHARTER FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
STEERING COMMITTEE TO CONDUCT A LONGER-TERM REVIEW

OF THE EVENTS IN JAPAN

Obiective

[1] The purpose of this charter is to establish the structure, scope, and expectations for the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission's (NRC's) longer-term review of the March 11, 2011, Japanese
earthquake and tsunami. The objective of this effort is to oversee assessment and
mplementati of the Near-Term Task Force's recommendations, their implementati
directed by the Commission, identify any additional recommendations, and addres e
identified for longer-term review in the 3/23/11 SRM for Chir,,'S tasking ,m,
COMGBJ-11-0002, "NRC Actions Following the Events in Japan."

Staffinq

[2] As discussed below, the NRC's longer-term review effort will b 1ed"Q5•teering committee,
which will report to the Executive Director for Operations (EDO)• •tring committee A
japa.. Lessens 6...n.d Pro..t Di...toret. will be responsiblee or a ssing and prioritizing the
Near-Term Task Force's recommendationsudFte+_seO9GF~te. The
steering committee will be supported by the Japan Less- aed Project Directorate, an

advisory committee, and a group of external stakeholde I n items and longer-term
evaluations will be completed by the NRC line organ ti'o

[3] The organizational structure of the
figure below:

ie groups supporting it is depicted in the
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[4] The steering committee will be chaired by Martin Virgilio, Deputy Executive Director for
Reactor and Preparedness Programs, and will consist of the following members:

Senior Managers Cynthia Carpenter
Elmo Collins
Catherine Haney
Michael Johnson
Eric Leeds
Victor McCree
Brian Sheron
James Wiggins

Senior Technical Assistant Gregory Bowman 'Administrative Assistant Tina Malone

[5] The steering committee will be supported by an NRC advisor com7tte as needed. The
advisory committee's role will be to provide advice on legal, intern ione• gressional,
financial, and public affairs issues, and will consist of the followi rs:

Public Affairs Scott Burnell
International Jack Ram
Congressional Raeann Shane
Financial Gordon Peters i

Jennifer G
Legal Ed Willia/h

[6] The steering committee will ebtain sol'*J"Nation and comments from a panel of external
stakeholders, which will include repreo #61from industry, academia, States, Native
American Tribes, and public interes t e• grhe members of this panel will provide their own
individual advice, opinions, and pq~sp~tives to the steering committee on the scope and
conclusions of the NRC's Ion r view.

[7] The recommendation eteear-Term Task Force will be evaluated by the steering
committee, as directed 0 itaff Requirements Memorandum (SRM) for SECY-1 1-0093, by
with the assistance./ I an Lessons-Learned Proiect Directorate. This group will be
responsible for worIjg \th the line organization, under the direction of the steering committee,
to assist the ste * ', mittee in the development an assessment of the Task Force
recommend io 'p be provided to the Commission. Specifically, the Japan Lessons-Learned
Project D'rate will .be •spons;c fo coordinateing the development of the following two
notatio pers:

e 21-day A notation vote paper, submitted within 21 days of the datcot as directed
the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, with rcommendatione for any actionS that heould be

completed without delay.

[9]-A The 45-day notation vote paper, as directed by sUbm;.' ed within 45 days of the date
ef the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, providing a rFecomm. eded pi•o•t;"zati;" of the Near Te•rm
Task Force FecommendatioRs, infomed by the steering comm#itee, along with
recommendations for obtaining stakeholder input and involvement of the Advisor;
Committ#ee on Reactor Safeguards (AC RS)
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[10] After receiving Commission direction on the papers listed above, the steering committee,
assisted by the Japan Lessons-Learned Project Directorate, will be responsible for coordinating
all action items and longer-term evaluations approved by either the Commission or EDO, as
appropriate, with the line organization.

[11] The line organization will be responsible for completing all action items and longer-term
evaluations identified by the Near-Term Task Force and the steering committee that are
approved by either the Commission or EDO, as appropriate. 7

[12] The longer-term task -groups will be responsible for completing longer-term evaluati' .
identified by the Near-Term Task Force that were approved by the Commission, iteq ed
by the steering committee for evaluation, and items specifically required by the 31 for
COMGBJ-1 1-0002 for longer-term review. Each longer-term task group will b 91 a team
leader, who will normally be a member of the Senior Executive Service or a ief, and
will be comprised of subject matter experts from the appropriate offices. a leader and
task group members will work within the line organization and normally p e longer-term
effort on a part-time basis. The task groups will be responsible for corp ti an evaluation of
each issue referred by the steering committee and providing a r e ation for action to the
committee, though the lead office.

[131 For the purposes of this charter, the term "action ite to regulatory actions such as
orders, licensing actions, rulemaking, or generic com The line organization, and
not the steering committee, will be responsible for prdi rect oversight of action items
identified during the longer-term review, or actioe e were identified previously by the
near-term review and referred to the line organi atrto•

Scope

[14] The steering committee's revie wl inde the following:

[15] a. Priortization and imple io of the recommendations of the Near-Term Task Force

[16] b. The item ' ally required by the SRM for COMGBJ-1 1-0002 for the NRC's longer-
term rev w•Kluding

O)rsight of the line organization's development of specific information on the
5eqi nce of events and the status of equipment throughout the duration of the event. In

\0 11eting this item, the line organization should, as much as possible, leverage any
, ilar evaluations completed or in progress by Tokyo Electric Power Company, the

Japanese regulatory authority, other Federal agencies, 9F as well as other domestic and
international organizations.

[18] A continued evaluation of any technical and policy issues related to emerging
information, to identify potential additional research, generic issues, rulemakings, and
adjustments to the regulatory framework or Reactor Oversight Process that should be
conducted by the NRC.
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0 [19] Evaluation of potential interagency issues, such as emergency preparedness.

[20] c. The longer-term review items identified by the Near-Term Task Force that are approved
by the Commission.

[21] d. As required by SRM M1 10428, to the extent practicable, a comparison between NRC
and Japanese regulatory requirements associated with station blackout.

[22] e. As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, an assessment of Recommendation/provided in the Task Force report. This item should be assigned to a Ion~ger-t, •i

group, hh hl FvieanttevoepeFteght e -gR-

[231 f. As required by the SRM for COMWDM-1 1-0001/COMWCO-1 1-0 n valuation of
methods to improve communication with the public and other s lkehlrs. This item
should be assigned to a longer-term task group and should ado ems 3 and 4 in the
SRM.

[24] The scope of the steering committee's review will inclu nd non-power reactors,
non-operating reactors, and non-reactor NRC licensees.

[25]-A"y aAction items i d t -. ee'S-review will be referred to
the line organization to complete. The steering ,rn v ill not be responsible for providing
direct oversight of these action items, but shoul mPTa tain awareness of the staffs progress
(e.g., through periodic briefings from the line tion) and include status updates of any
action items in the periodic Commissionepada discussed below.

Coordination and Communications " .

The steering committee will:

(26] Ensure that,.•••roposed activity, the Commission is provided with an
estimate of any s impacts on other regulatory activities that exceed the
reprogramm / hold of $500,000 or four full-time equivalent staff. This information
ea shoul' /pr ided to the Commission either through an information paper- or
memo td.t mission, br icfing of the Commi.i;cns' ,tcchnic asist•;nc.

[2 oolrdin'>ate development of a panel of external stakeholders. This panel should
""%rovide individual member views to the steering committee, and include

reoe sentatives from industry, academia, States, Native American Tribes, and public
Faeest groups. The panel should be established early in the NRC's longer-term review,
,fore the scope of the review has been fully developed. Membership and participation

/" on this panel is not static and may be subject to change during the course of the longer-
term review.

[28] Solicit broad stakeholder input, as appropriate. The steering committee will
interface with a broad array of external stakeholders (e.g., through public meeting or
Federal Register notices), and should also hold a public meeting with the panel of
external stakeholders to obtain their own individual advice, opinions, and perspectives
on items to be included in the scope of the longer-term review. The steering committee
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should also obtain feedback from stakeholders on the process for communicating the
results of the longer-term review. This information should be evaluated in addressing
Item f. in the Scope section.

• [29] Brief the ACRS on the planned scope of the longer-term review shortly after
obtaining and evaluating external stakeholder input and periodically during the course of
the review. The steering committee shall also work with ACRS to obtain formal ACRS
review of the Task Force's recommendations and the NRC's assessment of the
recommendations, completed as described in Item a. in the Scope section.

. [30] Coordinate and cooperate with other domestic and international efforts vi W
the events in Japan for additional insights, as appropriate.

. [31] Update and brief internal stakeholders during the course of the review.
The steering committee will provide periodic status reports to the a , d will notify the
EDO and Commission promptly if any issues are identified that equ mediate action
by the NRC.

0 [32] Hold public meetings with the panel of external sth prior to providing each
periodic update to the Commission. Significant co, r_ m the panel should be
brought to the attention of the Commission.

0 [33] Provide recommendations to the Commi ion any policy issues identified.

/.[34] Provide recommendations to the E 0 /o any actions not involving policy issues.

. [35] Develop a communications pl. communication plan shall include a
mechanism for providing the public e NRC's most up-to-date understanding of the
chronology of events at Fuk •iDa.i•ichi and the agency's current understanding of
the plant's status.

Expected Products and Sche9,

[36] The .Ds, e r....... steering committee's review should begin
after the issuance o M associated with SECY-1 1-0093. The remainder of the longe4r

The st Rr:vide the Commission with the following SRM-required products:

As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, a notation vote paper will-. was
"'•~~rovided to the Commission within 21 days of the date of the SRM. This e .. W. 4.

/~provide the CommiS6ion With rccomrncndatlonc for any actions that should be
implemented wihout further delay.

[38] As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, a notation vote paper will be provided to

the Commission within 45 days of the date of the SRM. This paper W.il pro•ide the
Commission with a recommended prioritization of the Ncar Term Task Force
recommendations, including a plan for obtaining stakeholder input on the
recommendations and involvement of.the. ACRS.
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• [39] As required by the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093, a notation vote paper will be provided to
the Commission within 18 months of the issuance of the SRM, ,proiding the staffs
general approach for dispositioning Task Force Recommendation-1.

[40] As required by SRM M110428, Item d. in the Scope section above should be
provided to the Commission in the form of a Commissioners' Assistants note. This -etieR
should be Gomplctcd onc~e cufficent inform~ation; is available froM the Japane-se reguator
to complete such aR a•nalcis.

* [41] As required by the SRM for COMWDM-1 1-0001/COMWCO-1 1-0001, ati•
vote paper will be provided to the Commission within 6 months after publi s"of the
Near Term Task Force report to address communication enhancement• 0Id be
taken by the agency.

[42] Additional notation vote papers may will be provided to the Commi ýd odically during
the course of the longer-term review if when action items are identified/ require
Commission approval.

[43] The steering committee will update the Commission o e of the longer-term review
within 6 months of starting and periodically thereafter. ates will be provided through
either a Commission meeting, briefing of the Commis nical assistants, or SECY
paper.

[441 The longer-term review will conclude when Il ger-term evaluations have been
completed and regulatory actions identified, - regulatory actions have been referred to
the NRC line organization for action using xiti processes (e.g., the rulemaking process).
The committee will provide its observati clusions, and recommendations in the form of a
final SECY paper to the Commissioe Mithonclusion of the longer-term review. This report
will be released to the public via r~rm • mmission processes. The SECY paper transmitting
the final results of the onger-t Ition will be provided to ACRS for review.

Changes to the Charter

[45] This charter wil ted as a "living document," and the staffing, scope, coordination and
communication, an ro cs and schedules associated with this review may be changed at the
discretion of the.-steecommittee, with approval of the EDO or the Commission, as
appropriateo,;?adapt to new developments, additional information associated with the event, or
recommelIons from internal or external stakeholders. The charter may also be revised in
respon/ C~mission direction. Commission approval is required to make any changes
associ ted ith items in the charter that are required by the Commission through an SRM.
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Additional Commissioner Comments to be Included in the SRM
if Agreed to by a Majority of the Commission

(b)(5)
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Hart, Ken

From: Nieh, Ho
Sent: Friday, September 16, 2011 3:51 PM
To: MitchelI-Funderburk, Natalie; Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol,

Rochelle; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Wright, Darlene; Bubar, Patrce;
Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes,
John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger, Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina;
Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson,
Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd,
Susan; Mamish, Nader, Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John; Moore, Scott; Orvrs, William'
Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resourcj TRhtlfschild,
Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speise A i 3dvinicki,
Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; a fnierta;

Tadesse, Rebecca; Joosten, Sandy; Castleman, Patrick; Montes, Da , ,ha; Jimenez,
Patricia; Ostendorff, William; Apostolakis, George; Lui, Christiana isa 'zabeth; Golder,
Jennifer; Gilles, Nanette; Sexton, Kimberly; Riddick, Nicole; Ast e her

Cc: Wright, Darlene
Subject: RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-1 1-0117- Proposed Charter for • erm Review of

Lessons Learned from the March 11,2011....

(b)(5)

Thanks,

Ho

Ho Nieh
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William C. Ostendorff ./X
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(301) 415-1811 (office)

(b)(6) (mobile)
(301) 415-1757 (fax)
ho. niehcnrc.qov

From: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natal16•{PM

Sent: Friday, September 16, 3
To: Baggett, Steven; Mitchell- d burk, Natalie; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake, Kathleen;
Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, 'n, I "n t, Darlene; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark,
Lisa; Coggins, Angela-Cord'eý, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina;
Hackett, Edwin; H Kh; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS
Temp; Kock, An.iLf er, Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John;
Moore, Scott WdefsiWilliam; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild,
Trip; Savoy, harkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp,
WCO; Te ; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren, Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Joosten, Sandy; Castleman, Patrick;
Montes, Dav Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho; Ostendorff, William; Apostolakis, George; Lui, Christiana; Lisann,
Elizabeth; Golder, Jennifer; Gilles, Nanette; Sexton, Kimberly; Riddick, Nicole; Astwood, Heather
Cc:',Wright, Darlene
Subject: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0117- Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of Lessons Learned from the

/March 11, 2011....

The attached file contains a draft SRM which is being circulated for the normal 3-day period for Commission

review. As provided in the Internal Commission Procedures, the staff is "...afforded an opportunity to review

1
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Laufer, Richard

From: Gilles, Nanette
Sent: Tuesday, September 20, 2011 6:45 AM
To: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol,

Rochelle; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Wright, Darlene; Bubar,
Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins,
Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody; Franovich,
Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda;
Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea;
Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael;
Monninger, John; Moore, Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Ipoke; Reddick,
Darani; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Cr; Sharkey,
Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, K e p, GEA;
Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren, Ro ••se,
Rebecca; Joosten, Sandy; Castleman, Patrick; Montes, Davy dcj.Neha; Jimenez,
Patricia; Nieh, Ho; Ostendorff, William; Apostolakis, Geor -.6•i,• ristiana; Lisann,
Elizabeth; Golder, Jennifer; Sexton, Kimberly; Riddick, $"g iwood, Heather

Cc: Wright, Darlene ./
Subject: RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-1 1-0117- Proposed Ch4 r*tl Longer-Term Review of

Lessons Learned from the March 11, 2011....

(b)(5)

From: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Sent: Friday, September 16, 2011 12:43.PM
To: Baggett, Steven; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Bates,/ r#; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake,
Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Wright, Da , ; Bu r, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen;
Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; C Jo ; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody;
Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; ; Henderson, Karen; Herr, ULnda; Hipschman, Thomas;
Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; k, rea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish,
Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, 0o oo. cott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick,
Darani; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resourceothsc.ild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Sosa,
Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kris ;mp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren,
Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Joo^S•V; Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia;
Nieh, Ho; Ostendorff, William; A lIYlakis, George; Lui, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; Golder, Jennifer; Gilles,
Nanette; Sexton, Kimberly; /lickN icole; Astwood, Heather
Cc: Wright, Darlene
Subject: DRAFT SR 1-0117- Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of Lessons Learned from
the March 11, 201L.,

The at dl cnas a draft SRM which is being circulated for the normal 3-day period for
Corurisio& review. As provided in the Internal Commission Procedures, the staff is "...afforded an
o0.ff¶ t o review the SRM to ensure that the Commission decision is clear and understandable and
/th Jurce, schedular, and legal constraints are properly considered." Please provide any

/ resp~nses to Ken Hart (KRH), Richard Laufer (RJL), Rochelle Bavol (RCB5), and Pam Shea (PWS).

uAJatdte uttcQ-cftde~hA
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of the Secretary of the Commission
11555 Rockville Pike
Rockville, MD 20852
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Hart, Ken

From: Sharkey, Jeffry
Sent: Wednesday, September 21, 2011 9:07 AM
To: Gilles, Nanette; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua;

Bavol, Rochelle; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Wright, Darlene; Bubar,
Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela;
Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs,
Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas;
Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer, Richard

Subject: Re: DRAFT SRM - SECY-1 1-0117- Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of Lessons
Learned from the March 11, 2011....

(b)(5)

Jeff

From: Sharkey, Jeffry
To: Gilles, Nanette; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Baggett, Steven; Ba\ý nd w; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake,
Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Wright, Darlene; Bubar, Pp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen; Chairman
Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, Carr Da s, Roger; Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike;
Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karenjerrf, L ; Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten,

Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre, JaIet, L~yd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael;
Monninger, John; Moore, Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Pal '14 , Brooke; Reddick, Darani; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote
Resource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Shea, Pan rla', Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA;
Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; V rta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Joosten, Sandy; Castleman,

Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho; Ostendorff, William; Apostolakis, George; Lui, Christiana;
Lisann, Elizabeth; Golder, Jennifer; Sexton, .Riddick, Nicole; Astwood, Heather
Cc: Wright, Darlene
Sent: Wed Sep 21 04:34:48 2011
Subject: RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY- I roposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of Lessons Learned from the
March 11, 2011....

(b)(5)

Thanks,

Jeff

From: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Sent: Friday, September 16, 2011 12:43 PM
To: Baggett, Steven; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake, Kathleen;
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Hart, Ken

From: Sharkey, Jeffry
Sent: Wednesday, September 21, 2011 4:35 AM
To: Gilles, Nanette; MitchelI-Funderburk, Natalie; Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua;

Bavol, Rochelle; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Wright, Darlene; Bubar,
Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela;
Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger;, Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs,
Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas;
Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet;
Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John; Moore, Sco -Qrders,
William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote lurce;
Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Shea, Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, He vi *cki,
Kristine; Temp. GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp. WDM; Vietti-Cook,Anet;a , r;
Tadlesse, Rebecca; Joosten, Sandy; Castleman, Patrick; Montes , aý ha; Jimenez,
Patricia; Nieh, Ho; Ostendorff, William; Apostolakis, George; Lui,4i Lisann,
Elizabeth; Golder, Jennifer; Sexton, Kimberly;, Riddick, Nicole; ather

Cc: Wright, Darlene
Subject: RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-1 1-0117- Proposed Charter for eerm Review of

Lessons Learned from the March 11, 2011 ....

(b)(5)

Thanks, /

Jeff

From: Mitchell-Funderburk, NatalF1-,,.
Sent: Friday, September 16, T I3 PM
To: Baggett, Steven; Mitchell nd burk, Natalie; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake, Kathleen;
Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, AXRn t1•7,t, Darlene; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark,
Lisa; Coggins, Angela Cord, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina;
Hackett, Edwin; H en; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS
Temp; Kock, 'A.•fer, Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John;
Moore, Scott- Ctder William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild,
Trip; Savoy, 1 . iJharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp,
WCO; Te . ; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren, Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Joosten, Sandy; Castleman, Patrick;
Montes, D Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho; Ostendorff, William; Apostolakis, George; Lui, Christiana; Lisann,
Elizabeth; Golder, Jennifer; Gilles, Nanette; Sexton, Kimberly; Riddick, Nicole; Astwood, Heather
Cc: Wright, Darlene
Sul6ject: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0117- Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of Lessons Learned from the
March 11, 2011....

The attached file contains a draft SRM which is being circulated for the normal 3-day period for Commission

review. As provided in the Internal Commission Procedures, the staff is "...afforded an opportunity to review

I
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Hart, Ken

From: Bubar, Patrice
Sent: Thursday, September 22, 2011 1:11 PM
To: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol,

Rochelle; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Wright, Darlene; Bupp, Margaret;
Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford,
Carrie; Davis, Roger, Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart,
Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy;
KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader;
Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John; Moore, Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti Po01f,
Brooke; Reddick, Darani; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip;,v , Carmel;
Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kr* iV Tp, GEA;
Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren, Roberta; Ta s F ca;
Joosten, Sandy; Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jime a ia; Nieh, Ho;
Ostendorff, William; Apostolakis, George; Lui, Christiana; Lisann, ,:jza.fh older, Jennifer;
Gilles, Nanette; Sexton, Kimberly; Riddick, Nicole; Astwood, He

Cc: Wright, Darlene .1%"
Subject: RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0117- Proposed Charter for T erm Review of

Lessons Learned from the March 11, 2011 ....

(b)(5)

Patty Bubar
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William D. Magwood :.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-1895

From: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natal
Sent: Friday, September 16, T 3 PM
To: Baggett, Steven; Mitchell-rnd burk, Natalie; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake, Kathleen;
Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Apna t, Darlene; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark,
Lisa; Coggins, Angela, Cor, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina;
Hackett, Edwin; H W rnf Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS
Temp; Kock, An -,.er, Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John;
Moore, Scott- d'William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild,
Trip; Savoy, alkow harkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp,
WCO; TeiV1; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren, Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca;.Joosten, Sandy; Castleman, Patdck;
Montes, D a Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho; Ostendorff, William; Apostolakis, George; Lui, Christiana; Lisann,

E eth; Golder, Jennifer; Gilles, Nanette; Sexton, Kimberly; Riddick, Nicole; Astwood, Heather
Cc: ,iright, Darlene
Subject: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0117- Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of Lessons Learned from the
March 11, 2011....

The attached file contains a draft SRM which is being circulated for the normal 3-day period for Commission

review. As provided in the Internal Commission Procedures, the staff is "...afforded an opportunity to review
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Hart, Ken

From: Marshall, Michael
Sent: Thursday, September 22, 2011 1:43 PM
To: Hart, Ken; Laufer, Richard
Cc: Vietti-Cook, Annette; Batkin, Joshua; Coggins, Angela; Monninger, John
Subject: RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-1 1-0117- Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of

Lessons Learned from the March 11, 2011....

Chairman Jaczko's office requests an extension through Friday, September 30, 2011.

Michael L. Marshall, Jr.
Policy Advisor for Reactors
Office of the Chairman
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Phone: 301-415-1750
Email: michael.marshall D nrc.Qov

From: MitchelI-Funderburk, Natalie
Sent: Friday, September 16, 2011 12:43 PM
To: Baggett, Steven; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Bates, Andre oshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake,
Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Wright, Darlene; Bu .; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen;
Chairman Temp; Clark, Usa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, Joh,, r , Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody;
Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken,,een rson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas;
Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, .•lea; er, Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish,
Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John; Moore, c6ott; rders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick,
Darani; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschi/ . i -avoy, Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Sosa,
Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Tenr%'/G Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren,
Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Joosten, Sandy', C•I•an, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia;
Nieh, Ho; Ostendorff, William; Apostola ee; Lui, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; Golder, Jennifer; Gilles,
Nanette; Sexton, Kimberly; Riddick, W~cl -,1 ood, Heather
Cc: Wright, Darlene
Subject: DRAFT SRM - SECY-1 - Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of Lessons Learned from
the March 11, 2011.... "

The attached fila draft SRM which is being circulated for the normal 3-day period for
Commissio~revi•. As provided in the Internal Commission Procedures, the staff is "...afforded an
opportuniti,ýevieW the SRM to ensure that the Commission decision is clear and understandable and
that ree•echedular, and legal constraints are properly considered." Please provide any

re: ) Ken Hart (KRH), Richard Laufer (RJL), Rochelle Bavol (RCB5), and Pam Shea (PWS).

//

,Jata& Ate chde-KJu3ndebukk
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of the Secretary of the Commission
11555 Rockville Pike
Rockville, MD 20852
Mailstop: O-16G4
Phone: (301) 415-1968
Fax: (301) 415-1101
Natalie.MitchelI-Funderurk~nrc..ov
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Hart, Ken

From: Marshall, Michael
Sent: Friday, September 30, 2011 3:24 PM
To: Hart, Ken; Laufer, Richard
Cc: Coggins, Angela; Batkin, Joshua; Monninger, John
Subject: RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0117- Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of

Lessons Leamed from the March 11, 2011....

Ken and Rich,

Chairman Jaczko requests an extension through Friday, October 7, 2011.

Michael L. Marshall, Jr.
Policy Advisor for Reactors
Office of the Chairman
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Phone: 301-415-1750 0
Email: michael.marshall.nrc.,qov A

From: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Sent: Friday, September 16, 2011 12:43 PM
To: Baggett, Steven; MitchelI-Funderburk, Natalie; Bates, atkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake,
Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Wright, Darlene; Pr; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen;
Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Corde)n; h fword, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody;
Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Ha Ke Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas;
Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Koc. •; Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish,
Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John; e.r, tt; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick,
Darani; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; 1•!t Y rip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Sosa,
Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristin jv EA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren,
Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Joosten , Castieman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia;
Nieh, Ho; Ostendorff, William; AIs ; seorge; Lui, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; Golder, Jennifer; Gilles,
Nanette; Sexton, Kimberly; Rid icoe; Astwood, Heather
Cc: Wright, Darlene
Subject: DRAFT SRM - S -0117- Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of Lessons Learned from
the March 11, 2011....

The attac ile contains a draft SRM which is being circulated for the normal 3-day period for

Commi liew. As provided in the Internal Commission Procedures, the staff is "...afforded an
oppo lpyo review the SRM to ensure that the Commission decision is clear and understandable and
that , schedular, and legal constraints are properly considered." Please provide any
r s to Ken Hart (KRH), Richard Laufer (RJL), Rochelle Bavol (RCB5), and Pam Shea (PWS).

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of the Secretary of the Commission
11555 Rockville Pike
Rockville, MD 20852
Mailstop: O-16G4
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Laufer, Richard

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:

Subject:

Laufer, Richard
Tuesday, October 11, 2011 6:18 AM
Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles,
Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann,
Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-
Cook, Annette
Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice;
Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie;
Davis, Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO ETAs; Fopma,
Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Hende r ,Karen;
Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; K 7m; Lepre,
Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, JOl , David;
Moore, Scott; Nieh, Ho; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole, Broo , Darani;S os a 

i g, B e k yRiddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belky iser, Herald;
Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM, a oberta; Wright,
Darlene 

* T"'

GBJ Extension Request for DRAFT SRM - SECY-1 1- 'roposed Charter for the
Longer-Term Review of Lessons Learned from th• ,2011....

I

Please note below the GBJ extension request in which to resl
there are no objections, the extension will be granted. Any
SECY.

u bject draft SRM. Assuming
ig an objection should notify

1%

Thanks,
Rich

From: Marshall, Michael
Sent: Friday, October 07, 2011 5:06 PM
To:.Hart, Ken; Laufer, Richard
Cc: Batkin, Joshua; Coggins, Angela; Morin hn
Subject: RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0 - Prooosed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of Lessons Learned
from the March 11, 2011....

Hello Ken and Rich,

Chairman Jaczko re ¶ xtension through Friday, October 21, 2011.

Michael L Marshý!jl
Polfcy Advisor . eac ors
Gffik.-e cf tra.Aaiaitan

. N N ciulatcry Commissoun
,"!',•' 415"15

•ilchael.marshall@,n-rc.,qo

From: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Sent: Friday, September 16, 2011 12:43 PM
To: Baggett, Steven; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake,
Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Wright, Darlene; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns,
Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger;
Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr,
Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer, Richard;
Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John; Moore, Scott; Orders,
William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip;

I
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Bavol, Rochelle

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:

Subject:

Attachments:

Sharkey, Jeffry
Friday, October 14, 2011 5:26 PM
Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike;
Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall,
Michael; Orders, William; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp,
Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Dhir,
Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO_ETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina;
Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon;
Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Miiýe--
Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Nieh, lve, Karen;
Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Carmel;
Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, W WDM;
Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
RE: GBJ Extension Request for DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0117- Pr se Carter for the
Longer-Term Review of Lessons Learned from the March 11, 2.
imageOO ,gif .

(b)(5)

Thanks,

Jeff

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2011 6:18 AM a in
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, P F ovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman,
Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisan rEhzabet, Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea,
Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette".
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; 131 then; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen;
Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, D is,,Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO ETAs;
Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Great~a, ncy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon;
Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; .S emp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John;
Montes, David; Moore, Scott; N e, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole;
Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carm/So; , elkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM;
Warren, Roberta; Wright, o.)Dr
Subject: GBJ Extension R'eqOest for DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0117- Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of
Lessons Learned fro he/Ma•rch 11, 2011....

Please note b e BJ extension request in which to respond to the subject draft SRM. Assuming there
are no obje se• extension will be granted. Any office having an objection should notify SECY.

Thanks,
Rich /

From: Marshall, Michael
Sent: Friday, October 07, 2011 5:06 PM
To: Hart, Ken; Laufer, Richard
Cc: Batkin, Joshua; Coggins, Angela; Monninger, John
Subject: RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0117- Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of Lessons Learned from the
March 11, 2011....

7
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Bavol, Rochelle

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:

Subject:

Attachments:

Sosa, Belkys
Friday, October 14, 2011 5:44 PM
Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike;
Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall,
Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Armstrong, Janine; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns,
Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane,
Margaret;, Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy;
Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia;
Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, tlie;
Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Nieh, Ho
Re: GBJ Extension Request for DRAFT SRM - SECY-1 1-0117- ProposelRa r the
Longer-Term Review of Lessons Learned from the March 11, 2011.... /,
image001 .gif

I (b)(5)

I
Sent from an NRC Blackberry
Belkys Sosa

(b)(6) I

From: Laufer, Richard N
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovic .; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman,
Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; .•ihall, lchael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea,
Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; , Nnny; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen;
Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis,. er; ir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs;
Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancya d lizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon;
Jimenez, Patricia; loosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; L ea..t; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John;

Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Nieh, Ho; Oliv r Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole;

Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, r, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM;
Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
Sent: Tue Oct 11 06:18:23 2011
Subject: GBJ Extension Request SRM - SECY-11-0117- Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of
Lessons Learned from the Mar 11....

Please note below the GB , sion request in which to respond to the subject draft SRM. Assuming there
are no objections, t/e "Psion will be granted. Any office having an objection should notify SECY.

Thanks,
Rich

From: Mý ichael
Sent: Friday, ctober 07, 2011 5:06 PM
To.-art, Ken; Laufer, Richard
Cc: Batkin, Joshua; Coggins, Angela; Monninger, John
Subject: RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0117- Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of Lessons Learned from the
March 11, 2011....

Hello Ken and Rich,

Chairman Jaczko requests an extension through Friday, October 21, 2011.

4
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Bavol, Rochelle

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:

Subject:

Attachments:

Bubar, Patrice
Friday, October 14, 2011 5:53 PM
Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike;
Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall,
Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bupp, Margaret; Burns,
Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane,
Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy;
Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patrica;
Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, ta'iie;
Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Nieh, Ho; Olive, Karen; PacPt; Poole,
Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carm lkys;
Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, W n, Roberta;
Wright, Darlene
RE: GBJ Extension Request for DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0117- Pr, ose• Carter for the
Longer-Term Review of Lessons Learned from the March 11,
imageO01.gif

(b)(5)

Patty Bubar
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William D. Magwood
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-1895

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2011 6:18 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castlemanac, .novich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman,
Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisan i th; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea,
Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette / /

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; B ' en; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen;
Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Davis, Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO-ETAs;
Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; re d, ncy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon;
Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy;• il, p; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; MitchelI-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John;
Montes, David; Moore, Scott; 'Y Th Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole;
Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Ca/mSo , Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM;
Warren, Roberta; Wright42flea'•
Subject: GBJ Extensi n R,64vest for DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0117- Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of
Lessons Learned fr e March 11, 2011....

Please note_ e GBJ extension request in which to respond to the subject draft SRM. Assuming there
are no o 'je e extension will be granted. Any office having an objection should notify SECY.

Thanks 2

Rich

From: Marshall, Michael
Sent: Friday, October 07, 2011 5:06 PM
To: Hart, Ken; Laufer, Richard
Cc: Batkin, Joshua; Coggins, Angela; Monninger, John
Subject: RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0117- Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of Lessons Learned from the
March 11, 2011....
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Laufer, Richard

From: Marshall, Michael
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2011 5:49 PM
To: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol,

Rochelle; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Wright, Darlene; Bubar,
Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins,
Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody; Franovich,
Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda;
Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea;
Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Monninger, John; Moore,
Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; /
RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; y, Jeffry;
Shea, Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; ; Temp,
WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren, Roberta; Ta s .ecca;
Joosten, Sandy; Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neh enez, Patricia;
Nieh, Ho; Ostendorff, William; Apostolakis, George; Lui, C ti;a isann, Elizabeth;
Golder, Jennifer; Gilles, Nanette; Sexton, Kimberly; Ridb/.1 3; Astwood, Heather

Cc: Wright, Darlene ,
Subject: RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-01 17- Proposed Ch \65 Longer-Term Review of

Lessons Learned from the March 11,2011....

(b)(5)

Michael L. shall. Jr.
Policy r r Reactors
Off I* th Chairman •

L ~I I r Regulatory Commission

/Phoh: 301-415-1750
Email: michael.marshall(@nrc.gov

From: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Sent: Friday, September 16, 2011 12:43 PM
To: Baggett, Steven; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake,
Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Wright, Darlene; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns,
Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger;
Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr,

I
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Laufer, Richard

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2011 7:49 AM
To: Nieh, Ho; Sharkey, Jeffry; Sosa, Belkys; Bubar, Patrice
Cc: Hart, Ken; Bavol, Rochelle; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Subject: DRAFT SRM - SECY-1 1-0117- Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of

Lessons Learned from the March 11, 2011 ....

For the subject draft SRM, there are two ACC items that SECY is looking for feedback on before the
SRIVI can be finalized.

(b)(5)

Please respond to SECY on these two items.

Thanks,
Rich

/
/

/

0
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Laufer, Richard

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Nieh, Ho
Tuesday, October 18, 2011 9:02 AM
Laufer, Richard; Sharkey, Jeffry; Sosa, Belkys; Bubar, Patrice
Hart, Ken; Bavol, Rochelle; Vietti-Cook, Annette,
RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-1 1-0117- Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of
Lessons Learned from the March 11, 2011....

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

Thaiks.

Ho

Ho Nieh
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William C. Ostendorff
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(30') 415-1811 (office)

(b)(6) (mobile)
(30-') 415-1757 (fax)
ho.rnieh(nrc..-gv

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2011 7:49 AM
To: Nieh, Ho; Sharkey, Jeffry; Sosa, Belkys;
Cc: Hart, Ken; Bavol, Rochelle; Vietti-Coqk.i'-'
Subject: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0117- .,posed C
the March 11, 2011....

For the subject draft SRM, th re two ACC
SRM can be finalized. ?X"-L..

:hrice

;harter for the Longer-Term Review of Lessons Learned from

items that SECY is looking for feedback on before the

(b)(5)

Pfe~tle respond to SECY on these two items.

,/ Thanks,
Rich

1
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Laufer, Richard

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Gilles, Nanette
Tuesday, October 18, 2011 5:53 PM
Laufer, Richard
Sosa, Belkys; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Sharkey, Jeffry; Bubar, Patrice; Hart, Ken;,
Bavol, Rochelle; Vietti-Cook, Annette
RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-1 1-0117- Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of
Lessons Learned from the March 11, 2011....

Subject:

(b)(5)

Nan /

Nanette V. Gilles
Technical Assistant for.Reactors
to Commissoner Apostolakis
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Phone: 301-415-1180
Email: nanette.gil]es@nrc.gov

From: Sosa, Belkys
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2011 3:12 PM
To: Gilles, Nanette; Davis, Roger
Subject: FW: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0117-
from the March 11, 2011....

for the Longer-Term Review of Lessons Learned

FYI

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 20
To: Nieh, Ho; Sharkey, Jeff S Belkys; Bubar, Patrice
Cc: Hart, Ken; Bavol, /Vie -Cook, Annette
Subject: DRAFT SRM • 117- Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of Lessons Learned from
the March 11, 2011..

For the subjectfd)ratŽM there are two ACC items that SECY is looking for feedback on before the
SIRM can fiýIilpcl.

(b)(5)

Please respond to SECY on these two items.

Thanks,
Rich

1
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Laufer, Richard

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Sharkey, Jeffry
Tuesday, October 18, 2011 6:11 PM
Laufer, Richard; Nieh, Ho; Sosa, Belkys; Bubar, Patrice
Hart, Ken; Bavol, Rochelle; Vietti-Cook, Annette
RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-1 1-0117- Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of
Lessons Learned from the March 11, 2011....

Rich,

(b)(5)

Thanks,

Jeff

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2011 7:49 AM
To: Nieh, Ho; Sharkey, Jeffry; Sosa, Belkys; Bubar, Patrice
Cc: Hart, Ken; Bavol, Rochelle; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Subject: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0117- Proposed Charter for
the March 11, 2011....

For the subject draft SRM, there are two ACC items
SRM can be finalized. (,s/"(/-%

V
'm Review of Lessons Learned from

king for feedback on before the

(b)(5)

these two items.Please respond

Thanks,
Rich

/

I
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Wright, Darlene

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:

Subject:

Wright, Darlene
Wednesday, October 19, 2011 9:56 AM
Bates, Andrew; Bavol, Rochelle; Hart, Ken; Joosten, Sandy; Laufer, Richard; Library
Resource; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Hayden, Elizabeth; Brenner, Eliot; Schmidt, Rebecca; Powell,
Amy
PUBLIC RELEASE OF DOCUMENTS

The following document(s) have been publicly released in ADAMS:

Document: SRM-SECY-1 1-0117 - Proposed Charter for the Longer-Term Review of
March 11, 2011, Japanese Earthquake and Tsunami

Accession #: ML1 12920034

Document: Commission Voting Record on SECY-11-0117

Accession #: ML1 12920046

Release Date: 10/19/11 • C r

the

1

FK 1785 of 2833



CU(;KLIST FOR DISTRIBUTION

Paper No. . Z -- // 97

(b)(5)

FK 1786 of 2833



POLICY ISSUE;
(Notation Vote)

July 12, 2011 SECY-11-0093

FOR: The Commissioners

FROM: R. W. Borchardt
Executive Director for Operations

SUB3JECT: NEAR-TERM REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AGENCY
ACTIONS FOLLOWING THE EVENTS IN JAPAN

On March 23, 2011, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) tasked the staff to
establish a senior level agency task force to conduct a methodical and systematic review of
NRC processes and regulations to determine whether the agency should make additional
improvements to our regulatory system and make recommendations to the Commission for its
policy direction. Consistent with that direction, the Task Force Report, with its
recommendations for agency actions following the events in Japan, is attached for the
Commission's consideration. The tasking memorandum also directed the staff to provide the
Commission with estimated resource impacts before starting work on the longer-term review.
Resource considerations were provided to the Commission in a separate memorandum.

The Office of the General Counsel has reviewed this paper and has no legal objection. The
Office of the Chief Financial Officer has reviewed this paper for resource implications and
concurred.

R. W. Borchardt
Executive Director

for Operations

Enclosure: Task Force Report

CONTACT: Martin J. Virgilio, DEDR
301-415-1713
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Commissioners' completed vote sheets/comments should be provided directly
to the Office of the Secretary by COB July 26, 2011.

Commission Staff Office comments, if any, should be submitted to the
Commissioners NLT July 19, 2011, with an information copy to the Office of
the Secretary. If the paper is of such a nature that it requires additional
review and comment, the Commissioners and the Secretariat should be
apprised of when comments may be expected.
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DEDICATION

This report is dedicated to the people of Japan and especially to those who have responded

heroically to the nuclear accident at Fukushima. It is the fervent hope of the Near-Term Task
Force that their hardships and losses may never be repeated.

Throughout its tenure, the Near-Term Task Force has been inspired by the strength and
resilience of the Japanese people in the face of the inconceivable losses of family and
property inflicted by the Great East Japan Earthquake and tsunami of 2011 and exacerbated
by the ongoing radioactive releases from the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Plant. The
heroes of Fukushima shouldered the emotional impacts of the devastation around them
and tabored on in the dark, through the rubble, with increasing levels of radiation and
contamination. They undertook great efforts to obtain power and cooling to prevent the

unthinkable from occurring. The outcome-no fatalities and the expectation of no significant
radiological health effects-is a tribute to their efforts, their valor, and their resolve. It is our
strong desire and our goal to take the necessary steps to assure that the result of our labors
will help prevent the need for a repetition of theirs.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Near-Term Task Force was established in response to Commission direction to conduct
a systematic and methodical review of U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission processes and
regulations to determine whether the agency should make additional improvements to its
regulatory system and to make recommendations to the Commission for its policy direction,
in light of the accident at the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Plant. The Task Force
appreciates that an accident involving core damage and uncontrolled release of radioactive

material to the environment, even one without significant health consequences, is inherently
unacceptable. The Task Force also recognizes that there likely will be more than 100 nuclear
power plants operating throughout the United States for decades to come. The Task Force
developed its recommendations in full recognition of this environment.

In examining the Fukushima Dai-ichi accident for insights for reactors in the United States,
the Task Force addressed protecting against accidents resulting from natural phenomena,
mitigating the consequences of such accidents, and ensuring emergency preparedness.

The accident in Japan was caused by a natural event [i.e., tsunami] which was far more
severe than the design basis for the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Plant. As part of its
undertaking, the Task Force studied the manner in which the NRC has historically required
protection from natural phenomena and how the NRC has addressed events that exceed the
current design basis for plants in the United States.

In general, the Task Force found that the current NRC regutatory approach includes:

" requirements for design-basis events with protection and mitigation features controlled

through specific regulations or the general design criteria [Title 10 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (10 CFR} Part 50, 'Domestic Licensing of Production and Utilization Facilities,"
Appendix A, "General Design Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants"'

" requirements for some "beyond-design-basis' events through specific regulations [e.g.,
station blackout, large fires, and explosions]

" voluntary industry initiatives to address severe accident features, strategies, and

guidelines for operating reactors

This regulatory approach, established and supplemented piece-by-piece over the decades,
has addressed many safety concerns and issues, using the best information and techniques
available at the time. The result is a patchwork of regulatory requirements and other
safety initiatives, all important, but not all given equivalent consideration and treatment
by licensees or during NRC technical review and inspection. Consistent with the NRC's
organizational value of excellence, the Task Force believes that improving the NRC's
regulatory framework is an appropriate, realistic, and achievable goal.

The current regulatory approach, and more importantly, the resultant plant capabilities
allow the Task Force to conclude that a sequence of events like the Fukushima accident is
unlikely to occur in the United States and some appropriate mitigation measures have been
implemented, reducing the likelihood of core damage and radiological releases. Therefore,
continued operation and continued licensing activities do not pose an imminent risk to public
health and safety.

However, the Task Force also concludes that a more balanced application of the
Commission's defense-in-depth philosophy using risk insights would provide an enhanced
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regulatory framework that is logical, systematic, coherent, and better understood. Such
a framework would support appropriate requirements for increased capability to address
events of low likelihood and high consequence, thus significantly enhancing safety.
Excellence in regulation demands that the Task Force provide the Commission with its best
insights and vision for an improved regulatory framework.

The Task Force finds that the Commission's longstanding defense-in-depth philosophy,
supported and modified as necessary by state-of-the-art probabilistic risk assessment
techniques, should continue to serve as the primary organizing principle of its regulatory
framework. The Task Force concludes that the application of the defense-in-depth
philosophy can be strengthened by including explicit requirements for beyond-design-
basis events.

Many of the elements of such a regulatory framework already exist in the form of rules
regarding station blackout, anticipated transient without scram, maintenance, combustible
gas control, aircraft impact assessment, beyond-design-basis fires and explosions, and
alternative treatment. Other elements, such as severe accident management guidelines,
exist in voluntary industry initiatives. The Task Force has concluded that a collection of
such 'extended design-basis" requirements, with an appropriate set of quality or special
treatment standards, should be established.

The Task Force further sees this approach, if implemented, as a more comprehensive and
systematic application of defense-in-depth to NRC requirements for providing "'adequate fl
protection" of public health and safety. Implementation of this concept would require strong
Commission support for a clear policy statement, rule changes, and revised staff guidance.

The Task Force notes that, after the attacks of September 11, 2001, the Commission
established new security requirements on the basis of adequate protection. These new

requirements did not result from any immediate or imminent threat to NRC-licensed
facilities, but rather from new insights regarding potential security events. The Task Force
concluded that the Fukushima Dai-ichi accident similarly provides new insights regarding
low-likelihood, high-consequence events that warrant enhancements to defense-in-depth
on the basis of redefining the Level of protection that is regarded as adequate. The Task
Force recommendation for an enhanced regulatory framework is intended to establish
a coherent and transparent basis for treatment of the Fukushima insights. It is also
intended to provide lasting direction to the staff regarding a consistent decisionmaking
framework for future issues.

The Task Force has considered industry initiatives in this framework and sees that these
could play a useful and valuable role. The Task Force believes that voluntary industry
initiatives should not serve as a substitute for regulatory requirements but as a mechanism
for facilitating and standardizing implementation of such requirements.

The Task Force applied this conceptual framework during its deliberations. The result is a
set of recommendations that take a balanced approach to defense-in-depth as applied to
tow-likelihood, high-consequence events such as prolonged station blackout resulting from
severe natural phenomena. These recommendations, taken together, are intended to clarify
and strengthen the regulatory framework for protection against natural disasters, mitigation,
and emergency preparedness, and to improve the effectiveness of the NRC's programs. The
Task Force's overarching recommendations are:
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Clarifying the Regulatory Framework
1. The Task Force recommends establishing a logical, systematic, and coherent regulatory

framework for adequate protection that appropriateLy balances defense-in-depth and
risk considerations. (Section 3]

Ensuring Protection
2. The Task Force recommends that the NRC require licensees to reevaluate and upgrade

as necessary the design-basis seismic and flooding protection of structures, systems, and
components for each operating reactor. (Section 4.1.11

3. The Task Force recommends, as part of the longer term review, that the NRC evaluate
potential enhancements to the capability to prevent or mitigate seismically induced fires
and floods. [Section 4.1.2]

Enhancing Mitigation
4. The Task Force recommends that the NRC strengthen station blackout mitigation

capability at all operating and new reactors for design-basis and beyond-design-basis
external events. (Section 4.2.1]

5. The Task Force recommends requiring reliable hardened vent designs in boiling water
reactor facilities with Mark I and Mark II containments. (Section 4.2.2]

6. The Task Force recommends, as part of the longer term review, that the NRC identify
insights about hydrogen control and mitigation inside containment or in other buildings

as additional information is revealed through further study of the Fukushima Dai-ichi
accident. (Section 4.2.31

7. The Task Force recommends enhancing spent fuel pool makeup capability and
instrumentation for the spent fuel pool. (Section 4.2.41

8. The Task Force recommends strengthening and integrating onsite emergency response
capabilities such as emergency operating procedures, severe accident management
guidelines, and extensive damage mitigation guidelines. (Section 4.2.5]

Strengthening Emergency Preparedness
9. The Task Force recommends that the NRC require that facility emergency plans address

prolonged station blackout and multiunit events. (Section 4.3.1]

10. The Task Force recommends, as part of the longer term review, that the NRC pursue
additional emergency preparedness topics related to multiunit events and prolonged
station blackout. [Section 4.3.11

11. The Task Force recommends, as part of the longer term review, that the NRC
should pursue emergency preparedness topics related to decisionmaking, radiation
monitoring, and public education. (Section 4.3.2]

Improving the Efficiency of NRC Programs
12. The Task Force recommends that the NRC strengthen regulatory oversight of licensee

safety performance (i.e., the Reactor Oversight Process) by focusing more attention on
defense-in-depth requirements consistent with the recommended defense-in-depth
framework. (Section 5.11
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The Task Force presents further details on its recommendations in this report and
an implementation strategy in Appendix A. The strategy includes several rulemaking
activities to establish new requirements. Recognizing that rulemaking and subsequent
implementation typically take several years to accomplish, the Task Force recommends
interim actions to enhance protection, mitigation, and preparedness while the rulemaking
activities are conducted.

These recommendations are based on the best available information regarding the
Fukushima Dai-ichi accident and a review of relevant NRC requirements and programs. The
Task Force concludes that these are a reasonable set of actions to enhance U.S. reactor
safety in the 2 1st century.
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Introduction

1. INTRODUCTION

In the days following the Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear accident in Japan, the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission [NRCJ directed the staff to establish a senior-level agency task force
(the Task Force] to conduct a methodical and systematic review of the NRC's processes and
regulations to determine whether the agency should make additional improvements to its
regulatory system and to make recommendations to the Commission for its policy direction.
The Commission direction was provided in a tasking memorandum dated March 23, 2011,
from Chairman Gregory B. Jaczko to the Executive Director for Operations. The tasking
included objectives for a near-term and a longer term review. Appendix B provides a copy of

the tasking memorandum.

In response to the Commission's direction, the Executive Director for Operations established
an agency Task Force to conduct a near-term evaluation of the need for agency actions. The
Task Force's charter, dated March 30, 2011, called for a methodical and systematic review of
relevant NRC regulatory requirements, programs, and processes, and their implementation,
and to recommend whether the agency should make near-term improvements to its
regulatory system. The charter also directed the Task Force to identify topics for review and
assessment for the longer term effort. Appendix C presents a copy of the Task Force charter.

The Task Force structured its review activities to reflect insights from past lessons-learned
efforts. For example, after the 1979 accident at Three Mile Island [TMIt, the NRC had not
yet developed much of the decisionmaking framework that is in place today. In addition.
the post-TMI review considered a number of actions that were proposed for general safety
enhancement rather than being directed at specific safety weaknesses revealed by the TMI
accident. As a result, some of the actions taken by the NRC after TMI were not subjected
to a structured review and were subsequently not found to be of substantial safety benefit
and were removed.

In establishing a systematic and methodical process for its review, the Task Force
determined that it would focus its efforts on areas that had a nexus to the Fukushima Dai-
ichi accident regarding the initiating event, the response of equipment and personnel, and
the progression of the accident as the Task Force understands it from available information.
The Task Force recognized that detailed information in each of these areas was, in many
cases, unavailable, unreliable, or ambiguous because of damage to equipment at the site

4, and because the Japanese response continues to focus on actions to stop the ongoing
radioactive release and to achieve long-term core and spent fuel pool cooling. Even without
a detailed understanding of all aspects of the Fukushima accident, the Task Force identified
those key areas most relevant to the safety of U.S. reactors, such as external events that
could damage large areas of the plant, protection against and mitigation of a prolonged
station blackout, and management of severe accidents. Section 2 of this report presents the
sequence of events at Fukushima, as relevant to the Task Force's deliberations. The Task
Force did not address insights from the NRC's incident response activities related to the
Fukushima accident as these are being addressed by the NRC's Office of Nuclear Security

and Incident Response.

Consistent with its tasking and charter, the Task Force remained independent of industry
efforts, while obtaining a broad range of inputs. The Task Force had full access to the NRC
staff to obtain information on existing programs, received briefings from staff experts in

4
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the Headquarters offices, and solicited inputs from all four NRC regional offices. The Task
Force also obtained valuable insights from the members of the NRC site team in Japan.
The Task Force requested information on the status of licensees' implementation of severe a

accident management guidelines (SAMGsI: the regional offices collected this information

through Temporary Instruction (TOl 2515/184. "Availability and Readiness Inspection of Severe
Accident Management Guidelines [SAMGs]," dated April 29. 2011, and the Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation compiled the information for the Task Force. During the implementation p
of this TI, members of the Task Force accompanied the inspectors at two nuclear power plant
sites to gain an independent perspective and additional insights into licensee decisionmaking
during severe accidents. While maintaining its independence of industry efforts, members 0
of the Task Force met with representatives of the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations to

h

gather information on the industry's post-Fukushima actions. The Task Force also met with
representatives of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to discuss offsite p

emergency preparedness and to obtain insights on the U.S. National Response Framework.
Finally, the Task Force appropriately screened and considered information and suggestions
received from internal and external stakeholders. The Task Force monitored, directly or
indirectly, related international activities of the International Atomic Energy Agency [IAEAI,
Nuclear Energy Agency [NEAL, and other organizations.

'I
In developing recommendations, the Task Force considered the existing approach for
regulatory decisionmaking. This approach includes the existing technical requirements
related to the licensing, operation, and maintenance of commercial nuclear power plants.
It is informed by the Commission's Policy Statement on Safety Goals for the Operations of
Nuclear Power Plants, which appeared in the Federal Register in August 1986 (51 FR 30028].
The approach includes the agency's historical commitment to a defense-in-depth philosophy fi

that ensures that the design basis includes multiple layers of defense. In developing
its recommendations, the Task Force was also guided by the NRC's Principles of Good
Regulation, particularly as related to ensuring a clear nexus between the Commission's
requirements and its goals and objectives. In addition, the Task Force was appropriately
informed by the *'Regulatory Analysis Guidelines of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission"
[NUREG/BR-0058, Revision 4, issued September 2004], which provide a framework for U

evaluating potential new requirements.

The Policy Statement on Safety Goals sets forth two qualitative safety goals, which are supported
by two quantitative supporting objectives. The following are the qualitative safety goals:

Individual members of the public should be provided a level of protection from
the consequences of nuclear power plant operation such that individuals bear no
significant additional risk to life and health.

Societal risks to life and health from nuclear power plant operation should be
comparable to or less than the risks of generating electricity by viable competing
technologies and should not be a significant addition to other societal risks.

The quantitative supporting objectives are as follows:

The risk to an average individual in the vicinity of a nuclear power plant of prompt
fatalities that might result from reactor accidents should not exceed one-tenth of one
percent (0.1 percent] of the sum of prompt fatality risks resulting from other accidents
to which members of the U.S. population are generally exposed.
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The risk to the population in the area near a nuclear power plant of cancer fatalities that
might result from nuclear power plant operation should not exceed one-tenth of one
percent [0.1 percent] of the sum of cancer fatality risks resulting from all other causes.

In the Policy Statement on Safety Goals, the Commission emphasized the importance of
features such-as containment, siting, and emergency planning as "integral parts of the
defense-in-depth concept associated with its accident prevention and mitigation philosophy.'"
A cursory review of documents discussing the agency's approach to defense-in-depth

-4 provides a range of explanations and applications.

The Commission's policy on probabilistic risk assessment {PRA] ("Use of Probabilistic Risk
Assessment Methods in Nuclear Regulatory Activities," dated August 16, 1995], states the
following:

Defense-in-depth is a philosophy used by the NRC to provide redundancy for facilities
with "active" safety systems, e.g. a commercial nuclear power [plant], as well as the
philosophy of a multiple-barrier approach against fission product releases.

An instructive discussion of the defense-in-depth philosophy also appears in director's
decisions relating to a petition on Davis-Besse [FirstEnergy Nuclear Operating Company
(Davis-Besse Nuclear Power Station, Unit 1], DD-03-3, 58 NRC 151, 163 [2003]].

The decision described defense-in-depth as encompassing the following requirements:

[11 require the application of conservative codes and standards to establish substantial
safety margins in the design of nuclear plants;

[21 require high quality in the design, construction, and operation of nuclear plants to
reduce the likelihood of malfunctions, and promote the use of automatic safety system

actuation features;

131 recognize that equipment can fail and operators can make mistakes and, therefore,
4 require redundancy in safety systems and components to reduce the chance that

malfunctions or mistakes will lead to accidents that release fission products from the
fuel;

4

141 recognize that, in spite of these precautions, serious fuel-damage accidents may
not be completely prevented and, therefore, require containment structures and safety

* features to prevent the release of fission products; and

- [5] further require that comprehensive emergency plans be prepared and periodically
exercised to ensure that actions can and will be taken to notify and protect citizens in
the vicinity of a nuclear facility.

The Task Force has found that the defense-in-depth philosophy is a useful and broadly
applied concept. It is not, however, susceptible to a rigid definition because it is a philosophy.
For the purposes of its review, the Task Force focused on the following application of the
defense-in-depth concept:

* protection from external events that could lead to fuel damage

* mitigation of the consequences of such accidents should they occur, with a focus on
preventing core and spent fuel damage and uncontrolled releases of radioactive material

* to the environment
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emergency preparedness (EP) to mitigate the effects of radiological releases to the public p
and the environment, should they occur

These levels of defense-in-depth are appropriate for significant external challenges to a
facility. In applying these defense-in-depth features, the Task Force sought to ensure that p

the Commission's regulatory requirements, processes, and programs effectively address
each layer of protection while maintaining appropriate balance among them. The Task Force
notes that this approach is also consistent with Levels of Defense 3, 4, and 5 in IAEA Draft
Safety Standard DS 414. "Safety of Nuclear Power Plants: Design," dated January 2010.

The framework of the Regulatory Analysis Guidelines INUREG/BR-0058] informed the Task
Force as it developed recommendations and evaluated potential new requirements. These
guidelines provide a range of potential actions depending on the nature of the underlying
safety issue and the means of addressing it. These potential actions include the following:

" actions necessary to bring a facility into compliance with existing requirements (Title 10 of
the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR1 50.109(a)(4(11i1

I!
" actions necessary to ensure adequate protection (10 CFR 50.1 09(al[4]iui]I

" actions defining or redefining what level of protection of the public health and safety or
common defense and security should be regarded as adequate (10 CFR 50.109(a](41[iiiJ]

" actions that provide substantial additional protection and for which the direct and indirect
costs are justified by the increased protection afforded (10 CFR 50.109(a][3]1

In developing its recommendations, the Task Force considered all of the above-mentioned
guidance (defense-in-depth, the Policy Statement on Safety Goals, Regulatory Analysis
Guidelines, and the backfit rule as codified in 10 CFR 50.109, "Backfitting"j. In the Task
Force's deliberations, it became apparent that the existing guidance does not present a
completely clear and consistent framework for decisionmaking. The Policy Statement on
Safety Goals and Regulatory Analysis Guidelines address only limited aspects of defense-
in-depth. The safety goals policy addresses defense-in-depth by setting a "subsidiary
numerical objective" [a third-level goal] for core damage frequency, in addition to the higher
level health effects goals. In the Regulatory Analysis Guidelines, which provide guidance on
implementation of the backfit rule, the phrase "defense-in-depth' occurs only twice in 46
pages of guidance; those references are limited to dealing with core damage frequency and
containment performance in the screening criteria. The defense-in-depth concept is notably
absent from the Regulatory Analysis Guidelines as part of the decision rationale.

Extensive efforts have been made in the past to address safety goals and their relationship
to defense-in-depth. The most extensive attempt occurred as part of the technology-
neutral framework effort described in NUREG-1860, "Feasibility Study for a Risk-Informed
and Performance-Based Regulatory Structure for Future Plant Licensing," issued
December 2007. The technology-neutral framework effort attempted to reconcile these
issues in a single process in which defense-in-depth plays a fundamental role in addressing
and compensating for uncertainties.

Ultimately, the Task Force chose a decision rationale built around the defense-in-depth
concept in which each level of defense-in-depth (namely protection, mitigation, and EP) is
critically evaluated for its completeness and effectiveness in performing its safety function.
The Task Force has therefore developed a comprehensive set of recommendations to
increase safety and redefine what level of protection of the public health is regarded as
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adequate. The Task Force's logic is that [11 these recommendations are intended to make
each level of defense-in-depth complete and effective and [2] ensuring the completeness
and effectiveness of each Level of defense-in-depth is an essential element in the overall
approach to ensuring safety, called -adequate protection." With this in mind, the Task Force
has recommended what it concludes are significant reinforcements to NRC requirements
and programs.

Finally, the Task Force considered its recommendations and the Commission's requirements

for nuclear power plants in the context of the NRC's Principles of Good Regulation. In
particular, the principle of "'clarity" states: "Regulations should be coherent, logical,
and practical. There should be a clear nexus between regulations and agency goals and
objectives, whether explicitly or implicitly stated. Agency positions should be readily

understood and easily applied." Also, the principle of "efficiency" states, in part, that
"Regulatory activities should be consistent with the degree of risk reduction they achieve."

The principles of "independence" and "openness" focus on the importance of obtaining
inputs from the full range of stakeholders, including consideration of many and possibly
conflicting public interests, and open channels of communication. The duration and scope
of the Task Force's effort have necessarily limited the degree of stakeholder interaction that
was possible. The implementation of Task Force recommendations will require additional

effort by the NRC staff to conduct stakeholder outreach through its normal processes (e.g.,
rulemaking, licensing, public meetings, and workshopsl.
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Summary of Events at Fukiushima Dai-ichl

2. SUMMARY OF EVENTS AT FUKUSHIMA DAI-ICHI
At 14:46 Japan standard time on March 11. 2011, the Great East Japan Earthquake-
rated a magnitude 9.0-occurred at a depth of approximately 25 kilometers (15 mites],
130 kilometers 181 miles] east of Sendai and 372 kilometers (231 miles] northeast of Tokyo
off the coast of Honshu Island. This earthquake resulted in the automatic shutdown of 11
nuclear power plants at four sites along the northeast coast of Japan [Onagawa 1, 2, and 3:
Fukushima Dai-ichi 1,2, and 3; Fukushima Dai-ni 1, 2, 3, and 4: and Tokal 21. The earthquake
precipitated a large tsunami that is estimated to have exceeded 14 meters (45 feet] in height
at the Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Plant site. The earthquake and tsunami produced
widespread devastation across northeastern Japan, resulting in approximately 25,000 people
dead or missing, displacing many tens of thousands of people, and significantly impacting
the infrastructure and industry in the northeastern coastal areas of Japan.

Nuclear Power Phflts In kevioe

9WWM boom $"eRm Ivgd u~m dabrmuatsrpvt)

' ',M' , , , '1

1Wihka&ie-iF N'

;Tb.11 L uusn.I51J

The Fukushima Dai-
ichi Nuclear Power
Plant is located on the
northeastern coast of
Japan in the Fukushima
Prefecture.

Figure 1: Nuclear Power Plants in Japan
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Summary of Events at Fukushima Dai-ichi

Fukushima Dai-ichi Units 1 through 4 are located in the southern part of the station and are

oriented such that Unit 1 is the northernmost and Unit 4 is the southernmost. Fukushima

Dai-ichi Units 5 and 6 are located farther north and at a somewhat higher elevation than the

Unit 1-4 cluster, and Unit 6 is located to the north of Unit 5.
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Figure 2: Fukushima Dai-ichi Nuclear Power Plant [status before earthquake]

The Fukushima Dai-ichi site includes six boiling water reactors {BWRs].

REACTORS AT THE FUKUSHIMA DAI-ICHI NUCLEAR POWER PLANT

Unit Net MWe*

1

2

3

460

784

784

Reactor, Containment, and Cooling Systems**

BWR-3. Mark I, IC, HPCI

BWR-4, Mark I, RCIC, HPCI

BWR-4, Mark I, RCIC, HPCI

BWR-4, Mark I, RCIC, HPCI

BWR-14, Mark I, RCIC, HPCI

BWR-5, Mark I1, RCIC, HPCS

I
|

I

!

!
4 784

5

6

784

1,100

* MWe-megawatts electric

** IC-isolation condenser, HPCI-high-pressure coolant injection system, RCIC-reactor core
isolation cooling system, HPCS-high-pressure core spray system
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Summary of Events at Fukushima Dai-ichi

On March 11, 2011, Units 1, 2. and 3 were in operation, and Units 4, 5, and 6, were shut down for
routine refueling and maintenance activities; the Unit 4 reactor fuel was offloaded to the Unit 4
spent fuel pool.

As a result of the earthquake, all of the operating units appeared to experience a normal reactor

trip within the capability of the safety design of the plants. The three operating units at Fukushima
Dai-ichi automatically shut down, apparently inserting all control rods into the reactor. As a result
of the earthquake, offsite power was lost to the entire facility. The emergency diesel generators
started at all six units providing alternating current (ad electrical power to critical systems at each
unit, and the facility response to the seismic event appears to have been normal.

Approximately 40 minutes following the earthquake and shutdown of the operating units, the
first large tsunami wave inundated the site followed by multiple additional waves. The estimated
height of the tsunami exceeded the site design protection from tsunamis by approximately
8 meters (27 feet). The tsunami resulted in extensive damage to site facilities and a complete loss
of ac electrical power at Units 1 through 5, a condition known as station blackout ISBO]. Unit 6
retained the function of one of the diesel generators.

The operators were faced with a catastrophic, unprecedented emergency situation. They had
to work in nearly total.darkness with very limited instrumentation and control systems. The
operators were able to successfully cross-tie the single operating Unit 6 air-cooled diesel
generator to provide sufficient ac electrical power for Units 5 and 6 to place and maintain those
units in a safe shutdown condition, eventually achieving and maintaining cold shutdown.

Despite the actions of the operators following the earthquake and tsunami, cooling was lost to
the fuel in the Unit 1 reactor after several hours, the Unit 2 reactor after about 71 hours, and the
Unit 3 reactor after about 36 hours, resulting in damage to the nuclear fuel shortly after the loss
of cooling. Without ac power, the plants were likely relying on batteries and turbine-driven and

diesel-driven pumps. The operators were likely implementing their severe accident management
program to maintain core cooling functions well beyond the normal capacity of the station
batteries. Without the response of offsite assistance, which appears to have been hampered by
the devastation in the area, among other factors, each unit eventually lost the capability to further

extend cooling of the reactor cores.
4

The current condition of the Unit 1, 2, and 3 reactors is relatively static, but those units have yet to
achieve a stable, cold shutdown condition. Units 1, 2, 3, and 4 also experienced explosions further
damaging the facilities and primary and secondary containment structures. The Unit 1, 2, and
3 explosions were caused by the buildup of hydrogen gas within primary containment produced
during fuel damage in the reactor and subsequent movement of that hydrogen gas from the
drywell into the secondary containment. The source of the explosive gases causing the Unit 4
explosion remains unclear. In addition, the operators were unable to monitor the condition of and
restore normal cooling flow to the Unit 1, 2, 3, and 4 spent fuel pools.

Below is a sequence of events early in the accident for the six Fukushima Dai-ichi reactors.

Only information from the Japanese utility and official Japanese Government sources,
including the "Report of the Japanese Government to the IAEA Ministerial Conference on
Nuclear Safety," is included. More detail is expected to emerge as recovery from the accident
continues and access to various locations, facilities, data, and staff improves. This sequence

* of events provides only the level of detail necessary for the near-term assessment of insights
and the recommendation of actions for consideration at U.S. nuclear facilities. When available,
times indicated are in Japan standard time.

.0
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P
Summary of Events at Fukushima Dai-ichi

Unit 1 Sequence of Events

March 11

14:47 Earthquake, toss of offsite ac power, and plant trip

14:52 Isolation condenser operated to coot reactor

15:03 IsoLation condenser stopped operating

15:37 Tsunami and totaL toss of ac power-SBO

15:37 Loss of ability to inject water to the reactor

-17:00 Water level below top of fuel

Partial core damage (several hours after tsunami)

March 12

14:30

15:36

Vent primary containment

Explosion results in severe damage to the reactor building (secondary
containment]

b

U

U

3

b

0

b

p

U

I
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U
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Figure 3: Damage to Unit I
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Summary of Events at Fukushima Dai-ichi

Unit 2 Sequence of Events

March 11

14:47

-14:50

15:41

Earthquake, loss of offsite ac power, and plant trip

RCIC manually operated to inject water to reactor

Tsunami and total loss of ac power at site-SBO

March 13

- RCIC continued to be used to coo[ reactor

-11:00 Vent primary containment

March 14

13:25 RCIC stopped operating

-18:00 Water level below top of fuel

- Partial core damage [approximately 3 days after tsunami)

- Blowout panel open on side of reactor building

March 15

-06:00 Explosion; suppression chamber pressure decreased indicating the possi-
bility that primary containment was damaged

4

Figure 4: Damage to Unit 2
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Summary of Evenis at Fukushima Dai-ichi

Unit 3 Sequence of Events

March 11

14:47

15:05

15:41

March 12

11:36

12:35

March 13

Earthquake, loss of offsite ac power, and plant trip

RCIC manually started to inject water into reactor

Tsunami and total loss of ac power at site-SBO

RCIC stopped operating

HPCI automatically started injecting water into reactor

02:42 HPCI stopped operating

-08:00 Water level below top of fuel

-- :-- Partial core damage [approximately 2 days after tsunami]

March 14

05:20

11:01

Vent primary containment

ExpLosion results in severe damage to the reactor building [secondary
containment]
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Figure 5: Damage to Unit 3 I
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Summary of Events at Fukushima Dai-ichi

Unit 4 Sequence of Events (Unit 4 reactor was defueted]

March 11

14:46 Earthquake and toss of offsite ac power

15:38 Tsunami and total loss of ac power at site-SBO

March 15

-06:00 Explosion in reactor building

Figure 6: Damage to Unit 4
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Summary of Events at Fukushima Dai-ichi

Unit 5 & 6 Sequence of Events (Both units were shut down for periodic inspection)

March 11

14:46 Earthquake and loss of offsite ac power

15:41 Tsunami and total Loss of ac power at site-SBO

March 20

14:30 Unit 5 enters cold shutdown

19:27 Unit 6 enters cold shutdown

Protective Action Recommendations at Fukushima Dai-ichi

March 11

Evacuation of residents within 3 kilometers 11.9 miles] and shelter-in-place for
residents within 10 kilometers [6.2 miles)

March 12

Evacuation of residents within 20 kilometers 112.4 miles]

March 15

Evacuation of residents within 30 kilometers (18.6 mites)

April 11
"Planned Evacuation Areas" and "Evacuation Prepared Area" established in the
areas beyond 20 kilometers (12.4 milesl

April 21

Restricted area within 20 kilometers 112.4 miles] established to allow temporary access
and exclusion area of 3 kilometers 11.9 miles] established for members of the public

As directed in the Chairman's tasking memorandum, the Task Force emphasizes the need
for the staff to maintain awareness and develop further insights during the tong-term
followup of the Fukushima event. Additional information is expected to evolve and become
better understood regarding (1] the condition of structures, systems, and components
[SSCs] in Units 1 through 6, including the effects of the seismic and flooding events and
the explosions, [2] the timing and success of the actions taken by facility staff, including the
adequacy of procedures and SAMGs, and (3) the progression of the accidents in the Unit 1, 2,
and 3 reactors and the Unit 1, 2, 3, and 4 spent fuel pools.
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Figure 7: Fukushima Dai-ichi Units 1-4 following explosion,
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Regulatory Framework for the 21"1 Century

3. REGULATORY FRAMEWORK FOR THE 21ST CENTURY

BACKGROUND

The combination of the massive earthquake and devastating tsunami at Fukushima were
well in excess of external events considered in the plant design. The Fukushima accident
also challenged the plant's mitigation capabilities and EP.

With that in mind, this section addresses the elements of the NRC regulatory framework
that play a part in providing protection from design-basis events, as well as events as severe
and complex as the Fukushima accident. Those elements include protection against seismic
and flooding events (characterized as design-basis events), protection for Loss of all ac
power (characterized as a beyond-design-basis event], and mitigation of severe accidents
(addressing beyond-design-basis topics of core damage and subsequent containment
performance], as well as EP. The Fukushima accident therefore highlights the full spectrum
of considerations necessary for a comprehensive and coherent regulatory framework.

Similar issues were raised by the TMI accident, and many beyond-design-basis
requirements, programs, and practices were derived from that experience and from
the concurrent development of PRA as a practical too[. Other sections of this report
address specific elements of protection, mitigation, and preparedness and evaluate
their current capabilities, Limitations, and potential enhancements. This section will
evaluate the overall NRC regulatory approach for ensuring safety through a defense-in-
depth philosophy that includes design-basis requirements and additional risk reduction
requirements and programs. The goat of this section is to identify possible ways to
better integrate the fundamental design-basis concept with the beyond-design-basis

4

considerations, including EP.

Design-basis events became a central element of the safety approach almost 50 years ago
when the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) formulated the idea of requiring safety
systems to address a prescribed set of anticipated operational occurrences and postulated
accidents. In addition, the design-basis requirements for nuclear power plants included a
set of external challenges including seismic activity and flooding from various sources. That
approach and its related concepts of design-basis events and design bases were used in
licensing the current generation of nuclear plants in the 1 960s and 1 970s.

Frequently, the concept of design-basis events has been equated to adequate protection,
and the concept of beyond-design-basis events has been equated to beyond adequate
protection (i.e., safety enhancementsl. This vision of adequate protection has typically only
led to requirements addressing beyond-design-basis concerns when they were found to be
associated with a substantial enhancement in safety and justified in terms of cost.

Starting in the 1980s and continuing to the present, the NRC has maintained the design-

basis approach and expanded it to address issues of concern. The NRC added requirements

,, to address each new issue as it arose but did not change the fundamental concept of design-
basis events or the list of those events; nor did the NRC typically assign the concept of
adequate protection to these changes. The following paragraphs include discussion of the
historical development of requirements to address issues beyond the design basis, including
the potential loss of all ac power (i.e., S13] and other issues. In reading these paragraphs, it
is helpful to keep in mind that actions to address issues beyond the design basis were largely
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considered safety enhancements. They were considered to be beyond what was required for
adequate protection.

In the early 1970s, the AEC began questioning applicants and licensees about the potential
consequences of an anticipated operational occurrence [a design-basis event] with the P
beyond-design-basis failure of the shutdown system (a sequence called anticipated
transient without scram 1ATWS]]. This issue was clearly outside the design basis of the
plants, yet it remained a concern for many years, eventually resulting in a regulation P

[10 CFR 50.62, 'Requirements for Reducing the Risk from Anticipated Transients without
Scram (ATWS] Events for Light-Water-CooLed Nuclear Power Plants"]. That regulation
established several requirements to address ATWS concerns but did not expand the list of
design-basis events to include ATWS.

In the mid-1980s, the Commission established the SBO rule (10 CFR 50.63, "Loss of All P
Alternating Current Power"] to address concerns related to loss of all ac power. Again 1b

the rule established new requirements but did not alter the design-basis concept or list of
design-basis events. SBO is not a design-basis event, nor is SBO-related equipment subject w
to the NRC's quality assurance requirements in Appendix B, "Quality Assurance Criteria

for Nuclear Power Plants and Fuel Reprocessing Plants," to 10 CFR Part 50, "Domestic
Licensing of Production and Utilization Facilities." P

In addition to the established regulatory approach, the AEC commissioned and the NRC

later published the first PRA of nuclear power plants in WASH-1400, "Reactor Safety p
Study: An Assessment of Accident Risks in U.S. Commercial Nuclear Power Plants," issued
October 1975. That study addressed possible reactor accidents based on the frequency
of initiating events and their likely consequences. The study proceeded without regard to
classification of events as "anticipated operational occurrences" or "postulated accidents"
and therefore without regard to event categorization as "design-basis events." The treatment
of events based solely on frequency and consequences remains a characteristic of PRA and
is one of its strengths in complementing the traditional regulatory approach.

Following the TMI accident, numerous Lessons-learned efforts were commissioned. One

of those studies (NUREG/CR-1250, "Three Mile Island; A Report to the Commissioners and
to the Public,- issued in 1980 and generally referred to as the Rogovin Report] evaluated
the then-existing NRC regulatory approach [characterized in the report as "the so-catted
'design basis accident' concept"]. The report concluded that "More rigorous and quantitative
methods of risk analysis have been developed and should be employed to assess the safety

of design and operation," and "The best way to improve the existing design review process
is by relying in a major way upon quantitative risk analysis." The report's recommendations
to the Commission included "Expand the spectrum of design basis accidents..." and "On a
selective basis, determine whether some design features to mitigate the effects of some
Class Nine accidents [i.e., severe accidents in current terminology] should be required."

On the basis of all the recommendations developed by the NRC following the TMI accident,
the Commission established numerous new requirements (approximately 120 actions
per plant], some within and some beyond the design bases. In addition, the Commission
considered action to address core damage scenarios, again beyond the design basis.

Ultimately, the Commission encouraged licensees to use the newly developed PRA
methodology to search for vulnerabilities [in the Individual Plant Examination (IPE] program
and Individual Plant Examination for External Events ]IPEEEJ program] and requested

16 I U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Enhancing Reactor Safety in the 2 1 st Century

FK 1817 of 2833



Regulatory Framework for the 211t Cenlury

information on their findings. The Commission also encouraged the development of SAMGs
based on PRA insights and severe accident research. However, the Commission did not take
action to require the IPEs, IPEEEs, or SAMGs. While the Commission has been partially
responsive to recommendations calling for requirements to address beyond-design-basis
accidents, the NRC has not made fundamental changes to the regulatory approach for
beyond-design-basis events and severe accidents for operating reactors.

Currently, risk-informed regulation (i.e., regulation using PRAs) serves the limited roles
of maintenance rule implementation, Regulatory Analysis Guidelines, the search for
vulnerabilities [e.g., through the IPE and IPEEE programs], the Reactor Oversight Process
[ROPI and its significance determination process, and voluntary license amendment

applications [e.g., risk-informed inservice inspection].

In contrast, for new reactors, the Commission has moved further from a largely design-

basis accident concept, requiring applicants for design certifications and combined licenses
[COLs] under 10 CFR Part 52, "Licenses, Certification, and Approvals for Nuclear Power
Plants,'" to perform a PRA and provide a description and analysis of design features for the
prevention and mitigation of severe accidents [10 CFR 52.47[231 and 10 CFR 52.79(481]. Each

design certification rule (10 CFR Part 52, Appendix A, "Design Certification Rule for the U.S.
Advanced Boiling Water Reactor," and other Part 52 appendices) then codifies the severe
accident features of each approved standard design.

Following the terrorist events of September 11, 2001, the NRC issued security advisories,

orders, license conditions, and ultimately a new regulation [10 CFR 50.54[hh]] to require
licensees to develop and implement guidance and strategies to maintain or restore

capabilities for core cooling and containment and spent fuel pool cooling under the
,4 circumstances associated with the loss of large areas of the plant due to a fire or explosion.

These requirements have led to the development of extensive damage mitigation guidelines
[EDMGs) at all U.S. nuclear power plants. The NRC has inspected the guidelines and
strategies that licensees have implemented to meet the requirements of 10 CFR 50.54[hh][2].
However, there are no specific quality requirements associated with these requirements, and
the quality assurance requirements of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, do not apply. The EDMGs

,, are requirements for addressing events well beyond those historically considered to be the
design basis and were implemented as adequate protection backfits. In order to address
the changing security threat environment, the Commission effectively redefined what level
of protection should be regarded as adequate. This is a normal and reasonable, albeit

infrequent, exercise of the NRC's responsibilities of protecting public health and safety.

All of the above indicate the Commission's desire and commitment to act either through
regulatory requirements or voluntary industry initiatives to address concerns related to the
design basis or beyond the design basis where appropriate.

TASK FORCE EVALUATION

As presented above, the current NRC regulatory approach includes (1) requirements for
design-basis events with features controlled through specific regulations or the general
design criteria [GDC] [10 CFR Part 50, Appendix A, "General Design Criteria for Nuclear

SPower Plants"] and the quality requirements of. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, 12] beyond-

design-basis requirements through specific rules [e.g., the SBO rule] with specified
quality requirements, (3) voluntary industry initiatives to address severe accident features,
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strategies, and guidelines for operating reactors, and (4) specific requirements to address
damage from fires and explosions and their mitigation.

The Task Force presents the following observations on the NRC regulatory approach:
p

" Although complex, the current regulatory approach has served the Commission and the
public well and allows the Task Force to conclude that a sequence of events like those
occurring in the Fukushima accident is unlikely to occur in the United States and could be
mitigated, reducing the likelihood of core damage and radiological releases.

" Therefore, in light of the low likelihood of an event beyond the design basis of a U.S.
nuclear power plant and the current mitigation capabilities at those facilities, the Task
Force concludes that continued operation and continued licensing activities do not pose
an imminent risk to the public health and safety and are not inimical to the common
defense and security. Nonetheless, the Task Force is recommending building on the
safety foundation laid in the 1960s and 1970s, and the safety improvements added from
the 1980s to the present, to produce a regulatory structure well suited to licensing and
overseeing the operation of nuclear power plants for decades to come. The Task Force
sees these recommendations, not as a rejection of the past. but more as a fulfillment of "
past intentions.

U

" Adequate protection has been, and should continue to be, an evolving safety standard
supported by new scientific information, technologies, methods, and operating

experience. This was the case when new information about the security environment p

was revealed through the events of September 11, 2001. Licensing or operating a
nuclear power plant with no emergency core cooling system or without robust security
protections, while done in the past, would not occur under the current regulations. As
new information and new analytical techniques are developed, safety standards need
to be reviewed, evaluated, and changed, as necessary, to insure that they continue to
address the NRC's requirements to provide reasonable assurance of adequate protection
of public health and safety. The Task Force believes, based on its review of the information

currently available from Japan and the current regulations, that the time has come for

such change.

" In response to the Fukushima accident and the insights it brings to Light, the Task Force
is recommending actions, some general, some specific, that it believes would be a
reasonable, well-formulated set of actions to increase the level of safety associated with

adequate protection of the public health and safety.

" The Commission has come to rely on design-basis requirements and a patchwork
of beyond-design-basis requirements and voluntary initiatives for maintaining
safety. Design-basis requirements include consideration of anticipated operational
occurrences and postulated accidents such as loss-of-coolant accidents. Beyond-
design-basis considerations such as ATWS and SBO are discussed below. Voluntary
initiatives have addressed some severe accident considerations (through the IPE and

IPEEE programs], shutdown risk issues, containment vents for BWR Mark I designs,
and SAMGs.

" The concept of beyond-design-basis requirements applies, for example, to ATWS,
SBO, aircraft impact assessment (AIA], combustible gas control, and EDMGs. Since
fire protection is not based on a design-basis fire, it too can be considered beyond

design basis. Although the phrase "beyond design basis- appears only once in the NRC

18 I U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Enhancing Reactor Safety in the 2 1 st Century

FK 1819 of 2833



Regulatory Framework for the 21`t Century

regulations [i.e., in 10 CFR 50.150, "Aircraft Impact Assessment," known as the AIA
rule), regulators and industry use it often. Unfortunately, the phrase 'beyond design
basis" is vague, sometimes misused, and often misunderstood. Several elements of
the phrase contribute to these misunderstandings. First, some beyond-design-basis
considerations have been incorporated into the requirements and therefore directly affect
reactor designs. The phrase is therefore inconsistent with the normal meaning of the
words. In addition, there are many other beyond-design-basis considerations that are not
requirements. The phrase therefore fails to convey the importance of the requirements to
which it refers.

The Task Force has noted that other international regulatory systems also address
considerations beyond the design basis. For example, while the NRC addresses
regulatory requirements in five categories-three design basis (normal operation,
anticipated operational occurrences, and postulated accidents) and two beyond design

" basis [one required and one voluntary]-Finland addresses regulatory requirements in
six categories-four design basis [normal operation, anticipated operational occurrences,
and two postulated accident categories), one "design extension condition," plus severe
accidents. France also addresses both design-basis requirements and additional
requirements in categories called "Risk Reduction Category 1" and "Risk Reduction
Category 2." In addition, the phrase used in the IAEA Draft Safety Standard DS 414
addresses considerations beyond the design basis, referring to them as those
addressing "design extension conditions." In this report, the Task Force will refer to
past considerations beyond the design basis using that phrase [e.g., "beyond-design-
basis events"). In the context of the Task Force recommendation for a new regulatory
framework for the future, the Task Force will refer to such considerations as "extended

4 design basis" requirements.

* The primary responsibility for safety rests with licensees, and the NRC holds licensees
accountable for meeting regulatory requirements. In addition, voluntary safety initiatives
by licensees can enhance safety if implemented and maintained effectively, but should
not take the place of needed regulatory requirements. The NRC inspection and licensing
programs give less attention to beyond-design-basis requirements and little attention
to industry voluntary initiatives since there are no requirements to inspect against.
Because of this, the NRC gives much more attention to design-basis events than to severe
accidents.

o With the exception of a few special cases, licensees of operating reactors are not required
to develop or maintain a PRA, although all licensees currently have a PRA. These PRAs
are of varying scope and are generally not required to meet NRC-endorsed quality
standards. New reactor applications must include a description of a design-specific PRA
and its results and must address severe accident protection and mitigation features.

* The Commission has expressed its intent with respect to industry initiatives in the
Regulatory Analysis Guidelines [NUREG/BR-0058, Revision 4]. That document states, "It
must be clear to the public that substituting industry initiatives for NRC regulatory action

4P can provide effective and efficient resolution of issues, will in no way compromise plant
safety, and does not represent a reduction in the NRC's commitment to safety and sound
regulation."

V

a Lastly, the Task Force observes that for new reactor designs, the Commission's
expectations that beyond-design-basis and severe accident concerns be addressed

4L
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and resolved at the design stage are largely expressed in policy statements and staff
requirements memoranda, only reaching the level of rulemaking when each design is
codified through design certification rulemaking.

In summary, the major elements of the NRC regulatory approach relevant to the Fukushima p
accident, or a similar accident in the United States, are seismic and flooding protection [well
established in the design-basis requirements]; SBO protection (required, but beyond the
design-basis requirements]; and severe accident mitigation [expected but neither the severe P

accident mitigation features nor the SAMOs are required]. In addition, U.S. facilities could
employ EDMGs as further mitigation capability. The Task Force observes that this collection
of approaches is largely the product of history; it was developed for the purpose of reactor P

licensing in the 1960s and 1970s and supplemented as necessary to address significant
events or new issues. This evolution has resulted in a patchwork regulatory approach.

The Fukushima accident clearly demonstrates the importance of defense-in-depth. Whether
through extraordinary circumstances or through limited knowledge of the possibilities,

plants can be challenged beyond their established design bases protection. In such p
circumstances, the next layer of defense-in-depth, mitigation, is an essential element of
adequate protection of public health and safety. Mitigation is provided for beyond-design-
basis events and severe accidents, both of which involve external challenges or multiple V
failures beyond the design basis. This beyond-design-basis layer of defense-in-depth is ,
broadly consistent with the IAEA concept of "design extension conditions" (presented in Draft
Safety Standard DS 414].

The Task Force concludes that the NRC's safety approach is incomplete without a strong
program for dealing with the unexpected, including severe accidents. Continued reliance on
industry initiatives for a fundamental level of defense-in-depth similarly would leave gaps
in the NRC regulatory approach. The Commission has clearly established such defense-in-

depth severe accident requirements for new reactors (in 10 CFR 52.47[231, 10 CFR 52.79(381,
and each design certification rule], thus bringing unity and completeness to the defense-in-
depth concept. Taking a similar action, within reasonable and practical bounds appropriate
to operating plants, would do the same for operating reactors.

The Task Force therefore concludes that the future regulatory framework should be based
on the defense-in-depth philosophy, supported and modified as necessary by state-of-the-
art PRA techniques. The Task Force also concludes that the application of defense-in-depth
should be strengthened by formally establishing, in the regulations, an appropriate level
of defense-in-depth to address requirements for "extended" design-basis events. Many of
the elements of such regulations already exist in the form of the SBO rule [10 CFR 50.631,
ATWS rule (10 CFR 50.62), maintenance rule [10 CFR 50.65], AIA rule (10 CFR 50.150], the
requirements for protection for beyond-design-basis fires and explosions (10 CFR 50.54(hh]],
and the alternative treatment requirements (10 CFR 50.691 and new reactor policy
regarding regulatory treatment of nonsafety systems as described in SECY-94-084, 'Policy

and Technical Issues Associated with the Regulatory Treatment of Nonsafety Systems
in Passive Plant Designs," dated March 28, 1994. Other elements such as SAMGs exist

in voluntary industry initiatives. The Task Force envisions this collection of beyond-
design-basis requirements as a coherent whole in a separate section of 10 CFR Part 50

(e.g., 10 CFR 50.200. 10 CFR 50.201] oras a dedicated appendix to 10 CFR Part 50. This
separate section would have an appropriate set of quality standards, analogous to
Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50, plus a change process similar to the 10 CFR Part 52 "50.59-
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like" process codified in the rule for each certified design [e.g., 10 CFR Part 52, Appendix A,
Section VIII, "Processes for Changes and Departures"].

The Task Force envisions a framework in which the current design-basis requirements
(i.e., for anticipated operational occurrences and postulated accidentsl would remain largely
unchanged and the current beyond-design-basis requirements (e.g., for ATWS and SBOI
would be complemented with new requirements to establish a more balanced and effective
application of defense-in-depth.

This framework, by itself, would not create new requirements nor eliminate any current
requirements. It would provide a more coherent structure within the regulations to facilitate
Commission decisions relating to what issues should be subject to NRC requirements and
what those requirements ought to be. The Task Force envisions that implementation of
a new regulatory framework would result in the addition of some currently unregulated
issues (i.e., those important to defense-in-depth) to a category of "extended design-basis"
requirements. The framework could also support shifting issues currently addressed as
design-basis requirements to the "extended design-basis" category of requirements. Such
changes would establish a more logical, systematic, and coherent set of requirements

addressing defense-in-depth.

As discussed earlier, the Task Force believes that voluntary industry initiatives could play a
useful and valuable rote in the suggested framework. Voluntary industry initiatives would
not serve as substitutes for regulatory requirements but as a mechanism for facilitating
and standardizing implementation of such requirements. The development of symptom-
based emergency operating procedures [EOPs] in the 1 980s and development of the EDMGs
following the events of September 11, 2001, are just two examples of notable industry
contributions to effective implementation of regulatory initiatives.

A newly organized part of the regulations would not only strengthen mitigation of accidents
as severe as the Fukushima accident, but could also help to resolve some longstanding
regulatory issues. For example, it could provide a natural location for requirements such

* as reactor coolant system breaks beyond the transition break size (being considered in the
revision to 10 CFR 50.46, "Acceptance Criteria for Emergency Core Cooling Systems for

Light-Water Nuclear Power Reactors"]. It would also be a logical location for a requirement
-, for PRAs and IPE and IPEEE generic safety insights for operating reactors, should the

Commission desire such a requirement.

In a new regulatory framework, risk assessment and defense-in-depth would be combined
more formally. PRA would help ensure that the design-basis requirements address events of
a specific frequency with strict quality standards (i.e., 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix Bl and that
beyond-design-basis requirements address Less frequent, but nonetheless important, events
through appropriate quality standards. The Task Force concludes that the new framework
could be implemented on the basis of full-scope Level I core damage assessment PRAs and
Level 2 containment performance assessment PRAs.

,, The current NRC approach to land contamination relies on preventing the release of
radioactive material through the first two levels of defense-in-depth, namely protection

and mitigation. Without the release of radioactive material associated with a core damage
accident, there would be no significant land contamination. The Task Force also concludes
that the NRC's current approach to the issue of land contamination from reactor accidents
is sound. The Task Force's objective of ensuring that protection and mitigation provide

4
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strong and effective levels of defense-in-depth is therefore fully consistent with reducing the
likelihood of land contamination without introducing any new safety concepts or methods.
The Task Force also considered the value of requiring a Level 3 PRA (i.e., a probabilistic
assessment of accident dose and health effects) as part of a new regulatory framework.
The Task Force concluded that for large light-water reactors, the metrics of core damage
frequency and large early release provide very effective, relatively simple, well-documented
and understood measures of safety for decisionmaking. Therefore, the Task Force has not
recommended including Level 3 PRA as a part of a regulatory framework. However, some
limited Level 3 PRA analyses, such as those done for a few selected plants and reported in
NUREGI 150, "Severe Accident Risks: An Assessment of Five U.S. Nuclear Power Plants,"
issued December 1990, could confirm that the selected frequency ranges for design-basis
and beyond-design-basis requirements are consistent with the Commission's safety goals.

The Task Force considered the role of the IPEs and IPEEEs [mentioned above] in a new
regulatory framework. If the new regulatory framework had been in place before the start of
the IPE and IPEEE programs, they would likely have been different, perhaps being required
rather than encouraged. However, the programs have been completed, the NRC reviewed
the efforts to some extent, and the licensees have taken voluntary actions, in some cases,
to address identified vulnerabilities. Given this reality, the Task Force concludes that the
most appropriate step consistent with the new risk-informed, defense-in-depth regulatory
framework would be to revisit the results of those efforts to identify any significant items of
a generic nature and consider them for possible inclusion under design-basis or extended
design-basis regulations. Similarly, this effort could identify significant plant-specific items
as candidates for plant-specific regulatory requirements [e.g., License conditions].

Finally, a new and dedicated portion of the regulations would allow the Commission to
recharacterize its expectations for safety features beyond design basis more clearly and
more positively as "extended design-basis" requirements. The Task Force recognizes fully
that a comprehensive reevaluation and restructuring of the regulatory framework would
be no small feat. The Task Force also recognizes that strengthening the roles of defense-

in-depth and risk assessment, emphasizing beyond-design-basis and severe accident
mitigation, and establishing a clear, coherent, and well-integrated regulatory framework
would be a significant accomplishment. Therefore, the Task Force concludes that additional
steps would be prudent to further enhance the NRC regulatory framework to encompass the
protections for accidents beyond the design basis.

Recommendation 1

The Task Force recommends establishing a logical, systematic, and coherent
regulatory framework for adequate protection that appropriately balances defense-
in-depth and risk considerations.

The Task Force recommends that the Commission direct the staff to initiate action to

enhance the NRC regulatory framework to encompass beyond-design-basis events and their
oversight through the following steps:

1.1 Draft a Commission policy statement that articulates a risk-informed defense-in-depth
framework that includes extended design-basis requirements in the NRC's regulations as

essential elements for ensuring adequate protection.
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.4

4

.4

1.2 Initiate rulemaking to implement a risk-informed, defense-in-depth framework
consistent with the above recommended Commission policy statement.

1.3 Modify the Regulatory Analysis Guidelines to more effectively implement the defense-in-
depth philosophy in balance with the current emphasis on risk-based guidelines.

* The Task Force believes that the Regulatory Analysis Guidelines could be modified by
implementing some of the concepts presented in the technology-neutral framework
(NUREG-18601 to better integrate safety goals and defense-in-depth.

1.4 Evaluate the insights from the IPE and IPEEE efforts as summarized in NUREG- 1560,
"Individual Plant Examination Program: Perspectives on Reactor Safety and Plant
Performance, - issued December 1997, and NUREG- 1742, "Perspectives Gained from the
Individual Plant Examination of External Events (IPEEEJ Program, " issued April 2002, to
identify potential generic regulations or plant-specific regulatory requirements.

Subsequent sections of this report will evaluate issues relevant to the Fukushima
accident and will propose recommendations to strengthen associated NRC programs and
requirements. The objective of strengthening those programs and requirements is to make
them fully effective in providing defense-in-depth, thus supporting this recommended
framework.
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4. SAFETY THROUGH DEFENSE-IN-DEPTH

The key to a defense-in-depth approach is creating multiple independent and redundant
layers of defense to compensate for potential failures and external hazards so that no single
layer is exclusively relied on to protect the public and the environment. In its application of

the defense-in-depth philosophy, the Task Force has addressed protection from design-basis
natural phenomena, mitigation of the consequences of accidents, and EP.

4.1 ENSURING PROTECTION FROM EXTERNAL EVENTS
The first level of defense-in-depth is protection. Specifically, the Task Force examined the
historical development of facility design bases for protection from external hazards that

could cause the loss of large areas of a plant. The combined effects of the Great East
Japan Earthquake of 201 land the ensuing tsunami at the Fukushima Nuclear Power Plant
site represent the most significant external event challenges that any commercial nuclear
reactor has ever faced. The following section discusses the importance of establishing

appropriate protection from design-basis natural phenomena. In evaluating protection
from design-basis natural phenomena, the Task Force considered earthquakes, floods, high
winds [due to hurricanes or tornadoes), and external fires. The Task Force concluded that

*, earthquakes and flooding hazards warranted further Task Force consideration due, in part,
to significant advancements in the state of knowledge and the state of analysis in these
areas in the time period since the operating plants were sited and licensed. In addition, the

*earthquake and subsequent tsunami highlighted the need to evaluate concurrent related
events, such as seismically induced fires and floods.

4.1.1 Protection from Design-Basis Natural Phenomena

BACKGROUND

* The NRC has long recognized the importance of protection from natural phenomena as a
means to prevent core damage and to ensure containment and spent fuel pool integrity. The
NRC established several requirements addressing natural phenomena in 1971 with GDC 2,

* "Design Bases for Protection Against Natural Phenomena." of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 50.
* GDC 2 requires, in part, that SSCs important to safety be designed to withstand the effects

of natural phenomena such as floods, tsunami, and seiches without loss of capability to
perform their safety functions. GDC 2 also requires that design bases for these SSCs reflect
Ill appropriate consideration of the most severe of the natural phenomena that have been
historically reported for the site and surrounding region, with sufficient margin for the
limited accuracy and quantity of the historical data and the period of time in which the data

have been accumulated, (2] appropriate combinations of the effects of normal and accident
conditions with the effects of the natural phenomena, and (31 the importance of the safety

functions to be performed.

Since the establishment of GDC 2, the NRC's requirements and guidance for protection

from seismic events, floods, and other natural phenomena have continued to evolve. The
* agency has developed new regulations, new and updated regulatory guidance, and several

regulatory programs aimed at enhancements for previously licensed reactors.
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In 1973, Appendix A, "Seismic and Geologic Siting Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants," to
10 CFR Part 100 was established to provide detailed criteria to evaluate the suitability of
proposed sites and the suitability of the plant design basis established in consideration of the
seismic and geologic characteristics of the proposed sites. p

In 1977, the NRC initiated the Systematic Evaluation Program [SEP] to review the designs of
older operating nuclear reactor plants in order to reconfirm and document their safety. The
purpose of the review was to provide (11 an assessment of the significance of differences
between then-current technical positions on safety issues and those that existed when
a particular plant was licensed, (21 a basis for deciding how these differences should be
resolved in an integrated plant review, and [3) a documented evaluation of plant safety. The 0

plants selected for SEP review included several that were licensed before a comprehensive
set of licensing criteria [i.e., the GDC] had been developed or finalized. The SEP covered
topics including seismic events, floods, high winds, and tornadoes.

In 1980, the NRC was concerned that licensees had not conducted the seismic qualification

of electrical and mechanical equipment in some older nuclear reactor plants in accordance u
with the licensing criteria for the seismic qualification of equipment acceptable at that
time. As a result, the NRC established the Unresolved Safety Issue [USi] A-46, "Seismic
Qualification of Mechanical and Electrical Equipment in Operating Nuclear Power Plants,"
program in December 1980. In February 1987, the agency issued Generic Letter [GL) 87-

02, "Verification of Seismic Adequacy of Mechanical and Electrical Equipment in Operating
Reactors, Unresolved Safety Issue (USI] A-46," to address this concern. The objective of USI
A-46 was to develop alternative seismic qualification methods and acceptance criteria that
could be used to assess the capability of mechanical and electrical equipment in operating
nuclear power plants to -perform their intended safety functions. The scope of the review

was limited to equipment required to bring each affected plant to hot shutdown and maintain
it for a minimum of 72 hours.

In 1991, the NRC issued Supplement 4 to GL 88-20, "Individual Plant Examination of
External Events [IPEEEJ for Severe Accident Vulnerabilities, 10 CFR 50.54(fl." This GL
requested that "each licensee perform an individual plant examination of external events
to identify vulnerabilities, if any, to severe accidents and report the results together with
any licensee determined improvements and corrective actions to the Commission." The
external events considered in the IPEEE program include seismic events, internal fires, high
winds, and floods. The primary goat of the IPEEE program was for each licensee to identify
plant-specific vulnerabilities to severe accidents, if any, and to report the results, with any
licensee-proposed improvements and corrective actions, to the NRC.

In 1996, the NRC established two new seismic regulations for applications submitted on or
after January 10, 1997. These regulations were not applied to existing reactors. The first
regulation, 10 CFR 100.23, "Geologic and Seismic Siting Criteria," sets forth the principal
geologic and seismic considerations that guide the Commission in its evaluation of the
suitability of a proposed site and adequacy of the design bases established in consideration
of the geologic and seismic characteristics of the proposed site. The second regulation,
Appendix S, "Earthquake Engineering Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants," to 10 CFR Part 50,
requires that nuclear power plants be designed so that certain SSCs remain functional
if the safe shutdown earthquake (SSE] ground motion occurs. These plant features are

those necessary to ensure (11 the integrity of the reactor coolant pressure boundary, (21
the capability to shut down the reactor and maintain it in a safe shutdown condition, or
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(31 the capability to prevent or mitigate the consequences of accidents that could result in
potential offsite exposures comparable to the guideline exposures of 10 CFR 50.34[a][1) or
10 CFR 100.11. "Determination of Exclusion Area, Low Population Zone, and Population

Center Distance."

In 1996, the staff also established a new requirement in 10 CFR 100.20, "Factors To Be

Considered When Evaluating Sites," for the evaluation of the nature and proximity of man-
related hazards, such as dams, for applications submitted on or after January 10, 1997. This
regulation was not applied to existing reactors.

In 1975, the NRC published the Standard Review Plan ISRP] [NUREG/75-087, later published
as NUREG-0800. "Standard Review Plan for the Review of Safety Analysis Reports for
Nuclear Power Plants: LWR Edition"), which provides standardized review criteria to assist
the staff in evaluating safety analysis reports submitted by license applicants. Since its first
publication, the SRP has undergone several revisions to incorporate new developments in

design and analysis technology. Since the last SRP update in 2007, the staff has established
interim staff guidance [ISGI in three areas related to protection from natural phenomena:

(1) DC/COL-ISG-1, "Interim Staff Guidance on Seismic Issues of High Frequency Ground
Motion," (21 DC/COLISG7, "Assessment of Normal and Extreme Winter Precipitation Loads
on the Roofs of Seismic Category I Structures," and (3] DC/COL-ISG-20, "Seismic Margin

Analysis for New Reactors Based on Probabilistic Risk Assessment." This interim guidance
has been applied only to new reactor reviews.

The staff has also published several regulatory guides (RGs) that address specific technical
issues related to protection from natural phenomena. These documents provide guidance

to licensees and applicants on implementing specific parts of the NRC's regulations,
4 techniques used by the NRC staff in evaluating specific problems or postulated accidents,

and data needed by the staff in its review of applications for permits or licenses. These
* guides include the following:

9 RG 1.29, "Seismic Design Classification," issued in 1972 and updated in 1973, 1976, 1978,
- and 2007

* RG 1.59, "Design Basis Floods for Nuclear Power Plants," issued in 1973 and updated in
1976 and 1977

* RG 1.60. "Design Response Spectra for Seismic Design of Nuclear Power Plants," issued
in 1973

• - RG 1.102, "Flood Protection for Nuclear Power Plants," issued in 1975 and updated in
1976

- RG 1.125, "Physical Models for Design and Operation of Hydraulic Structures and Systems
for Nuclear Power Plants," issued in 1977 and updated in 1978 and 2009

. RG 1.208, "A Performance-Based Approach To Define the Site-Specific Earthquake

Ground Motion," issued in 2007

-, The NRC staff continually evaluates new information regarding natural phenomena,
including operational experience, and its potential impact on risk and overall plant safety.
These evaluations have led to new requirements or guidance as discussed above, updated

regulatory guidance, generic communications, and plant-specific actions to address

identified issues. Several examples are presented below.

.4l
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Following the Sumatra earthquake and its accompanying tsunami in December 2004, the
NRC staff initiated a study to examine tsunami hazards at nuclear power plant sites, to
review offshore and onshore modeling of tsunami waves, to describe the effects of tsunami
waves on nuclear power plant SSCs, to develop potential approaches for screening sites
for tsunami effects, to identify the repository of historic tsunami data, and to examine ways
for an NRC reviewer to approach site safety assessment for a tsunami. The study, NUREG/
CR-6966, "Tsunami Hazard Assessment at Nuclear Power Plant Sites in the United States
of America," was published March 2009. The results of this study were incorporated in the
2007 update of SRP Section 2.4.6, "Probable Maximum Tsunami Hazards." As discussed in
NUREG/CR-6966, the 1977 revision to RG 1.59 (Revision 21 was expected to include guidance p

for assessment of tsunamis as a flooding hazard, but that effort was not completed. The
staff is in the process of updating RG 1.59 to address tsunamis and other advances in
flooding analysis. Since 1977, flood estimation techniques have significantly improved with p

the availability of more accurate datasets and newer hydrologic, hydraulic, and hydrodynamic
models. It should be noted that the current fleet of reactors was sited before RG 1.59,
Revision 2, was issued. u

In August 2010, the NRC initiated a proposed generic issue [Gi1 regarding flooding of nuclear

power plant sites following upstream dam failures. The staff evaluation of this issue is ongoing.

Lastly, the NRC is evaluating seismic hazards based on new Electric Power Research
Institute models used to estimate earthquake ground motion and updated models for
earthquake sources in the Central and Eastern United States. The NRC is addressing this
issue through the ongoing evaluation of GI-199, "Implications of Updated Probabilistic
Seismic Hazard Estimates in Central and Eastern United States on Existing Plants," initiated
June 9, 2005. The results of the GI-199 safety/risk assessment stage were summarized
in Information Notice 2010-018, "Implications of Updated Probabilistic Seismic Hazard ,
Estimates in Central and Eastern United States on Existing Plants," dated September 2.
2010. As discussed in Information Notice 2010-018, currently available seismic data and
models show increased seismic hazard estimates for some operating nuclear power plant
sites in the Central and Eastern United States. Determination of site-specific seismic
hazards and associated plant risk are planned for the next phase of GI-199.

TASK FORCE EVALUATION

Current NRC regulations and associated regulatory guidance provide a robust regulatory
approach for evaluation of site hazards associated with natural phenomena. However,
this framework has evolved over time as new information regarding site hazards and their
potential consequences has become available. As a result, the licensing bases, design, and
level of protection from natural phenomena differ among the existing operating reactors in

the United States, depending on when the plant was constructed and when the plant was
licensed for operation. Over the years, the NRC has initiated several efforts to evaluate risks
and potential safety issues resulting from these differences.

The SEP, mentioned earlier, was a one-time evaluation, and integrated plant safety
assessments were published in the early 1980s for each of the plants included in the SEP.
The SEP covered several technical topics, including protection from natural phenomena
(i.e., floods, seismic events, tornadoes, high winds]. Even that reassessment was conducted
before satellite imaging, Doppler radar, and well-established theories of plate tectonics
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were available. It is clear that our current state of knowledge far exceeds that available to
decisionmakers three decades ago.

With regard to the IPEEE program, the staff performed a limited review of the IPEEE
submittals to determine whether the licensees' IPEEE processes were capable of identifying
and addressing severe accident vulnerabilities caused by external events. The staff
published a summary of the results of the IPEEE program in NUREG-1742, "Perspectives
Gained from the Individual Plant Examination of External Events [IPEEE] Program," in April
2002. However, the NRC reviews did not attempt to validate or verify the licensees' IPEEE
results or the acceptability of proposed improvements. Further, the IPEEE analyses did
not document the potential safety impacts of proposed improvements, and plants were not
required to report completion of proposed improvements to the NRC.

The SEP, IPEEE program, USI A-46, and other regulatory initiatives, including licensing
actions to address vulnerabilities, have resulted in some plant-specific safety enhancements
to address the risk of external events resulting from natural phenomena. However, the staff
has not undertaken a comprehensive reestablishment of the design basis for existing plants
that would reflect the current state of knowledge or current licensing criteria. As a result,

significant differences may exist between plants in the way they protect against design-basis
natural phenomena and the safety margin provided.

With regard to seismic hazards, as discussed above, available seismic data and models show

increased seismic hazard estimates for some operating nuclear power plant sites. The
state of knowledge of seismic hazards within the United States has evolved to the point that
it would be appropriate for licensees to reevaluate the designs of existing nuclear power
reactors to ensure that SSCs important to safety will withstand a seismic event without toss

of capability to perform their intended safety function. As seismic knowledge continues to
increase, new seismic hazard data and models will be produced. Thus, the need to evaluate

the implications of updated seismic hazards on operating reactors will recur and need to be
reevaluated at appropriate intervals.

With regard to flooding hazards, the assumptions and factors that were considered in flood
protection at operating plants vary. In some cases, the design basis does not consider the
probable maximum flood !PMF]. In other cases, the PMF is calculated differently at units
colocated at the same site, depending on the time of licensing, resulting in different design-
basis flood protection. The Task Force has observed that some plants have an overreliance
on operator actions and temporary flood mitigation measures such as sandbagging,
temporary flood walls and barriers, and portable equipment to perform safety functions. In
addition, potential dam failures have been addressed inconsistently in the establishment of
the design-basis flood. In some cases, emphasis was placed on dam failures coincident with

* seismic events, white other mechanisms for dam failures were not fully considered. Lastly,
while tsunami hazards are not expected to be the limiting flood hazard for operating plants

sited on the Atlantic Ocean and the Gulf of Mexico, plants in these coastal regions do not
currently include an analysis of tsunami hazards in their licensing basis. Tsunami hazards
have been considered in the design basis for operating plants sited on the Pacific Ocean.

The Task Force has concluded that flooding risks are of concern due to a "cliff-edge"
effect, in that the safety consequences of a flooding event may increase sharply with a
small increase in the flooding level. Therefore, it would be very beneficial to safety for all
licensees to confirm that SSCs important to safety are adequately protected from floods.
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This reevaluation should consider all appropriate internal and external flooding sources,
including the effects from local intense precipitation on the site, PMF on streams and
rivers, storm surges, seiches, tsunamis, and dam failures. Similar to seismic hazards, new
flooding hazard data and models will be produced from time to time. Thus, there would

be a continuing benefit to having operating reactors reevaluate the implications of updated
flooding hazards at appropriate intervals.

Protection from natural phenomena is critical for safe operation of nuclear power plants due

to potential common-cause failures and significant contribution to core damage frequency
from external events. Failure to adequately protect SSCs important to safety from appropriate
design-basis natural phenomena with appropriate safety margins has the potential for
common-cause failures and significant consequences as demonstrated at Fukushima.

Recommendation 2

The Task Force recommends that the NRC require licensees to reevaluate and upgrade

as necessary the design-basis seismic and flooding protection of SSCs for each 0

operating reactor.

The Task Force recommends that the Commission direct the following actions to ensure
adequate protection from natural phenomena, consistent with the current state of knowledge
and analytical methods. These should be undertaken to prevent fuel damage and to ensure
containment and spent fuel pool integrity:

2. 1 Order licensees to reevaluate the seismic and flooding hazards at their sites against

current NRC requirements and guidance, and if necessary, update the design basis and
SSCs important to safety to protect against the updated hazards.

2.2 Initiate rulemaking to require licensees to confirm seismic hazards and flooding hazards
every 10 years and address any new and significant information. If necessary, update the

design basis for SSCs important to safety to protect against the updated hazards.

2.3 Order licensees to perform seismic and flood protection walkdowns to identify and
address plant-specific vulnerabilities and verify the adequacy of monitoring and

maintenance for protection features such as watertight barriers and seals in the interim
period until longer term actions are completed to update the design basis for external P
events.

4.1.2 Protection from Concurrent Related Events

BACKGROUND
I

The Task Force evaluated various related concurrent events and determined that fires and

internal floods induced by design-basis earthquakes warranted further Task Force consideration.

Seismically induced fires are frequent after earthquakes in urban areas. Seismic events
have also resulted in fires at nuclear power plants. Seismically induced fires have the

potential to cause multiple failures of safety-related systems and could create fires in I
multiple locations at the site. Fire protection systems are not required to be functional

after a seismic event; therefore, efforts to fight seismically induced fires may be impaired by
degraded fire protection equipment. A seismic event may also impede offsite fire crews from
reaching the site, further challenging the capability to respond to such an event.
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This scenario occurred following the July 16, 2007, magnitude 6.6 Niigata-Chuetsu Oki
earthquake that occurred 19 kilometers from the Kashiwazaki-Kariwa nuclear power plant,
located in Niigata, Japan. Following the earthquake, a fire occurred in the Kashiwazaki-
Kariwa Unit 3 electrical transformer. Sparks from a short circuit caused by large ground
displacements of the transformer foundation caused the fire. The sparks ignited oil leaked from

the transformer. Damage to the onsite fire protection equipment resulting from the seismic
event included multiple failures of the firefighting water system in Units 1, 2, 3, and 4: failure of
one of the fire water storage tanks; and failure of other fire suppression systems. Attempts by
the plant fire brigade to extinguish the fire were unsuccessful. The local municipality fire brigade
eventually extinguished the fire approximately 2 hours after it began. The fire was contained by
fire protection walls and did not affect any plant safety equipment. However, the event provided

important insights into vulnerabilities from seismically induced fires.

The 2007 Japanese earthquake event also revealed insights regarding seismically induced
flooding. The plants experienced flooding from sloshing of the spent fuel pool, fire
suppression piping failure outside the Unit 1 reactor building that flowed into the plant
through cable penetrations, and a condenser flexible connection failure. While there were no
safety consequences, these flooding failures led to water flow to various portions of the plant
that could have caused SSC functional failures.

TASK FORCE EVALUATION

The staff initiated Generic Safety Issue [GSII-172, "Multiple System Responses Program
(MSRPI," to address 21 potential safety concerns that were raised by the Advisory Committee
on Reactor Safeguards [ACRS] during the resolution of USI A-1 7. "Systems Interactions in
Nuclear Power Plants-; USI A-46, "Seismic Qualification of Equipment in Operating Plants";
and USI A-47. "Safety Implications of Control Systems." GSI-172 included the ACRS concern
that the resolution of USI A-46, other seismic requirements, or fire protection regulations did
not adequately address seismically induced fires. This concern was identified as Item 7.4.16
in NUREG/CR-5420, "Multiple System Responses Program-Identification of Concerns
Related to a Number of Specific Regulatory Issues," published October 1989. ACRS was also
concerned that previous internal flooding studies had examined events such as pipe ruptures
(and subsequent flooding) as single events and that the nature of a seismic event could
cause such problems in multiple locations simultaneously. This concern was identified as
Item 7.4.18 in NUREG/CR-5420.

The staff developed guidance for the review of the safety concerns of GSI-172 in the IPE
and IPEEE programs. As a result, the IPEEE program subsumed the issues related to
seismically induced fires and floods.

With regard to seismically induced fires, NUREG-1742 states the following:

ARl of the IPEEE submittals reported that the licensees qualitatively examined

seismically induced fire interaction issues as part of the treatment of Sandia fire risk
scoping study issues. A few licensees performed a PRA study for seismically induced
fire-initiating events; albeit the level of detail varied from a simplistic probabilistic
analysis to inclusion in their plant's seismic or fire PRA.

In most of the submittals, licensees included seismically induced fire considerations
within the scope of their overall seismic walkdown. The level of effort, scope, and

detail directed toward addressing seismically induced fire issues varied significantly
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among the IPEEE submittals. One licensee did not discuss seismically induced fire
evaluations in their IPEEE submittal. In most other cases, licensees limited their 0

seismically induced fire evaluations exclusively to assessing direct impacts on safe
shutdown equipment.

Seismically induced flooding events can potentially cause multiple failures of safety-related
systems. The rupture of small piping could provide flood sources with the potential to affect
multiple safety-related components simultaneously. Similarly, nonseismically qualified tanks
are a potential flood source of concern. While some licensees proposed plant improvements
to address reLated issues. NUREG-1742 states that the level of effort, scope, and detail
directed toward addressing seismically induced flooding issues varied significantly among P

the IPEEE submittals. Some plants did not provide any information in their IPEEE submittals
to verify this issue.

p
The GS1-172 issue regarding seismically induced fires and floods was closed based on
the IPEEE results, and the NRC established no new requirements to prevent or mitigate
seismically induced fires or floods. The Task Force concludes that the agency should
reevaluate the closure of GSI-1 72 in light of the plant experience at the Kashiwazaki-Kariwa
nuclear plant and the potential for common-mode failures of plant safety equipment as the
result of seismically induced fires and floods.

Recommendation 3
P

The Task Force recommends, as part of the longer term review, that the NRC evaluate
potential enhancements to the capability to prevent or mitigate seismically induced
fires and floods.

4.2 MITIGATION
The second level of defense-in-depth is mitigation. The Great East Japan Earthquake of
2011 and the ensuing tsunami resulted in many mitigation systems at the Fukushima Dai-
ichi Nuclear Power Plant being unable to operate. The subsequent challenges faced by 5

the operators at Fukushima Dai-ichi were beyond any faced previously at a commercial
nuclear reactor. The Task Force examined the U.S. regulations, guidance, and practices for
mitigating the consequences of accidents similar to those that occurred at Fukushima Dai-
ichi. The following sections discuss the Task Force evaluation of insights from Fukushima
and provide recommendations for enhancing the mitigation capability of U.S. reactors with
regard to prolonged loss of ac power, containment overpressure protection, combustible gas
control, spent fuel pool safety, and onsite emergency actions.

4.2.1 Prolonged Loss of Alternating Current Power

BACKGROUND

Alternating current (ac] electrical power is critically important to the safety of nuclear power
plants. Many of the SSCs intended to cool the nuclear fuel in the reactor and in the spent
fuel pools, to maintain radioactive containment systems, and to provide ventilation systems
to minimize release of radioactive materials rely on ac power. These systems depend on
electrical power to drive pumps, fans, and compressors, operate instrumentation and control
systems, and run motors to open and close valves and dampers. For these reasons, the loss
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of all ac power both onsite and offsite, as occurred at Fukushima, is highly significant. With
this in mind, the Task Force critically evaluated the design-basis protections to prevent toss
of ac power, as discussed above, and the plants' ability to maintain safety functions following
the loss of ac power as discussed below.

The NRC SBO rule [10 CFR 50.631 requires that each nuclear power plant must be able to

cool the reactor core and maintain containment integrity for a specified duration of an SBO
(defined in 10 CFR 50.2, "Definitions," as a complete toss of required onsite and offsite ac
electrical power). The specified duration is based on the following factors:

- the redundancy of the onsite emergency ac power sources

e the reliability of the onsite emergency ac power sources

& the expected frequency of loss of offsite power

e the probable time needed to restore offsite power

RG 1.155, "Station Blackout," describes an acceptable means to comply with 10 CFR 50.63.
It primarily addresses three areas: [1) maintaining highly reliable onsite ac electric power
systems, [21 developing procedures and training to restore offsite and onsite emergency ac
power should either one or both become unavailable, and [31 ensuring that plants can cope
with an SBO for some period of time based on the probability of occurrence of an SBO, as well
as the capability for restoring ac power to the site in a timely fashion. The RG provides an
acceptable method for determining the specified duration for withstanding an SBO considering
the four factors identified in the rule language 110 CFR 50.63(a}[11(i]-[ivl]. The method
described in RG 1.155 results in a minimum acceptable SBO duration capability ranging from
2 to 16 hours. The result for all operating plants was a coping duration of 4 to 8 hours.

In evaluating the expected frequency of loss of offsite power, the guide addresses the
expected frequency of high winds, including those from tornadoes and hurricanes, and the
expected annual snowfall. The impact of other external hazards (e.g., seismic and flooding]
on the frequency of toss of offsite power is not addressed. Nor does the guide address.the
concurrent consequences on the facility of the external hazards impacting offsite power.
Consequently, common-cause failures of all onsite and offsite power resulting from a
naturally occurring external event are not considered.

The analysis supporting the requirements of 10 CFR 50.54[hh] demonstrates, among other
things, the potential for prolonged SBO conditions arising from terrorist actions including
large aircraft impacts and high explosives.

In a Letter from J.E. Dyer (NRC] to A. Pietrangeto (Nuclear Energy Institute [NEIM]
dated December 22, 2006, the NRC endorsed industry-developed guidance [NEI 06-02,
Revision 0, "License Amendment Request (LARI Guidelines," issued December 2006]
to demonstrate compliance with the requirements reflected in the NRC's 2002 Interim
Compensatory Measures Order (and, subsequently, in 10 CFR 50.54[hh](21]. To comply

- with the requirements, each nuclear power plant licensee expanded command and control
capabilities and developed strategies and capability to provide cooling to fuel in the reactor
and spent fuel pool and to mitigate releases without reliance on the site's ac electrical power

- distribution system. The following mitigation capabilities were addressed:

* for pressurized water reactors [PWRs1:

- additional sources of coolant water for the reactor and steam generators
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, methods to reduce pressure in and feed cooling water to the steam generators

• methods to coot the reactor core and minimize releases of radioactive materials
from containment

" for BWRs:

) additional sources of coolant water for the reactor

> methods to reduce reactor pressure and feed cooling water to the reactor p

• methods to coot the reactor core and reduce releases of radioactive materials
from containment

P
" for spent fuel pools:

b

additional sources of coolant water for and methods to inject or spray to the
spent fuel pools P

> methods to control Leakage from damage to the spent fuel pools

• methods to reduce releases of radioactive materials from the spent fuel pools p

The strategies, called EDMGs, implemented to meet the requirements of the 2002 Interim
Compensatory Measures Order, subsequent facility-specific license conditions, and ultimately
10 CFR 50.54(hhl(21, did not address external natural hazards [e.g., seismic, flooding,
tornadoes, hurricanes) or initiating events other than extensive damage to the facilities caused
by large fires or explosions. The EDMGs were designed to assist in the mitigation of one
particular beyond-design-basis scenario (i.e., loss of large areas of the facility due to fires or
explosions) that typically could involve SBO. The implementing guidance for the EDMGs sets
expectations that the amount and capacity of equipment to implement the strategies should be
sufficient to mitigate the consequences of an event that affects only one unit. In addition, the
implementing guidance for the EDMGs specifies that the required mitigation equipment used
under the EDMGs should be stored in an area physically separated by more than 91 meters
(300 feet) from the equipment that could have been damaged by a large fire or explosion. The
equipment is not expected to be protected from design-basis or beyond-design-basis external
events, such as floods, earthquakes, or high winds.

Finally, critical instrumentation and control systems typically depend on the availability of
direct current (dc] electrical power at the facility. During a prolonged SBO, when ac power
would not be available and the battery banks become depleted, functional failure would
occur for nearly all instrumentation and control systems for monitoring critical parameters ,
and operating critical systems that ensure the integrity of the fuel in the reactor and spent
fuel pools and maintaining containment structures.

TASK FORCE EVALUATION u

Information available at the time of this report indicates that the earthquake at Fukushima
Dai-ichi on March 11, 2011, caused a loss of all offsite sources of ac power to the six units,
and the ensuing tsunami caused failure of the emergency diesel generators for Units 1
through 4. It appears that Unit 1 also suffered damage to its onsite dc power source because
of the tsunami. White most of the emergency diesel generators in Units 5 and 6 also failed
due to the tsunami, Unit 6 had one air-cooled emergency diesel generator that was not lost;
operators cross-tied that generator to essential Unit 5 and 6 systems, thus retaining the
ability to cool the Unit 5 and 6 reactors and spent fuel pools. The scope of the damage to the p
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offsite power infrastructure from the earthquake combined with the damage to the site from
the tsunami resulted in the inability to restore any ac electrical power to Units 1 through
4 for many days. The onsite emergency ac power sources have not yet been restored and,
while ac power from offsite has been rerouted to the facility, damage to the onsite electrical
distribution and other critical equipment from the tsunami has not allowed full utilization
of this offsite ac power for installed plant equipment in Units 1 through 4. These four units
were in a prolonged SBO for many days and still are significantly challenged regarding the
reliable distribution and use of ac electrical power.

Under these circumstances, factors that prevented restoration of power included {11
common-cause failure of onsite emergency ac sources due to flooding, (21 common-cause
failure of ac electrical distribution due to flooding, 13) common-cause failure of offsite
Inonemergencyl ac power distribution due to earthquake ground motion, and [4] offsite
infrastructure degradation from the earthquake and tsunami, which may have impeded
efforts to restore offsite power.

The Commission's SBO requirements provide assurance that each nuclear power plant can
maintain adequate core cooling and maintain containment integrity for its approved coping
period [typically 4 or 8 hours) following an SBO. Also, if available, the equipment used for
compliance with 10 CFR 50.54[hh){2) would provide additional ability to cool either the core
or the spent fuel pool and mitigate releases from primary and secondary containment
during a prolonged SBO. The implementing guidance for SBO focuses on high winds and
heavy snowfalls in assessing potential external causes of loss of offsite power, but does not
consider the likelihood of loss of offsite power from other causes such as earthquakes and
flooding. Also, the SBO rule does not require the ability to maintain reactor coolant system
integrity (i.e., PWR reactor coolant pump seal integrity] or to cool spent fuel. Further, the
SBO rule focuses on preventing fuel damage and therefore does not consider the potential
for the buildup of hydrogen gas inside containment during a prolonged SBO condition and
the potential need to power hydrogen igniters in certain containment designs to mitigate the
buildup of hydrogen. Nor does it consider containment overpressure considerations and
the need to vent the containment in certain designs. Finally, the SBO rule does not require
consideration of the impact on the station, and particularly on the onsite ac generation and
distribution, of the natural event that caused the loss of offsite ac electrical power.

During the prolonged SBO condition at the Fukushima Dai-ichi units, after the batteries were
damaged or depleted and no ac power was available to operate equipment or recharge the
batteries, the operators faced significant challenges in understanding the condition of the
reactors, containments, and spent fuel pools because instrumentation was either lacking or
not functioning properly.

The Task Force concludes that revising 10 CFR 50.63 to expand the coping capability to
include cooling the spent fuel, preventing a loss-of-coolant accident, and preventing

containment failure would be a significant benefit. The Task Force also concludes that a
strategy is needed to provide these functions for a prolonged period without ac power from
the normal offsite or emergency onsite sources without the vital ac distribution systems
within the plant. The Task Force developed a three-part strategy to achieve this objective.
First, licensees would need a coping capability to maintain these functions for at least 8

a ,hours at each unit. This capability should minimize reliance on operator action during this
period in recognition of the potential for adverse work conditions related to the cause of
the prolonged SBO. Also, this 8-hour coping period would provide sufficient time to enable
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the operators to focus their efforts on restoring ac power and deploying onsite equipment
for the extended coping period to follow. Second, licensees would need an extended coping
capability to maintain these functions for at least 72 hours. The Task Force envisions that
establishing this extended coping capability would involve extensive operator actions during
the 8-hour coping period to deploy portable equipment maintained at the site in a manner
that protects it from the severe natural phenomena that may cause it to be needed. The
purpose of the extended coping capability is to provide a bridge to the third component,
which would be a sustainable cooling capability that would utilize preplanned and prestaged
equipment at an offsite location that could be delivered and installed within 72 hours. The
planning would need to consider the potential for degraded transportation infrastructure
resulting from severe natural phenomena. The Task Force envisions that several sites might
share the same prestaged equipment, provided that those sites are not susceptible to severe
damage from the same initiating event (e.g., earthquake or hurricane) requiring concurrent
demand for the same equipment.

To achieve the goal of providing an effective level of defense-in-depth for SBOs caused
by external events beyond the design basis, the SBO mitigation equipment would need to

be protected from such events. Such protection was not available at Fukushima, where

beyond-design-basis flooding caused a prolonged SBO.

In the Task Force's proposed risk-informed, defense-in-depth framework
(Recommendation 1 in Section 3 of this report], the extent of the beyond-design-basis

external event that would require effective SBO mitigation would be established based on
the likelihood (i.e., estimated frequency] of such events. Extensive work on seismic events
has demonstrated that significant margin exists beyond a well-formulated seismic design-

basis SSE. Typically, a margin of 2 exists above an SSE. That is to say, plant equipment
failures are unlikely unless seismic loads are about twice the design-basis SSE loads.
Such loads generally correspond to earthquake frequencies 5 to 10 times less likely than
the design-basis SSE. The Task Force therefore concludes that SBO equipment designed
to the SSE would likely be sufficiently robust to function following a reasonably foreseeable
beyond-design-basis seismic event.

The Task Force has concluded that the situation is somewhat different in terms of
beyond-design-basis flooding. First, flooding can be caused by a number of different
phenomena: river flooding; dam failure; precipitation; storm surge; tsunami; or internal

failures of pipes, pumps, or tanks within the plant. Second, flooding can have a cliff-edge
effect; that is, a small increase in flooding Level can produce a large effect in terms of
equipment failure and potential plant damage. With respect to this issue, the experience
at Fukushima Dai-ichi Units 5 and 6 appears more informative than that at Fukushima

Dai-ichi Units 1, 2, 3, and 4. Units 5 and 6 are sited at an elevation of 13 meters (43 feetl

above sea level and, based on the information available, the tsunami reached a level of
14 meters (46 feet], producing about 1 meter (3 feet] of flooding on the site. In contrast,

Units 1 through 4 appear to have been inundated by about 5 meters (16 feet] of sea water.

The extensive damage at Units 1 through 4 is therefore not surprising. However, Units 5

and 6 also experienced extensive damage of critical safety equipment as a result of about
1 meter (3 feet] of flooding, leaving the units at significant risk of core damage. Only one
air-cooled diesel generator remained available at Unit 6 and functioned with significant

operator action to maintain cooling at the two units. This circumstance illustrates the

concept of a cliff-edge effect.
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The Task Force also considered external fires, as well as tornado and hurricane winds, as
they relate to the qualification of SBO equipment. The Task Force has concluded that the
existing regulations for both fires and high-wind requirements include sufficient safety
margins to obviate the need for additional special protection for SBO equipment. The Task
Force concludes that neither external fires nor high winds should be characterized as "cliff-
edge" phenomena.

Based on the preceding considerations, the Task Force concludes that, to have SBO equipment

function effectively as a layer of defense-in-depth, it would need to be protected from flooding
beyond the design basis. The Task Force has also concluded that the safety margin built into
the design-basis flood would not be sufficient to provide the desired level of protection.

The Task Force considers the issue of flood protection for SBO equipment to be

significant and recognizes that flooding protection of such equipment would require
it to be located at a suitable elevation [above the design-basis flood plus a significant
margin) or require it to have an effective watertight enclosure. Establishing such
protections may be difficult at some sites. Nevertheless, the Task Force concludes that
such protection of SBO equipment is essential to implementation of the recommended
framework for reactor safety.

A beyond-design-basis flood could be established through extensive, probabilistic hazards
analysis. As a practical matter, and to prevent undue delays in implementing additional
SBO protections, the Task Force concludes that locating SBO mitigation equipment in
the plant one level above flood level (about 5 to 6 meters (15 to 20 feetd) or in watertight
enclosures would provide sufficient enhanced protection for this level of defense-in-depth.

These recommendations for revision to 10 CFR 50.63 would provide additional safety
margins for a prolonged SBO as a part of the overall risk-informed, defense-in-depth
regulatory framework providing adequate protection of public health and safety.

In addition, the EDMGs and associated equipment could be helpful and available promptly
to the operators to mitigate accidents such as those that occurred at Fukushima. However,
the two issues discussed above result in limited effectiveness of the EDMG strategies for
naturally occurring events that typically affect more than one unit.

As an interim measure, the equipment to implement the EDMGs would need to be
reasonably protected from external events (i.e., stored in existing locations that are
reasonably protected from significant floods and involve robust structures with enhanced
protection from seismic and wind-related events]. In addition, this equipment would need
to be expanded to provide sufficient capacity to allow for a multiunit event response.

Recommendation 4

The Task Force recommends that the NRC strengthen SBO mitigation capability at all

operating and new reactors for design-basis and beyond-design-basis external events.

The Task Force recommends that the Commission direct the staff to begin the actions
given below to further enhance the ability of nuclear power plants to deal with the effects of

prolonged SBO conditions at single and multiunit sites without damage to the nuclear fuel
in the reactor or spent fuel pool and without the loss of reactor coolant system or primary

containment integrity.
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4. 1 Initiate rulemaking to revise 10 CFR 50.63 to require each operating and new reactor
licensee to (11 establish a minimum coping time of 8 hours for a loss of all ac power, (21
establish the equipment, procedures, and training necessary to implement an "extended
loss of all ac'" coping time of 72 hours for core and spent fuel pool cooling and for reactor
coolant system and primary containment integrity as needed, and [3) preplan and
prestage offsite resources to support uninterrupted core and spent fuel pool cooling, •
and reactor coolant system and containment integrity as needed, including the ability to P
deliver the equipment to the site in the time period allowed for extended coping, under
conditions involving significant degradation of offsite transportation infrastructure b

associated with significant natural disasters.

" The purpose of the 8-hour minimum coping capability is to enable operators to restore ac
power or to establish the proposed 72-hour extended coping capability. Core and spent
fuel pool cooling would need to be provided and primary containment isolation capability P

and reactor coolant system integrity maintained by equipment [including essential
instrumentation and controls) independent of ac power [e.g., turbine-driven, diesel-driven,
dc-operated, air-operated, or passive systems).

" The 8-hour coping systems and equipment would be protected from damage from all
design-basis events and extended beyond-design-basis events by either locating the u
equipment one level [i.e., 5 to 6 meters (15 to 20 feet]) above the plant design-basis
flooding level or in water-tight enclosures.

* The 8-hour coping strategy should ensure that core and spent fuel pool cooling is
maintained and unmanageable leakage of coolant does not occur [e.g., from PWR reactor
coolant pump seal failure].

" The 8-hour coping strategy should also ensure that containment integrity can be

established if needed, including the capability to operate wetweLL vents for BWR facilities
with Mark I and Mark II containments, and one train of hydrogen igniters at BWR facilities p

with Mark III containments and at PWR facilities with ice condenser containments.

" The design of the systems supporting the 8-hour minimum coping time should be

based on a conservative analysis of the capacity of ac-independent equipment and P

instrumentation. The 8-hour coping capability should only rely on permanently installed b

equipment. Operator actions relied upon to maintain this coping capability during this
8-hour period should be limited to those types of actions consistent with routine types of
operational activities governed by established procedures and training. This would enable
the operators to focus on actions needed to restore ac power and to deploy and operate
equipment to be used for the extended coping period. The systems and procedures
necessary for this function need not be single failure-proof, but they should be included in
the plant's licensing basis (i.e., described in the final safety analysis report] and should be
subject to the quality assurance requirements of Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50.

" The design of the systems supporting the 72-hour extended coping time should cover
the same scope of functions as the 8-hour minimum coping time, but it can be based
on realistic analysis with reasonable operator action using portable or permanently
installed equipment governed by established procedures and training. This extended

coping time will be sufficient to allow time for the effective acquisition, transportation,
installation, and use of preplanned and prestaged offsite resources for continued

achievement of the goals of core and spent fuel pool cooling, and reactor coolant
system and primary containment integrity. 3
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, The prestaged equipment could be used to satisfy these requirements at multiple sites as
long as the sites would not reasonably be expected to experience the same natural event
at the same time.

As part of the revision to 10 CFR 50.63, the NRC should require that the equipment and
personnel necessary to implement the minimum and extended coping strategies shall
include sufficient capacity to provide core and spent fuel pool cooling, and reactor cooling
system and primary containment integrity for all units at a multiunit facility. The staff
should also make the appropriate revisions to the definitions of "station blackout" and
'alternate ac source" in 10 CFR 50.2.

4.2 Order licensees to provide reasonable protection for equipment currently provided
pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(hh)[2J from the effects of design-basis external events and to
add equipment as needed to address multiunit events while other requirements are being
revised and implemented.

* This existing equipment currently provides some of the coping capability that is
recommended for the long term, but current storage requirements do not ensure that it
will be available after a design-basis external event. This requirement would increase the
likelihood that the equipment will be available if called upon.

- The staff should also consider conforming changes to the requirements in

10 CFR 50.54[hh](2] to address multiunit response capacity.

4.2.2 Containment Overpressure Protection

BACKGROUND

BWRs have robust capability to provide cooling water to the reactor core through many
diverse safety-related and nonsafety-related systems when ac power is available. In
addition, BWRs typically have two ac-independent ways of providing cooling water. In
October 1975, the NRC published NUREG-75/014, "Reactor Safety Study: An Assessment of
Accident Risks in U.S. Commercial Nuclear Power Plants (WASH-14001.'" One of the many
insights developed through the study was that the risk of containment failure during severe

accidents was higher at BWRs with Mark I containments because the containment volume
of Mark I containment designs was significantly less than that of the other containment
designs, approximately one-sixth the volume of Large dry PWR containments.

In December 1990, the NRC published NUREG-1150, which documented a relatively
high containment failure probability in the event of core damage at a BWR with a Mark I
containment design because of the smaller containment volume. The failure probability
was dominated by accident sequences involving a loss of feedwater with loss of decay heat
removal Idue to multiple failures of safety systems] resulting in core damage and subsequent
containment failure. These sequences are often referred to as "TW" sequences. A prolonged
SOO can also produce these failure sequences.

Concurrent with the development of NUREG-1150, the NRC completed the Containment
Performance Improvement Program for Mark I Containments, identifying a number of
recommendations to enhance the performance of these containment designs. The NRC

a , staff described the improvement program recommendations in SECY-89-017, 'Mark I
Containment Performance Improvement Program," issued January 1989. The Commission
evaluated the staff recommendations and determined that the containment improvements
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should be evaluated on a plant-specific basis through the IPE program, with the exception
of the recommendation for hardened wetwell vents. Specifically, the Commission directed
the staff to approve the installation of hardened vents under the provisions of 10 CFR 50.59.
'Changes, Tests and Experiments," for licensees that, on their own initiative, elected to P
incorporate that improvement into their plants.

The staff issued GL 89-16, "Installation of a Hardened WetweLL Vent," on September 1, 1989,

describing the safety benefits of the hardened vent modification and requesting licensees to
provide information on their plans to install that modification, or to provide cost information
should they choose not to install the modification. Eventually, all BWR facilities with Mark I
containment designs voluntarily installed a hardened vent. No regulatory requirement was
imposed. The designs of those vents varied from plant to plant. At some facilities, the
hardened vent relied on ac-operated valves, some relied on dc-operated or air-operated
valves, and some incorporated passive rupture disks along with isolation valves. Each P

different design has different operational complexities during a prolonged SBO scenario. The
updated final safety analysis report for each facility includes a description of the hardened
vent, but the vent is not a required design feature for that facility.

In BWRs with a Mark II containment design, the containment volume could be approximately
25 percent larger than the volume of Mark I containments. In the resolution of GSI1 57, P

'Containment Performance," the staff concluded that that the need for hardened vents at
BWRs with Mark II containments should be evaluated on a plant-specific basis through the
IPE program. Eight BWR units in the United States have Mark II containment designs. Three P

of these units have installed hardened vents, and the remaining five units at three sites have
not installed hardened vents.

P

TASK FORCE EVALUATION

Information available at the time of this report indicates that, during the days following P

the Fukushima Dai-ichi prolonged SBO event, primary containment [drywelli pressure in
Units 1, 2, and 3 substantially exceeded the design pressure for the containments. The
operators attempted to vent containment, but they were significantly challenged operating
the wetwell [suppression pool] vents because of complications from the prolonged
SBO. Units 1, 2, 3, and .4 use the Mark I containment design; however, because Mark II
containment designs are only slightly larger in volume than Mark I containment designs,
it can reasonably be concluded that a Mark II under similar circumstances would have
suffered similar consequences.

The process at Fukushima Dai-ichi Units 1, 2, 3, and 4 for venting the wetwell involves
opening one ac-powered motor-operated valve to permit air pressure to open air-operated
valves in the vent line, and then opening another ac-powered motor-operated valve in line
with the air-operated valves, permitting containment pressure to impact a rupture disk

designed to open if containment pressure is significantly above design pressure. If all of
these actions are successful, the containment would vent directly to the plant stack, and
containment integrity could be reestablished by closing either the in-line ac-powered motor-
operated valve or the air-operated valves. In a prolonged SBO situation, these actions would
not be possible from the control room because of the Loss of ac power and the depletion of
the batteries providing dc control power for the valves. It is unclear whether the operators
were ever successful in venting the containment in Unit 1, 2, or 3. The operators' inability
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to vent the containments complicated their ability to coot the reactor core, challenged the
containment function, and likely resulted in the leakage of hydrogen gas into the reactor
building, precipitating significant explosions in Units 1, 3, and 4.

Ensuring that BWR Mark I and Mark II containments have reliable hardened venting
capability would significantly enhance the capability of those BWRs to mitigate serious
beyond-design-basis accidents. A reliable venting system could be designed to be
independent of ac power and to operate with limited operator actions from the control room.
Alternatively, a reliable venting capability could be provided through a passive containment
venting design, such as rupture disks with ac-independent isolation valves to reestablish
containment following rupture of the disk. The Task Force concludes that the addition or
confirmation of a reliable hardened wetwell vent in BWR facilities with Mark I and Mark II
containment designs would have a significantly safety benefit.

During the longer term review, the staff needs to reevaluate the design of other containment
structures for operating reactors to reaffirm the past conclusion that hardened vents are not
necessary to mitigate certain beyond-design-basis accident scenarios.

Recommendation 5

The Task Force recommends requiring reliable hardened vent designs in BWR facilities with
Mark I and Mark II containments.

The Task Force recommends that the Commission direct the staff to take the following
actions to ensure the effectiveness of hardened vents:

5.1 Order licensees to include a reliable hardened vent in BWR Mark I and Mark II
containments.

* This order should include performance objectives for the design of hardened vents to
ensure reliable operation and ease of use Iboth opening and closing] during a prolonged
SBO.

5.2 Reevaluate the need for hardened vents for other containment designs, considering the
insights from the Fukushima accident. Depending on the outcome of the reevaluation,

appropriate regulatory action should be taken for any containment designs requiring
hardened vents.

4

4.2.3 Combustible Gas Control

BACKGROUND

The NRC regulations in 10 CFR 50.44, "Combustible Gas Control for Nuclear Power
Reactors," require reactors either to operate with their containment atmosphere inerted,

= resulting in the lack of oxygen to support combustion, or to have the capability for controlling
combustible gas generated from a metal-water reaction involving approximately three-
quarters of the fuel cladding so that there is no impact on the containment structural
integrity. RG 1.7, "Control of Combustible Gas Concentrations In Containment," provides

further guidance on regulatory expectations for combustible gas control.
4

BWR facilities with Mark I and Mark II containment structures are required to operate their
containments with inerted atmospheres. BWR facilities with Mark III containments and
E
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PWR facilities with ice condenser containments are required to have hydrogen igniters inside
containment to control the buildup of hydrogen gas. These igniters are operated in two
redundant trains, with each train powered by one of the redundant safety-grade dc electrical
power systems. GSI-189 raised questions about the effectiveness of these igniter systems
during a prolonged SBO scenario. In response to the issues raised in GSI-189, licensees

operating BWRs with Mark III containments and PWRs with ice condenser containments
voluntarily installed nonsafety-grade backup electrical power to one train of the igniters,
independent of the safety-grade ac and dc onsite power systems. PWR facilities with Large
dry containments do not control hydrogen buildup inside the containment structure because
the containment volume is sufficient to keep the pressure spike of potential hydrogen p
deflagrations within the design pressure of the structure.

TASK FORCE EVALUATION

Information available at the time of this report indicates that, during the days following

the Fukushima prolonged SBO event, Units 1, 3, and 4 experienced explosions, causing p
significant damage to the reactor buildings for those units. It is believed that the explosions
in Units 1 and 3 resulted from hydrogen gas that was Liberated inside the drywel. during
high-temperature zirconium fuel cladding reactions with water and that hydrogen gas
migrated to the reactor building. The migration route of the hydrogen gas from the primary ,
containment to reactor building has not yet been determined definitively; however, the
failure to prevent, through containment venting, the primary containment pressure from P

significantly exceeding the design pressure likely contributed to the transport of hydrogen
gas. It is believed that the explosion in the Unit 4 reactor building also resulted from
hydrogen gas, but the source of the gas in Unit 4 is not yet clear. Unit 2 may also have
experienced a hydrogen explosion in its suppression pool inside containment. However, the
mechanism for suppression pool failure remains unclear.

The method of combustible gas control in BWR Mark I and Mark II containments (i.e., containment
inerting with nitrogen) will prevent hydrogen fires or explosions as tong as containment remains
isolated, but it wilL not eliminate the hydrogen resulting from an accident damaging the core. In P
contrast, other designs eliminate hydrogen through controlled burning [BWR Mark III and PWR ice
condenser containment designs] or by accommodating an associated hydrogen explosion [PWR
large dry containments). This means that in a BWR Mark I or Mark II containment, the hydrogen
must be kept in containment by controlling containment pressure without venting (i.e., through heat ,
removal from the containment when possible) or by venting to a safe location.

Implementation of Task Force Recommendation 4, associated with prolonged SBO, would
reduce the likelihood of core damage and hydrogen production. In addition, implementation W

of Recommendation 5 to enhance the containment venting capabilities for Mark I and Mark II
containments, while primarily intended for overpressure protection, would also provide for
the reliable venting of hydrogen to the atmosphere. These two steps would greatly reduce
the likelihood of hydrogen explosions from a severe accident. p

Sufficient information is not yet available for the Task Force to reasonably formulate any
further specific recommendations related to combustible gas control based on insights from
the Fukushima Dai-ichi accident.

a
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Recommendation 6

The Task Force recommends, as part of the longer term review, that the NRC identify insights
about hydrogen control and mitigation inside containment or in other buildings as additional
information is revealed through further study of the Fukushima Dai-ichi accident.

4.2.4 Spent Fuel Pool Safety

BACKGROUND

SSCs for spent fuel storage and handling have safety classifications that reflect their
importance to safety. SSCs essential to retaining the inventory of spent fuel pool water
covering the spent fuel and to maintaining a substantial margin to criticality are typically
classified as safety related. Such safety-reLated SSCs include the spent fuel pool
structure and penetrations, the spent fuel storage racks, the neutron-absorbing panels
in the racks, and the spent fuel itself. Some fuel handling equipment is also safety
related. Because the consequences of many fuel handling events and Loss of spent fuel
forced cooling events have been evaluated and found to be small, these events are not
classified as design-basis events. Consequently, other spent fuel storage and handling
equipment and spent fuel pool water inventory makeup and cooling systems may not
be classified as safety related. At U.S. reactors, some of the spent fuel pool cooling and
makeup systems are powered by safety-grade ac electrical power and some are powered
by nonsafety-grade ac electrical power.

Licensees developed the EDMGs, described in Section 4.2.1 of this report, to maintain or
restore spent fuel pool cooling and mitigate releases under the circumstances associated
with the loss of large areas of the plant due to fire or explosion. These requirements arose
from analyses conducted by the NRC staff after September 11, 2001, that demonstrated,
among other things, the potential for prolonged SBO conditions.

The NRC regulations in 10 CFR 50.36, "Technical Specifications," describe the
* ,requirements for technical specifications included in each facility operating License. The

technical specifications describe requirements, called limiting conditions for operation
[LCOs), for the characteristics of safety systems and components that must be available
during various reactor operating modes. Specifically for electrical power systems, when
the reactor is operating, the LCOs typically require two independent onsite and at least
two offsite ac electrical power systems to be operable to provide electrical power to the
safety equipment. When the reactor is shut down and defueled for maintenance work and

41 all of the fuel is placed in the spent fuel pool, the LCOs do not require any electrical power
systems to be operable. In this condition, the heat load in the spent fuel pool is highest,
and the time margin to boil could be as little as several hours immediately after transfer of
the fuel from the reactor to the spent fuel pool. The fuel could be at risk of uncovery in as
a few as 10 hours without pool. cooling; ac electrical power is important to the cooling the
nuclear fuel in the spent fuel pools and to providing ventilation systems to minimize the
release of radioactive materials. The regulation in 10 CFR 50.36(b] authorizes the NRC to
include additional technical specifications as it finds appropriate.
The spent fuel pools at Fukushima Dai-ichi Units 1 through 4 contained many fewer

4

assemblies than typically stored in U.S. reactor unit spent fuel pools. Unit 4 contained more
assemblies than the other units because Unit 4 was in an extended outage and the reactor

4E
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was defueled, transferring all assemblies to the spent fuel pool to facilitate maintenance
activities associated with the reactor systems.

61

Fuel Assemblies in the Reactor Cores and Spent Fuel Pools at Fukushima Dai-ichi
Units 1 through 4

Reactor Core Spent Fuel Pool

Unit 1 400 292

Unit 2 548 587

Unit 3 548 514

Unit 4 0 1,331

The storage capacity of U.S. reactor unit spent fuel pools ranges from less than
2,000 assemblies to nearly 5,000 assemblies, with an average storage capacity of P

approximately 3,000 spent fuel assemblies. Typically, the U.S. spent fuel pools are filled
with spent fuel assemblies up to approximately three-quarters of their capacity. In addition
to the unit-specific spent fuel pools at the Fukushima Dai-ichi facility, a separate spent fuel w
storage building existed onsite with wet pool storage of spent fuel containing 6,291 spent fuel
assemblies. U.S. reactor facilities do not typically have an additional spent fuel wet storage

building like that at Fukushima Dai-ichi.

A spent fuel assembly just removed from a BWR after an operating cycle generates

approximately 10 kilowatts of heat, and that heat level diminishes rapidly over time. Within
a short period of time after removal from the reactor, spent fuel assemblies are coolable

with water sprays, and within a few years, the assembly rate of heat generation is reduced
to a few percent of its original heat generation rate. Consequently, the number of spent
fuel assemblies in the spent fuel pool does not significantly affect the ability to cool the

spent fuel in the pool.

Many U.S. reactors have dry spent fuel storage capability in addition to wet storage in the
spent fuel pools. These dry storage facilities are called independent spent fuel storage
installations, and fuel stored in such an installation first must be placed into a dry cask.
The NRC reviews and certifies the designs for these dry casks. Typically. 5 years must pass
from the time an assembly is removed from the reactor before it can be placed into a dry

cask. After 5 years, the heat generation rate is very low.

In addition to responding to prolonged SBO conditions, the EDMGs also address

contingencies for cases when the spent fuel pools are unable to retain water above the top
of the fuel. This situation could also occur with significant beyond-design-basis seismic p

events. One effective strategy for mitigation is to blanket the spent fuel with a water spray.

Current spent fuel pool instrumentation provides Limited indication and typically p

depends on the availability of dc electrical power at the facility. That power is provided
either through inverters powered by ac electrical power or by the station's safety-grade
redundant battery banks. Direct spent fuel pool level indication is rarely provided in u
the control room for the current nuclear fleet. Typically, level is measured using a Level
switch in the skimmer surge tank. During a prolonged SBO, ac power would not be

available and the battery banks would be depleted, resulting in functional failure of nearly u
all instrumentation and control systems for monitoring spent fuel pool parameters and
operating systems ensuring the integrity of the fuel in the spent fuel pools.

U
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TASK FORCE EVALUATION

Information available at the time of this report indicates that the earthquake at Fukushima
caused a loss of all offsite sources of ac power to the six units, and the ensuing tsunami
caused the failure of the emergency diesel generators for Units 1 through 4. The scope
of the damage to the offsite power infrastructure from the earthquake, combined with the
damage to the site from the tsunami, resulted in the inability to restore any ac electrical
power to Units 1 through 4 for many days.

During this protracted SBO condition, no ac power was availabLe to operate equipment, and
the batteries were depleted. This resulted in having no onsite capability to provide water
inventory or cooling to the spent fuel pools, and the operators were significantly challenged
in understanding the condition of the spent fuel pools because of the tack of instrumentation
or because of instrumentation that was not functioning properly. Eventually, spent fuel
cooling was provided by pumper trucks employing high booms to spray water from a distance
into the spent fuel pools.

The reliability and availability of U.S. spent fuel pool makeup systems would be better
ensured if the NRC had a requirement for those systems to have safety-related ac power that
is controlled under a technical specification LCO.

Substantial additional defense-in-depth would be provided, and cooling the spent fuel in
a prolonged SBO would have been substantially simplified, with an installed seismically
qualified means to spray water into the spent fuel pools, including an easily accessible
connection to supply the water (e.g., using a portable pump or pumper truck] at grade
outside the building.

The lack of information on the conditions of the fuel in the Fukushima spent fuel pools was
a significant problem in monitoring the course of the accident and contributed to a poor
understanding of possible radiation releases and to confusion about the need and priorities
for support equipment. The Task Force therefore concludes that reliable information on the
conditions in the spent fuel pool is essential to any effective response to a prolonged SBO or
other similarly challenging accident.

The Task Force concludes that clear and coherent requirements to ensure that the plant staff
can understand the condition of the spent fuel pool and its water inventory and coolabitity
and to provide reliable, diverse, and simple means to cool the spent fuel pool under various
circumstances are essential to maintaining defense-in-depth. The Task Force sees
significant value in ensuring that sufficient cooling capacity exists under various design-
basis natural phenomena.

Final understanding of the detailed sequence of events and the condition of the spent fuel
pools will not be fully developed for some time. Based on the information to date, it is clear
that the two most cogent insights from the Fukushima accident related to spent fuel pool
safety concern (1] the instrumentation to provide information about the condition of the pool
and the spent fuel and (2] the plant's capability for cooling and water inventory management.
The Task Force's recommendations address these two critical areas.

Enhancing Reactor Safety in the 2 1 st Century U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission I 45

FK 1846 of 2833



Safety Through Defense-in- Depth

Recommendation 7

The Task Force recommends enhancing spent fuel pool makeup capability and
instrumentation for the spent fuel pool.

The Task Force recommends that the Commission direct the staff to do the following:

7.1 Order licensees to provide sufficient safety-related instrumentation, able to withstand

design-basis natural phenomena, to monitor key spent fuel pool parameters (i.e., water
level, temperature, and area radiation levels] from the control room.

7.2 Order licensees to provide safety-related ac electrical power for the spent fuel pool

makeup system.

7.3 Order licensees to revise their technical specifications to address requirements to have
one train of onsite emergency electrical power operable for spent fuel pool makeup
and spent fuel pool instrumentation when there is irradiated fuel in the spent fuel pool,
regardless of the operational mode of the reactor.

7.4 Order licensees to have an installed seismically qualified means to spray water into the
spent fuel pools, including an easily accessible connection to supply the water [e.g., using

a portable pump or pumper truck] at grade outside the building.

7.5 Initiate rulemaking or licensing activities or both to require the actions related to the

spent fuel pool described in detailed recommendations 7. 1-7.4. V

4.2.5 Onsite Emergency Actions
p

BACKGROUND

A number of guidelines and procedures guide onsite emergency actions by reactor
operators, depending on the nature and extent of events at the plant. As discussed in
previous sections, nuclear reactors are designed to handle the loss of offsite electrical power
with multiple onsite emergency diesel generators. Events such as a loss of offsite power are
within the plants' design basis and are addressed by plant procedures (typically abnormal
operating procedures, alarm response procedures, and EOPs]. These procedures instruct
the plant operators on the steps necessary to take the plant from full-power operation to a
safe shutdown condition.

EOPs have tong been part of the NRC's safety requirements. The NRC regulations address
them through the quality assurance requirements of Criterion V, "Instructions, Procedures.
and Drawings," and Criterion VI, "Document Control," in Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50, and in
the administrative controls section of the technical specifications for each plant. Numerous
RGs and technical reports (e.g., NUREG-0660, "NRC Action Plan Developed as a Result
of the TMI-2 Accident," issued May 1980; NUREG-0737, "Clarification of TMI Action Plan

Requirements," issued November 1980; and NUREG-071 1, "Human Factors Engineering
Program Review Model," issued February 20041 also address EOPs. In addition, the EOPs
are the subject of a national consensus standard [American National Standards Institute/

American Nuclear Society 3.21994, "Administrative Controls and Quality Assurance for
the Operational Phase of Nuclear Power Plants"]. The training and both the written and
simulator exams for licensing reactor operators and senior reactor operators also include
the EOPs. While implementing EOPs, the event command and control functions remain in
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the control room under the direction of the shift supervisor and plant manager, both of whom
have senior reactor operator licenses.

An SBO is considered to be beyond the plant's design basis. This means that the regulatory
requirements stated above do not apply. Instead, specialized requirements included within

10 CFR 50.63 cover SBO. In addition to addressing the toss of offsite electrical power,
10 CFR 50.63 requires reactor licensees to address the simultaneous lossof onsite and

offsite electrical power (i.e., SBOJ by providing an additional source of electrical power
(referred to as an "alternate ac" source] or by showing that the plant could cope with a
complete loss of ac power by removing decay heat for a specified period of time. In the
case of an SBO, the operators would follow a set of procedures [usually abnormal operating
procedures) required by 10 CFR 50.63(cI[iil and hiitd. These procedures would instruct the
operators in maintaining safety functions using the alternate ac power source or through
coping strategies. In addition, procedures would direct operators to take steps to restore the
onsite and offsite sources of ac power.

In addition, the nuclear industry developed SAMGs during the 1980s and 1990s in response

to the TMI accident and followup activities. These followup activities included extensive
research and study [including several PRAs] on severe accidents and severe accident
phenomena. The SAMGs are intended for use by plant technical support staff, usually
located in the plant's Technical Support Center [TSC], and are meant to enhance the ability of
the operators to manage accident sequences that progress beyond the point where EOPs and
other plant procedures are applicable and useful. EOPs typically cover accidents to the point

of loss of core cooling and initiation of inadequate core cooling (e.g., core exit temperatures
in PWRs greater than 649 degrees Celsius [1,200 degrees Fahrenheit]]. As stated in the
Westinghouse SAMG documentation, "the SAMG is designed to fill the void between the EOPs
and the E-Plan [the procedure and guidance for emergency response]." While implementing

SAMGs, the accident command and control functions shift to the TSC and typically to the
emergency coordinator or shift technical advisor or both.

In GL 88-20, Supplement 2, "Accident Management Strategies for Consideration in the
Individual Plant Examination Process," dated April 4, 1990, the NRC encouraged but did not
require licensees to develop and implement SAMGs. Since the SAMGs are voluntary and
targeted to technical support staff, the formal training and licensing of plant operators does
not address them.

Following the terrorist events of September 11, 2001, the NRC issued security advisories,
a ,orders, license conditions, and ultimately a new regulation (10 CFR 50.54(hh]] to require
4 licensees to develop and implement guidance and strategies intended to maintain or

restore core cooling and containment and spent fuel pool cooling capabilities under the
circumstances associated with the loss of large areas of the plant due to fire or explosion.

4, These requirements have led to the development of EDMGs at all U.S. nuclear power plants.

The guidelines and strategies included in the EDMGs are NRC requirements, and the NRC
inspected EDMG implementation following the events at Fukushima under TI 2515/183,

., 'Followup to the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Station Fuel Damage Event," dated March 23,
2011. The results of this TI are available on the NRC Web site at http://www.nrc.gov/NRR/

OVERSIGHT/ASSESS/follow-up-rpts.html. In addition, the NRC added the requirements
of 10 CFR 50.54[hh) to the agency's routine inspection program as part of the triennial fire
protection inspections.
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As stated in the industry's guidance document NEI 06-12, -B.5.b Phase 2&3 Submittal
Guideline,'" Revision 2, issued December 2006 (Agencywide Documents Access and
Management System (ADAMS] Accession No. ML070090060], "the initial EDMGs are not a
type of emergency operating procedures [EOPs], nor are they intended to be a replacement
for EOPs. They are, in fact, intended to be used when the normal command and control
structure is disabled and the use of EOPs is not feasible." In terms of command and control,
either control room, plant, TSC, or emergency operations facility (EOF[ staff could make
EDMG decisions. The EDMGs do not play a large rote in the formal training and licensing of
plant operators.

p

TASK FORCE EVALUATION

The accidents at Fukushima highlight the importance of having plant operators who are well P
prepared and wet[ supported by technically sound and practical procedures, guidelines, and
strategies. In addition, it is clear that a preplanned approach to command and control and
decisionmaking during an emergency is vital. P

Each of the onsite emergency action programs [the abnormal operating procedures, alarm
response procedures, EOPs, SAMGs, and EDMGs] contributes to overall emergency response
capability of plant and operators to mitigate accidents. It is clear that the SAMGs and
EDMGs complement the EOPs in an important way. The NRC and industry have established
the command and control responsibilities for each of these programs, although not
necessarily in a consistent manner. Each of these programs was developed at a different
time to serve a different purpose, and each of these programs is treated differently in
the NRC's regulations, inspection program, and licensing process, as well as in licensee
programs and organizations.

Soon after its establishment, the Task Force considered whether to include the SAMGs
as a regulatory requirement and whether to require the integration of the SAMGs into
a coherent and holistic program for onsite emergency response activities. This was
based on the important rote the SAMGs would play in onsite emergency response-just
as important as that of EOPs and EDMGs, both required programs. To gain insights into
the current implementation of the SAMGs, the Task Force requested that NRC inspectors
collect information on how each licensee had implemented that industry voluntary initiative.
The inspectors collected information on the initial implementation, ongoing training, and
maintenance of the SAMGs under TI 2515/184. The results of the inspection under the "
SAMG TI reinforced the value of making SAMGs a requirement. The inspectors observed p
inconsistent implementation of SAMGs and attributed it to the voluntary nature of this
initiative. The results of this TI are available on the NRC Web site at http://www.nrc.gov/
NRR/OVERSIGHT/ASSESS/SAMGs.html. P

In order to ensure the effectiveness of these onsite emergency action programs and to support "

the effectiveness of mitigation, sound training as well as other readiness measures are

important. The inspections under TI 2515/184 identified that some licensee programs include
extensive classroom and simulator training and testing on SAMGs, white others do not.

The Task Force concludes that all U.S. plants have addressed all of the elements of onsite P

emergency actions that need to be accomplished by reactor operators. However, the overall
effectiveness of those programs could be substantially enhanced through further integration,
including clarification of transition points, command and control, decisionmaking, and
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through rigorous training that includes conditions that are as close to real accident

conditions as feasible.

The Task Force also concludes that action is warranted to confirm, augment, consolidate,
simplify, and strengthen current regulatory and industry programs in a manner that
produces a single, comprehensive framework for accident mitigation, built around NRC-

approved licensee technical specifications. These modified technical specifications
would consolidate EOPs, SAMGs, EDMGs, and other important elements of emergency
procedures, guidance, and tools in a manner that would clarify command and control and
decisionmaking during accidents.

Integration of these accident support functions in a logical and coherent manner and with

appropriate regulatory treatment to ensure the effectiveness of operator actions during
events would substantially increase the effectiveness of the overall event mitigation. Since
the current requirements in this area apply only to normal operation and emergencies
within the plant's design basis, they appear outdated and inconsistent with Commission
decisions in policy statements and rulemakings to regulate accident mitigation in other
areas beyond the plant's design basis. The Task Force concludes that an expansion of the
regulatory requirements to include procedures for beyond-design-basis events is warranted,
and that such an expansion would redefine the scope of such activities to include them in
the regulatory framework to provide defense-in-depth and to ensure adequate protection of

public health and safety.

The new treatment of accident procedures would also include the authority to implement

SAMGs and EDMGs as necessary and as described or referenced in the plant technical
specifications without the need to seek NRC permission or to invoke 10 CFR 50.54[x} and (y].
This change would further clarify authority, streamline decisionmaking, and prevent potential.
delays in taking important emergency actions.

The effectiveness of onsite emergency actions is a very important part of the overall safety

of nuclear power plants. The NRC could strengthen the current system substantially by
requiring more formal, rigorous, and frequent training of reactor operators and other onsite
emergency response staff on realistic accident scenarios with realistic conditions.

Recommendation 8

The Task Force recommends strengthening and integrating onsite emergency response
capabilities such as EOPs, SAMGs, and EDMGs.

The Task Force recommends that the Commission direct the staff to further enhance the
current capabilities for onsite emergency actions in the following ways:

8.1 Order licensees to modify the EOP technical guidelines (required by Supplement 1,
"Requirements for Emergency Response Capability,'" to NUREG-0737, issued
January 1983 (GL 82-33), to I1) include EOPs, SAMGs, and EDMGs in an integrated

* manner, [21 specify clear command and control strategies for their implementation, and
13) stipulate appropriate qualification and training for those who make decisions during

emergencies.

• The Task Force strongly advises that the NRC encourage plant owners groups to

undertake this activity rather than have each licensee develop its own approach. In
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addition, the Task Force encourages the use of the established NRC practice of publishing
RG [rather than NUREGs, supplements to NUREGs, or GLs] for endorsing any acceptable

approaches submitted by the industry.

8.2 Modify Section 5.0, 'Administrative Controls, " of the Standard Technical Specifications for p
each operating reactor design to reference the approved EOP technical guidelines for that
plant design.

8.3 Order licensees to modify each plant's technical specifications to conform to the above changes.

8.4 Initiate rulemaking to require more realistic, hands-on training and exercises on SAMGs
and EDMGs for all staff expected to implement the strategies and those licensee staff P

expected to make decisions during emergencies, including emergency coordinators and

emergency directors.
p

4.3 EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS
If mitigation is not successful in preventing a release of radioactive materials from the
plant, EP ensures that adequate protective actions are in place to protect public health and "
safety. Protective actions are taken to avoid or reduce radiation dose. As a condition of their
license, operators of nuclear power plants must develop and maintain EP plans that meet P

comprehensive NRC EP requirements. &

Following the TMI accident in 1979, the NRC revised its regulations to substantially P

enhance EP requirements. The regulations in 10 CFR 50.47, "Emergency Plans," include
the 16 planning standards of 10 CFR 50.47(b), and Appendix E, "Emergency Planning
and Preparedness for Production and Utilization Facilities," to 10 CFR Part 50 describes P
information needed to demonstrate compliance with EP requirements. The NRC considers

the evaluation criteria in NUREG-0654, "Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of
Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of Nuclear Power
Plants," Revision 1, issued November 1980, to be guidance and an acceptable means for ,
demonstrating compliance with the Commission's regulations.

P
After the events of September 11, 2001, the NRC staff reviewed the EP basis for nuclear
power plants, considering the impact of hostile actions unanticipated at the time the basis
was established. The staff concluded that the EP basis remains valid. The staff based its
conclusion on studies that confirmed that the timing and magnitude of releases related
to hostile actions would be no more severe than those associated with the other accident
sequences considered in the EP basis. However, hostile actions could present unique P

challenges to EP programs since they differ from operational events for which licensees and
offsite response organizations typically plan, train, and exercise. The accident at Fukushima
provides its own unique challenges to EP; however, they are rooted in more traditional P
accident progression sequences.

The agency is in the final stages of a comprehensive rulemaking effort to revise EP
regulations, as outlined in SECY-11-0053, "Final. Rule: Enhancements to Emergency
Preparedness Regulations 110 CFR Part 50 and 10 CFR Part 52]," dated April 8, 2011. These
revisions codify the hostile-action-based enhancements, among others. The Task Force p
has reviewed the draft final rule, particularly the provisions that provide enhancements
that would also address challenges to EP programs caused by an accident like that at
Fukushima. The subsections below discuss these provisions. P
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In analyzing the accident and its impact on EP in the United States, the Task Force focused
primarily on EP considerations for multiunit and prolonged SBO events, as discussed in the
following section. Section 4.3.2 captures other EP insights beyond that focus.

4.3.1 Emergency Preparedness Considerations for Multiunit Events and
Prolonged Station Blackout

The accident at Fukushima has shown that prolonged SBO and multiunit events are realities

that must be addressed as part of EP. While of low probability, these events have the potential
for severe consequences that require an effective EP response. The Task Force's evaluation in
this section focuses on a licensee's capability to respond during these types of events.

Currently, the United States has 29 single-unit sites, 33 dual-unit sites, and 3 triple-unit
sites. The agency is currently reviewing new reactor applications that may add units to

existing sites; however, no applicant has requested to bring the total number of units at a
single site to more than four. In most cases, proposed quadruple-unit sites have physical

separation between the two existing and the two proposed units.

BACKGROUND

Requirements for emergency response personnel, staffing, and emergency worker protection
are codified in 10 CFR 50.471b1(1], 10 CFR 50.47(b)12), and 10 CFR 50.47(b](1 1].

The proposed EP rulemaking amends Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 to address concerns
about the assignment of tasks or responsibilities to on-shift emergency response
organization (ERO} personnel that would potentially overburden them and prevent the timely
performance of their functions under the emergency plan. Licensees must have enough
on-shift staff to perform specified tasks in various functional areas of emergency response
24 hours a day, 7 days a week.

The regulation in 10 CFR 50.47[b](2] requires adequate on-shift staffing levels but gives
no clear definition of "adequate." This provides some flexibility in how licensees assign
emergency plan implementation duties to on-shift personnel. The proposed EP rule better
ensures sufficient on-shift staffing in the threat environment after September 11, 2001, by
Limiting the assignment of responsibilities that on-shift ERO members would likely perform
concurrently with their emergency plan functions.

The regulations in 10 CFR 50.47[b][l1 and 10 CFR 50.47[bl[21 require the assignment and
definition of emergency response responsibilities to address decisionmaking and command

and control.

Dose assessment, or dose projection, as required by 10 CFR 50.47[b](9J, is the primary
means for assessing the potential consequences of a radiological emergency. Appendix E to
10 CFR Part 50 describes the required content of emergency plans, including assessment of
the impact of the release of radioactive materials.

After declaration of an emergency, Licensees must notify the NRC and State and local
response organizations. In addition, licensees are responsible for providing notification
and instruction to the public within the plume exposure pathway emergency planning zone
[EPZ), as required in 10 CFR 50.27(bJ(5) and Section IV.D.3 of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50.
The predominant method used in the United States for alerting the public is an alert and
notification system based on sirens to provide an acoustic warning signal. Some sites
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employ other means, such as tone alert radios and route alerting, as either primary or
supplemental alerting methods. The public then typically receives information about
an event and offsite protective actions via emergency alert system broadcasts or other
means, such as mobile loudspeakers. The State and local governments are responsible for
activating systems to alert and notify the public, and FEMA evaluates this capability.

The regulations in 10 CFR 50.47(b(161 and 10 CFR 50.47(b][8] cover the communications
equipment needed during an emergency.

As a result of the TMI accident, the NRC and others recognized a need to substantially
improve the NRC's ability to acquire data on plant conditions during emergencies. The
Commission has defined the NRC's role in the event of an emergency primarily as one
of monitoring the licensee to ensure that appropriate recommendations are made with
respect to offsite protective actions. Other aspects of the NRC role include supporting the p

licensee with technical analysis and logistic support, supporting offsite authorities [including

confirming the licensee's recommendations to offsite authorities), keeping other Federal
agencies and entities informed of the status of the incident, and keeping the media informed

based on the NRC's knowledge of the status of the incident, including coordination with other
public affairs groups.

p

To fulfill its role, the NRC requires accurate and timely data on four types of parameters:
[1 core and coolant system conditions must be known well enough to assess the extent or
likelihood of core damage, [2) conditions inside the containment building must be known
well enough to assess the likelihood and consequence of its failure, 13) radioactivity release
rates must be available promptly to assess the immediacy and degree of public danger, and
[41 data from the plant's meteorological tower are necessary to assess the likely patterns of p

potential or actual impact on the public.

Experience with the voice-only emergency communications link, previously used for data
transmission, has demonstrated that excessive amounts of time are needed for the routine P

transmission of data and for verification or correction of data that appear questionable.
Therefore, the NRC selected the Emergency Response Data System (ERDS] to fulfill the
agency's data collection needs. ERDS allows for the direct electronic transmission of
selected parameters from the electronic data systems that are currently installed at licensee -

facilities. ERDS was designed for use only during emergencies and would be activated by
the licensees during declared emergencies classified at the Alert lever or higher to begin
transmission to the NRC Operations Center. ERDS would be supplemented with voice
transmission for essential data not available on the licensee's systems, rather than require a
modification to the existing system to transmit that data.

Section IV of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 codifies the requirements for ERDS. The NRC

requires power reactor licensees to transmit ERDS data to a server at NRC Headquarters.
Many licensees currently use analog modulator/demodulators (modems) to establish
point-to-point data connections. Although this technology was state of the art when ERDS
was first implemented, it is now obsolete, and replacement equipment is no longer readily
available. In addition, the use of modems inherently introduces a cyber security vulnerability

to the systems to which the modems are attached.

As part of the current effort to modernize the ERDS infrastructure, the NRC has been

working with individual licensees to develop an acceptable solution to replace the existing
modems. The NRC chose virtual private network (VPN] technology to create a secure point-
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to-point data pathway between the Licensee site and NRC Headquarters. This technology
permits all ERDS-enabled facilities to connect to the NRC simultaneously, thereby enhancing
the NRC's ability to respond to incidents that may affect multiple licensees simultaneously,
such as grid instability events. Some licensees are currently in the process of replacing
the existing analog modems with VPN devices on a voluntary basis, while others have yet to
commit to the initiative.

The regulation in 10 CFR 50.47(b)[14] requires periodic drills and exercises to develop key

skills and evaluate major portions of emergency response capabilities, and 10 CFR 50.47(b)
1151 requires radiological emergency response training. NUREG-0654 includes further detail
on the implementation of these regulations.

The regulation in 10 CFR 50.471b](8) requires the provision and maintenance of adequate
emergency facilities and equipment to support the emergency response. Studies of the TMI
accident identified the need for extensive improvements in the overall response to accidents
at nuclear plants, including enhanced facilities and systems to support the control room in

mitigating the consequences of accidents and to support the licensee's capability to respond
to abnormal plant conditions. NUREG-0696, "'Functional Criteria for Emergency Response
Facilities," issued February 1981, describes the facilities and systems that licensees can use
to improve emergency response to accidents, such as the TSC, operational support center
(OSC), and EOF. The document also provides guidance on the functional criteria for these
facilities and on the integrated support these facilities offer to the control room.

Licensees must have the capability to augment the on-shift staff within a short time after
the declaration of an emergency. To accomplish this, licensees typically staff an onsite TSC,
which relieves the control room of emergency response duties and allows operators to focus

* on reactor plant safety. Responders also staff an onsite OSC to provide an assembly area
for damage repair teams. Finally, licensees establish an EOF to function as the center for
evaluation and coordination activities related to the emergency and as the focal point for
providing information to Federal, State, Tribal, and local authorities involved in the response.

The proposed EP rulemaking amends Section IV.E.8 of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 to
address concerns about ERO augmentation during hostile action by requiring licensees to
identify alternative facilities as staging areas for responding staff. This alternate site must

have the capability for communication with the EOF, control room, and plant security; the
capability to perform offsite notifications; and the capability for engineering assessment

activities, including damage control team planning and preparation.

Licensees have submitted several requests to the NRC to consolidate EOFs for plants they
operate within a State or in multiple States. Previous regulatory standards did not address
the capabilities and functional requirements for a consolidated EOF, such as capabilities for
handling simultaneous events at two or more sites. The NRC is revising, via the proposed EP
rule, the regulations and associated guidance to reflect a performance-based approach for

EOFs and to provide functional requirements for these facilities.

TASK FORCE EVALUATION

The events in Japan have highlighted the importance of the human element during response

to an emergency. The current regulatory approach provides for staffing and protection
-- of staff during postulated reactor accidents. External events on the scale of Fukushima
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cause concerns that the existing framework would present challenges to personnel and
their safety. In particular, the presence of staff onsite during the initiation of the emergency
condition, staff needed to augment the current onsite staff, and staff needed for crew relief
poses significant challenges during large external events. 9

The proposed EP rulemaking will require an analysis of the duties of on-shift personnel
to ensure the fulfillment of all required functions. The accident at Fukushima supports
an expansion of this analysis to include whether enough responders are available for
multiunit events. During traditional accident scenarios, most required response personnel
would be summoned to the site within a certain required time. During a catastrophic
natural disaster, the local infrastructure may challenge the timely augmentation of on-shift
personnel. Should licensees choose not to add more on-shift personnel, they would need
to have a viable notification and transportation strategy for ensuring that the staff needed
to augment the site response would be available to respond effectively. In addition, since
more responders are needed during a multiunit event, additional protective equipment
would be needed.

Through discussions with inspectors and technical experts, the Task Force has found that
the current framework for command and control during an accident has been developed and
practiced over the years and that authorities for decisionmaking during an event are well P

defined. However, in this area as well, multiunit events create a nuance to the command and
control structure that is not yet fully developed.

p
During an accident like that at Fukushima, it may be necessary to make difficult decisions to
prioritize limited response resources. The EOF remains the primary facility for interaction

with offsite authorities, and the TSC remains the primary facility for technical response •
to the accident. Currently, during a General Emergency, the licensee's emergency
director assigned with the authority to lead the licensee response is located in the EOF.
An emergency director in the TSC remains in command of the technical assessment p

and damage control aspects of the response. During a multiunit event, the lead TSC
official would be in the best position to address the triage and prioritization of resource
requirements for each unit. P

Ensuring that the response framework contains the correct level of authority, knowledge,
and experience is paramount to successful response. In light of the Fukushima accident,
the staff should explore concepts such as whether decisionmaking authority is in the correct
location (i.e., at the facility], whether currently licensed operators need to be integral to the
ERO outside of the control room [i.e., in the TSCI, and whether licensee emergency directors •
should have a formal "license" qualification for severe accident management in addition to
their existing qualification requirements, and different than a reactor operator license.

The accident at Fukushima also presented challenges with respect to dose assessment

capability because of the multiunit nature of the release. While monitoring the accident,
dose assessors at the NRC had to use makeshift, ad hoc methods to consider the source
term from these multiple concurrent releases and overlay the release points to arrive at a
final sitewide dose projection. The difficulty of conducting this dose assessment highlights
the gap in capability for U.S. plants to perform multiunit dose assessment. Currently,
dose assessment software (such as the NRC's RASCAL] is not designed to model multiunit
accidents. The presence of releases from multiple units and spent fuel pools at Fukushima

has highlighted the need for the ability to project doses from releases at multiple units. •
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In the absence of a software solution, licensees would need to develop emergency plan
guidance that outlines how to conduct a multiunit dose assessment, including spent fuel
pools as release points, to ensure that this capability exists.

Following a large natural disaster, such as the accident at Fukushima, the ability to notify

* both government authorities and the public could be challenged. Licensees use traditional
telephones, cellular telephones, satellite telephones, short wave radio, and the Internet to

communicate with the NRC and State and local governments. The Task Force believes that
* licensees have enough redundant and diverse methods to communicate with the NRC and

State and local governments that it is reasonable to expect the successful communication of
a declared emergency onsite. Because of the diverse nature of these methods, it is unlikely
that a common-cause failure would disable all means of communication.

With respect to alerting the public within the plume exposure pathway EPZ, the Task Force
4 finds that the provisions being incorporated by the EP rulemaking will enhance the existing

public alerting framework. The proposed final rule addresses provisions for a backup to
the primary alert and notification system. The backup measures would be implemented if

* the primary means of alert and notification were unavailable during an emergency. These
enhancements will provide an additional layer of preparedness that wil[ be useful during a
large-scale natural disaster.

Communications equipment plays a critical role in the effective conduct of any incident
*' response effort. Currently, licensees use an array of different telecommunications

* devices to communicate onsite, including hardwired telephones, cellular telephones.
satellite telephones, radios, and pagers. Since many of these devices depend on

electrical power, most by battery, their use during a prolonged SBO would be limited by
battery life. Additionally, since hardwired telephones and cellular telephones rely upon
offsite infrastructure [i.e., phone switches and celt towers] that could be damaged or
destroyed by the event, their use may be limited. Onsite radios may be hampered by a

* Lack of power to radio repeaters.

* During the accident at Fukushima, numerous organizations assessed the evolution of
the situation onsite and sought data to aid decisionmakers during the response. Having

accurate, real-time data from the site allows for the performance of a multitude of analyses.
* In addition, the more data that can be provided using automated sources, the less burden

placed on the licensee to provide information. Having data provided directly from automated
sources at the site also gives confidence to government authorities and the public that

* the plant operator is not filtering the details of an evolving accident. However, the current
. regulatory approach and requirements do not ensure that ERDS data would be available

during a prolonged SBO or during other natural disasters when power supplies could be lost
and transmission capability may be affected.

Another challenge evident from Fukushima is the need for archived data to aid in the
reconstruction of events after an accident. When ERDS data are transmitted to the
NRC servers, the NRC stores the incoming data. Ensuring that licensees have reliable
power sources and transmission methods will therefore ensure that data are archived for

accident reconstruction.

* Effective onsite and offsite response necessitates abundant communication. During a
prolonged SBO, an awareness of plant conditions becomes even more critical. Ensuring that
the NRC and State stakeholders continue to receive plant data, especially during the most
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severe accidents, adds another layer of both technical assessment capability and confidence
that onsite conditions are being communicated in a timely and accurate way.

Effective and timely ERDS modernization is necessary to ensure that during multiunit events,
the NRC is able to receive data from all affected nuclear units. Given the current limited P
modem connections available for simultaneous use, the NRC should ensure that licensees
upgrade to the VPN solution in an expedient manner. Once the current modernization effort
is complete, the staff should then evaluate additional modernization to address redundant
transmission capability, completeness of data, and continuous monitoring.

The conduct of training and exercises provides confidence that emergency plans are
workable and that personnel would be successful in mitigating the consequences of an
accident. However, EP drills and exercises currently do not consider prolonged SBO or
multiunit accident scenarios. Therefore, training and exercises should explore and practice
the concepts of command and control. decisionmaking, prioritization, and contingency
planning under these conditions. Since licensees will likely rely heavily on offsite support
during this type of event, exercising the steps necessary to identify and acquire offsite
equipment and support is an important element to practice.

Both prolonged SBO and multiunit events present new challenges to EP facilities that were
not considered when the NRC issued NUREG-0696. The accident at Fukushima has clearly
shown that these events are a reality. While several utilities have implemented combined
EOFs that are capable of handling multiunit events, licensee onsite TSCs and OSCs have
not been designed or drilled for multiunit events. TSCs and OSCs are not as conducive to
consolidation since most job functions in these facilities would be specific to a particular
unit, and attempts to have one person manage the technical response for multiple units
could introduce opportunities for errors. The proposed EP rulemaking requires the
identification of alternate facilities. During a multiunit event, licensees could use both the
normal and alternate facilities to provide enough capacity for response. The proposed EP
rulemaking codifies performance-based requirements for combined EOFs. EOFs are more
suited to handling multiunit events since they represent the interface with offsite responders,
regardless of the number of onsite units in emergency status. The NRC should use a P

performance-based approach to TSCs, OSCs, and EOFs to ensure flexibility for licensees.

Recommendation 9

The Task Force recommends that the NRC require that facility emergency plans address
prolonged SBO and multiunit events.

The Task Force recommends that the Commission direct the staff to do the following:

9.1 Initiate rulemaking to require EP enhancements for multiunit events in the following areas:

" personnel and staffing

" dose assessment capability

* training and exercises

" equipment and facilities P
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9.2 Initiate rulemaking to require EP enhancements for prolonged SBO in the following areas:

* communications capability

9 ERDS capability

e training and exercises

* equipment and facilities

9.3 Order licensees to do the following until rulemaking is complete:

* Determine and implement the required staff to fill all necessary positions for responding

to a multiunit event.

* Add guidance to the emergency plan that documents how to perform a multiunit dose

assessment [including releases from spent fuel pools] using the licensee's site-specific
dose assessment software and approach.

e Conduct periodic training and exercises for multiunit and prolonged SBO scenarios. Practice

(simulate] the identification and acquisition of offsite resources, to the extent possible.

e Ensure that EP equipment and facilities are sufficient for dealing with multiunit and
prolonged SBO scenarios.

- Provide a means to power communications equipment needed to communicate

onsite [e.g., radios for response teams and between facilities] and offsite (e.g., cellular
telephones, satellite telephones) during a prolonged SBO.

- Maintain ERDS capability throughout the accident.

9.4 Order licensees to complete the ERDS modernization initiative by June 2012 to ensure
multiunit site monitoring capability.

Recommendation 10

The Task Force recommends, as part of the longer term review, that the NRC should pursue

additional EP topics related to multiunit events and prolonged SBO.

The Task Force recommends that the Commission direct the staff to do the following:

10.1 Analyze current protective equipment requirements for emergency responders and
4 guidance based upon insights from the accident at Fukushima.

10.2 Evaluate the command and control structure and the qualifications of decisionmakers to
ensure that the proper level of authority and oversight exists in the correct facility for a
long-term SBO or multiunit accident or both.

* Concepts such as whether decisionmaking authority is in the correct location (i.e., at the

facility], whether currently licensed operators need to be integral to the ERO outside of the

control room (i.e., in the TSC], and whether licensee emergency directors should have a

formal "license" qualification for severe accident management.

10.3 Evaluate ERDS to do the following:

* Determine an alternate method (e.g., via satellite] to transmit ERDS data that does not rely

on hardwired infrastructure that could be unavailable during a severe natural disaster.

* Determine whether the data set currently being received from each site is sufficient for
modern assessment needs.
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* Determine whether ERDS should be required to transmit continuously so that no operator
action is needed during an emergency.

4.3.2 Other Emergency Preparedness Insights

In addition to prolonged SBO and multiunit events, the Task Force has identified other EP
insights from the accident at Fukushima. An overarching lesson is that major damage to
infrastructure in the area surrounding the plant might challenge an effective emergency
response. In addition, the NRC should learn from the real-world implementation of
protective actions and further develop concepts such as recovery and reentry. A third lesson
relates to the need for the public to be educated on radioactivity and radiological hazards
before an incident occurs.

BACKGROUND

Natural disasters, such as hurricanes, floods, large fires, and tornados, occur often in the
United States. State and local governments constantly manage these types of events and P
ensure that emergency plans are workable. Likewise, the NRC works closely with FEMA
to ensure that the state of offsite preparedness continues to ensure reasonable assurance
that the public can be protected should an accident occur. While these disasters do not
significantly impact nuclear plants because of the plants' robust design features, they often
cause significant damage in the surrounding community and could challenge the effective
implementation of an offsite emergency plan should it be required. These natural disasters
may alter the preplanned emergency framework by changing evacuation routes (e.g., bridge
washed out or tree down in the roadway), disabling emergency sirens, or making evacuation
dangerous (e.g., icy roads]. Local government decisionmakers take factors such as these
into consideration when formulating protective action decisions to determine how best
to protect the public. A catastrophic natural disaster would create additional challenges
beyond those routinely experienced by state and local emergency planners.

Currently, if a nuclear power plant shuts down as a result of a natural disaster and the
disaster is of such severity that damage or changes to the offsite emergency response
infrastructure may be substantial or are in question, the NRC and FEMA determine the
status of offsite EP and coordinate approval of plant restart activities.

Evacuation time estimates [ETEs] are used as a toot to (1] develop and improve evacuation
plans in advance of an accident and [21 to decide whether sheltering or evacuation is the more
protective response during an accident. Evacuation is preferred if a dose in excess of protective p
action guides is probable, but it is not always more effective in reducing public exposure. ETEs
are a planning tool and do nothing to affect conditions during an actual evacuation. Draft
NUREG/CR-7002, "Criteria for Development of Evacuation Time Estimate Studies," issued p
May 2010, provides the latest guidance for licensees to develop a comprehensive set of ETEs.

Infrastructure damage could also affect the ability of licensees to bring equipment from
offsite sources to the site. The regulation in 10 CFR 50.47(b][3) requires licensees to
maintain agreements with offsite organizations needed to support emergency response.
Typically, this includes local fire departments, law enforcement, and medical support. As
part of the requirements of 10 CFR 50.54[hh][21(iI, licensees must identify and seek readily
available agreements for additional offsite resources (both local and regional] that could
support fire fighting, electrical power, core cooling, and other needs. P

58 I U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Enhancing Reactor Safety in the 2 1st Century

p

FK 1859 of 2833



Safety Through Defense-in-Depth

The regulation in 10 CFR 50.47[bl10] requires licensees to make protective action
recommendations. To facilitate a preplanned strategy for protective actions during an
emergency, two EPZs surround each nuclear power plant. The exact size and shape of
each EPZ is determined through detailed planning that includes consideration of the
specific conditions at each site, unique geographical features of the area, and demographic
information. This preplanned strategy for an EPZ provides a substantial basis to support
activity beyond the planning zone in the extremely unlikely event it would be needed. The
plume exposure pathway EPZ has a radius of about 16 kilometers 110 miles] from the reactor
site. Predetermined protective action plans in place for this EPZ are designed to avoid or
reduce dose from potential exposure to radioactive materials. These action plans include
sheltering, evacuation, and the use of potassium iodide [Ki] where appropriate. The ingestion
exposure pathway EPZ has a radius of about 80 kilometers 150 miles] from the reactor site.
Predetermined protective action plans in place for this EPZ are designed to avoid or reduce
dose from the potential ingestion of radioactive materials. These action plans include a ban
of contaminated food and water.

NUREG-0396, "Planning Basis for the Development of State and Local Government
Radiological Emergency Response Plans in Support of Light Water Nuclear Power Plants,'
issued December 1978, establishes the concept and basis for the 10-mile and 50-mile

EPZs, describes the basis for the types of reactor accidents that should be considered in an
emergency plan, states that emergency planning is not based on probability but on public
perceptions of the problem and what could be done to protect public health and safety (as a
matter of prudence rather than necessity], and concludes that the objective of an emergency
plan should be to provide dose savings for a spectrum of accidents that could produce offsite
doses in excess of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's IEPA's] protective action guides.

The regulations in 10 CFR 50.47(b}[131 also address general plans for recovery and reentry
and the means by which decisions to relax protective measures (e.g., allow reentry into
an evacuated area] are reached. While requirements for the licensees, States, and
local governments appear in 10 CFR 50.47[b113) and NUREG-0654, the approach of the
U.S. Government to recovery and reentry involves numerous other Federal partners.

Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 and 10 CFR 50.47(b)(9) require radiation monitoring, which
refers to the measurement of actual radiation dose. NUREG-0654 provides guidance to
licensees and offsite response organizations on topics including field monitoring, monitoring
equipment, and airborne plume tracking.

In January 2001, the Commission published a rule change to the NRC EP regulations to
include consideration of the use of KI. If taken properly, KI may help reduce the dose of
radiation to the thyroid gland from radioactive iodine and thus reduce the risk of thyroid
cancer. If a person takes in radioactive iodine after consuming KI, the radioactive iodine will
be rapidly excreted from the body. The NRC has supplied KI tablets to States requesting
it for the population within the 10-mile EPZ. If warranted, KI is to be used to supplement

evacuation or sheltering, not to take the place of these actions.

The population closest to the nuclear power plant that is within the 10-mite EPZ is at
greatest risk of exposure to radiation and radioactive materials. When the population is

evacuated from the area and potentially contaminated foodstuffs are removed from the
market, the risk from further radioactive iodine exposure to the thyroid gland is essentially

eliminated. Beyond the 10-mile EPZ, the major risk of radioiodine exposure is from the
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ingestion of contaminated foodstuffs, particularly milk products. Both EPA and the Food
and Drug Administration have published guidance to protect consumers from contaminated
foods. These protective actions are preplanned in the 50-mite ingestion pathway EPZ.

In the unlikely event of a nuclear power plant accident, it is important to follow the direction

of State or local governments in order to make sure that protective actions, such as taking
KI pills, are implemented safely and effectively for the affected population. While use of KI at
the correct time and dosage can help prevent the uptake of radioactive iodine in the thyroid
gland, it does not offer any protection from other radioisotopes or for other organs. KI is a
medical toot for a limited, targeted situation.

TASK FORCE EVALUATION

The current regulatory approach for the evaluation of offsite EP following a natural disaster
is robust and has proven its effectiveness following recent hurricanes, including Hurricane -

Katrina. An NRC task force examined the lessons learned from the active 2005 hurricane
season in a report dated March 30, 2006 (ADAMS Accession No. ML060900005].

ETEs are currently recalculated when the population around a nuclear plant either increases
or decreases significantly. As supported by the proposed EP rule, the scenarios described
in NUREG/CR-7002 provide a basis for licensees to develop a comprehensive set of ETEs.
Performing additional time estimates for natural disasters with unpredictable damage would
offer no corresponding benefit to licensee personnel in providing appropriate protective
action recommendations to offsite officials or to offsite emergency planners in developing
evacuation and other protective action strategies. With regard to seismic events impacting
a plant site and causing a severe accident, consideration of the estimated time to evacuate
the area would require assessment of the overall condition of dwellings, buildings, roadways,
and other critical infrastructure at the time of the event. Additionally, when dwellings and
other buildings are compromised and can no longer provide effective sheltering, evacuation
would be conducted regardless of the time needed. If sheltering is not an option, ETE values
are not relevant to decisionmaking. With regard to extreme weather conditions such as
significant hurricanes, evacuation might involve an area much larger than a nuclear power
plant site and begins days in advance of landfall. Therefore, the evacuation of the population
in the plant vicinity would likely be completed well before the hurricane affects that area.

The accident at Fukushima has illustrated the potential increased need for offsite -

assistance to the Licensee. In the case of large natural disasters such as earthquakes,
hurricanes, and floods, the phenomena challenging the plant will also have affected the
local community. In these cases, prearranged resources may not be available because b

of their inability to reach the plant site, other (potentially lifesaving) priorities within the
p

community, or the destruction of those resources.

During the emergency at Fukushima, conditions deteriorated such that Japanese officials
required additional protective actions up to and beyond a 20-kilometer (16-milel area around P

Fukushima (i.e., beyond the equivalent of the U.S. plume exposure pathway EPZJ. The
possibility of making protective action recommendations for areas beyond the plume exposure
pathway EPZ has been a program consideration since the inception of the EPZ concept in the P
United States. The emergency planning basis for U.S. plants, as discussed in NUREG-0654, .
states, ...detailed planning within 10 miles would provide a substantial base for expansion of
response efforts in the event that this proved necessary." NUREG-0654 goes on to state that it
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would be unlikely that any protective actions for the plume exposure pathway would be required
beyond the plume exposure pathway EPZ. It further stated that the plume exposure EPZ is of
sufficient size for actions within this zone to provide for substantial reduction in early severe
health effects (injuries or deaths) in the event of a worst case core melt accident.

While the U.S. EP framework has always noted that the plume exposure pathway EPZ
provides a basis for expansion, insights from real-world implementation at Fukushima,
including the realities of multiunit events, might further enhance U.S. preparedness
for such an event. The Task Force acknowledges that every situation will. differ, so
detailed preplanning in this area is not plausible. As information and insights emerge
about the challenges faced by Japanese officials while implementing protective actions
around Fukushima, the NRC and its partners should evaluate those insights to identify
enhancements to the decisionmaking framework in the United States.

Similarly, licensees and States are required to have plans for recovery and reentry; however,

these plans remain Largely conceptual and are rarely practiced. Since recovery and reentry
have proven to present challenges at Fukushima, the NRC should continue work in this area
to forward the U.S. Government approach.

In the area of radiation monitoring, licensees have numerous fixed radiation monitors located
inside the plant on the property of the site. During an emergency, licensee field teams,
in addition to Federal, State, and local teams, are dispatched to take real-time radiation
readings offsite. While multiunit events do not specifically change radiation monitoring
concepts, a long-term SBO could challenge radiation monitors that rely upon an external
power supply. As long as field teams are adequately staffed, equipped, and capable of transit
given the nature of the natural disaster, field monitoring remains an effective method to
acquire radiation data. In additional, real-time radiation monitoring helps to validate dose
projections, quantify actual dose, and provide confidence to the public and stakeholders that
the conditions around the site are being accurately characterized.

During a radiological release, accurate and timely dose data are critical to validating dose
projections and ensuring dose reduction for the public. Having publicly available dose
data provides a level of public confidence. The staff should explore the concepts of ac
independence, survivability of equipment during a natural hazard, and ability to transmit
real-time radiation readings publicly via the Internet.

0J The concepts of radiation and radiation safety continue to be challenging topics to teach to
those not involved in nuclear fields. This is underscored by the invisible nature of radiation and
the potential chronic, in addition to acute, health affects that could be attributed to radiation

d exposure. While the NRC and various other Federal, State, and Local government agencies and
other medical organizations have conducted education on the uses, benefits, and drawbacks of
KI, recent events have shown a continued gap in the public knowledge with respect to KI.

Based on the observed gaps in public awareness following the accident at Fukushima,
an effort to increase education and outreach in the vicinity of each nuclear power plant

4 pis warranted. Misinformation and hysteria during a nuclear emergency challenge the
agency's goal of public confidence. Training should be targeted to the areas surrounding
each nuclear power plant in order to reach those who could be affected should an
emergency at a nuclear power plant occur. In addition to public participation, the
NRC should make extra effort to involve local response personnel, health officials,
decisionmakers, media, and local politicians.
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Recommendation 11

The Task Force recommends, as part of the longer term review, that the NRC should pursue
EP topics related to decisionmaking, radiation monitoring, and public education.

The Task Force recommends that the Commission direct the staff to do the following:

11.1 Study whether enhanced onsite emergency response resources are necessary to
support the effective implementation of the licensees' emergency plans, including the

ability to deliver the equipment to the site under conditions involving significant natural
events where degradation of offsite infrastructure or competing priorities for response
resources could delay or prevent the arrival of offsite aid.

11.2 Work with FEMA, States, and other external stakeholders to evaluate insights from

the implementation of EP at Fukushima to identify potential enhancements to the U.S.
decisionmaking framework, including the concepts of recovery and reentry.

11.3 Study the efficacy of real-time radiation monitoring onsite and within the EPZs (including
consideration of ac independence and real-time availability on the Internet).

11.4 Conduct training, in coordination with the appropriate Federal partners, on radiation,
radiation safety, and the appropriate use of KI in the local community around each

nuclear power plant.
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Implications for NRC Programs

5. IMPLICATIONS FOR NRC PROGRAMS

Section 3 of this report presented the most significant Task Force finding and
recommendation relalive to NRC programs (i.e., the NRC regulatory framework and how it
could be strengthened]. This section will discuss impacts on the NRC inspection program,
the management of NRC records and information, and NRC participation in international

activities.

5.1 NRC INSPECTION PROGRAM

BACKGROUND

For many decades, the NRC has had a vigorous reactor inspection and oversight program
for operating reactors and vendor inspection program for new plant construction. The
ROP is a formal process integrating the NRC's inspection, assessment, and enforcement
programs, and it has been in place for the last decade. The ROP evaluates the overall safety
performance of operating nuclear power reactors and communicates this information to
licensee management, members of the public, and other stakeholders. In addition, since
2004, the NRC has included safety culture in the ROP for operating reactor licensees. Over
the past three decades, the safety performance of the nuclear fleet in the United States has
improved, as a result in some part of the effectiveness of the NRC's inspection, assessment,
and enforcement programs.

Regarding reactor protection and mitigation systems, a fundamental characteristic
of the ROP is that inspection activities or "samples" are selected for the relative risk
significance of the activity or equipment being examined based on its effect on core
damage frequency. Further, the NRC evaluates inspection findings in these areas and
uses the significance determination process to determine significance based on risk.
The ROP's reliance on risk undervalues the safety benefit of defense-in-depth and
consequently reduces the level of NRC resources focused on inspecting defense-in-
depth characteristics that contribute to safety.

In addition, the ROP does not consider the industry's voluntary safety enhancements.
Consequently, the staff devotes limited inspection effort to voluntary initiatives such as
the implementation and adequacy of SAMGs or the implementation of the Groundwater
Protection Initiative. If it inspects them at all, the agency would likely evaluate voluntary
initiatives through nonrecurring inspections guided by TIs. Finally, the structure of the risk-
based inspection program under the ROP focuses on licensee compliance with regulations
and requirements and leaves very limited opportunity for inspection staff to evaluate the
adequacy of the licensing basis at a given facility.

TASK FORCE EVALUATION

Following the Fukushima accident, the NRC recognized the more general relevance and
importance of the SAMGs and EDMGs that had been developed, and later required, following

the accident at TMI and the terrorist events of September 11, 2001. Therefore, the NRC
issued TI 2515/183 to its resident inspectors to ensure licensee compliance with existing
requirements and to collect information on the readiness of these measures for use under
various external challenges.
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The Task Force has had the benefit of the results of the inspections under TI 2515/183 and
concludes that the effort was well planned and worthwhile. In addition, in an April 22, 2011.
memorandum from Charles L. Miller to Eric J. Leeds, "Task Force Request Regarding
Inspection of Severe Accident Management Guidelines," the Task Force asked that inspectors
collect information on the implementation of the voluntary SAMG initiative. In response, the
NRC issued TI 2515/184. The Task Force has factored the information from both of these
staff efforts into its evaluation and recommendations.

Through these two inspection activities, the Task Force also had the opportunity to compare
industry activities under a required program and a similar voluntary initiative [i.e., EDMGs
and SAMGs]. Both programs had been effectively implemented, including initial program
formulation and licensee staff training. Those programs are now 10 to 20 years old, and "
some licensees have maintained both programs in a manner expected for an important
safety activity, including in terms of maintenance, configuration control, training, and
retraining. However, some licensees have treated the industry voluntary initiative [the SAMG S

program] in a significantly less rigorous and formal manner, so much so that the SAMG
inspection would have resulted in multiple violations had it been associated with a required
program. The results of the SAMG inspection do not indicate, nor does the Task Force
conclude that, the SAMGs would not have been effective if needed. However, indications of
programmatic weaknesses in the maintenance of the SAMGs are sufficient to recommend
strengthening this important activity. "

On the basis of its evaluation, the Task Force concludes that enhancements to the inspection
program would improve its focus on safety. Since these modifications are all staff activities
not involving any backfit considerations, the NRC can pursue them based solely on their
value in improving the staff's safety focus.

Recommendation 12

The Task Force recommends that the NRC strengthen regulatory oversight of licensee safety

performance (i.e., the ROP) by focusing more attention on defense-in-depth requirements
consistent with the recommended defense-in-depth framework.

The Task Force recommends the Commission direct the staff to strengthen the ROP by doing
the following:

12.1 Expand the scope of the annual ROP self assessment and biennial ROP realignment to

more fully include defense-in-depth considerations.

12.2 Enhance NRC staff training on severe accidents, including training resident inspectors on

SAMGs.
p

5.2 MANAGEMENT OF NRC RECORDS AND INFORMATION

BACKGROUND

In the 1990s, the NRC decided to prepare for a transition from paper records management
to electronic records management and began a process that resulted in the deployment of
ADAMS in the late 1 990s and early 2000s. At present, essentially every document generated

by the agency is effectively integrated into a powerful electronic records management system
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that is searchable in a variety of ways. However, at the time of the original transition to
ADAMS, individual offices decided what records generated before the deployment of ADAMS
would be incorporated into the electronic system and what records would remain in paper
and microfiche format.

In SECY-06-0164, "The NRC Knowledge Management Program," dated July 25, 2006,

the staff described to the Commission the plans for developing and implementing an
agency knowledge management program. The program recognized that the agency is a
knowledge-centric organization that depends on its staff to make sound regulatory decisions
to accomplish the agency's mission of protecting people and the environment. The staff
informed the Commission about the NRC's ongoing programs for maintaining explicit,
implicit, and tacit knowledge and new initiatives to leverage information technology solutions
to transfer knowledge. The knowledge management program focused on a variety of areas
to enhance identifying, retaining, transferring, and using critical information and knowledge
in the agency's ongoing work. The staff updated the Commission on the implementation
status of knowledge management initiatives in SECY-07-0138, "NRC Knowledge
Management Program Status Update," dated August 14, 2007.

TASK FORCE EVALUATION

During the course of data collection and analysis, the Task Force searched for and reviewed
hundreds of documents, including some issued 40 or more years ago. The Task Force also
interacted with scores of NRC staff and other individuals to understand issues and evaluate
insights from the Fukushima event.

During the course of these activities, the Task Force struggled to access electronically a
variety of critical historical documents, including Commission papers and staff requirements
memoranda, GLs, bulletins, NUREGs, RGs, and other key documents that significantly

contribute to the knowledge base for technical and regulatory evaluation and decisions
made by the agency. Many documents dated before 2000 are not available electronically.
Consequently, from the perspective of integrated knowledge management, it would be equally
difficult for staff to access these foundational documents without personal paper files.

a

In addition, during a variety of interviews with staff from multiple offices on similar subjects,
it became clear that organizationally influenced knowledge gaps may exist, in that staff
members in one organization may not be aware of information in another organization that
is relevant to their work. In addition, staff members working on operating reactor licensing
noted that, in order to support a licensing action or decision, they often need to read,
evaluate, and refer to critical documents that must be viewed on microfiche.

The NRC has made great strides in electronic document management. Because of financial

constraints, legacy documents are not all accessible electronically through ADAMS, and

no strategy exists to further enhance the availability of historical documents underpinning
agency positions and decisions. The Task Force believes that the staff should strongly
consider continued retrofitting of its electronic document library in a methodical and
coherent way to incorporate all key legacy documents.

Further, the Task Force believes that the NRC would enhance its organizational and technical
capacity by establishing an electronic framework, similar to Wikipedia and managed by staff

technical experts, that links data on various subjects so that the staff members could access
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the information easily, allowing them to develop the well-founded knowledge required to
accomplish their tasks and support their regulatory decisions.

As time passes, maintaining historical institutional knowledge becomes more dependent on
a comprehensive and accessible information management system. The Task Force therefore
encourages the staff to do the following:

" Add key legacy documents to the electronic records system (ADAMS).

" Develop an information management platform to enhance organizational and technical
capacity by providing subject matter in an electronic format managed by staff technical
experts.

5.3 INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION AND COORDINATION

BACKGROUND

The NRC is actively involved in numerous international activities related to the Fukushima

accident, both bilaterally and multilaterally, through such organizations as IAEA, NEA, and
the Multinational Design Evaluation Program IMDEPI. The regulatory authority of Japan
(the Nuclear and Industrial Safety Agency with its support organization, the Japan Nuclear
Energy Safety Organization] is also a member of each of these international organizations.
Through each of the venues, the NRC has received information on the accident in Japan and
on the fol[owup activities of each nation.

In addition to its frequent contacts through the NRC Operation Center, the NRC staff has

participated in the following activities, all of which included discussions of the Fukushima
accident and followup actions planned or underway:

" April 2011 NEA Steering Committee meeting

" April 2011 MDEP Steering Technical Committee meeting

" May 2011 MDEP EPR reactor design working group meeting

" May 2011 NEA Committee on Nuclear Regulatory Activities ICNRAJ planning meeting

" June 2011 CNRA discussions on Fukushima

" June 2011 NEA. IAEA, France G20-G8 Forum on the Fukushima Accident

" June 2011 IAEA Ministerial Meeting on Fukushima

These international interactions have helped the world's nuclear safety authorities share
information and develop plans to enhance safety following the Fukushima accident. In part

because of these interactions, the nuclear regulatory authorities around the world have
developed a consistent understanding of the important elements of the accident and similar
roadmaps forward, each appropriate to the individual country and its regulatory approach.
The staff has also been well informed of the activities of the European regulatory authorities p

in the Western European Nuclear Regulators" Association and the European Nuclear Safety
Regulators Group through discussions within MDEP, NEA/CNRA, and IAEA.

6
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TASK FORCE EVALUATION

The NRC's longstanding commitment to international cooperation has benefitted the agency
during the monitoring and foltowup activities related to the Fukushima accident. It is clear
that the NRC's active participation in international activities has served and continues to
serve nuclear safety in the United States and worldwide. It is also clear that the NRC's long-
term activities, such as further information collection, event analysis, and comparisons of
the effectiveness of actions taken, would benefit from international cooperation both in terms
of effectiveness and cost efficiency.

International cooperation to date has been very effective in collecting and sharing
information and in developing and confirming an understanding of the important elements
of the Fukushima accident relevant to the activities of the Task Force. NRC participation in
these international efforts also contributes to the safety of nuclear reactors throughout the
world by providing forums for sharing the agency's best understanding of events and issues
and effectively addressing them. These international forums also enable the NRC to provide
leadership in the resolution of important safety concerns.

In addition, participation in international efforts generally requires a minimal commitment of
resources and in some cases, such as the collection and analysis of accident data, actually
results in a resource savings.

The Task Force endorses continued international cooperation and coordination, including the
following:

" participation in collaborative, international efforts to determine and analyze the
Fukushima accident sequence of events

" participation in international efforts to update IAEA Fundamental Safety Standard INSR-11

and other related standards to reflect insights from the Fukushima event

" continued cooperation and coordination with other national regulatory authorities on
insights from the Fukushima event as well as their plans, actions, and findings
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6. SUMMARY OF OVERARCHING RECOMMENDATIONS

This section presents the Task Force's recommendations for improving the safety of both
operating and new nuclear reactors. It also addresses recommended improvements in
the NRC programs for the oversight of reactor safety. The recommendations are based on
the Task Force's evaluations of the relevant issues identified from the Fukushima accident.
Appendix A of this report proposes an implementation strategy and offers further details on
these recommendations.

The Task Force makes the following overarching recommendations, as stated in the
preceding sections of this report:

Clarifying the Regulatory Framework

1. The Task Force recommends establishing a logical, systematic, and coherent regulatory

framework for adequate protection that appropriately balances defense-in-deplh and
risk considerations. (Section 31

Ensuring Protection

2. The Task Force recommends that the NRC require licensees to reevaluate and upgrade
as necessary the design-basis seismic and flooding protection of SSCs for each
operating reactor. (Section 4.1.1}

3. The Task Force recommends, as part of the longer term review, that the NRC evaluate
potential enhancements to the capability to prevent or mitigate seismically induced fires
and floods. [Section 4.1.2]

Enhancing Mitigation

4. The Task Force recommends that the NRC strengthen SBO mitigation capability at aUl
operating and new reactors for design-basis and beyond-design-basis external events.
(Section 4.2.11

5. The Task Force recommends requiring reliable hardened vent designs in BWR facilities
with Mark I and Mark I1 containments. (Section 4.2.21

6. The Task Force recommends, as part of the longer term review, that the NRC identify
insights about hydrogen control and mitigation inside containment or in other buildings
as additional information is revealed through further study of the Fukushima Dai-ichi
accident. (Section 4.2.3]

.4 7. The Task Force recommends enhancing spent fuel pool makeup capability and
instrumentation for the spent fuel pool. (Section 4.2.41

8. The Task Force recommends strengthening and integrating onsite emergency response
capabilities such as EOPs, SAMGs, and EDMGs. (Section 4.2.51

Strengthening Emergency Preparedness
dl

9. The Task Force recommends that the NRC require that facility emergency plans address
prolonged SBO and multiunit events. (Section 4.3.11

* 10. The Task Force recommends, as part of the longer term review, that the NRC pursue

additional EP topics related to multiunit events and prolonged SBO. (Section 4.3.11
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11. The Task Force recommends, as part of the Longer term review, that the NRC should
pursue EP topics related to decisionmaking, radiation monitoring, and public education.
[Section 4.3.21

Improving the Efficiency of NRC Programs

12. The Task Force recommends that the NRC strengthen regulatory oversight of Licensee
safety performance (i.e., the ROPN by focusing more attention on defense-in-depth
requirements consistent with the recommended defense-in-depth framework.

[Section 5.1]
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7. APPLICABILITY AND IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY
FOR NEW REACTORS

The Task Force has considered the applicability and implementation of its recommendations
for new reactors, including certified designs, designs in the certification process, certified
designs applying for renewal, early site permits, and applications for operating Licenses

and COLs. Since no new reactors are currently licensed, the recommendations involving
orders are not applicable. However, the Task Force has assessed the rulemaking
recommendations, and they would be equally applicable to new reactors.

Recommendation 8 for the integration of EOPs, SAMGs, and EDMGs and for controlling
accident decisionmaking under technical specifications would be applicable to COLs. For
near-term COLs (i.e., those expected to be licensed before the NRC completes the proposed
rulemakings], the Task Force recommends that the agency impose those requirements
through inspections, tests, analyses, and acceptance criteria [ITAACI. The Task Force
recognizes that, with the sole exception of fire protection programs, the Commission has
expressed (in the staff requirements memorandum dated September 11, 2002, for SECY-
02-0067, "inspections, Tests, Analyses, and Acceptance Criteria [ITAACI for Operational
Programs WProgrammatic ITAAC}," dated April 5, 2002] a desire to resolve programmatic
issues [e.g., training, quality assurance, fitness for duty] before COL issuance and handle
the issues through existing oversight programs rather than resolve them through the ITAAC

process. Specifically, the Commission stated (in the staff requirements memorandum
for SECY-02-0067) that, "They [ITAAC] should encompass only those matters that, by their
nature, cannot be resolved prior to construction." Further, the Commission stated, "...the
Commission is not prepared to dismiss the possibility that programmatic ITAAC may be
necessary in some very limited areas." The Task Force suggests that this would be one of
those areas in which it is not practical to resolve the issue before COL issuance, in that the
integration of EOPs, SAMGs, and EDMGs could require a few years of effort by licensees, the
industry, and the NRC staff. However, this strategy would ensure implementation and NRC
oversight before plant operation.

The Task Force concludes that all of the current early site permits already meet the
requirements of detailed recommendation 2.1, relating to the design-basis seismic
and flooding analysis, and all of the current COL and design certification applicants are
addressing them adequately in the context of the updated state-of-the-art and regulatory
guidance used by the staff in its reviews.

The Task Force concludes that Recommendation 4, with new requirements for prolonged
SBO mitigation, and Recommendation 7, about spent fuel pool makeup capability and
instrumentation, should apply to all design certifications or to COL applicants if the
recommended requirements are not addressed in the referenced certified design. The Task
Force recommends that design certifications and COLs under active staff review address this
recommendation before licensing.

4The Task Force notes that the two design certifications currently in the rulemaking process
[i.e., the AP1O00 and the economic simplified boiling-water reactor (ESBWRII have passive

safety systems. By nature of their passive designs and inherent 72-hour coping capability for

* core, containment, and spent fuel pool cooling with no operator action required, the ESBWR
and AP1000 designs have many of the design features and attributes necessary to address

- the Task Force recommendations. The Task Force supports completing those design
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certification rulemaking activities without delay. However, COL applicants referencing these
designs would have to address prestaging of any needed equipment for beyond 72 hours, and
ITAAC should be established to confirm effective implementation of minimum and extended
coping, as described in detailed recommendation 4.1.

Since the Task Force recommends the SBO additions on the basis of adequate protection,

the NRC should impose them as new requirements in accordance with 10 CFR 52.59(b}[1]

as part of the staff's review of the recently docketed Advanced Boiling-Water Reactor design
certification renewal applications.

The recommendations related to expanding 10 CFR 50.54(hh] and the EP requirements to
fully address multiunit accidents and SBO conditions should apply to COL applicants. Near-
term COLs could implement these recommendations through ITAAC.

For the two plants with reactivated construction permits [Watts Bar Unit 2 and Bellefonte
Unit 1). the Task Force recommends that those operating license reviews and the licensing
itself include a[[ of the near-term actions and any of the recommended rule changes that

have been completed at the time of licensing. Any additional rule changes would be imposed
on the plants in the same manner as for other operating reactors.
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APPENDIX A

Summary of Detailed Recommendations by Implementation Strategy

In this appendix, the Task Force proposes an integrated strategy for implementing its
recommendations in a coherent manner. The structure of this process includes III a
policy statement, [2) rulemaking activities, [31 orders, (4) staff actions, and (51 actions for
tong-term evaluation.

As described in Section 3 of the report, in tight of the low likelihood of an event beyond
the design basis of a U.S. nuclear power plant and the current mitigation capabilities
at those facilities, the Task Force concludes that continued operation of these plants
and continued licensing activities do not pose an imminent risk to the public health
and safety. Further, the Task Force concludes that the current regulatory approach and
regulatory requirements continue to serve as a basis for the reasonable assurance of
adequate protection of public health and safety until the actions set forth below have
been implemented.

Policy Statement
Draft a Commission policy statement that articulates a risk-informed defense-in-
depth framework that includes extended design-basis requirements in the NRC's
regulations as essential elements for ensuring adequate protection. (Section 3-detailed

recommendation 1.11

Recommended Rulemaking Activities
The Task Force recommends that the Commission direct the staff to initiate these important
rulemaking activities, including concurrent development of associated guidance, and
complete them as a soon as possible.

- Initiate rulemaking to implement a risk-informed, defense-in-depth framework consistent
with the above recommended Commission policy statement. [Section 3-detailed
recommendation 1.21

- Initiate rulemaking to require licensees to confirm seismic hazards and flooding hazards
every 10 years and address any new and significant information. If necessary, update
the design basis for SSCs important to safety to protect against the updated hazards.
(Section 4.1.1-detailed recommendation 2.21

* Initiate rulemaking to revise 10 CFR 50.63 to require each operating and new reactor
licensee to l1] establish a minimum coping time of 8 hours for a loss of all ac power, (21
establish the equipment, procedures, and training necessary to implement an "extended
loss of all ac" coping time of 72 hours for core and spent fuel pool cooling and for reactor
coolant system and primary containment integrity as needed, and (31 preplan and
prestage offsite resources to support uninterrupted core and spent fuel pool cooling, and
reactor coolant system and containment integrity as needed, including the ability to deliver
the equipment to the site in the time period allowed for extended coping, under conditions
involving significant degradation of offsite transportation infrastructure associated with
significant natural disasters. (Section 4.2.1-detailed recommendation 4.11

- Initiate rutemaking or Licensing activities or both to require the actions related to the

spent fuel pool described in detailed recommendations 7.1-7.4. (Section 4.2.5-detailed

recommendation 7.51
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" Initiate rulemaking to require more realistic, hands-on training and exercises on SAMGs
and EDMGs for all staff expected to implement the strategies and those licensee staff
expected to make decisions during emergencies, including emergency coordinators and
emergency directors. (Section 4.2.6-detailed recommendation 8.4)

" Initiate rulemaking to require EP enhancements for multiunit events in the following
areas: personnel and staffing, dose assessment capability, training and exercises, and
equipment and facilities. (Section 4.3.1-detailed recommendation 9.1) p

" Initiate rutemaking to require EP enhancements for prolonged SBO in the following areas:

communications capability, EROS capability, training and exercises, and equipment and
facilities. (Section 4.3.1-detailed recommendation 9.2)

Recommended Orders
The Task Force recommends that the Commission use orders to ensure that licensees take
the near-term actions described below. In some cases, these are interim actions to be taken
until requirements associated with future rutemakings can be implemented.

" Order licensees to reevaluate the seismic and flooding hazards at their sites against
current NRC requirements and guidance, and, if necessary, update the design basis and
SSCs important to safety to protect against the updated hazards. [Section 4.1.1--detailed
recommendation 2.11

* Order licensees to perform seismic and flood protection walkdowns to identify and
address plant-specific vulnerabilities and verify the adequacy of monitoring and
maintenance for protection features such as watertight barriers and seals in the interim
period until longer term actions are completed to update the design basis for external
events. [Section 4.1.1-detailed recommendation 2.31

" Order licensees to provide reasonable protection for equipment currently provided

pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54[hh)(21 from the effects of design-basis external events and to •

add equipment as needed to address multiunit events while other requirements are being
revised and implemented. (Section 4.2.1-detailed recommendation 4.21

" Order licensees to include a reliable hardened vent in boiling-water reactor (BWR) Mark I
and Mark II containments. (Section 4.2.3-detailed recommendation 5.11

" Order licensees to provide sufficient safety-related instrumentation, able to withstand
design-basis natural phenomena, to monitor key spent fuel pool parameters (i.e., water
level, temperature, and area radiation levels) from the control room. (Section 4.2.5-
detailed recommendation 7.1) P

" Order licensees to provide safety-related ac electrical power for the spent fuel pool b

makeup system. (Section 4.2.5-detailed recommendation 7.21

" Order licensees to revise their technical specifications to address requirements to b

have one train of onsite emergency electrical power operable for spent fuel pool
makeup and spent fuel pool instrumentation when there is irradiated fuel in the spent

fuel pool, regardless of the operational mode of the reactor. (Section 4.2.5-detailed
recommendation 7.3)

" Order licensees to have an installed, seismically qualified means to spray water into the

spent fuel pools, including an easily accessible connection to supply the water (e.g., using W

a portable pump or pumper truck) at grade outside the building. (Section 4.2.5-detailed

b
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recommendation 7.41

* Order licensees to modify the EOP technical guidelines [required by Supplement 1,
"Requirements for Emergency Response Capability," to NUREG-0737, issued
January 1983 [GL 82-33), to 111 include EOPs, SAMGs, and EDMGs in an integrated

,* manner, (2) specify clear command and control strategies for their implementation, and
[31 stipulate appropriate qualification and training for those who make decisions during

- emergencies. [Section 4.2.6-detailed recommendation 8.1]

* Order licensees to modify each plant's technical specifications to conform with detailed
recommendation 8.2. (Section 4.2.6-detailed recommendation 8.31

* Order licensees to do the following until rulemaking is complete: determine and

implement the required staff to filL all necessary positions for responding to a multiunit
event, conduct periodic training and exercises for multiunit and prolonged SBO scenarios,

,, ensure that EP equipment and facilities are sufficient for dealing with multiunit and
prolonged SBO scenarios, provide a means to power communications equipment needed
to communicate onsite and offsite during a prolonged SBO, and maintain ERDS capability
throughout the accident. (Section 4.3.1-detailed recommendation 9.31

Order Licensees to complete the ERDS modernization initiative by June 2012 to ensure
multiunit site monitoring capability. (Section 4.3.1-detailed recommendation 9.41

Recommended Staff Actions

The Task Force recommends that the staff begin the actions given below.

* Modify the Regulatory Analysis Guidelines to more effectively implement the defense-

in-depth philosophy in balance with the current emphasis on risk-based guidelines.
[Section 3-detailed recommendation 1.31

e Evaluate the insights from the IPE and IPEEE efforts as summarized in NUREG1560,
"individual Plant Examination Program: Perspectives on Reactor Safety and Plant
Performance," issued December 1997, and NUREG-1742. "Perspectives Gained from

the Individual Plant Examination of External Events (IPEEEI Program." issued April
2002, to identify potential generic regulations or plant-specific regulatory requirements.
(Section 3-detailed recommendation 1.4)

- Modify Section 5.0, "Administrative Controls," of the Standard Technical Specifications for
each operating reactor design to reference the approved EOP technical guidelines for that
plant design. (Section 4.2.6-detailed recommendation 8.21

- Expand the scope of the annual ROP self assessment and biennial ROP realignment
to more fully include defense-in-depth considerations. [Section 5.1 -detailed
recommendation 12.11

e Enhance NRC staff training on severe accidents, including training resident inspectors on
SAMGs. [Section 5.1-detailed recommendation 12.21

RecommendedActions for Long-Term Evaluation
The Task Force recommends that the staff pursue the longer term review activities

described below to further evaluate insights from the Fukushima event and to enhance the
, safety of U.S. plants.

* Evaluate potential enhancements to the capability to prevent or mitigate seismically
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induced fires and floods. (Section 4.1.2-detailed recommendation 31 II

Reevaluate the need for hardened vents for other containment designs, considering the
insights from the Fukushima accident. Depending on the outcome of the reevaluation,
appropriate regulatory action should be taken for any containment designs requiring
hardened vents. [Section 4.1.3-detailed recommendation 5.2]

" Identify insights about hydrogen control and mitigation inside containment or in other
buildings as additional information is revealed through further study of the Fukushima

Dai-ichi event. (Section 4.1.4-detailed recommendation 6]

" Analyze current protective equipment requirements for emergency responders and
guidance based upon insights from the accident at Fukushima. [Section 4.3.1-detailed

recommendation 10.1]

" Evaluate the command and control structure and the qualifications of decisionmakers P

to ensure that the proper level of authority and oversight exists in the correct
facility for a long-term SBO or multiunit accident or both. [Section 4.3.1 -detailed
recommendation 10.2]

" Evaluate ERDS to do the following: determine an alternate method [e.g., via satellite]
to transmit ERDS data that does not rely on hardwired infrastructure that could be
unavailable during a severe natural disaster, determine whether the data set currently
being received from each site is sufficient for modern assessment needs, and determine
whether ERDS should be required to transmit continuously so that no operator action is
needed during an emergency. [Section 4.3.1--detailed recommendation 10.31

" Study whether enhanced onsite emergency response resources are necessary to
support the effective implementation of the licensees' emergency plans, including the

ability to deliver the equipment to the site under conditions involving significant natural
events where degradation of offsite infrastructure or competing priorities for response
resources could delay or prevent the arrival of offsite aid. (Section 4.3.2-detailed
recommendation 11.1] 1

" Work with FEMA, States, and other external stakeholders to evaluate insights from
the implementation of EP at Fukushima to identify potential enhancements to the
U.S. decisionmaking framework, including the concepts of recovery and reentry.
(Section 4.3.2-detailed recommendation 11.2]

* Study the efficacy of real-time radiation monitoring onsite and within the EPZs
lincluding consideration of ac independence and real-time availability on the Internet].

[Section 4.3.2-detailed recommendation 11.3) P

" Conduct training, in coordination with the appropriate Federal partners, on radiation,
radiation safety, and the appropriate use of KI in the local community around each nuclear

power plant. [Section 4.3.2-detailed recommendation 11.4]

P

p

S
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APPENDIX B

Tasking Memorandum

March 23. 2011

MEMORANDUM TO: R. W. Borchardt
Executive Director for Operations

FROM: Chairman Jaczko IRA/

SUBJECT: TASKING MEMORANDUM - COMGBJ-1 1-0002 - NRC
ACTIONS FOLLOWING THE EVENTS IN JAPAN

The staff should establish a senior level agency task force to conduct a methodical and
systematic review of our processes and regulations to determine whether the agency should
make additional improvements to our regulatory system and make recommendations to the
Commission for its policy direction. The review should address the following near term and then
longer term objectives.

Near Term Review

• This task force should evaluate currently available technical and operational information
from the events that have occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear complex in Japan
to identify potential or preliminary near termlimmediate operational or regulatory issues
affecting domestic operating reactors of all designs, including their spent fuel pools, in
areas such as protection against earthquake, tsunami, flooding, hurricanes; station
blackout and a degraded ability to restore power; severe accident mitigation, emergency
preparedness; and combustible gas control.

a The task force should develop recommendations, as appropriate, for potential changes
to inspection procedures and licensing review guidance, and recommend whether
generic communications, orders, or other regulatory requirements are needed.

* The task force efforts should be informed by some stakeholder input but should be
independent of industry efforts.

* The report would be released to the public per normal Commission processes (including
its transmission to the Commission as a Notation Vote Paper).

To ensure the Commission is both kept informed of these efforts and called upon to resolve any
policy recommendations that surface, the task force should, at a minimum, be prepared to brief
the Commission on a 30 day quick look report; on the status of the ongoing near term review at
approximately the 60 day point; and then on the 90 day culmination of the near term efforts.
Additional specific subject matter briefings and additional voting items that request Commission
policy direction may also be added during the Commission's agenda planning meetings.

(EDO) (SECY Suspense: 30, 60, & 90 days)

.4
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* The task force's longer term review should begin as soon as NRC has sufficient
technical information from the events in Japan with the goal of no later than the
completion of the 90 day near term report, and the task force should provide updates on
the beginning of the longer term review at the 30 and 60 day status updates.

" This effort would include specific information on the sequence of events and the status
of equipment during the duration of the event.

" The task force should evaluate all technical and policy issues related to the event to
identify potential research, generic issues, changes to the reactor oversight process.
rulemakings, and adjustments to the regulatory framework that should be conducted by
NRC.

" The task force should evaluate potential interagency issues such as emergency
preparedness.

* Applicability of the lessons learned to non-operating reactor and non-reactor facilities
should also be explored.

" During the review, the task force should receive input from and interact with all key
stakeholders.

" The task force should provide a report with recommendations, as appropriate, to the
Commission within six months from the start of the evaluation for Commission policy
direction.

" The report would be released to the public per normal Commission processes (including
its transmission to the Commission as a Notation Vote Paper).

* Before beginning work on the longer term review, staff should provide the Commission
with estimated resource impacts on other regulatory activities.

* The ACRS should review the report as issued in its final form and provide a letter report
to the Commission.

(EDO) (SECY Suspense: 9 months, if
needed)

cc: Commissioner Svinicki
Commissioner Apostolakis
Commissioner Magwood
Commissioner Ostendorff
OGC
CFO
OCA
OPA
Office Directors, Regions, ACRS, ASLBP (via E-Mail)
PDR
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Memo Transmitting Charter for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Task
Force to Conduct a Near-Term Evaluation of the Need for Agency Actions
Following the Events lin Japan

March 30, 2011

MEMORANDUM TO: Martin J. Virgilio
Deputy Executive Director
for Reactor and Preparedness Programs
Executive Director for Operations

Charles L. Miller, Director
Office of Federal and State Materials
and Environmental Management Programs

FROM: R. W. Borchardt IRA!
Executive Director for Operations

SUBJECT: AGENCY TASK FORCE TO CONDUCT NEAR-TERM
EVALUATION OF THE NEED FOR AGENCY ACTIONS
FOLLOWING THE EVENTS IN JAPAN

On March 1 1th, 2011, Japan experienced a severe earthquake resulting in the shutdown of
multiple reactors. It appears that the reactors' response to the earthquake went according to
design. At the Fukushima Daiichi site, the earthquake caused the loss of normal AC power. In
addition, it appears that the ensuing tsunami caused the loss of emergency AC power at the
Fukushima Daiichi site. Subsequent events caused damage to fuel and radiological releases
offsite.

The purpose of this memorandum is to task the Deputy Executive Director for Reactor and
Preparedness Programs (DEDR) to convene an agency task force of U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
(NRC) senior leaders and experts. The task force should conduct a methodical and systematic
review of relevant NRC regulatory requirements, programs, and processes, and their
implementation, to recommend whether the agency should make near-term improvements to
our regulatory system. The task force should also identify a framework and topics for review
and assessment for the longer-term effort.

Attached is a charter for the task force. The charter defines the objective, scope, coordination
and communication, expected products, schedule, staffing, and Executive Director for
Operations interface. The task force should update the Commission on the near-term review at
approximately 30 and 60 days, and provide its observations, findings, and recommendations in
the form of a written report and briefing at the completion of the near-term effort occurring at
approximately 90 days.

The review should be conducted in accordance with Tasking Memorandum -
COMGBJ-1 1-0002, "NRC Actions Following the Events in Japan."

Enclosure: As stated

CONTACT: Nathan T. Sanfilippo, OEDO
301-415-3951
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CHARTER FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION TASK FORCE

TO CONDUCT A NEAR-TERM EVALUATION OF THE NEED FOR AGENCY ACTIONS

FOLLOWING THE EVENTS IN JAPAN

Objective
p

The objective of this task force is to conduct a methodical and systematic review of relevant
NRC regulatory requirements, programs, and processes, and their implementation, to
recommend whether the agency should make near-term improvements to our regulatory
system. This task force will also identify a framework and topics for review and assessment for
the longer-term effort.

Scope

The task force review will include the following:
p

a. A near-term review to:

0 Evaluate currently available technical and operational information from the events
that have occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear complex in Japan to identify
potential or preliminary near-term/immediate operational or regulatory actions
affecting domestic reactors of all designs, including their spent fuel pools. The task
force will evaluate, at a minimum, the following technical issues and determine
priority for further examination and potential agency action:

* External event issues (e.g. seismic, flooding, fires, severe weather)
a Station blackout
• Severe accident measures (e.g., combustible gas control, emergency

operating procedures, severe accident management guidelines)
* 10 CFR 50.54 (hh)(2) which states, "Each licensee shall develop and

implement guidance and strategies intended to maintain or restore core
cooling, containment, and spent fuel pool cooling capabilities under the
circumstances associated with loss of large areas of the plant due to
explosions or fire, to include strategies in the following areas: (i) Fire fighting;
(ii) Operations to mitigate fuel damage; and (iii) Actions to minimize
radiological release." Also known as B.5.b.

* Emergency preparedness (e.g., emergency communications, radiological
protection, emergency planning zones, dose projections and modeling, P
protective actions)

* Develop recommendations, as appropriate, for potential changes to NRC's regulatory
requirements, programs, and processes, and recommend whether generic •

communications, orders, or other regulatory actions are needed.
t.

P

80 1 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Enhancing Reactor Safety in the 21st Century

FK 1881 of 2833



Appendix C

b. Recommendations for the content, structure, and estimated resource impact for

the longer-term review.

Coordination and Communications

The near-term task force will:4

0 Solicit stakeholder input as appropriate, but remain independent of industry
efforts.

* Coordinate and cooperate where applicable with other domestic and
international efforts reviewing the events in Japan for additional insights.

0 Provide recommendations to the Commission for any immediate policy issues
identified prior to completion of the near-term review.

* Provide recommendations to program offices for any immediate actions not
involving policy issues, prior to completion of the near-term review.

• Identify resource implications of near-term actions.
* Consider information gained from Temporary Instruction 2515/183, "Followup

to the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Station Fuel Damage Events."

* Develop a communications plan.

* Update and brief internal stakeholders, as appropriate.

Expected Product and Schedule

The task force will provide its observations, conclusions, and recommendations in the
form of a written report to the Deputy Executive Director for Reactor and Preparedness
Programs at the completion of the 90-day near-term review.

During the development of its report, the task force will brief the Commission on the
status of the review at approximately the 30- and 60-day points.

The report will be transmitted to the Commission via a SECY paper, and the task force
will brief the Commission on the results of the near-term effort at approximately the 90-
day point. The report will be released to the public via normal Commission processes.

The task force will recommend a framework for a longer-term review as a part of the
near-term report. The longer-term review will begin as soon as the NRC has sufficient
technical information from the events in Japan (with a goal of beginning by the end of the
near-term review).
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Staffinq

The task force will consist of the following members:

Leader
Senior Managers

Senior Staff

Administrative Assistant

Charles Miller
Daniel Dorman
Jack Grobe
Gary Holahan
Amy Cubbage
Nathan Sanfilippo
Cynthia Davidson

FSME
NMSS
NRR
NRO
NRO
OEDO
OGC

Additional task force members will be added as needed. For the near-term review, other
staff members may be consulted on a part-time basis.

EDO Interface

The task force will keep agency leadership informed on the status of the effort and
provide early identification of significant findings. The task force will report to Martin J.
Virgilio, Deputy Executive Director for Reactor and Preparedness Programs.
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SEC

R RECfr UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

August 19, 2011

RETAr COMMISSION VOTING RECORD

DECISION ITEM: SECY-1 1-0093

TITLE: NEAR-TERM REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
AGENCY ACTIONS FOLLOWING THE EVENTS IN JAPAN

The Commission (with Commissioner Magwood approving and Commissioners Svinicki,
Apostolakis and Ostendorif approving in part and disapproving in part) acted on the subject
paper as recorded in the Staff Requirements Memorandum (SRM) of August 19, 2011.

This Record contains a summary of voting on this matter together with the individual vote
sheets, views and comments of the Commission.

Andrew L. Bates
Acting Secretary of the Commission

Attachments:
1. Voting Summary
2. Commissioner Vote Sheets

cc: Chairman Jaczko
Commissioner Svinicki
Commissioner Apostolakis
Commissioner Magwood
Commissioner Ostendorff
OGC
EDO
PDR
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Chairman Jaczko's comments on SECY-11-0093
"Near-Term Report and Recommendations for Agency Actions Following

the Events in Japan"

Over the years, I have cast many votes on issues that have had impacts - some minor, some
major - on the course of nuclear regulation. The votes the Commission will cast on the Task
Force report's recommendations will have impacts for a very different reason. In this case, the
Commission is reacting to a real accident at a plant with a design similar to designs licensed
and built in the United States. Not since the Three Mile Island plant accident has the
Commission had such a significant task. At the same time the Commission is addressing these
issues, it is also on the verge of making final decisions on several design certifications and
combined license applications for reactors that may actually be built if licensed. These are both
tasks the agency has not confronted for decades.

To address the first challenge, the Commission established a process of in-depth study by a
dedicated group of NRC staff members to proceed in two phases. The first phase, the'matter
presently in front of the Commission, was to be completed in 90 days to learn if there were
immediate actions that should be taken based on information available now, and given the short
time frame, was to be independent of industry efforts. The second phase was to be completed
in six months and started near the end of the 90 day review effort, but ultimately when additional
and final lessons from the Fukushima Dai-ichi accident were developed.

On July 12, the Task Force completed its report and made it available to the public. I thank Dr.
Charles Miller and the other members of the Task Force for all their work in conducting the
near-term review. The report's analysis and recommendations reflect their experience,
expertise, and commitment to nuclear safety: I would also like to acknowledge Chuck Casto,
who has tirelessly worked in Japan, the hundreds of dedicated employees who staffed the
operations center around the clock, as well as many others, both here and abroad, who served
the agency, our country, and the Japanese people, since the accident occurred. Additionally, I
note the many other NRC staff who supported this review, as well as the Federal Emergency
Management Agency, the Institute for Nuclear Power Operations, the Environmental Protection
Agency and other groups and individuals who shared their views with the Task Force.

In laying out a Regulatory Framework for the 21st Century, the Commission's Task Force
developed a comprehensive set of 12 recommendations it believed are needed to strengthen
nuclear safety. In developing their report and recommendations, the members of the Task
Force had full access to the entire NRC staff, conducting more than 100 hours of interviews.
They also spent thousands of hours reviewing agency products and information, and consulted
closely with the NRC site team in Japan. With 135 years of collective experience, the Task
Force clearly has a stake in the NRC's current regulations. I believe the Task Force found that
the status quo of our existing regulatory framework is no longer acceptable - calling for changes
to the regulations that we have long relied on for adequate protection. These
recommendations, both near term and longer, range in areas from loss of electrical power to
earthquakes, flooding, spent fuel pools, venting, and emergency preparedness. Throughout the
report, the Task Force emphasized that effective NRC action is essential in addressing these
challenges and that voluntary industry initiatives are no substitute for strong and effective NRC
oversight.

Almost immediately after receiving the Task Force report, the Commission began discussions of
the process to review the report, and not, unfortunately, on the content of the report and its
profound meaning for nuclear safety. Several of my colleagues have found one aspect of the
report they accept without question. The most frequently cited statement is that "continued
operation and continued licensing activities do not pose an imminent risk to public health and
safety." A majority of the Commission appears to accept this statement without the need for
further scrutiny, debate, or discussion. On the other hand, the substantial body of the Task
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Force report which details safety gaps in our regulatory system, and all of the recommendations
about how to close those gaps do require additional analysis, according to my Commission
colleagues.

When the report was presented to the Commission, it became clear that my colleagues wished
to have additional stakeholder engagement before acting on the recommendations. I agreed
with that approach and therefore followed our normal Commission procedure for developing an
agenda for the Commission to consider. I worked with the agency's senior managers to
develop a plan of action that included multiple public Commission meetings and written
comments from external stakeholders and the NRC staff to provide the Commission with all the
input it would need to disposition each of the 12 recommendations made by the Task Force. I
made a commitment to my colleagues that the NRC staff would stand ready to provide them
with any additional information they needed to be able to make their decisions. My only request
was that we work to complete this activity within approximately 90 days so that we could
disposition the safety issues in a prompt and finite amount of time. Given the logical,
straightforward approach taken by the Task Force and the fact that the Commission had been
briefed twice in the preceding months on the progress of their review, and the fact that the
recommendations were telegraphed quite clearly during the public briefings, this is a task that I
felt was eminently reasonable to accomplish in that timeframe.

Rather than voting directly on the Task Force's recommendations, my colleagues have instead
elected to vote proposals outlining their own approach to managing the process. As I have
indicated on many prior occasions, I believe this is a result of a flawed voting system that
encourages the Commission to sidestep the actual substantive policy issues presented, and this
current situation is just one more example. I mention it here not to further distract us, for this
Task Force Report involves far too many substantive policy issues that require our undivided
attention, but in the hope that my colleagues and I can come together at some point in the future
to fix our voting process in a way that will discourage this type of ineffectiveness.

Given these circumstances and where the Commission currently stands, I have several options
with this vote. I could simply vote on the recommendations themselves; I could vote on the
process to consider the recommendations; or I could vote on a combination of the two. Each of
these options has pros and cons.

Under the first option I would be forced to offer my views on the Task Force's substantive
recommendations without the benefit of hearing from stakeholders and other NRC managers. I
would note, however, that the agency's most senior managers have told me that they support all
of the 12 high-level recommendations and a broad cross-section of the agency's stakeholders -

including Members of Congress from both parties, public interest groups, major newspapers,
and the Administration - have publicly encouraged us to implement the recommendations
expeditiously, and the industry has been actively expressing their views on these issues as well.

My particular interest in hearing more from our stakeholders is to better understand the realities
of implementation and to explore the Task Force finding that there is no imminent threat.
Clearly the Commission must be willing to challenge this Task Force's finding just as vigorously
as the safety recommendations themselves, even if the Commission agrees with it in the end.
This is, after all, the most profound statement in the entire report. Because I have not had the
opportunity to fully explore these issues, voting now on the merits of the 12 recommendations -
rather than by October after a series of public Commission meetings, public engagements, and
discussions with my Commission colleagues as I had proposed - is less than ideal.

The second option - voting only on process at this point - has the advantage of being in line with
the majority of my colleagues on the Commission who have voted on process rather than on the
substance of the recommendations. This approach has the disadvantage, however, of
encouraging the current Commission's preoccupation with process at the expense of nuclear
safety policy - a focus which makes this important government body less effective and less
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efficient. In addition, this option would ensure that, along with the votes of my colleagues, the
Commission would never vote on the 12 actual safety recommendations as presented by the
Task Force.

As in many dilemmas, the best option here is to do both - vote on the process and the

substance.

Process

Having said that, I offer the following principles for consideration of the 12 Task Force
recommendations:

First, the Commission should vote within 90 days on each recommendation.

Second, the Commission should hear from additional NRC managers and staff
on implementation issues within sufficient time to move forward in 90 days. On
this point, several of my colleagues have also proposed a paper from the staff
prioritizing the Task Force recommendations. I would note that the Task Force
has already done much of that work by providing a prioritization of actions by
outlining near-term orders and rulemakings, along with longer.term reviews.
Since a majority of my colleagues favor this proposal, I could support the paper
provided it was completed within 45 days, and the Commission would then
complete its vote within 90 days of Task Force's report.

Third, the Commission should conduct all of this activity openly and
transparently. The Commission should meet with stakeholders in public
meetings and we should deliberate in public to ensure all Commissioners have
equal and contemporaneous access to stakeholder, staff, and Commissioner
views.

As I review the votes of my colleagues, I find there are many areas of agreement that we could
move forward on within the 90 day timeframe. There are, however, several proposed process
arguments with which i do not agree. I am troubled by the suggestion of Commissioner
Magwood to have the staff prepare a series of analyses and time-consuming voting papers for
each of the 34 specific actions outlined in an appendix of the Task Force report. This is a level
of micro-management that the Commission should not engage in and it could take years to
complete. Instead I believe the staff should provide the Commission with their best judgment on
implementation challenges they would face in carrying out the recommendations of the Task
Force if approved by the Commission and prioritize the 12 recommendations to help the
Commission understand the time line for implementation.

In addition, I strongly oppose Commissioner Svinicki's proposal, supported by other members of
the Commission, for the staff to provide the charter for the long-term Task Force to the
Commission. This document is a tool for managing staff work and is not a policy issue for the
Commission's consideration. To enshrine such a working level document in a Commission vote
limits the ability of the Executive Director for Operations to manage the agency and resources
under his direction.

I appreciate Commissioner Ostendorff addressing some substantive issues in his vote by
offering his view on six specific areas that he believes warrant short-term attention. I do have
concerns however, with his proposal that the staff should prepare papers (papers whose
general purpose I do not necessarily oppose) through the "lens of the Task Force's finding that
the currently regulatory approach has served the Commission and the public well." This would
seem to direct the staff to completely reconsider all the recommendations in the Task Force's
report, including those that concern near-term reactor safety issues, defeating the purpose of
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establishing the Task Force to begin with. Moreover it is unclear what this requirement actually
means.

I encourage the Commission to direct the staff to consider the recommendations as the Task
Force presented them - namely, 12 recommendations with specific implementation suggestions
for each. That will ensure a more transparent accounting of the Commission's action on each
recommendation. I think it is important to keep in mind, even where a recommendation calls for
rulemakings or orders, there will be several opportunities for the Commission to further decide
the policy options. For instance, if the Commission approves a rulemaking, the staff would
provide the proposed rule language to the Commission for its approval, stakeholders would then
provide comments on the proposed rule in writing and in meetings, and then the Commission
would be asked to approve any final rule after the staff has considered stakeholder input. This
is the normal process for the Commission to consider rulemakings and involves a great deal of
Commission, NRC staff, and stakeholder feedback. All that is before the Commission now is a
decision about whether or not to begin that well-established process.

Substance

Regarding the substance of the Task Force report, I will first break down the recommendations
into three groups and add the caveat that my views on these recommendations may evolve with
additional stakeholder interactions.

In the first group are the four recommendations for a long-term review which the staff did not
have sufficient information to make specific recommendations at this time. It would seem
obvious that the Commission could dispense with these recommendations promptly and forward
them to the long-term review efforts. My only direction regarding these recommendations is
that they should ultimately be addressed to ensure complete implementation within five years. It
is possible, however, that stakeholder interactions will convince me that some or all of the
recommendations in this category do have sufficient basis to begin implementation now.

In the second group are the six recommendations that directly apply to licensees, and the Task
Force had sufficient information to make specific recommendations for action. I will discuss
each of these recommendations in detail. The third group involves two recommendations
focused on the NRC itself.

Below are my comments for the recommendations that fall into that second category. These six
specific near-term recommendations are actions that the agency should require licensees to do
now, either through rulemaking, orders, or a combination of both.

Recommendation 2 requires licensees to reevaluate and upgrade as necessary the design-
basis seismic and flooding protection of structures, systems, and components for each
operating reactor. Such protection from natural phenomena is critical for the safe operation of
nuclear power plants due to the potential for common-cause failures and the potential for
significant core damage as demonstrated at Fukushima. In fact, the Task Force recommended
a rulemaking and two near-term orders underscoring the importance and high priority of this
recommendation.

It is easy to see the value of this recommendation based upon experiences with our own
reactors as well. Recently, our inspectors identified a finding of substantial safety significance in
a licensee's flood protection measures. As a result, the licensee appropriately made physical
changes to their site to improve their ability to withstand flooding. While the floods in the
Midwest we have seen this year did not directly impact the safety related components of the
sites, they underscored the possibility of unpredictable and sudden challenges from natural
phenomena to a plant's safety. Also recently, the NRC staff identified concerns with one of our
licensee's design basis flood analysis. In response, the licensee redid the design basis
analyses and discovered that additional measures were needed to adequately protect their sites
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from external flooding. If the licensee had not initiated a licensing action that warranted the
additional NRC review, the shortcomings in their flooding analysis may not have been
uncovered.

Based on our own experience and the lessons we can draw from Fukushima today, there
appears to be good reason to have all licensees reevaluate seismic and flooding design basis
analyses and if necessary, make improvements. Additional stakeholder interaction, however,
would provide useful information for the Commission to consider the specific implementation
mechanisms. We have also seen the benefits of our licensees doing a similar review of
probable maximum flooding which has resulted in improvements to dams and other
embankments that strengthened their ability to withstand such an event. This recommendation
should be promptly adopted.

Recommendation 4 provides for improving mitigation of station blackout events (SBO) where a
nuclear plant loses all AC power. While many of the contributing causes to the conditions
leading to core damage at Fukushima Dai-ichi remain unknown at this time, operating strategies
and equipment did not provide sufficient operating margin to prevent core damage for the low-
probability events involving extended loss of AC power. There is no doubt that the cross-cutting
aspect of the prolonged loss of electrical power at Fukushima Dai-ichi severely impacted the
ability of the site's operators to prevent and to mitigate the accident. The Task Force
recommended in the near term that the NRC strengthen station blackout mitigation capability at
all operating and new reactors for design-basis and extended design-basis events. Specifically,
the Task Force recommended that the Commission direct the staff to begin the actions to further
enhance the ability of nuclear power plants to deal with the effects of prolonged SBO conditions
at single and multiple unit sites without damage to the nuclear fuel in the reactor or spent fuel
pool, and without the loss of reactor coolant system or primary containment integrity. The
Commission already recognized the importance of this issue when it held a meeting on April 28,
2011. At that time, it was clear changes were needed to our requirements. The Task Force
sensibly established two implementation strategies, a rule change and an order., In this case I
have sufficient information to fully endorse this recommendation. The rule change will provide
ample opportunity for stakeholder involvement and the order is consistent with common sense
actions, which in some cases already are being taken by licensees.

The fifth recommendation requires reliable hardened vent designs in boiling water reactors
(BWRs) with Mark I and Mark II containments. Even though we do not know the specific details
of the Fukushima operators' use of hardened vents, we do know the containments were over-
pressurized, that.hydrogen was generated, and that there were explosions. Furthermore, we
know from our own inspections that the industry's implementation of this voluntary initiative is
inconsistent and it certainly did not envision the need to vent in an extended station blackout
condition. Ensuring that BWR Mark I and Mark II containments have reliable hardened venting
capability would significantly enhance the capability of these types of BWRs to mitigate an
extended design-basis accident. Here again, we see the potential implication of the cross-
cutting effect a prolonged loss of electrical power has on the ability to prevent and to mitigate
accidents. Only eight BWR units in the United States have Mark II containment designs. Three
of these units have installed hardened vents, and the remaining five units at three sites do not
have hardened vents. I support taking action on this recommendation, which through a
proposed rulemaking would benefit from implementation discussions with stakeholders.

Recommendation 7 would enhance nuclear power plant operators' ability to add water and to
provide instrumentation in order to remotely observe conditions of spent fuel pools. I agree with
the Task Force that the reliability and availability of U.S. spent fuel pool makeup systems would
be better ensured if the NRC had a requirement for those systems to have safety-related
electrical systems. It also makes much more sense to have a seismically qualified means to
supply water to the spent fuel pools rather than a trial-and-error method such as obtaining
pumper trucks employing high booms to spray water from a distance into the spent fuel pools.
While in many circumstances directly observing level markings in the spent fuel pool provides a
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simple and reliable means of indication, it is also sensible that operators should have alternative
methods of obtaining a spent fuel pool level other than having to go physically to that location.
As we have seen with Fukushima Dai-ichi, there may be prolonged periods where it is physically
impossible to get a direct indication of spent fuel pool conditions due to infrastructure damage,
poor lighting, or other adverse conditions such as smoke and high radiation.

I also believe the Commission should consider in the long term if there should be new
regulations to require licensees to move spent fuel to dry cask storage within a specific
timeframe. This step, recognizing the inherent safety benefits of dry storage and combining that
knowledge with the new ISFSI security regulations under development, may provide a safer and
more secure disposition for spent fuel. I also believe that an NRC-developed pilot probabilistic
risk assessment provides additional supporting evidence of the benefits of having more of the
spent fuel held in dry storage.

I approve Recommendation 8 to provide for the strengthening and integration of onsite
emergency response capabilities such as emergency operating procedures, severe accident
management guidelines, and extensive damage mitigation guidelines. The accidents at
Fukushima highlight the importance of having plant operators who are well prepared and well
supported by technically sound and practical procedures, guidelines, and strategies. It is clear
that a properly planned and coordinated approach to command and control, and decision
making during an emergency is vital. The findings from our inspectors of this important aspect
revealed an inconsistent implementation of Severe Accident Management Guidelines (SAMGs)
attributed to their voluntary nature. As the accident at Fukushima has clearly shown, both
prolonged station blackout and multiple unit events present new challenges to dealing with
emergencies. The use of a performance-based emergency planning approach could be an
effective means to address these challenges. As with other areas, the implementation of this
recommendation would benefit from extensive stakeholder interaction. Adding additional
procedures to the requirements will necessarily change how operators train and potentially
change the number of operators needed. The Commission must carefully understand how
licensees can best accomplish this.

In Recommendation 9, once again we see the cross-cutting aspect of a prolonged station
blackout. The effectiveness of onsite emergency actions is a very important part of the overall
safety of nuclear power plants. In the interest of strengthening emergency preparedness, I
approve this Task Force recommendation that facility emergency plans need to address
prolonged station blackouts and multiple unit events. This recommendation, when
implemented, would strengthen our current system substantially by requiring more formal,
rigorous, and frequent training of reactor operators and other onsite emergency response staff
on realistic accident scenarios with realistic conditions.

The final two recommendations fall into the third group of actions focused on the NRC itself.

I support the Task Force's first recommendation to establish a logical, systematic, and coherent
regulatory framework that appropriately balances adequate protection, defense-in-depth and
risk considerations. I believe that as a longer term action, the Commission should incorporate
this recommendation. In doing so, this would provide a clearer structure for future Commission
decisions regarding the issues that should be subject to NRC requirements and what those
requirements should be. The Task Force envisioned a framework in which the current design-
basis requirements would remain largely unchanged and extended design-basis requirements
(e.g., for anticipated transient without scram (ATWS) and station blackout (SBO)) would be
complemented with a more balanced and effective application of defense-in-depth. This
recommendation would also strengthen the defense-in-depth philosophy by including explicit
requirements informed by a state-of-the-art probabilistic risk assessment as needed for
extended design-basis events. Most importantly, this recommendation also tightens the loose
ends of our regulations by addressing voluntary industry initiatives so that they do not become a
substitute for regulatory requirements.
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Recommendation 12 is one area where I would have benefitted from holding a public
Commission meeting to gain a further understanding of this issue. While I believe through the
course of implementing the other recommendations, this recommendation could be achieved, I
think a greater clarity could be brought to this recommendation. I believe we should always
strive for improving the efficiency of NRC programs and strengthening the regulatory oversight
of licensees by focusing more attention on defense-in-depth requirements. This issue will,
however, require extensive discussions about implementation. Changes to our inspection
program ultimately relate to resource considerations that must be carefully planned.

In light of the Task Force's work, I see no reason why the Commission cannot provide clear
direction to the staff to address each of the Task Force's recommendations within 90 days. That
does not mean the Commission would be taking final action on these matters. Several of the
recommendations require rules or orders that may .take months or years to develop.

These are not normal times for the NRC or for our licensees. We all know that some changes
are in order, and none of us want to make rushed, poor decisions. We must move forward,
however, with the urgency called for by these safety issues. That is why I have called for the
NRC and the nuclear industry to commit to complete and implement the process of learning and
applying the lessons of the Fukushima accident within five years - by 2016. This will require
much hard work by our staff, strong and decisive leadership by the Commission, and an even
stronger commitment by our licensees.

Geoy. czko#-Da/9/te
Gregory B. Jaczko Date
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Commissioner Svinicki's Comments on SECY-1 1-0093
"Near-Term Report and Recommendations for Agency Actions

Following the Events in Japan"

I have studied carefully the recommendations of the Near-Term Task Force review of insights
from the Fukushima Dai-ichi accident (the enclosure to SECY-1 1-0093). The members of the
Near-Term Task Force have covered tremendous ground in the short, three months provided to
them. After a more extensive examination than earlier, NRC post-Fukushima efforts were able
to undertake, the Task Force has concluded that a sequence of events like the Fukushima
accident is unlikely to occur in the United States and that continued operation and continued
licensing activities do not pose an imminent risk to public health and safety. In addition to
providing this safety re-assurance to the Commission and the public, the Task Force's work -
conducted with some urgency, given their mission of finding any near-term deficiencies or re-
confirming the safety of continued operations - now allows the agency the opportunity to
proceed with the systematic and methodical review of lessons-learned that the Commission
directed at the outset. Moreover, the agency is now in a position to conduct the fulsome
stakeholder engagement and review by the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards, which
the Commission, in my view, reluctantly excused the Near-Term Task Force from undertaking,
given the urgency of the Task Force's work to evaluate any near-term risks.

The SECY paper itself provides no NRC staff view of the Task Force Report. Lacking the NRC
technical and programmatic staffs evaluation (beyond that of the six NRC staff members who
produced the Task Force Report), I do not have a sufficient basis to accept or reject the
recommendations of the Near-Term Task Force. I will cast my vote, therefore, in terms of both
approving and disapproving, and will lay out the path forward that I approve pursuing in carrying
forward with this important work. Having before us now the Near-Term Task Force
recommendations, and understanding how far the team was able to progress in its analysis in
90 days, I believe it is necessary for the Commission to revise the path it set in SRM-COMGBJ-
11-0002 and to modify the structure of the agency's longer term review of Fukushima lessons
learned. In my view, the NRC finds itself at the appropriate point now to move away from small
group taskings - including the Commission itself attempting to labor in isolation - towards
integrating more fully the regulatory response arising from the events at Fukushima into the
activities of NRC's line organizations.

Because this SECY notation vote paper contains no recommendation from the NRC's Executive
Director for Operations (EDO), I consulted with the EDO and Deputy Executive Director for
Reactor and Preparedness Programs directly, to understand their expert views on the Task
Force Report. I also solicited from the EDO a recommendation of a path forward for NRC action
regarding the Task Force Report. The EDO has recommended to me that, while some of the
Task Force's recommendations, or sub-recommendations, could be treated separately, he has
reviewed the recommendations in his capacity as EDO and believes there is value in evaluating
the entire body of recommendations in a holistic manner. In addition, many external
stakeholders have devoted considerable effort to similar lessons learned initiatives, and there
would be a benefit to developing alignment on the objectives, approaches, and schedules for
implementing safety improvements. Therefore, the EDO believes that directing the staff to
provide the Commission with a proposed plan of its approach for (1) obtaining stakeholder input
on the Task Force's recommendations, (2) analyzing stakeholder input, and (3) providing the
Commission feedback on each of the recommendations would accomplish the objective of
obtaining meaningful stakeholder input. As part of this plan, the staff would solicit input in a
manner that will ensure broad stakeholder feedback is received and evaluated, and would
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report back to the Commission on each of the near term Task Force recommendations once this
has occurred. I understand that the Deputy Executive Director for Reactor and Preparedness
Programs concurs in this recommendation.

I agree with this view and approve this path forward as the one the NRC should adopt, to move
into the next phase of its Fukushima lessons-learned review. The staff's plan should be
provided within 45 days of the date of the SRM on SECY-1 1-0093, in the form of a notation vote
paper, to be delivered to each Commissioner office concurrently and containing the NRC staff
recommendation of how to proceed with the evaluation of each Task Force Report
recommendation, as further described above. This plan should also include a plan for
stakeholder engagement on each recommendation, or set of related recommendations, and
should include a schedule, with milestones, including any meetings that the staff would
recommend the Commission itself conduct.

Additionally, the Commission's review of any proposed regulatory changes must, in my view, be
informed by a comparison of U.S. and Japanese regulatory requirements, focused on those
areas most relevant to the initiating sequence of events at Fukushima, but also comparing
regulatory requirements regarding mitigation capability. Without this comparison, NRC's post-
Fukushima response will lack a strong basis for determining the adequacy of, or strengthening,
where necessary, the U.S. nuclear regulatory framework. The staffs plan should, therefore,
also include a proposal for how NRC will undertake such a comparison.

The draft charter for the second phase of the review should also be provided to the Commission
for its review and approval, as a notation vote paper (separate from the broader plan), as soon
as possible, but in any event, no later than two weeks from the date of the SRM on SECY-1 1-
0093. 1 personally support the general structure described to me by the NRC staff - that of a
Steering Group, reporting to the EDO - but I believe the Commission must endorse or modify
the charter itself, in a notation voting paper, in order to express its expectations and set the
course for the agency's follow-on work.

Executive Order 13579, on the topic of "Regulation and Independent Regulatory Agencies,"
states that wise regulatory decisions depend on public participation and on careful analysis of
the likely consequences of regulation. In that vein, the delivery of the Near-Term Task Force
report is not the final step in the process of learning from the events at Fukushima. It is an
important, but early step. Now, the conclusions drawn by the six individual members of the
Near-Term Task Force must be open to challenge by our many stakeholders and tested by the
scrutiny of a wider body of experts, including the ACRS, prior to final Commission action. The
proposed path outlined here is intended to get us there with appropriate dispatch but without
shortchanging the thoroughness and deliberation of our response.

tin e L. Svinicki k77'07111
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Commissioner Apostolakis' Comments on SECY-1 1-0093
Near-Term Report and Recommendations for Agency Actions

Following the Events in Japan

I commend the Near-Term Task Force for its comprehensive review of NRC processes and
regulations in light of the events in Japan. The Task Force has done an outstanding job of.
fulfilling its charter and developing a wealth of information for consideration by the Commission.
The six individuals comprising the Task Force worked under difficult circumstances and with
less-than-complete information regarding the events that occurred at the Fukushima Daiichi
Nuclear Power Plants. They are to be congratulated for producing a well thought-out report on
the early insights from Fukushima as they relate to the U.S. fleet of operating power reactors
and to new reactors currently under review.

The Task Force found that the current regulatory system has served the Commission and the
public well and it concluded that a sequence of events like that which occurred at Fukushima is
unlikely to occur in the United States. As I discussed at the Task Force briefing to the
Commission on July 19, 2011, many people have referred to the events at Fukushima as
"unthinkable" and imply that we should strive to protect U.S. plants from events that are of

extremely low probability. However, there is growing evidence that the historical record of
tsunamis had not been used properly to determine the design basis at Fukushima Daiichi and,
consequently, the protection of the plants was not sufficient. The accident was not of extremely
low probability, i.e., it was not "unthinkable". This observation suggests that we should be
mindful of striking a proper balance between confirming the correctness of the design basis and
expanding the design basis of U.S. plants.

The Task Force stated that its review activities were structured to reflect insights from past
lessons-learned efforts including those that followed the 1979 accident at Three Mile Island
(TMI). As the Task Force pointed out, "the post-TMI review considered a number of actions that
were proposed for general safety enhancement rather than being directed at specific safety
weaknesses revealed by the TMI accident. As a result, some of the actions taken by the NRC
after TMI were not subjected to a structured review and were subsequently not found to be of
substantial safety benefit and were removed." I join the Task Force in its desire to avoid
repeating such a mistake.

The Task Force concluded that "continued operation and continued licensing activities do not
pose an imminent risk to public health and safety". At the same time, the Task Force is
proposing to build on the existing safety foundation with twelve specific recommendations. I
agree with Commissioner Magwood's statement that some of the Task Force's proposals raise
technical and regulatory questions that will require further analysis. The Task Force
recommendations will also require thoughtful interactions with external stakeholders. In
addition, the Commission will benefit from the recommendations of NRC senior managers and
the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) during its deliberations on these
issues. At the same time, I support Chairman Jaczko's. goal of reaching a timely disposition of
the Task Force's recommendations. In my view, the Commission should strive to reach a

decision on the recommendations within 90 days from the date of the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093.

The Chairman's Tasking Memorandum dated March 23, 2011 (COMGBJ-1 1-0002) directed the
staff to establish a near-term and a longer-term review of the events in Japan. With the
completion of the near-term review, I propose that the following actions be implemented to
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assist the Commission in reaching a timely disposition on the Near-Term Task Force
recommendations:

1. I agree with Commissioners Svinicki, Magwood, and Ostendorff that the Executive
Director for Operations (EDO) should providea notation vote paper proposing. a charter
updating the structure of the longer-term review contained in the Chairman's tasking
memorandum. I agree with Commissioner Ostendorff's suggestions regarding the
content of the charter. The staff's paper should be submitted to the Commission no later
than two weeks from the date of the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093.

2. I join Commissioners Magwood and Ostendorff in directing the EDO to prepare a
notation vote paper prioritizing the Task Force recommendations. The paper should
evaluate each recommendation, explain the basis for the prioritization, and identify any
additional recommendations that the staff deems appropriate. During its deliberations,
the staff should interact with external stakeholders. The paper should be submitted to
the Commission within 45 days from the date of the SRM for SECY-1 1-0093.

3. I support the Chairman's proposal that the Commission hold public meetings with the
staff and external stakeholders to offer an opportunity to provide feedback on the Task
Force recommendations directly to the Commission.

4. As soon as possible after the EDO has provided to the Commission the paper requested
in item 2 above, the ACRS should review the staff's evaluation and prioritization of the
Task Force recommendations and submit a report to the Commission.
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Commissioner Magwood's Comments on SECY-11-0093
"Near Term Report and Recommendations for
Agencv Actions Followina The Events in Japan"

On March 23, 2011, the Commission approved formation of a task force to conduct a
systematic and methodical review of NRC's regulatory requirements, program and processes
and to recommend whether the agency should make near term improvements as a result of the
events at the Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear power plant in Japan. This task force was established
on March 30, 2011 and, after months of works, provided the Commission with a report on July
12, 2011.

I congratulate this six-person team for its impressive effort. The task force members worked
independently, drawing on their substantial experience and their interactions with NRC staff to
produce a very important report. In creating this process, the Commission determined that it
was vital to determine whether an analysis of the events at the Fukushima Dai-ichi plant could
identify any imminent safety risks to U.S. facilities as soon as possible. Therefore, the task force
was instructed to work on a very compressed schedule.

As a result, the task force was required to work without the benefit of the full analytical
resources of the agency, stakeholder input, contact with licensees, or the formal advice of the
Advisory Committee for Reactor Safeguards. Despite these circumstances, the task force was
able to complete a wide-ranging report that highlights many compelling issues. All six members
of the task force are to be commended for their dedication to this endeavor.

I expect that our many stakeholders are pleased to learn that, based on the hard work of this
task force, a full consideration of NRC's regulatory framework in light of the events at
Fukushima verifies that there are no imminent threats to safety at U.S. nuclear power plants.
Perhaps the most important comment from the task force is the following:

The current [U.S.] regulatory approach, and more importantly, the resultant plant
capabilities allow the Task Force to conclude that a sequence of events like the
Fukushima accident is unlikely to occur in the United States and some
appropriate mitigation measures have been implemented, reducing the
likelihood of core damage and radiological releases. Therefore, continued
operation and continued licensing activities do not pose an imminent risk to
public health and safety.

Further, the task force goes on to emphasize:

Although complex, the current regulatory approach has served the Commission
and the public well and allows the Task Force to conclude that a sequence of
events like those occurring in the Fukushima accident is unlikely to occur in the

1
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United States and could be mitigated, reducing the likelihood of core damage
and radiological releases.

Nevertheless, as this agency has indicated on many occasions, there are lessons to learn from
Fukushima that can be used to consider further improvements in our regulatory framework.
The task force has highlighted many areas for consideration, providing the Commission with 12
thought-provoking recommendations.

Some of the task force's comments raise very complex technical and regulatory questions that
will require significant analysis. In particular, I note that the Commission will need to
understand and discuss the task force's recommendations regarding its proposed regulatory
approach to beyond design basis requirements (or, as the task force prefers to call them,
"extended design basis" requirements). In many ways, these recommendations break new
ground that could have very far-reaching consequences.

I also note that, given the task force's limitations, it was not possible to give all issues the

consideration they deserve. As a key example, at the task force's final briefing to the
Commission on July 19, 2011, task force members indicated that they did not yet have
sufficient information from the Fukushima experience to identify whether there are lessons for
the U.S. to consider regarding the use of potassium iodide. Moreover, the task force pointed
out that, lacking the medical expertise required to understand the implications of any data that
is forthcoming from Japan, they would not be in a position to render a judgment in any event.
Clearly, such expertise exists elsewhere and we must consult with experienced personnel in and
out of government to reach the best conclusion. I do not view this as an isolated case; it is my
view that to assure the full consideration of this and many other issues, the agency must
engage fully outside experts and stakeholders.

Fortunately, the NRC has the analytical resources and stakeholder engagement capabilities to
deal with these matters in an efficient manner. The Commission's SRM for COMGBJ-11-0002,
which authorized the creation of the task force, was structured to allow the recommendations

of the task force to be reviewed and, where appropriate, implemented using NRC's expert staff
organizations, established stakeholder processes, and ACRS review. Since the task force has
found no imminent risk to public health and safety, we have the opportunity to apply our
resources and processes to best effect.

The Chairman has publically proposed a "roadmap" that entails a series of Commission
meetings over the next few months that would facilitate public outreach and an eventual
decision by the Commission to assign work to the staff. I appreciate this proposal and look
forward to working with my colleagues to schedule any meetings necessary to complete this

work. However, I believe that we should not wait any longer to engage the full NRC staff in this

effort; the staff can engage stakeholders in rapid, comprehensive fashion-with multiple issues
receiving priority attention in parallel-while the Commission continues its consideration of the
lessons learned from Fukushima.

2
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Therefore, as anticipated by the SRM that created the Task Force, I recommend that the
Executive Director of Operations immediately assign review of the task force report
recommendations to the steering committee of senior managers established for that purpose.
The steering committee should consider the task force recommendations to be of high priority
and work with line organizations to adjust their activities accordingly. In keeping with NRC's
transparent and open processes, this review should include dialogue with all stakeholders
including public interest groups; industry; Federal, state, and local agencies; and members of
the public. This step is vital as it will allow us to benefit from the efforts of organizations
outside the NRC that have devoted significant time and resources to considering how to
respond to the lessons of Fukushima.

Also, as anticipated by the task force SRM, staff should work with the ACRS to obtain its formal
review of all task force recommendations.

I note that the task force report provides somewhat greater specificity than I, at least, had
anticipated when the Commission developed the SRM. Moreover, the Commission is finalizing
additional guidance to the staff, through COMWDM-11-0001/COMWCO-11-0001, regarding
enhancements to the agency's stakeholder engagement practices that should be made with
regard to this and other efforts. Therefore, it is appropriate for the Commission to review and
approve an update of the charter for the steering committee through a notation vote paper (a
draft charter was provided to the Commission in the form of a Commissioner's Assistants note
on June 28, 2011). This notation vote paper should be submitted to the Commission no later
than two weeks from the date of the SRM for SECY-11-0093.

I recommend that all proposed actions arising from this review (including the application of
orders when found to be necessary to respond to existent threats to safety), as well as
reasonable options, be provided to the Commission via notation vote papers for its review and
final approval.

Further, while I appreciate the task force's conclusion that continued operation of nuclear
power plants and continued licensing activities do not pose an imminent risk to public health
and safety, there may be some recommendations that can and should be implemented
essentially immediately. Given this, I further recommend that within 20 days of the SRM
associated with this SECY paper, the EDO should provide the Commission with a notation vote
paper that identifies and makes recommendations regarding any task force suggestions that
can, and in staff's judgment, should be implemented without further delay.

3
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Finally, within 45 days of the SRM associated with this SECY paper, the EDO should provide the
Commission with a notation vote paper recommending a prioritization of the recommendations
from the task force. This paper should identify, based on the process overseen by the EDO and
the steering committee, any high-priority items that can be presented to the commission
before the end of 90 days after the issuance of an SRM. Input from stakeholders must be
considered when developing any recommended schedule. I believe this approach will allow the
agency to conduct its evaluation of the entire body of task force recommendations in a holistic
manner.

William D. Magwood, IV Date
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Commissioner Ostendorff's Comments on SECY-1 1-0093
Near-Term Report and Recommendations for

Agency Actions Following the Events in Japan

I want to thank the Task Force for their dedicated efforts in completing their review in a relatively
short period of time. Their report represents a very significant first step in learning from the

events at Fukushima. That said, there is much more to be done. I would like to thank Dr.
Charles Miller for his committed leadership of the Task Force. While I have some views that
differ from those of the Task Force, that is expected and to be encouraged in an agency that
prides itself on openness and transparency.

This is perhaps one of the most important votes I will cast as a Commissioner. The gravity of
this subject mandates thoughtful reflection upon the NRC's Principles of Good Regulation -
Independence, Openness, Efficiency, Clarity, and Reliability. With these principles in mind, I
have carefully reviewed the Task Force report, sought input from the NRC staff, and listened to
the views of my colleagues on the Commission. I will offer my views on SECY-1 1-0093
organized under these main areas: (I) Overarching decision-making principles; (11) Addressing
the NRC's regulatory framework - Task Force recommendation 1; (111) Short-term regulatory
actions; and (IV) Governance of the NRC's actions going forward and the long-term review.

I. Overarching decision-making principles

Following the March 23, 2011 tasking memorandum for COMGBJ-1 1-0002, I was keenly
interested in what judgments the Task Force would make regarding the safety of U.S. operating
reactors of all designs. To this very point, I highlight that the Task Force observed that (page
18):

Although complex, the current regulatory approach has served the Commission and the
public well and allows the Task Force to conclude that a sequence of events like those

occurring in the Fukushima accident is unlikely to occur in the United States and could
be mitigated, reducing the likelihood of core damage and radiological releases.

Therefore, in light of the low likelihood of an event beyond the design basis of a U.S.
nuclear power plant and the current mitigation capabilities at those facilities, the Task
Force concludes that continued operation and continued licensing activities do not pose

an imminent risk to the public health and safety and are not inimical to the common
defense and security.

The above findings anchor my views on how to responsibly move forward in assessing the Task
Force recommendations. Let me offer four additional observations:

1) In October 2010, an Integrated Regulatory Review Service team conducted an
international peer review mission to assess the NRC's regulatory program and found
that "the NRC has a comprehensive and consistent regulatory system that has been

Page 1 of 5
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developed in a determined manner" and that "the NRC has a strong drive for continuous
improvement in its own performance and has well achieved its goals";

2) The Fukushima tragedy occurred in another country whose regulatory structure is quite
different from that found in the U.S.;

3) I agree with the statements made by Commissioner Apostolakis at the July 19, 2011
Commission meeting, that the occurrence of the tsunami on March 11 was not an
unthinkable external event; and

4) There is still a great deal that we do not know about Fukushima concerning the
sequence of events, failure modes of equipment, functionality, and execution of
procedures, etc.

These four observations helped frame my study of the Task Force report and recommendations.

As noted earlier, the NRC's Principles of Good Regulation are relevant to my decision-making
on the Task Force report. Regarding the process for addressing the Task Force
recommendations and the long-term review, I believe that three of these principles deserve
specific mention. First, the principle of Clarity calls for the Commission to provide immediate
direction to the staff on the philosophical approach that should guide the disposition of the Task
Force recommendations. Second, the principle of Reliability leads me to conclude that to
ensure that our regulations are not in an unjustifiable state of transition, the substantial
institutional knowledge and operational experience of the NRC should be fully utilized in moving
forward to address the Task Force recommendations. Third, the principle of Openness requires
us to engage external stakeholders in a meaningful way. The spirit of this third principle
underlies the June 23, 2011 COM on "Engagement of Stakeholders Regarding the Events in
Japan" that I co-authored with Commissioner Magwood (COMWDM-1 1-0001/COMWCO-1 1-
0001). In that light, I support the underlying premise of Chairman Jaczko's proposal for the
Commission to have public meetings to engage stakeholders and to inform Commission
decision-making in a timely, responsive manner. I look forward to working with all of my
colleagues on the Commission to determine the appropriate subjects and schedule for such
Commission meetings.

II. Addressingi the NRC's regulatory framework - Task Force recommendation 1

I appreciate the Task Force's thoughtful accounting of the background for the NRC's current
regulatory framework. Some in the press have focused on the use of the word "patchwork" in
the report to describe the NRC's existing regulatory framework. I think that term diminishes the
dynamic, evolving nature of the NRC's regulatory framework. Our predecessors took certain
concrete actions in response to the events at Three Mile Island and the attacks of September
11, 2001. With the benefit of hindsight, one could suggest there may have been better ways to
approach certain issues at the time. But, I am not a critic of those past actions. Rather, I
personally believe that previous NRC staff and Commissions used their best judgment to frame
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courses of action appropriate to address the problems they faced. While that regulatory
approach, one of a dynamic and evolving nature, may not have the coherence of a framework
that might be developed with the luxury of being done in a closed room at one static point in
time, it does not mean that the framework is not effective. To the contrary, I believe that the
NRC's Reactor Oversight Process (ROP) is a key example of an evolutionary change that has
resulted in a rigorous oversight program that is focused on safety in the areas of greatest risk
significance. Since 2000, NRC inspection findings in the ROP have brought to light substantive
issues on nuclear reactor operations, plant design, maintenance, and defense-in-depth, and
corresponding corrective actions to address such findings.

As stated earlier, the Task Force noted that "the current regulatory approach has served the
Commission and the public well." I also reiterate what I stated at the July 19, 2011 public
Commission meeting on the near-term report: 'While I support thoughtful consideration of any
potential safety enhancements in a systematic and holistic manner, I do not believe that our
existing regulatory framework is broken."

Consistent with the NRC's organizational value of Excellence that drives us to be continuously
improving and self-aware, I support moving forward, but not at this time, with Task Force
recommendation 1. Such an effort would constitute a highly significant undertaking for the
entire agency and realistically would take some number of years to accomplish. While I support
the notion of enhancing our existing framework, I firmly believe that any such effort should be
undertaken as a separate, distinct effort from the rest of the Fukushima Task Force
recommendations. Acting upon recommendation I in the near-term will distract the NRC from
timely and responsive action on those Task Force recommendations that would enhance safety
in the near-term and are ripe for execution. Therefore, I propose that recommendation 1:

1) Be pursued independent of any activities associated with the review of the other Task
Force recommendations; and

2) Be deferred for action and commence only after receiving future direction from the
Commission. To facilitate this Commission direction, the EDO should submit a notation
vote paper to the Commission that would take into account the cumulative lessons
learned and stakeholder input from the review of other Task Force recommendations,
and provide the Commission with a full range of options for addressing recommendation
1. This notation vote paper should be provided to the Commission no later than 18
months from the date of the final Staff Requirements Memorandum (SRM) for SECY-1 1-
0093.

Ill. Short-term regulatory actions

I agree with Commissioner Magwood that there are short-term actions that the agency should
consider to enhance safety. As such, I support Commissioner Magwood's recommendation

with some modification. Specifically, I recommend that within 30 days (instead of 20 days) of
the final SRM associated with this paper, the EDO should provide the Commission with a
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notation vote paper that identifies and makes recommendations regarding any Task Force
recommendations that can, and in the staff's judgment, should be implemented, in part or in
whole, without unnecessary delay. I would add additional guidance that the staff should, in
framing these short-term actions, consider the wide range of regulatory tools available. Again,
these short-term actions should be assessed using the NRC's existing regulatory framework.
Taking this step in the short-term will get the agency and licensees started down the path to
implement appropriate safety enhancements sooner rather than later.

While I will carefully review the short-term actions that the EDO will submit in the notation vote
paper described above, I believe I have an obligation to the NRC's external stakeholders and
the NRC staff to communicate my view on certain Task Fbrce recommendations. Based on my
review and understanding of the accident at Fukushima, I believe the areas listed below warrant
short-term regulatory attention and I offer them for consideration as appropriate by the EDO.

1) Reevaluate the seismic and flooding hazards at their sites against current NRC
requirements and guidance (related to Task Force recommendation 2.1);

2) Perform seismic and flood protection walk-downs to identify and address plant-specific
vulnerabilities and verify the adequacy of monitoring and maintenance for protection
features such as watertight barriers in the interim period (related to Task Force
recommendation 2.3);

3) Issue an advanced notice of proposed rulemaking and develop the technical basis to
revise 10 CFR 50.63 to strengthen station blackout mitigation capability (related to Task
Force recommendation 4.1);

4) Review 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2) equipment protection from design-basis external events
and additional equipment needs for multiunit events (related to Task Force
recommendation 4.2);

5) Review venting capability and accessibility for Mark I and Mark II containments (related
to Task Force recommendation 5.1); and

6) Maintain and train on Severe Accident Management Guidelines (related to Task Force

recommendations 8.4 and 12.2).

IV. Governance of the NRC's actions -qoing forward and the lonq-term review

In March, I applauded and supported Chairman Jaczko's prompt efforts to bring a proposal to
the Commission for the NRC's response to the events in Japan. Now we find ourselves nearing
the end of July, knowing more than what we knew in March. As I have learned more, my
thinking about the NRC's response to Fukushima has certainly evolved since the Commission
established the Task Force in March. Therefore, I find it timely for the Commission to build on
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our earlier decisions and fine-tune our vision for the NRC's actions going forward and for the
long-term review.

It is with this backdrop and the principles of Clarity, Reliability, and Openness in mind that I
recommend the EDO provide the Commission with a notation vote paper with a charter for the
structure, scope, and expectations for assessing the Task Force recommendations and the
NRC's longer-term review. The draft charter should be based upon the concept envisioned by
the EDO and Deputy EDO for Reactor and Preparedness Programs that establishes a senior
level steering committee reporting to the EDO and supported by an internal advisory committee
and an external panel of stakeholders. This charter should include as an objective that the
steering committee would provide, through the EDO, an integrated, prioritized assessment of
the Task Force recommendations along with its recommendations and bases for further
regulatory actions. This model of review has effectively served the Commission in other
significant efforts such as the Groundwater Task Force, the Davis-Besse Lessons Learned Task
Force, and the Discrimination Task Force. The draft charter for Commission review should also
incorporate any direction provided by the Commission in response to COMWDM-11-
0001/COMWCO-1 1-0001. To support timely and clear Commission direction to the NRC staff,
the paper should be provided to the Commission no later than two weeks after the date of the
final SRM for SECY-1 1-0093.

In addition, I join Commissioners Magwood and Svinicki in directing the EDO within 45 days of
the date of the final SRM for SECY-1 1-0093 to provide the Commission with a notation vote
paper recommending a prioritization of the Task Force recommendations informed by the
steering committee. This paper should include the technical and regulatory bases for the
prioritization and include recommendations for appropriate stakeholder engagement as well as
for Commission meetings.

Given that I have significant reservations about proceeding at this time to implement
recommendation 1, I believe additional guidance to the envisioned steering committee and NRC
staff is appropriate as they assess the Task Force report and provide their recommendations
back to the Commission. At the July 19 Commission meeting, I specifically asked the Task
Force the following question: "if the Commission did not approve Recommendation 1, would
that change the Task Force recommendations for rulemaking and orders?" .The answer I
received was "yes." In that light, and given my position on deferring action on recommendation
1, I find it essential for the Commission to provide direction to the steering committee that they

should assess the Task Force recommendations through the lens of the Task Force's finding
that "the current regulatory approach has served the Commission and the public well."
Therefore, consistent with existing practices, the staff should continue to consider risk insights

and defense-in-depth to inform their recommendations on what actions may provide for a
substantial increase in safety or are necessary to provide reasonable assurance of adequate
protection.
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SEC

R AEG,, (1UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

;z August 19, 2011

RtETARY

MEMORANDUM TO: R. W. Borchardt
Executive Director for Operations

Edwin M. Hackett, Executive Director
Adv'Lscry Committee on Reactor Safeguards

FROM: DA ".lrndrew L. Bates, Acting Secretary

SUBJECT: STAFF REQUIREMENTS - SECY-1 1-0093 - NEAR-TERM
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AGENCY ACTIONS
FOLLOWING THE EVENTS IN JAPAN

The Commission has approved the following actions related to the near-term Task Force report
and recommendations for agency actions following the events in Japan.

The Commission directs the staff to engage promptly with stakeholders to review and assess
the recommendations of the Near-Term Task Force in a comprehensive and holistic manner for
the purpose of providing the Commission with fully-informed options and recommendations.
Staff is instructed to remain open to strategies and proposals presented by stakeholders, expert
staff members, and others as it provides its recommendations to the Commission.

The staff should provide in a notation vote paper a draft charter for the structure, scope, and
expectations for assessing the Task Force recommendations and NRC's longer term review.
The draft charter should be based upon the concept envisioned by the EDO and Deputy EDO
for Reactor and Preparedness Programs that establishes a senior level steering committee
reporting to the EDO and supported by an internal advisory committee and an external panel of
stakeholders. The draft charter should incorporate any direction provided by the Commission in
response to COMWDM-1 1-0001/COMWCO-1 1-0001, if available.

(EDO) (SECY Suspense: 8/26/11)

The staff should provide the Commission with a notation vote paper within 21 days of the
issuance of this SRM that identifies and makes recommendations regarding any Task Force
recommendations that can, and in the staff's judgment, should be implemented, in part or in
whole, without unnecessary delay. The staff should, in framing these short-term actions,
consider the wide range of regulatory tools available and these short-term actions should be
assessed using the NRC's existing regulatory framework. This review should include dialogue
with external stakeholders.

The staff should provide the Commission with a notation vote paper recommending a
priortization of the Task Force recommendations informed by the steering committee. This
paper should reflect all regulatory actions to be taken by the staff to respond to Fukishima
lessons learned, identify implementation challenges, include the technical and regulatory bases
for the prioritization, identify any additional recommendations, and include a schedule and
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milestones with recommendations for appropriate stakeholder engagement and involvement of
the ACRS.

(EDO) (SECY Suspense: 1013/11)

The Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) should formally review all Task Force
recommendations and the'staff's evaluation and recommended prioritization of the Task Force
recommendations, and document its review in letter reports to the Commission.

(ACRS) (SECY Suspense: following submission of 45 day notation
vote paper to the Commission)

Recommendation I should be pursued independent of any activities associated with the review
of the other Task Force recommendations. Therefore, the staff should provide the Commission
with a separate notation vote paper within 18 months of the issuance of this SRM. This notation
vote paper should provide options and a staff recommendation to disposition this Task Force
recommendation.

cc: Chairman Jaczko
Commissioner Svinicki
Commissioner Apostolakis
Commissioner Magwood
Commissioner Ostendorff
OGC
CFO
OCA
OPA
Office Directors, Regions, ACRS, ASLBP (via E-Mail)
PDR
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Wright, Darlene

From: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Sent: Friday, August 19, 2011 4:50 PM
To: Hart, Ken; Bavol, Rochelle; Joosten, Sandy; Bates, Andrew; Laufer, Richard; Shea, Pamela;

Library Resource
Cc: Wright, Darlene
Subject: PUBLIC RELEASE OF DOCUMENTS

The following document(s) have been publicly released:

Document: Commission Voting Record -SECY-1 1-0093 - Near -Term Report and Recommendations for
Agency Actions Following the Events in Japan

Accession #: ML1 12310746

Release Date: 8/19/2011

icfafte JAitchf-%'oudebu
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of the Secretary of the Commission
11555 Rockville Pike
Rockville, MD 20852
Mailstop: O-16G4
Phone: (301) 415-1968
Fax: (301) 415-1101
Natalie. Mitchell-Funderurkv.nrc.oOV

",k U.S.NRC
O W . ..A .. .,
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Wright, Darlene

From: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Sent: Friday, August 19, 2011 1:57 PM
To: Hart, Ken; Bavol, Rochelle; Joosten, Sandy; Bates, Andrew; Laufer, Richard; Shea, Pamela;

Library Resource
Cc: Wright, Darlene
Subject: PUBLIC RELEASE OF DOCUMENTS

The following document(s) have been publicly released:

Document: SRM- SECY-1 1-0093- Near -Term Report and Recommendations for Agency Actions Following
the Events in Japan

Accession #: MLl12310021

Release Date: 8/19/11

cAaotakt L~ceP% d~u
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of the Secretary of the Commission
11555 Rockville Pike
Rockville, MD 20852
Mailstop: O-16G4
Phone: (301) 415-1968
Fax: (301) 415-1101
Natalie. Mitchell-Funderurknrc.aov

JU.S.NRC

,. . . • .1
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Wright, Darlene

From: Wright, Darlene
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2011 9:44 AM
To: Bates, Andrew; Bavol, Rochelle; Hart, Ken; Joosten, Sandy; Laufer, Richard; Library

Resource; Shea, Pamela
Cc: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Subject: PUBLIC RELEASE OF DOCUMENTS

The following document(s) have been publicly released:

Document: SECY-1 1-0093 - Near-Term Report and Recommendations for Agency Actions Fo n
Events in Japan

Accession #: PKG ML1 1186A950

Release Date: 7/21/11

I Q

Q .,.

K'2

he
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Laufer, Richard

From: Vietti-Cook, Annette
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2011 6:24 PM
To: Virgilio, Martin; Miller, Charles; Brenner, Eliot; Hayden, Elizabeth; Schmidt, Rebecca;

Powell, Amy; Mamish, Nader
Cc: Laufer, Richard; Bavol, Rochelle; Burns, Stephen
Subject: FW: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

(b)(5)

//

From: Bubar, Patrice
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2011 6:15 PM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franov illes, Nanette; Hart,
Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Micha •illiam; Sharkey, Jeffry;
Shea, Pamela; Thoma, John; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, M garj; Burns, Stephen; Clark, Lisa;
Coggins, Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimbey/'
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, SunnyvihMIp Temp; Crawford, Carrie; Dhir,
Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Mel Gil!;,"Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Harves,
Carolyn; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Unda; Hu , Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy;
KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, N nninger, John; Montes, David; Moore,
Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Pearson, Laura; Poole, Br " Y, hild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys;
Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, W *Te p, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
Subject: RE: Request for Early Public Release of theJpan Force Report

(b)(5)

Patty Bubar

Chief of Staff
Office of Commission. Magwood
U.S. Nuclear Regulat ission
301-415-1895

From: La4 ' Richard
Sent: 'J 08, 2011 12:55 PMV
To: Agetf~Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken;
Hip / nomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William;

"Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Thoma, John; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns,
5eln; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
/Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Chairman Temp; Crawford,
Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO_-ETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead,
Nancy; Harves, Carolyn; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia;
Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes,
David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Pearson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel;
Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright,
Darlene
Subject: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

1
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Laufer, Richard

From: Vietti-Cook, Annette
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2011 6:07 PM
To: Virgilio, Martin
Cc: Brenner, Eliot; Hayden, Elizabeth; Mamish, Nader; Miller, Charles; Laufer, Richard;

Schmidt, Rebecca; Poweill, Amy
Subject: FW: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

(b)(5)

From: Sharkey, Jeffry
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2011 5:42 PM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mi Nanette; Hart,
Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orde r illin; Shea, Pamela;
Thoma, John; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Step,, Lisa; Coggins,
Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar r hairan Temp; Crawford,
Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopr, M Gibbs, Catina; Greathead,
Nancy; Harves, Carolyn; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, ,Hu on, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia;
Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Fund Or talie; Monninger, John; Montes,
David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Pearson, Laura; P , '•e Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel;
Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; T 0; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright,
Darlene
Subject: RE: Request for Early Public Release of the Japa rce Report

(b)(5)

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Friday, July 08, 201 :I55S
To: Baggett, Steven; Ba~lle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken;
Hipschman, Thomas; shua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William;
Sharkey, Jeffry; SheaLP/am la; Thoma, John; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns,
Stephen; Clark, U .•.•; s, Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstron , Janinie; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Chairman Temp; Crawford,
Carrie; Dhi 6e a; Dane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO ETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead,
Nancy; •,rolyn; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia;
Jooste(,ySay; LS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes,
Davl%]N, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Pearson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel;
S~~&Lys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright,

Subject: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report
./

Staff is requesting that the Japan Task Force Report be publicly released on July 13, in support of the
July 19 Commission meeting on the report.

Note that the staff is briefing the Commission TA's on the report on July 11 and the report will he
provided to the Commission offices on July 12.
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Laufer, Richard

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Friday, July 08, 2011 12:55 PM
To: Baggett, Steven, Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles,

Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua: Laufer, Richard; Lisann,
Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Thoma,
John; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen; Clark,
Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice;
Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros;
EDO ETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Harv C, Carolyn;
Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharo inez,
Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan- c I nderburk,
Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive r e, Patti;
Pearson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Car sa, Belkys;
Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, W ep, WDM; Warren,
Roberta; Wright, Darlene

Subject: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Tas port

Staff is requesting that the Japan Task Force Report be publicly r ' 36 July 13, in support of the
July 19 Commission meeting on the report.

Note that the staff is briefing the Commission TA's on the. __ 'uly 11 and the reoort will be
provided to the Commission offices on July 121 (b 5

Please let SECY know if your officesupports r g te report on July13.

Thanks,
Rich

(b)(5)
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Laufer, Richard

From: Bubar, Patrice
Sent: Sunday, July 10, 2011 9:52 AM
To: Laufer, Richard; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Subject: RE: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

(b)(5)

Patty Bubar
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William D. Magwood
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-1895

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Friday, July 08, 2011 12:55 PM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, - ill , Nanette; Hart, Ken;
Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Eliza b) M all Michael; Orders, William;
Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Thoma, John; Vietti-Cook, Anne• _ Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums,
Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho-Rcd¶. Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; ,r• Bubar, Patrice; Chairman Temp; Crawford,
Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; E s, Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead,
Nancy; Harves, Carolyn; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderso Kai ' lerr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia;
Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Su -Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes,
David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; e ura; Poole, Brooke; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel;
Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristi r; Teih•GA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright,
Darlene
Subject: Request for Early Public Rele se'14th, epan Task Force Report

Staff is requesting that the Jap sk orce Report be publicly released on July 13, in support of the
July 19 Commission meetin n e oil.

Note that the staff is bri in theomnmission TA's on the report on July 11 and the report will be ..
.provided to the Co, n ie on July 12F ./ 7

Please let SECý'row if your office supports releasing the report on July 13.

Thanks
Rich

/S

FK 1920 of 2833



Laufer, Richard

From: Monninger, John
Sent: Monday, July 11, 2011 6:58 AM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich,

Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann,
Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Thoma,
John; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen; Clark,
Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice;
Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis,/Spiros;
EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Harv C, /Carolyn;
Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharor1J.lenez,

Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, SusaVp undý-erburk,
Natalie; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; P`ace, Pa , Laura;
Poole, Brooke; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys, ser, Herald;
Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM arin, Roberta; Wright,
Darlene

Subject: RE: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan o Report

The Chairman's Office supports the staff's request for early releas .( bject report.

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Friday, July 08, 2011 12:55 PM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick like; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken;
Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard L h; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William;
Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Thoma, John; Vietti-C ok, e; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns,
Stephen; Clark, Usa; Coggins, Angela; Davis, Rogere Ho, Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, K n; zin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Chairman Temp; Crawford,
Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; DroggitV, ýSp ; DOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead,
Nancy; Harves, Carolyn; Hayden, Elizabeth;A-ti ern, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia;
Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Jan an; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes,
David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace,, li} earson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel;
Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svir•lKii ine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright,
Darlene
Subject: Request for Early Publ clase of the Japan Task Force Report

Staff is requesting th ,,n Task Force Report be publicly released on July 13, in support of the
July 19 Commissio m g on the report.

Note that the s~affA• briefing the Commission TA's on the report on July 11 and the report will beSprovided tgeneG/e•nmission offices on July 12.L (b..5. I

Tle e ECY know if your office supports releasing the report on July 13.

Th•ks1'Rc
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Laufer, Richard

From: Nieh, Ho
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2011 5:29 PM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich,

Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann,
Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Thoma,
John; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Clark,
Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Davis, Roger; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice;
Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis,>Spiros;
EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Harv •, Carolyn;
Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharor v nez,
Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan iOlive , XIJIfnderbuk

Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; live e, Patti;
Pearson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Ca sa, Belkys;
Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, Wp, NDM; Warren,
Roberta; Wright, Darlene

Subject: RE: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Ta, e Report

Commissioner Ostendorff approves early public release of the Jap a orce report.

In releasing the report, it should be made clear that the reco ,,d.Z ions in the report are under review
and have not been endorsed by the Commission at this ti

Ho Nieh N
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William C. Ostendorff
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(301) 415-1811 (office)

(b)(6) J(mobile)
(301) 415-1757 (fax) :
ho. nieh(Dnrc..ov

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Friday, July 08, 2011.:,55
To: Baggett, Steven; Bav lle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken;
Hipschman, Thomas; ,•&•oSh1rua; Laufer, Richard; Usann,.Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William;
Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea Pam a, Thoma, John; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns,
Stephen; Clark, Us ~s, Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstron, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Chairman Temp; Crawford,
Carrie; ehir e•; bioane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO_ETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead,
Nancy; H Carolyn; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia;
Jooste ;"RLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes,
Dav* or Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Pearson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel;
D .; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright,

/Subj -t: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

Staff is requesting that the Japan Task Force Report be publicly released on July 13, in support of the
July 19 Commission meeting on the report.

Note that the staff is briefing the Commission TA's on the report on July 11 and the regort will be
provided to the Commission offices on July 12.1
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Laufer, Richard

From: Sharkey, Jeffry
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2011 5:42 PM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich,

Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann,
Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Shea, Pamela; Thoma, John; Vietti-
Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Clark, Lisa;
Coggins, Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice;
Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis/"Spiros;
EDOQETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Har, Carolyn;
Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharor.jn z,
Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susa ' nderburk,
Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive ,•ce, Patti;
Pearson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmn'Q,sa, Belkys;
Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, V Te p, WDM; Warren,
Roberta; Wright, Darlene

Subject: RE: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan ' or e Report

(b)(5)

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Friday, July 08, 2011 12:55 PM n.- no h
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castle n/P ck; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken;
Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lauf9r , Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William;
Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Thoma, p h i/VfetI-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns,
Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angel D., "Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Jo I Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Chairman Temp; Crawford,
Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Mar e Dr gitis, Spiros; EDO_-ETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead,
Nancy; Harves, Carolyn; HaLen abeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia;
Joosten, Sandy; KLS Tern /, Janet; Loyd, Susan; MitchelI-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes,
David; Moore, Scott; Ojlre i , Pace, Patti; Pearson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel;
Sosa, Belkys; Speiser,[H ;1Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright,
Darlene
Subject: Requeý•d•r Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

Staff is re u ing that the Japan Task Force Report be publicly released on July 13, in support of the
July l Co rn sion meeting on the report.

N% •e staff is briefing the Commission TA's on the report on July 11 and the report will be

p rr le-"ato the Commission offices on July 12. ((5/

Please let SECY know if your office supports releasing the report on July 13.

Thanks,
Rich
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Laufer, Richard

From: Bubar, Patrice
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2011 6:15 PM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich,

Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann,
Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Thoma,
John; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Clark,
Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Chairman Temp;
Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO_ETAs;
Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Harves, Carolyn; Wtyden,
Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimene,).Kricja;
Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchelj'ch(, Natalie;
Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive Karen; c Pearson,
Laura; Poole, Brooke; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, s; Speiser, Herald;
Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM• arr , oberta; Wright,
Darlene • V

Subject: RE: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan l"I oe Report

(b)(5)

Patty Bubar
0 Chief of Staff

Office of Commissioner William D. Magwood
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-1895 <?'

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Friday, July 08, 2011 12: P
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochhh% Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken;
Hipschman, Thomas; Ba ua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William;
Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, ma, John; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns,
Stephen; Clark, Lisa; gg ,Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Jan•nI an, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Chairman Temp; Crawford,
Carrie; Dhir, Nehai..po'ane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead,
Nancy; Harv , CeArlyn; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia;
Joosten, S kiLLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes,
David; /ott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Pearson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel;
Sos Bjky9Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright,

Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

Staff is requesting that the Japan Task Force Report be publicly released on July 13, in support of the
July 19 Commission meeting on the report.

Note that the staff is briefing the Commission TA's on the report on July 11 and the rennrt will heprovided to the Commission offices on July 12,\ý (b)(5)

Please let SECY know if your office supports releasing the report on July 13.

1
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Hart, Ken

From: Hart, Ken
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2011 2:05 PM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart,

Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall,
Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Burns,
Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane,
Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead,,Nancy;
Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Parcia;
Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk a alie;
Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Nieh, Ho; Olive, Karen; Pac .; earson,
Laura; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Tripo• o rmel;
Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, p, WDM;
Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene

Subject: Early Public Release of SECY-11-0093

Noting that two Commissioners have released their votes to the public, the KLS offic quested that SECY-11-0093
be released to the public early. (It is scheduled for release on 7/26.)

Please let SECY know whether or not your office agrees with the early publiqlea of this paper.

Thanks, Ken

(b)(5)

/1
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Hart, Ken

From: Bubar, Patrice
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2011 2:56 PM
To: Hart, Ken; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles,

Nanette; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall,
Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark,
Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros;
EDO ETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth;,
Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy- KLS
Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, Montes,
David; Moore, Scott; Nieh, Ho; Olive, Karen

Subject: Re: Early Public Release of SECY-11-0093

Commissioner Magwoods office agrees to early public release of SECY-1 1-0093.

From: Hart, Ken
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gles, a/n Hart, Ken; Hipschman,
Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michae d illiam; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea,
Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; ice; Bums, Stephen; Chairman Temp;
Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Marga itis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody;
Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, -, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia;
Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-FuPerl rk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David;
Moore, Scott; Nieh, Ho; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Pearson, ,. Poo, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole;
Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, H ; / S~ icki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM;
Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene %I" ,
Sent: Wed Jul 20 14:05:28 2011
Subject: Early Public Release of SECY-11-0093 ./ A.S

#4
Noting that two Commissioners have releasq
be released to the public early. (It is sclh]IA

!s to the public, the KLS office has requested that SECY-11-0093
ise on 7/26.)

Please let SECY know whether or i ofice agrees with the early public release of this paper.

Thanks, Ken

-k0

1
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Hart, Ken

From: Batkin, Joshua
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2011 3:03 PM
To: Bubar, Patrice; Hart, Ken; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich,

Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hipschman, Thomas; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall,
Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark,
Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger, Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros;
EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; :
Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy;/KLS
Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, ,'Montes
David; Moore, Scott; Nieh, Ho; Olive, Karen

Subject: RE: Early Public Release of SECY-1 1-0093

Chairman Jaczko agrees to immediate public release.

From: Bubar, Patrice /

Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2011 2:56 PM /
To: Hart, Ken; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovic es, Nanette; Hipschman,
Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Micha Ord illiam; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea,
Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette //

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Burns, Stephen•, a emp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie;
Davis, Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO E na, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead,
Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Huds {o• Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp;
Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monnin jo-n; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Nieh, Ho; Olive,
Karen
Subject: Re: Early Public Release of SECY-11-0093

Commissioner Magwoods office agrees to early pubhlie\ , of SECY-1 1-0093.

From: Hart, Ken
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; I a'atrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman,
Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; nn, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea,
Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, J• ke, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp;
Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Nav ger; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO ETAs; Fopma, Melody;
Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Na•, yden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia;Joosten, Sandy; KLS Teri);-e'pJanet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David;
Moore, Scott; Nieh,jo; Olih Karen; Pace, Patti; Pearson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole;
Rothschild, Trip; SdbCarmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM;
Warren, Robe igl% Darlene
Sent: Wed u 0or 05:28 2011
Subje:t: E Nl• Release of SECY-11-0093

Noting that 0oCommissioners have released their votes to the public, the KLS office has requested that SECY-11-0093

be released to the public early. (it is scheduled for release on 7/26.)
/

/

Please let SECY know whether or not your office agrees with the early public release of this paper.

Thanks, Ken
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Hart, Ken

From: Nieh, Ho
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2011 8:06 PM
To: Hart, Ken; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles,

Nanette; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall,
Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Burns, Stephen; Chairman
Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis,
Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth;
Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, San'dy; KLS
Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, h ; Montes,
David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen

Subject: Re: Early Public Release of SECY-11-0093

Commissioner Ostendorff approves public release of SECY-1 1-0093. CD
Sent via BlackBerry

Ho Nieh
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William C. Ostendorff
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(301) 415-1811 (office)
I (b)(6) I (mobile)
(301) 415-1757 (Fax)
ho.nieh((:Dnrc.gov

From: Hart, Ken

To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Pa .'novich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman,
Thomas; Batkdn, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann;.,iabe'E1 Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea,

Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; B ateen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp;
Clark, Usa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, R hi, eha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody;
Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Haydel lizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia;
Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, et; L cd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David;
Moore, Scott; Nieh, Ho; Olive, Ka Bell, , Patti; Pearson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole;
Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carn • ylBelks; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM;
Warren, Roberta; Wright,,Da ne
Sent: Wed Jul 20 14:052PA8/20
Subject: Early PubJl1e~a of SECY-11-0093

Noting that tw•V•i m ioners have released their votes to the public, the KLS office has requested that SECY-11-0093
be releasedoep blic early. (It is scheduled for release on 7/26.)

Please let C now whether or not your office agrees with the early public release of this paper.

Tha•ks, Ken
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Hart, Ken

From: Gilles, Nanette
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2011 9:32 AM
To: Hart, Ken; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike;

Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael;
Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Burns,
Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger, Dhir, Neha; Doane,
Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy;
Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez- Patricia;
Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderbur alie;
Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Nieh, Ho; Olive, Karen; P @tt** Pearson,
Laura; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Tn _ 0 armel;
Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, p, WDM;
Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene

Subject: RE: Early Public Release of SECY-1 1-0093

Commissioner Apostolakis approves early public release of SECY-1 1-0093. (2
Nanette V. Gilles
Technical Assistant for Reactors
to Commissoner Apostolakis
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Phone: 301-415-1180Email: naanette.l•lles@nrc.govC

From: Hart, Ken
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2011 2:05 PM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castlema ri ranovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman,
Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisan lIzabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea,
Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; a , .... ,,leen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp;
Clark, Usa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, RogeDhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody;
Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy;y 1en, ?lzabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia;
Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Le .,ft oyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David;
Moore, Scott; Nieh, Ho; Oliv ea Nace, Patti; Pearson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole;
Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Cat , Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM;
Warren, Roberta; WrightJDrlen
Subject: Early PublR leease of SECY-11-0093

Noting that twf' NmIJsioners have released their votes to the public, the KLS office has requested that SECY-11-0093
be released e # blic early. (It is scheduled for release on 7/26.)

Please 19 Y now whether or not your office agrees with the early public release of this paper.

Thanks, Ken
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R REq, UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

July 11, 2011

MEMORANDUM TO: Chairman Jaczko
Commissioner Svinicki
Commissioner Apostolakis
Commissioner Magwood
Commissioner Ostendorff

FROM: R. W. Borchardt
Executive Director for Operatioft--

SUBJECT: RESOURCE ESTIMATES FOR IMPLENJ
NEAR-TERM TASK FORCE REC E

On July 12, 2011, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory C on ne

provided its report to the Commission. The enclosu wV veloped I

provides the Commission with the estimated repur impacts associa

recommendations.

Enclosure:
As stated "N

OF THE

ar-term Task Force

ted with the Task Force's

cc: SECY
OGC
OCA
OPA
CFO
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Resource Estimates for Implementation of the Task Force Recommendations

(b)(5)

Enclosure
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Hart, Ken

From: Vietti-Cook, Annette
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2011 9:52 AM
To: Wright, Darlene; Joosten, Sandy; Hart, Ken; Laufer, Richard; Bavol, Rochelle; Shea, Pamela
Cc: Borchardt, Bill; Virgilio, Martin; Miller, Charles; Brenner, Eliot; Hayden, Elizabeth; Schmidt,

Rebecca; Powell, Amy
Subject: FW: Publicly releaseing WDM vote on SECY-11-0093

Please make Commissioner Magwood's vote on SECY-1 1-0093 public in ADAMS and place on web/

From: Tadesse, Rebecca
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2011 9:48 AM

To: Viett-Cook, AnnetteCc: Sharkey, Jeffry; Nieh, Ho; Sosa, Belkys; Batkin, Joshua
Subject: Publicly releaseing WDM vote on SECY-11-0093

Annette,

In accordance with Internal Commission Procedures, Commissione 1I w d is informing SECY and his
fellow Commissioners that he is publicly releasing his vote on S .U793 today. SECY should promptly
make his vote available on the NRC website and in ADAMS.

Thank you

Rebecca Tadesse ,*,j• /

//\

/
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Hart, Ken

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Vietti-Cook, Annette
Wednesday, July 20, 2011 10:09 AM
Wright, Darlene; Hart, Ken; Laufer, Richard; Bavol, Rochelle; Joosten, Sandy
Borchardt, Bill; Virgilio, Martin; Weber, Michael; Brenner, Eliot, Hayden, Elizabeth; Schmidt,
Rebecca; Powell, Amy
FW: Public Release of Commissioner Svinicki's Vote on SECY-1 1-0093Subject:

Please release.

From: Sharkey, Jeffry
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2011 9:55 AM
Toi-Vietti-Cook, Annette
Cc: Sosa, Belkys; Bubar, Patrice; Nieh, Ho; Batkin, Joshua
Subject: Public Release of Commissioner Svinicki's Vote on SECY-11-0093

Annette,

In accordance with Internal Commission Procedures, Commissioner
Commission colleagues that she is publicly releasing her vote on SEC
promptly make her vote available on NRC's public website and in

*"m,,a

./x
4

I
'1 //

iforming SECY and her
today. SECY should

Thanks, 4
Jeff 'V

Jeffry M. Sharkey
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner Kristine L Svinicki
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-1867 (w)
301-415-1863 (fax) e

~4%

N4

%/

\

/0
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Hart, Ken

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Wright, Darlene
Thursday, July 28, 2011 7:22 AM
Hart, Ken
FW: Commissioner Ostendorffs vote for SECY-1 1-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)
WCO-SECY-1 1-0093 vote + cmts.pdf

/
----- Original Message -----

From: Nieh, Ho
Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2011 6:46 AM
To: Vietti-Cook, Annette
Cc: Batkin, Joshua; Sharkey, Jeffry; Sosa, Belkys; Bubar, Patrice; Bat
Darlene; Franovich, Mike; Kock, Andrea; Sexton, Kimberly
Subject: FW: Commissioner Ostendorff's vote for SECY-11-0093 (JapaqJ

4

A

1; Wright,

Report)

Annette,

In accordance with internal Commission procedures, Commissi4
and his Commission colleagues that he is publicly relea inlg
should promptly make his vote available today on the NZ

'.~ /

endorff is informing SECY
te on SECY-11-0093. SECY

Lic website and in ADAMS.

Thanks, I
'W/

Ho
I

Ho Nieh
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William C. Os
(301) 415-1811 (office)

(b)(6) : (mobile) N
(301) 415-1757 (fax)
ho.niehi~nrc-gov /Q '

J.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
\ /i

From: Bozin, Sunny
Sent: Wednesday, July 5:06 PM
To: Wright, Darlene;,B8 .eV, Steven; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bradford, Anna; Bubar,
Patrice; Bupp, Marg'*-t; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford,
Carrie; Davis, •ger;,ýFopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hart, Ken; Herr, Linda;
Hipschman, Th a/KUS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader;
Marshall, M 'f'onninger, John; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick,
Darani; L ,ichard; Bavol, Rochelle; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry;
Shea, P h sa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM;
Warren, . e a; Apostolakis, George; Temp, GEA; Tadesse, Rebecca; Castleman, Patrick;
MontesOa'/d; Dhir, Neha; Adler, James; Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho; Ostendorff, William;

Lui,/Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; Gilles, Nanette; Le, Hong; Sexton, Kimberly; Beasley,
Benjamin; Riddick, Nicole
Cc: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Sexton, Kimberly
Subject: Commissioner Ostendorff's vote for SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)

Commissioner Ostendorff's vote is attached.

1
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Hart, Ken

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Sosa, Belkys
Thursday, July 28, 2011 6:44 PM
Vietti-Cook, Annette
Batkin, Joshua; Sharkey, Jeffry; Bubar, Patrice; Bates, Andrew; Wright, Darlene; Nieh, Ho;
Gilles, Nanette; Biggins, James; Blake, Kathleen
Commissioner Apostolakis' vote for SECY-1 1-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)
Commissioner Apostolakis' vote for SECY-1 1-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)

Annette,

In accordance with internal Commission procedures, Commissioner Apostolakis
that he is releasing his vote on SECY-11-0093 to the public. Please make f
on the NRC's public website and in ADAMS, as soon as possible. #/

Wning SECY
available

Thanks,
Belkys

/

1
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Hart, Ken

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Attachments:

Hipschman, Thomas
Wednesday, August 10, 2011 2:11 AM
Laufer, Richard; Hart, Ken
Vietti-Cook, Annette; Loyd, Susan; Batkin, Joshua; Coggins, Angela; Brenner, Eliot;
Monninger, John
Fw: Chairman's Vote on SECY-1 1-0093 - Near Term Report and Recommendations for
Agency Actions Following the Events in Japan
GBJ-cmt-SP 1-0093.docx

/

./

Please make the Chairman's vote publicly available this morning.

From: Pace, Patti
To: Wright, Darlene; Baggett, Steven; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Brad Bubar, Patrice;
Bupp, Margaret; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, vis, Roger; Fopma,
Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; KLS Temp; ,k ; Lepre, Janet; Loyd,
Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John; Orders, William; Pace," " P le, Brooke; Reddick, Darani;
Laufer, Richard; Bavol, Rochelle; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, Jeff yea, ela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser,
Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Apost ge; Temp, GEA; Tadesse,
Rebecca; Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Adler, James; Ji P ricia; Nieh, Ho; Ostendortf, William;
Lui, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; Gilles, Nanette; Le, Hong; Sexton, Kim ley, Benjamin
Cc: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Sent: Tue Aug 09 18:31:14 2011
Subject: Chairman's Vote on SECY-11-0093 - Near Term Report a ommendations for Agency Actions Following the
Events in Japan

Good Evening,
#*16"/ N

Attached please find Chairman Jaczko's vote ,6i
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AGENCY AC7I4OP

F-11-0093, NEAR-TERM REPORT AND
LOWING THE EVENTS IN JAPAN.

4ý /% -.,
Thanks, . 4

Patti Pace
Assistant to Chairman Gregory
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comr
301-415-1820 (office)
301-415-3504 (fax)

/

I
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Ha rt, Ken

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Laufer, Richard
Friday, July 29, 2011 8:57 AM
Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart,
Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall,
Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Bums,
Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger, Dhir, Neha; Doane,
Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy;
Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez,,patricia;
Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-FunderburkNawti;
Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Nieh, Ho; Olive, Karen; P XRiWear.,
Laura; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, TOili eNai.Rhidrarmel;
Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, R VM p, WDM;
Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene Te P.
Request for Vote - SECY-1 1-0093
11-0093.notice.docx

Addressed

Thanks,
Rich

I

FK 1939 of 2833



July 29, 2011

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

I (b)(5) I
L

Annette L. Vietti-Cook, Secretary IRAJ

SECY-1 1-0093 - NEAR-TERM REPORT AND
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AGENCY ACTIONS WING
THE EVENTS IN JAPAN

er is as follows:The status of the subject pap

(b)(5)

Your vote on this staff paper within three bu*,,j, d/ys indicating your views would be
appreciated. The Secretary will honor a requ extension of time submitted within the three
business day period, if needed. Extens..io•of ing time are normally limited to five business
days. Any extension after the initial re" n be granted unless a majority of the
Commission objects. If you have nt spded by c.o.b. Tuesday, August 2, 2011 it will be
presumed that, in accordance w he ommission's rules of procedure, you are not
participating in this action.

cc:
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Laufer, Richard

From: Hipschman, Thomas
Sent: Tuesday, August 02, 2011 4:44 PM
To: Hart, Ken; Laufer, Richard
Cc: Vietti-Cook, Annette; Batkin, Joshua; Monninger, John; Marshall, Michael; Coggins,

Angela
Subject: RE: VOTE SHEET FOR SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)

The Chairman requests an extension to Friday, August 12, 2011.

From: Wright, Darlene
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 8:46 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; u,_ .r'ice; Bupp,
Margaret; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford is, Roger; Fopma,
Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hart, Ken; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Tho. p; Kock, Andrea;
Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, Jo• William; Pace, Patti;
Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Laufer, Richard; Bavol, Rochelle; Rothschild, , avoy, Carmel; Sharkey,
Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Te; , Temp, WDM; Warren,
Roberta; Apostolakis, George; Temp, GEA; Tadesse, Rebecca; Casti :ek Montes, David; Dhir, Neha;
Adler, James; Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho; Ostendorff, William; LL sti a; Lisann, Elizabeth; Gilles, Nanette;
Le, Hong; Sexton, Kimberly; Beasley, Benjamin; Riddick, Nicole t
Cc: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Subject: VOTE SHEET FOR SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task

Please save the attached Word file for use in v i goon e subject paper. In saving the file, be sure to
replace the XXX with your Commissioners iit is /a d insert the Commissioner's name in the
document. Upon completion of the vote, be insert the date and the /RAI.

The ADAMS Accession # for the SECY is
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Laufer, Richard

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Wednesday, August 03, 2011 6:19 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles,

Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann,
Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-
Cook, Annette

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice;
Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger., Dhir,
Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melod Gqibbs,
Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; I-l',`inda;
Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp;' Ja.t; Loyd,
Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montespa; , 'ore, Scott;
Nieh, Ho; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, 1R; 1dick, Nicole;
Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, H ae•jd•'lhcki, Kristine;
Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Rob , Darlene

Subject: FW: GBJ Extension Request to Vote on SECY-11-00 n-'ask Force Report)

Please note below the GBJ extension request in which to vote on k paper. Assuming there
are no objections, the extension will be granted. Any office ha , l ection should notify SECY.

Thanks,
Rich

From: Hipschman, Thomas
Sent: Tuesday, August 02, 2011 4:44 PM
To: Hart, Ken; Laufer, Richard
Cc: Vietti-Cook, Annette; Batkin, Joshua; M on ohn; Marshall, Michael; Coggins, Angela
Subject: RE: VOTE SHEET FOR SECY-11'-O093 an Task Force Report)

The Chairman requests an ext nt Friday, August 12, 2011.

From: Wright, Darlene
Sent: Wednesday, July 8:46 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; oshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp,
Margaret; Chairman Ypi rk, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma,
Melody; Franovich M -. fbbs, Catina; Hart, Ken; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea;
Lepre, Janet;Loj4 usan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John; Orders, William; Pace, Patti;
Poole, Br oo d6dlk, Darani; Laufer, Richard; Bavol, Rochelle; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey,
Jeffry; SS ,eP ela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren,
Robet ;A to akis, George; Temp, GEA; Tadesse, Rebecca; Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha;
AdlelJ• I Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho; Ostendorff, William; Lui, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; Gilles, Nanette;
Ll exton, Kimberly; Beasley, Benjamin; Riddick, Nicole
CcF it.ell-Funderburk, Natalie
,S/bjS't- VOTE SHEET FOR SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)

/

Please save the attached Word file for use in voting on the subject paper. In saving the file, be sure to
replace the XXX with your Commissioner's initials and insert the Commissioner's name in the
document. Upon completion of the vote, be sure to insert the date and the /RA/.

The ADAMS Accession # for the SECY is PKG ML11186A950.
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Laufer, Richard

From: Bubar, Patrice
Sent: Wednesday, August 03, 2011 6:16 PM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich,

Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann,
Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-
Cook, Annette; Sosa, Belkys; Nieh, Ho

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp;
Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret;,Droggitis.
Spiros; EDO ETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nanc ,Hayden,
Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimen ePricia;
Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-- b , Natalie;
Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott;, Olive, Karen; /r aret;
Tadesse, Rebecca

Subject: Re: GBJ Extension Request to Vote on SECY-1 1-0093 (J / An s Force Report)

Commissioner Magwood does not approve the extension request from the C loji ECY-1 1-0093. As
discussed at the Congressional hearing yesterday - he is interested in providi dir tion to the staff expeditiously
to begin the disposition of the Task Force's recommendations.

From: Laufer, Richard
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Fike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken;
Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Li 'z th; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William;
Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette /
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathl ./Bozi , Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Burns, Stephen; Chairman
Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger- r, ha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs;
Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nan -, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson,
Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KL.emrn, Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie;
Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore,.-c tbh'.., Ho; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick,
Darani; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip ,bay, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp,
GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Wairn,'lbera; Wright, Darlene
Sent: Wed Aug 03 .06:19:03 201 '"%
Subject: FW: GB) Extension Re to Vote on SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)

Please note below the nsion request in which to vote on the subject paper. Assuming there
are no objections, t ion will be granted. Any office having an objection should notify SECY.

Thanks,
Rich • '.

Fron # Cman, Thomas
S•t±•.t"ay, August 02, 2011 4:44 PM
To. a Ken, Laufer, Richard
C•.t-Cook, Annette; Batkin, Joshua; Monninger, John; Marshall, Michael; Coggins, Angela

/Subject: RE: VOTE SHEET FOR SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)

The Chairman requests an extension to Friday, August 12, 2011.

From: Wright, Darlene
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 8:46 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp,
Margaret; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma,
Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hart, Ken; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea;

7
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Laufer, Richard

From: Sosa, Belkys
Sent: Wednesday, August 03, 2011 6:27 PM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich,

Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann,
Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-
Cook, Annette

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice;
Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger;,Dhir,
Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melode Gibb's,
Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; H r, 'da;
Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; r, t; Loyd,
Susan; MitchelI-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, [• ore, Scott;
Nieh, Ho; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Ri-dick, Nicole;
Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, ilsti ;temp, GEA;
Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright, IeriJ

Subject: RE: GBJ Extension Request to Vote on SECY-1 1-009• Task Force Report)

(b)(5)

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Wednesday, August 03, 2011 6:19 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; ra i , Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken;
Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisan abeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William;
Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette - / "

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkln, Joshua; Blake, Ka• I n`/;zin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Burns, Stephen; Chairman
Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Ro r; A , eha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs;
Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead,,Na ,' den, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Unda; Hudson,
Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, San dy:K .'!•p; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie;
Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moor •, ;leh, Ho; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick,
Darani; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild 1%';%~io0, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp,
GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM a e7e berta; Wright, Darlene
Subject: FW: GBJ Extension R e1t to Vote on SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)

Please note below the nsion request in which to vote on the subject paper. Assuming there
are no objections, t e, J'lsion will be granted. Any office having an objection should notify SECY.

Thanks,
Rich

+Fr, 0 man, Thomas

day, August 02, 2011 4:44 PM
To..rt, Ken; Laufer, Richard
CCc: Vietti-Cook, Annette; Batkin, Joshua; Monninger, John; Marshall, Michael; Coggins, Angela

/Subject: RE: VOTE SHEET FOR SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)

The Chairman requests an extension to Friday, August 12, 2011.

From: Wright, Darlene
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 8:46 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp,
Margaret; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma,
Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hart, Ken; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea;

5
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Laufer, Richard

From: Sharkey, Jeffry
Sent: Wednesday, August 03, 2011 6:40 PM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich,

Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann,
Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice;
Burns, Stephen;-Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Dhir,
Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs,
Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; He Linda;
Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Le , net; Loyd,
Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, e, Scott;
Nieh, Ho; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, D i lk, Nicole;
Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, aJrcl , Krstine;
Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Robert W t)adene

Subject: RE: GBJ Extension Request to Vote on SECY-1 1-009 ,,,,sk Force Report)

Four Commissioners voted within the requested timeframe. Given the h commitment by the
Commission to act expeditiously on the Japan Task Force Report, oni ioner Svinicki disapproves
any extension request.

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Wednesday, August 03, 2011 6:19 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patick ra J, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken;
Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisa abeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William;
Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette / /
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Ka In; ozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Bums, Stephen; Chairman
Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roer,•i '• eha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs;
Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, t den, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson,
Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy._K l$ ?Dp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie;
Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moor h;..lieh, Ho; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick,
Darani; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild "-I;• •oy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp,
GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM a el Oberta; Wright, Darlene
Subject: FW: GB. Extension Recltto Vote on SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)

Please note below the L~ension request in which to vote on the subject paper. Assuming there
are no objections, t e ion will be granted. Any office having an objection should notify SECY.

Thanks,
Rich

Froý man, Thomas
PSQ sday, August 02, 2011 4:44 PM

To- 'rt, Ken; Laufer, Richard
,C: Vietti-Cook, Annette; Batkin, Joshua; Monninger, John; Marshall, Michael; Coggins, Angela

/Subject: RE: VOTE SHEET FOR SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)

The Chairman requests an extension to Friday, August 12, 2011.

From: Wright, Darlene
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 8:46 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp,
Margaret; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma,
Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hart, Ken; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea;

3
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Laufer, Richard

From: Nieh, Ho
Sent: Thursday, August 04, 2011 8:47 AM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich,

Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann,
Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-
Cook, Annette

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice;
Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Rogert; Dhir,
Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melod&; Gibbs,
Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; I•.inda;
Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Jr et; Loyd,
Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes re, Scott;
Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Ri 'M i le; Rothschild,
Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinii I- te; Temp, GEA;
Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright, 6N

Subject: RE: GBJ Extension Request to Vote on SECY-1 1-009/ nask Force Report)

(b)(5)

Ho

Ho Nieh.
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William C. Ostendo
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission A
(301) 415-1811 (office)

(b)(6) _ (mobile)
(301) 415-1757 (fax)
ho.niehnrc.qov

From: Laufer, Richard 9

Sent: Wednesday, Aug 2016:19 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; I Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken;
Hipschman, Thomas;l .oshua; Laufer, Richard; Usann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William;
Sharkey, Jeffry; Sh1ha6, la; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Cc: Armstrong, J ... =; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Burns, Stephen; Chairman
Temp; Clar sa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs;
Fopma, M Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson,
Sharo ne , Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie;
Mo eri hn; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Nleh, Ho; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick,

i Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp,
p, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene

/Su•jsl t- FW: GBJ Extension Request to Vote on SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)

Please note below the GBJ extension request in which to vote on the subject paper. Assuming there
are no objections, the extension will be granted. Any office having an objection should notify SECY.

Thanks,
Rich
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Laufer, Richard

From: Vietti-Cook, Annette
Sent: Thursday, August 04, 2011 9:05 AM
To: Jaczko, Gregory
Cc: Batkin, Joshua; Monninger, John
Subject: FW: GBJ Extension Request to Vote on SECY-1 1-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)

Chairman:

(b)(5)

Please advise.

Annette

From: Nieh, Ho
Sent: Thursday, August 04, 2011 8:47 AM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; e , atrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette;.Hart,
Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, EIl th, rshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry;
Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, zin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Bums, Stephen; Chairman
Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, R r; r, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDQETAs;
Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead,-Na - yden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson,
Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sa r KLS•..l• p; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie;
Monninger, John; Montes, David; M or.e,. i; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick,
Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, a, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp,
WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Ro ht, Darlene
Subject: RE: GBI Extensioen R t to Vote on SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)

(b)(5)

Ho

Ho N*

ommissioner William C. Ostendorff
U.S•uclear Regulatory Commission
(301) 415-1811 (office)

(b)(6) I (mobile)
(301) 415-1757 (fax)
ho.nieh@nrc.gov

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Wednesday, August 03, 2011 6:19 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken;
Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William;
Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette

I
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Laufer, Richard

From: Vietti-Cook, Annette
Sent: Thursday, August 04, 2011 6:00 PM
To: Bates, Andrew; Hart, Ken; Laufer, Richard; Bavol, Rochelle
Subject: FW: GBJ Extension Request to Vote on SECY-1 1-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)

From: Nieh, Ho
Sent: Thursday, August 04, 2011 5:56 PM
To: Vietti-Cook, Annette
Cc: Batkin, Joshua; Sharkey, Jeffry; Sosa, Belkys; Bubar, Patrice; Gilles, Nanette; Bupp, ret; othschild,
Trip
Subject: RE: GBJ Extension Request to Vote on SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Forc

Annette,

(b)(5)

Ho

Ho Nieh
Chief of Staff
Office of Cormn~sionm='William C. Ostendorff
U.S. Nucle ,ýe•gu/latory Commission
(301) 41 1 (office)

(b)(6) mobile)
(30 15- 57 (fax)
h c.gov

From, Nieh, Ho
Sent: Thursday, August 04, 2011 8:47 AM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart,
Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry;
Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Burns, Stephen; Chairman
Temp; Clark, Lisa; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO_ETAs;
Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Unda; Hudson,
Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie;
Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Riddick,

- 1
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Laufer, Richard

From:
Sent:
To:

Bates, Andrew
Friday, August 05, 2011 10:00 AM
Batkin, Joshua; Sharkey, Jeffry; Bubar, Patrice; Gilles, Nanette; Bupp, Margaret;
Rothschild, Trip; Nieh, Ho
Vietti-Cook, Annette; Sosa, Belkys
FW: GBJ Extension Request to Vote on SECY-1 1-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)

Cc:
Subject:

-(b)(5)has advised me that[
COB on Wednesday, August 10,[

]would also not object to an extenjioryuntiI the(b)(5)

(b)(5)I

Andy

From: Nieh, Ho
Sent: Thursday, August 04, 2011 5:56 PM
To: Vietti-Cook, Annette
Ci: Batkin, Joshua; Sharkey, Jeffry; Sosa, Belkys; Bubar, Patrice; Gill
Trip I
Subject: RE: GBJ Extension Request to Vote on SECY-11-0093% 4

*A
NP

Margaret; Rothschild,

rt)

/"nII•LLe,

I -'% "

(b)(5)

Ho
w

#
11%

Ho
Chi& fQ

ommissioner William C. Ostendorff
j. uclear Regulatory Commission
(301) 415-1811 (office)
I (b)(6) (mobile)
(301) 415-1757 (fax)
ho.nieh@nrc.gov

From: Nieh, Ho
Sent: Thursday, August 04, 2011 8:47 AM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart,
Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry;
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Laufer, Richard

From: Bates, Andrew
Sent: Friday, August 05, 2011 1:58 PM
To: Hart, Ken; Laufer, Richard; Bavol, Rochelle
Subject: FW: GBJ Extension Request to Vote on SECY-1 1-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)

FYI - /

From: Batkin, Joshua
Sent: Friday, August 05, 2011 1:49 PM
To: Bates, Andrew; Sharkey, Jeffry; Bubar, Patrice; Gilles, Nanette; Bupp, Margaret; Roth, ,eh, Ho
Cc: Vietti-Cook, Annette; Sosa, Belkys; Hipschman, Thomas; Monninger, John
Subject: RE: GB] Extension Request to Vote on SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Force Re )

Thank you - appreciate the additional time. The Chairman intends to is s te on Monday.

Josh

From: Bates, Andrew (w
Sent: Friday, August 05, 2011 10:00 AM
To: Batkin, Joshua; Sharkey, Jeffry; Bubar, Patrice; Gilles, Na B pp, Margaret; Rothschild, Trip; Nieh, Ho
Cc: ViettI-Cook, Annette; Sosa, Belkys "
Subject: FW: GBJ Extension Request to Vote on SECY-1 09 Japan Task Force Report)

(b)(5) has advised me that (b)(5) would also not obect to an extension until the
COB on Wednesday, August 10 (b)(5)

Andy

From: Nieh, Ho

Sent: Thursday, August 04, 20 1*56 PM
To: Vietti-Cook, Annette
Cc: Batkin, Joshua; Sh ; Sosa, Belkys; Bubar, Patrice; Gilles, Nanette; Bupp, Margaret; Rothschild,

Trip

Subject: RE: GB] E sio Request to Vote on SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)

Annette, •f/•

(b)(5)

I
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Laufer, Richard

From: Bates, Andrew
Sent: Tuesday, August 09, 2011 7:34 AM
To: Hart, Ken; Laufer, Richard; Bavol, Rochelle
Subject: FW: GBJ Extension Request to Vote on SECY-1 1-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)
Attachments: Draft GBJ task force vote.pdf

From: Batkin, Joshua
Sent: Monday, August 08, 2011 9:53 PM
To: Batkin, Joshua; Bates, Andrew; Sharkey, Jeffry; Bubar, Patrice; Gilles, Nanette; Bupp, are; Rothschild,
Trip; Nleh, Ho; Baggett, Steven; Sosa, Belkys
Cc: Vietti-Cook, Annette; Hipschman, Thomas; Monninger, John; Coggins, Angela
Subject: RE: GBJ Extension Request to Vote on SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Fore --

As promised, attached please find our draft of the Chairman's vote on t /t force report. I look
forward to engaging you in a dialogue about it tomorrow before •%~liz and votes it.

Thank you,
Josh

From: Batkin, Joshua
Sent: Monday, August 08, 2011 7:46 PM
To: Bates, Andrew; Sharkey, Jeffry; Bubar, Patrice; iýlý%Nanette; Bupp, Margaret; Rothschild, Trip; Nieh, Ho
Cc: Vietti-Cook, Annette; Sosa, Belkys; Hipschmaý 5s; Monninger, John; Coggins, Angela
Subject: Re: GB. Extension Request to Vote /SE 11-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)

An update - the Chairman didn't sign hi vt3 tonight but will circulate a draft to his colleagues tomorrow for
comments and in the interest of rea in (mi: resolution on the issues. Thanks.

Joshua C. Batkin
Chief of Staff
Chairman Gregory B. Jac
(301) 415-1820

From: Batkin, JoW•
To: Bates, rew; Sharkey, Jeffry; Bubar, Patrice; Gilles, Nanette; Bupp, Margaret; Rothschild, Trip; Nieh, Ho
Cc: Vnnette; Sosa, Belkys; Hipschman, Thomas; Monninger, John
Sent: 0• 13:49:22 2011
Sub} V GBJ Extension Request to Vote on SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)

Th ou - appreciate the additional time. The Chairman intends to issue his vote on Monday.

Josh

From: Bates, Andrew
Sent: Friday, August 05, 2011 10:00 AM
To: Batkin, Joshua; Sharkey, Jeffry; Bubar, Patrice; Gilles, Nanette; Bupp, Margaret; Rothschild, Trip; Nieh, Ho
Cc: Vietti-Cook, Annette; Sosa, Belkys
Subject: FW: GB.) Extension Request to Vote on SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Force Report)
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Laufer, Richard

From: Bubar, Patrice
Sent: Tuesday, August 09, 2011 12:46 PM
To: Vietti-Cook, AAnnette; Bates, Andrew; Laufer, Richard; Bavol, Rochelle; Hart, Ken
Cc: Batkin, Joshua; Sosa, Belkys; Sharkey, Jeffry; Nieh, Ho; Baggett, Steven; Castleman,

Patrick; Reddick, Darani; Franovich, Mike; Sexton, Kimberly; Gilles, Nanette;
Hipschman, Thomas; Marshall, Michael; Hirsch, Patricia; Rothschild, Trip; Orders,
William; Bupp, Margaret; Bubar, Patrice; Davis, Roger; Clark, Lisa

Subject: Request that SRM for SECY-1 1-0093 (Japan Task Force Report) be provided to the
Commission for review //

The Internal Commission Procedures (ICPs) provide that voting on a SECY Notation or Affi a per or on a
COM or COMSECY shall be concluded in 1.0 days. Further, the ICPs provide that "[w]hen !jrity of the

Commission has voted...[t]he Commissioners who have not responded are advised a he ave 3 additional
business days to vote." (Page 111-9). If a Commissioner is unable to vote within th eadline or within 3
days after a majority of the Commission has voted, a Commissioner may req nsion of time. A 5-day
extension will normally be automatically granted, but further requests will n be anted if a majority of the
Commission objects. (Page 111-9).

SECY-11-0093 was provided to the Commission on July 13, 2011 n iginal deadline of July 27, 2011. Four
Commissioners voted on or before July 27, 2011; therefore thk l ng Commissioner, the Chairman, should
have voted by August 2, 2011. Instead, in accordance wit e.=, the Chairman's office requested an
extension until August 12,2011. Due to the sensitive an np a t nature of SECY-11-0093, a majority of the
Commission disapproved the request. The Chairma offic uested that the Commissioners reconsider their
positions on the request, and two Commissioners i (:catld that they would be amenable to an extension
request until August 10, 2011, if such a request w•. e by the Chairman's office.

However, no additional extension request64 e by the Chairman's office, and, therefore, the time period
for voting on SECY-11-0093 has expire -c.taue voting is completed and a majority position has been
established, SECY should draft an S tha reflects the majority position of the Commission and forward it to
the Commission for review, In a q a -with paragraph f on page 111-3 of the ICPs.

Patty Bubar
Chief of Staff .<"

Office of Co& iss .,ner William D. Magwood
U.S. Nucle;Sgulatory Commission
301-41O
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Laufer, Richard

From: Sharkey, Jeffry
Sent: Tuesday, August 09, 2011 5:50 PM
To: Bubar, Patrice; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Bates, Andrew; Laufer, Richard; Bavol, Rochelle;

Hart, Ken
Cc: Batkin, Joshua; Sosa, Belkys; Nieh, Ho; Baggett, Steven; Castleman, Patrick;

Reddick, Darani; Franovich, Mike; Sexton, Kimberly; Gilles, Nanette; Hipschman,
Thomas; Marshall, Michael; Hirsch, Patricia; Rothschild, Trip; Orders, William; Bupp,
Margaret; Davis, Roger; Clark, Lisa

Subject: RE: Request that SRM for SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Force Report) e provided to
the Commission for review

Commissioner Svinicki agrees with Commissioner Magwood's proposal that SE • draft an
SRM that reflects the majority position of the Commission and forward it to the~or i ion for review,
in accordance with ICPs. q3 4 4m,#

From: Bubar, Patrice

Sent: Tuesday, August 09, 2011 12:46 PM
To: Vietti-Cook, Annette; Bates, Andrew; Laufer, Richard; Bavol, R Ken
Cc: Batkin, Joshua; Sosa, Belkys; Sharkey, Jeffry; Nieh, Ho; Baggett tev , stleman, Patrick; Reddick,
Darani; Franovich, Mike; Sexton, Kimberly; Gilles, Nanette; Hips as; Marshall, Michael; Hirsch,
Patricia; Rothschild, Trip; Orders, William; Bupp, Margaret; B a ce; Davis, Roger; Clark, Lisa
Subject: Request that SRM for SECY-11-0093 (Japan Tas rt) be provided to the Commission for
reviewV

The Internal Commission Procedures (ICPs) provid at oting on a SECY Notation or Affirmation paper or on a
COM or COMSECY shall be concluded in 10 days. the ICPs provide that "[w]hen a majority of the
Commission has voted... [t]he Commissionerftho e not responded are advised that they have 3 additional

business days to vote." (Page 111-9). If a .0 m" is unable to vote within the 10 day deadline or within 3
days after a majority of the Commissio avoted, a Commissioner may request an extension of time. A 5-day
extension will normally be automat fly ianted, but further requests will not be granted if a majority of the

Commission objects. (Page III-Q

SECY-11-0093 was provi the ommission on July 13, 2011, with an original deadline of July 27, 2011. Four

Commissioners voted e ore July 27, 2011; therefore the remaining Commissioner, the Chairman, should
have voted by Augs( 2/i, . Instead, in accordance with procedures, the Chairman's office requested an
extension until Adgs•, N 011. Due to the sensitive and important nature of SECY-11-0093, a majority of the
Commission sa&iaoroved the request. The Chairman's office requested that the Commissioners reconsider their
positions e request, and two Commissioners indicated that they would be amenable to an extension
reques &1A ust 10, 2011, if such a request were made by the Chairman's office.

H~ waadditional extension request was made by the Chairman's office, and, therefore, the time period
fo l on SECY-11-0093 has expired. Because voting is completed and a majority position has been

e/•stablshed, SECY should draft an SRM that reflects the majority position of the Commission and forward it to

the Commission for review, in accordance with paragraph f on page 111-3 of the ICPs.

Patty Bubar
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William D. Magwood
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
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Laufer, Richard

From: Vietti-Cook, Annette
Sent: Tuesday, August 09, 2011 10:54 PM
To: Bates, -Andrew; Hart, Ken; Laufer, Richard
Subject: Fw: Request that SRM for SECY-1 1-0093 (Japan Task Force Report) be provided to

the Commission for review

(b)(5)

From: Sharkey, Jeffry
To: Bubar, Patrice; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Bates, Andrew; Laufer, Richard; Bavol, Roche ,en
Cc: Batkin, Joshua; Sosa, Belkys; Nieh, Ho; Baggett, Steven;rCastleman, Patrick; r ani; Franovich,
Mike; Sexton, Kimberly; Gilles, Nanette; Hipschman, Thomas; Marshall, Michae -. ,atricia; Rothschild, Trip;
Orders, William; Bupp, Margaret; Davis, Roger; Clark, Usa
Sent: Tue Aug 09 17:50:29 2011
Subject: RE: Request that SRM for SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Force provided to the Commission for
review

Commissioner Svinicki agrees with Commissioner Magw ccýoposal that SECY should draft an
SRM that reflects the majority position of the Commiss.4 ard it to the Commission for review,
in accordance with ICPs. I"

From: Bubar, Patrice
Sent: Tuesday, August 09, 2011 12:46 PM
To: Vietti-Cook, Annette; Bates, Andrew; Lau kRic Nil; Bavol, Rochelle; Hart, Ken
Cc: Batkin, Joshua; Sosa, Belkys; Sharkey,,Je l!Nh, Ho; Baggett, Steven; Castieman, Patrick; Reddick,

Darani; Franovich, Mike; Sexton, Kimbe Nanette; Hipschman, Thomas; Marshall, Michael; Hirsch,
Patricia; Rothschild, Trip; Orders, Wi am, upp, Margaret; Bubar, Patrice; Davis, Roger; Clark, Lisa
Subject: Request that SRM for S -0(u3 (Japan Task Force Report) be provided to the Commission for
review

The Internal Commission es (ICPs) provide that voting on a SECY Notation or Affirmation paper or on a
COM or COMSECY shasot c•luded in 10 days. Further, the ICPs provide that "[w]hen a majority of the
Commission has vote - ,t] ommissioners who have not responded are advised that they have 3 additional
business days to voetP,,• e 111-9). If a Commissioner is unable to vote within the 10 day deadline or within 3
days after a ak rity of the Commission has voted, a Commissioner may request an extension of time. A 5-day
extension wbormally be automatically granted, but further requests will not be granted if a majority of the
Commi wbj ts. (Page 111-9).

SE was provided to the Commission on July 13, 2011, with an original deadline of July 27, 2011. Four
C iss oners voted on or before July 27, 2011; therefore the remaining Commissioner, the Chairman, should
K/ave voted by August 2, 2011. Instead, in accordance with procedures, the Chairman's office requested an
extension until August 12, 2011. Due to the sensitive and important nature of SECY-11-0093, a majority of the
Commission disapproved the request. The Chairman's office requested that the Commissioners reconsider their
positions on the request, and two Commissioners indicated that they would be amenable to an extension
request until August 10, 2011, if such a request were made by the Chairman's office.

However, no additional extension request was made by the Chairman's office, and, therefore, the time period
for voting on SECY-11-0093 has expired. Because voting is completed and a majority position has been
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Laufer, Richard

From: Vietti-Cook, Annette
Sent: Tuesday, August 09, 2011 10:59 PM
To: Bates, Andrew; Hart, Ken; Laufer, Richard
Subject: Re: Request that SRM for SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Force Report) be provided to

the Commission for review

(b)(5)

From: Vietti-Cook, Annette NO
To: Bates, Andrew; Hart, Ken; Laufer, Richard
Sent: Tue Aug 09 22:54:24 2011
Subject: Fw: Request that SRM for SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Force Report) be he Commission for
review

(b)(5)

From: Sharkey, Jeffry
To: Bubar, Patrice; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Bates, Andrew; le hard; Bavol, Rochelle; Hart, Ken
Cc: Batkin, Joshua; Sosa, Belkys; Nieh, Ho; Baggett, Steye' tleman, Patrick; Reddick, Darani; Franovich,
Mike; Sexton, Kimberly; Gilles, Nanette; Hipschman, as; 1arshal, Michael; Hirsch, Patricia; Rothschild, Trip;
Orders, William; Bupp, Margaret; Davis, Roger; C, L
Sent: Tue Aug 09 17:50:29 2011
Subject: RE: Request that SRM for SECY-!l ,! 3 n Task Force Report) be provided to the Commission for
review

Commissioner Svinicki agrees o missioner Magwood's proposal that SECY should draft an
SRM that reflects the majorityoi f the Commission and forward it to the Commission for review,
in accordance with iCPs. ,,

From: Bubar, Patrice
Sent: Tuesday, AuSU j/O9, 1 12:46 PM
To: Vletti-Cook, :,,ee Ees, Andrew; Laufer, Richard; Bavol, Rochelle; Hart, Ken
Cc: Batkin, Josnu~hu~IZSosa, Belkys; Sharkey, Jeffry; Nieh, Ho; Baggett, Steven; Castleman, Patrck; Reddick,
Darani; Fra ich, Mike; Sexton, Kimberly; Gilles, Nanette; Hipschman, Thomas; Marshall, Michael; Hirsch,
Patricia;oh'.• ild, Trip; Orders, William; Bupp, Margaret; Bubar, Patrice; Davis, Roger; Clark, Usa
Subj ue that SRM for SECY-11-0093 (Japan Task Force Report) be provided to the Commission for

,he ternal Commission Procedures (ICPs) provide that voting on a SECY Notation or Affirmation paper or on a
COM or COMSECY shall be concluded in 10 days. Further, the ICPs provide that "[wihen a majority of the

Commission has voted... [t]he Commissioners who have not responded are advised that they have 3 additional
business days to vote." (Page 111-9). If a Commissioner is unable to vote within the 10 day deadline or within 3

days after a majority of the Commission has voted, a Commissioner may request an extension of time. A 5-day
extension will normally be automatically granted, but further requests will not be granted if a majority of the
Commission objects. (Page 111-9).

SECY-11-0093 was provided to the Commission on July 13, 2011, with an original deadline of July 27, 2011. Four

Commissioners voted on or before July 27, 2011; therefore the remaining Commissioner, the Chairman, should
1
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Laufer, Richard

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:

Subject:

Attachments:

Pace, Patti
Tuesday, August 09, 2011 6:31 PM
Wright, Darlene; Baggett, Steven; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny;
Bradford, Anna; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa;
Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger, Fopma, Melody;
Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; KLS Temp; Kock,
Andrea; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger,
John; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Laufer, Richard;
Bavol, Rochelle; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry; She , P~amela;
Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, WCO; Tern M; Warren,
Roberta; Apostolakis, George; Temp, GEA; Tadesse, Rebecca; atrick;
Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Adler, James; Jimenez, Patricia;N,.N denorff,
William; Lui, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; Gilles, Nanette; L ;xton,
Kimberly; Beasley, Benjamin
Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Chairman's Vote on SECY-11-0093 - Near Term Rep commendations for
Agency Actions Following the Events in Japan
GBJ-cmt-SP1 1-0093.docx (/"/N

Good Evening,

Attached please find Chairman Jaczko's vote on SECY-
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AGENCY ACTIONS FQJy6

NEAR-TERM REPORT AND
THE EVENTS IN JAPAN.

Thanks,

Patti Pace
Assistant to Chairman Gregory B. Jaczko
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-1820 (office)
301-415-3504 (fax)

• " .,

I
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Laufer, Richard

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Attachments:

Hipschman, Thomas
Wednesday, August 10, 2011 2:11 AM
Laufer, Richard; Hart, Ken
Vietti-Cook, Annette; Loyd, Susan; Batkin, Joshua; Coggins, Angela; Brenner, Eliot;
Monninger, John
Fw: Chairman's Vote on SECY-1 1-0093 - Near Term Report and Recommendations
for Agency Actions Following the Events in Japan
GBJ-cmt-SP1 1-0093.docx

Please make the Chairman's vote publicly available this morning.

From: Pace, Patti
To: Wright, Darlene; Baggett, Steven; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sun ,Anna; Bubar,
Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, Jo wford, Carrie; Davis,
Roger; Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hart, Ken; HipschmanX D iý LS Temp; Kock,
Andrea; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monnin rr, hn; Orders, William; Pace,
Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Laufer, Richard; Bavol, Rochelle; R 'chiT, rip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey,
Jeffry; Shea, Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine;$"epD•O; Temp, WDM; Warren,
Roberta; Apostolakis, George; Temp, GEA; Tadesse, Rebecca; Cas Ai, trick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha;
Adler, James; Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho; Ostendorff, William; L ,• ,'n1a; Lisann, Elizabeth; Gilles, Nanette;
Le, Hong; Sexton, Kimberly; Beasley, Benjamin4
Cc: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Sent: Tue Aug 09 18:31:14 2011 /

Subject: Chairman's Vote on SECY-11-0093 - Near fýRe and Recommendations for Agency Actions
Following the Events in Japan ,ki/ 11

Good Evening,
jL•-

Attached please find Chairman JaczI
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AGFtNC

f••-on SECY-11-0093, NEAR-TERM REPORT AND
'IONS FOLLOWING THE EVENTS IN JAPAN.

4Th~nks

Patti Pace
Assistant to Chairmarp B. Jaczko
U.S. Nuclear ReuaoCo mission
301-415-1820 (officeY
301-415-35N•)"l.

1
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Laufer, Richard

From: Bubar, Patrice
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2011 8:04 AM
To: Bates, Andrew
Cc: Vietti-Cook, Annette; Laufer, Richard; Hart, Ken
Subject: SRM on Task Force Report

/
Andy- if you have a chance - please give me a call about the SRM on the Task Force report.Li (b)(5) iii1

(b)(5)
I

Patty Bubar
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William D. Magwood
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-1895

/5

0

1
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Hart, Ken

From: Wright, Darlene
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2011 9:38 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin,

Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp;
Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger, Fopma, Melody;
Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda;
Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer,
Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John;
Moore, Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani;
RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, Shea,
Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Te Temp,
WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren, Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Joos n,
Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Nie endorff,
William; Apostolakis, George; Lui, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; Go er,/ ifer, Gilles,
Nanette; Le, Hong; Sexton, Kimberly; Beasley, Benjamin; Riddi e

Cc: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Subject: DRAFT SRM - SECY-1 1-0093 (Near-Term Report - Even•
Attachments: 11-0093.srm.docx

The attached file contains a draft SRM which is being circulated for the -day period fot Commission
review. As provided in the Internal Commission Procedures, the st sl aforded an opportunity to review
the SRM to ensure that the Commission decision is clear and un nlable and that resource, schedular,
and legal constraints are properly considered." Please providi onses to Ken Hart (KRH), Richard
Laufer (RJL), Rochelle Bavol (RCB5), and Pam Shea (PWS ,/

/ '

9, ,,
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MEMORANDUM TO: Chairman Jaczko
Commissioner Svinicki
Commissioner Apostolakis
Commissioner Magwood
Commissioner Ostendorff

,IAnnette L. Vietti-Cook, Secretary

IKDRAFT STAFF REQUIREMENTEE

//.
4

I
FROM: C
SUBJECT: M EMA tJWMM

SECY-1 1-0093 - NEAR-TERM REPRRO!'1'
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AG•.TIONS FOLLOWING
THE EVENTS IN JAPAN v

(b)(5)

Attachment:
As stated

cc: EDO

0
(b)(5)

(b)(5)
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(b)(5)

MEMORANDUM TO: R. W. Borchardt
Executive Director for Operations Z/.*
Edwin M. Hackett, Executive Director
AdvisoryCommittee on Reactor Safeguards

FROM: Annette L. Vietti-Cook, Secretary

SUBJECT:

I
STAFF REQUIREMENTS - SECY-1 1-01
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIO F
FOLLOWING THE EVENTS IN J,&t/

nR-TERM
ENCY ACTIONS

(b)(5)
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cc: Chairman Jaczko
Commissioner Svinicki
Commissioner Apostolakis
Commissioner Magwood
Commissioner Ostendorff
OGC
CFO
OCA
OPA
Office Directors, Regions, ACRS, ASLBP (via E-Mail)
PDR
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Additional Commissioner Comments to be Included in the SRM
if Agreed to by a Majority of the Commission

-r

(b)(5)
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(b)(5)
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Hart, Ken

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Nieh, Ho
Thursday, August 11, 2011 5:09 PM
Wright, Darlene; Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake,
Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Bubar,. Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen;
Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger;
Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson,
Karen; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock,
Andrea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Micha6l;
Monninger, John; Moore, Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; R dcick, Darani;
RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; SharkeyAf; Shea,
Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Te C Temp,
WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren, Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Joo a
Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; 0 1 •illiam;
Apostolakis, George; Lui, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; Golder, Je.nje'1• Ges, Nanette; Le,
Hong; Sexton, Kimberly; Beasley, Benjamin; Riddick, Nicole
Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-1 1-0093 (Near-Term Report - Ipan)
11-0093 srm - WCO edits.docx k -

(b)(5)

Thanks.

Ho

Ho Nieh
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William C. Ostendorl
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(301) 415-1811 (office)

(b)(6) (mobile) N
(301) 415-1757 (fax)

.,' j

ho.nieh(.nrc..qov

From: Wright, Darlene
Sent: Wednesday, August 1 01 9:38 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bates,, ; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna;
Bubar, Patrice; Bupp ag et; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford,
Carrie; Davis, Rog ,ema, 1elody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr,
Linda; Hipschm &.0 ;s; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet;
Loyd, Susanlr sm Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John; Moore, Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole,
Brooke; Red , ni; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela;
Sosa, Bel iser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren,
Roberta; •Jse, Rebecca; Joosten, Sandy; Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho;
Ostendorff, William; Apostolakis, George; Lui, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; Golder, Jennifer; Gilles, Nanette; Le, Hong;
Sexton, Kimberly; Beasley, Benjamin; Riddick, Nicole
Cc: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie

/Subject: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0093 (Near-Term Report - Events in Japan)

The attached file contains a draft SRM which is being circulated for the normal 3-day period for Commission
review. As provided in the Internal Commission Procedures, the staff is "...afforded an opportunity to review
the SRM to ensure that the Commission decision is clear and understandable and that resource, schedular,
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/
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MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

R. W. Borchardt
Executive Director for Operations

Edwin M. Hackett, Executive Director
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards

Annette L. Vietti-Cook, Secretary '
STAFF REQUIREMENTS - SECY-1 1-0093 -- N:'ý MN
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AGENC1 T
FOLLOWING THE EVENTS IN JAPAN

(b)(5)
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Additional Commissioner Comments to be Included in the SRM
if Agreed to by a Majority of the Commission

(b)(5)
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(b)(5)
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(b)(5)

4loOF

N
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Hart, Ken

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Bubar, Patrice
Thursday, August 11, 2011 6:04 PM
Wright, Darlene; Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake,
Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Chairman Temp;
Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody;
Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda;
Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer,
Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John;
Moore, Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani;
RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, ,•f ; Shea,
Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Te~tt• Temp,
WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren, Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Joo n.,' a
Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Ni eitendorff,
William; Apostolakis, George; Lui, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; Ide ifer; Gilles,
Nanette; Le, Hong; Sexton, Kimberly; Beasley, Benjamin; Riddi ol
Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie Z,'
RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-1 1-0093 (Near-Term Report - F_•-p r pan)
WDM Comments SRM for SECY-1 1-0093.docx I/--N

Commissioner Magwood approves the draft SRM

Patty Bubar
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William D. Magwood
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-1895

From: Wright, Darlene
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2011 9'38J_ \)
To: Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew, i• os a; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna;
Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Bur' St en; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford,
Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Mel••rnovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr,
Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; H• hon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet;
Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader;. •1, Michael; Monninger, John; Moore, Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole,
Brooke; Reddick, Darani; Rfds og ftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela;
Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, He d41; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren,
Roberta; Tadesse, ;13oosten, Sandy; Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho;
Ostendorff, Willia rr'stolakis, George; Lui, Christiana; Usann, Elizabeth; Golder, Jennifer; Gilles, Nanette; Le, Hong;
Sexton, Kimber ; sl ', Benjamin; Riddick, Nicole
Cc: Mitchell, .,rb, rk, Natalie
Subject* B1• - SECY-11-0093 (Near-Term Report - Events in Japan)

The attache file contains a draft SRM which is being circulated for the normal 3-day period for Commission
revieW. As provided in the Internal Commission Procedures, the staff is "...afforded an opportunity to review
the SRM to ensure that the Commission decision is clear and understandable and that resource, schedular,
and legal constraints are properly considered." Please provide any responses to Ken Hart (KRH), Richard
Laufer (RJL), Rochelle Bavol (RCB5), and Pam Shea (PWS).
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e
WDM Comments

*AMEMORANDUM TO: R. W. Borchardt
Executive Director for Operations

IEdwin M. Hackett, Executive Director
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards

nnf I V~iofittL.nnke 5.~r'r••rvFROM:

SUBJECT: STAFF REQUIREMENTS - SECY-1 1-0093 - NEAR- R"V
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AGE 'CTI NS
FOLLOWING THE EVENTS IN JAPAN

(b)(5)
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Additional Commissioner Comments to be Included in the SRM
if Agreed to by a Majority of the Commission

(b)(5)
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Hart, Ken

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Gilles, Nanette
Friday, August 12, 2011 9:57 AM
Wright, Darlene; Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake,
Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen;
Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger;
Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson,
Karen; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock,
Andrea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael;
Monninger, John; Moore, Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani;
RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, •,•; Shea,
Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Te Temp,
WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren, Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Joos, a
Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Ni Nendorff,
William; Apostolakis, George; Lui, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; G Id• , ifer; Le, Hong;
Sexton, Kimberly; Beasley, Benjamin; Riddick, Nicole
Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0093 (Near-Term Report - E, n J an)
11-0093 srm-GEA.docx

(b)(5)

Nanette V. Gilles
Technical Assistant for Reactors
to Commissoner Anostolakis

4

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Phone: 301-415-1180.//S;Z
Email: nanette.gilles0~nrc.gov

From: Wright, Darlene
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2011 9:3
To: Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Ba ,Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna;
Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Bu Stpl• en; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford,
Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melo7,1apovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr,
Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; '•haron; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet;
Loyd, Susan; Mamish, NadE.r; ars II, Michael; Monninger, John; Moore, Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole,
Brooke; Reddick, Darani;'Rid aftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela;
Sosa, Belkys; SpeiserHe Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren,
Roberta; Tadesse,p ca; sten, Sandy; Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho;
Ostendorff, Willli' A olakis, George; Lui, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; Golder, Jennifer; Gilles, Nanette; Le, Hong;
Sexton, Kimbe y; sley, Benjamin; Riddick, Nicole
Cc: Mitchell- rk, Natalie
Subject. SRM - SECY-11-0093 (Near-Term Report - Events in Japan)

/ZThe a~ac/hec file contains a draft SRMV which is being circulated for the normal 3-day period for Commission

review. As provided in the Internal Commission Procedures, the staff is "...afforded an opportunity to review
the SRM to ensure that the Commission decision is clear and understandable and that resource, schedular,
and legal constraints are properly considered." Please provide any responses to Ken Hart (KRH), Richard
Laufer (RJL), Rochelle Bavol (RCB5), and Pam Shea (PWS).
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MEMORANDUM TO:

GEA Comments

R. W. Borchardt
Executive Director for Operations

Edwin M. Hackett, Executive Director
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards

Annette L. Vietti-Cook, Secretary 0
STAFF REQUIREMENTS - SECY-1 1-0093 - NEAR- fM
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AGE CTI NS
FOLLOWING THE EVENTS IN JAPAN

FROM:

SUBJECT:

(b)(5)
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Additional Commissioner Comments to be Included in the SRM
if Agreed to by a Majority of the Commission

(b)(5)
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Hart, Ken

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Sharkey, Jeffry
Monday, August 15, 2011 4:43 PM
Wright, Darlene; Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake,
Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret, Bums, Stephen;
Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger;
Fopma, Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson,
Karen; Herr, Linda; Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock,
Andrea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael;
Monninger, John; Moore, Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani;
RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Shea, Pa I* Sosa,
Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Tern pi;Vietti-
Cook, Annette; Warren, Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Joosten, Sandy; C'•rl atrick;
Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho; Ostendorff, IV p stolakis,
George; Lui, Christiana: Lisann, Elizabeth; Golder, Jennifer; Gilles Na / frLe, Hong;
Sexton, Kimberly; Beasley, Benjamin; Riddick, Nicole
Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-1 1-0093 (Near-Term Report - Evt J an)
KLS Comments on SECY-1 1-0093 draft SRM (SRM VersQAd'

(b)(5)

Thanks,

Jeff

From: Wright, Darlene "-"
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2011 9:38 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshual•-_ ochelle; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna;
Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephe 'Chl~a Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford,
Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody; Frano ich, 1e; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr,
Unda; Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sha sn, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet;
Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, c 6l; onninger, John; Moore, Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole,
Brooke; Reddick, Darani; RidsEdoD ftSr te Resource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela;
Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svi]ýi .drsti e; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren,
Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; J y; Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho;
Ostendorff, William; Apostola s, e; Lui, Chnstiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; Golder, Jennifer; Gilles, Nanette; Le, Hong;
Sexton, Kimberly; Beasleyir: Riddick, Nicole
Cc: Mitchell-Funderburk, N aie
Subject: DRAFT S - SE6;-11-0093 (Near-Term Report - Events in Japan)

The attached , ins a draft SRM which is being circulated for the normal 3-day period for Commission
review. AsI vid~ in the Internal Commission Procedures, the staff is "...afforded an opportunity to review
the SRR that the Commission decision is clear and understandable and that resource, schedular,
and legal s7aints are properly considered." Please provide any responses to Ken Hart (KRH), Richard
Laufer (RI'L , Rochelle Bavol (RCB5), and Pam Shea (PWS).

/1
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I Commissioner Svinicki's Comments on Version A

MEMORANDUM TO:
R. W. Borchardt

Executive Director for Operations
Edwin M. Hackett, Executive Director 4
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards

Annette L. Vietti-Cook, Secretary

STAFF REQUIREMENTS - SECY- -OlJNEAR-TERM
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATJ0 P, AGENCY ACTIONS
FOLLOWING THE EVENTS IN A

FROM:

SUBJECT:

(b)(5)
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cc: Chairman Jaczko
Commissioner Svinicki
Commissioner Apostolakis
Commissioner Magwood
Commissioner Ostendorff
OGG
CFO
OCA
OPA
Office Directors, Regions, ACRS, ASLBP (via E-Mail)
PDR

.tC
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Additional Commissioner Comments to be Included in the SRM
if Agreed to by a Majority of the Commission

(b)(5)
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Hart, Ken

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Vietti-Cook, Annette
Tuesday, August 16, 2011 3:51 PM
Sharkey, Jeffry; Sosa, Belkys; Bubar, Patrice; Nieh, Ho
Coggins, Angela; Hart, Ken; Laufer, Richard; Bavol, Rochelle
Extension Request DSRM SECY-1 1-0093 NEAR-TERM REPORT AND
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AGENCY ACTIONS FOLLOWING THE EVENTS IN JAPAN

The Chairman requested an extension to the end of today to respond to DSRM SECY-1 1-0093 -
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS. FOR AGENCY ACTIONS FOLLOWING THE EVENTS.

Consistent with the Internal Commission Procedures Commissioner requests for extensio
granted up to 2 business days unless a majority of the Commission objects. Today isth
extension. 4. i

N.

day

1
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Hart, Ken

From: Coggins, Angela
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2011 5:17 PM
To: Wright, Darlene; Baggett, Steven; Bates, Andrew; Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake,

Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna; Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen;
Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Cordes, John; .Crawford, Carrie; Davis, Roger; Fopma, Melody;
Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda;
Hipschman, Thomas; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer,
Richard; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mamish, Nader; Marshall, Michael; Monninger ,John;
Moore, Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Reddick, Darani;
RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey,,ffi; Shea,
Pamela; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Tern Temp,
WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren, Roberta; Tadesse, Rebecca; Joo aa ,
Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Ni e•endorff,
William; Apostolakis, George; Lui, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; Giloe' ifer; Gilles,
Nanette; Le, Hong; Sexton, Kimberly; Beasley, Benjamin; Riddi .R~ole •

Cc: Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Subject: RE: DRAFT SRM - SECY-1 1-0093 (Near-Term Report - E n l• an)

(b)(5)

Angela B. Coggins •
Policy Director
Office of Chairman Gregory B. Jaczko
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
.O0-41r,-1828/angela.coggpfins(@nrc.gov

From: Wright, Darlene
Sent: Wednesday, August 1 20, , 38 AM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bates?, A. re , Batkin, Joshua; Bavol, Rochelle; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bradford, Anna;
Bubar, Patrice; Bupp, Mar t; urns, Stephen; Chairman Temp; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Cordes, John; Crawford,
Carrie; Davis, Rogeryopm:Melody; Franovich, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Hackett, Edwin; Hart, Ken; Henderson, Karen; Herr,
Linda; Hipschman,• I Ias; Hudson, Sharon; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Kock, Andrea; Laufer, Richard; Lepre, Janet;
Loyd, Susan; ri l' Ider; Marshall, Michael; Monninger, John; Moore, Scott; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Poole,
Brooke; RedJ-.Nab' ni; RidsEdoDraftSrmVote Resource; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela;
Sosa, BeIL , Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Warren,
Roberta; , Rebecca; Joosten, Sandy; Castleman, Patrick; Montes, David; Dhir, Neha; Jimenez, Patricia; Nieh, Ho;
Ostendorf, fliam; Apostolakis, George; Lul, Christiana; Lisann, Elizabeth; Golder, Jennifer; Gilles, Nanette; Le, Hong;
Sextorl,/Kimberly; Beasley, Benjamin; Riddick, Nicole
Cc./Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie
Subject: DRAFT SRM - SECY-11-0093 (Near-Term Report - Events in Japan)

The attached file contains a draft SRM which is being circulated for the normal 3-day period for Commission
review. As provided in the Internal Commission Procedures, the staff is "...afforded an opportunity to review
the SRM to ensure that the Commission decision is clear and understandable and that resource, schedular,
and legal constraints are properly considered." Please provide any responses to Ken Hart (KRH), Richard
Laufer (RJL), Rochelle Bavol (RCB5), and Pam Shea (PWS).

I
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Hart, Ken

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Hart, Ken
Tuesday, August 16, 2011 6:05 PM
Nieh, Ho; Bubar, Patrice; Sharkey, Jeffry; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman,
Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua;
Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-
Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins,
Angela; Davis, Roger; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Chairman Temp;/
Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO ETAs; Fopma,
Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, KqHerr, Linda;
Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Jan yý, Susan;
Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Karen;
Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, a, Belkys;
Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Te Warren, Roberta;
Wright, Darlene /
Draft SRM on SECY-1 1-0093 - Task Force Near-Term Reco s
11-0093.b.docx

I

Please review the changes to the draft SRM on SECY-1 1-0093 (Task I
the attached file (11-0093.b.docx). This is Version B. Please responi

Thanks, Ken

Ve Term Recommendations) insist 18, 2011.

I
10, '% X

(b)(5)

/

1
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VERSION B 8/16/11 6:00 p.m.

MEMORANDUM TO:

/
R. W. Borchardt
Executive Director for Operations

Edwin M. Hackett, Executive Director
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards

Annette L. Vietti-Cook, Secretary

STAFF REQUIREMENTS- SECY- I-J EAR-TERM
REPORT AND RECOMMENDAT F AGENCY ACTIONS
FOLLOWING THE EVENTS IN JPAY

FROM:

SUBJECT:

(b)(5)
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(b)(5)
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cc: Chairman Jaczko
Commissioner Svinicki
Commissioner Apostolakis
Commissioner Magwood
Commissioner Ostendorff
OGC
CFO
OCA
OPA
Office Directors, Regions, ACRS, ASLBP (via E-Mail)
PDR

.#,:2>V

0
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Hart, Ken

From: Bubar, Patrice
Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2011 8:42 AM
To: Hart, Ken; Nieh, Ho; Sharkey, Jeffry; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick;

Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard;
Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette;
Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Davis,
Roger; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Chairman Temp/
Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs;opma,
Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, /ei Herr, Linda;
Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, J oyl Susan;
Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore,;Oj , Karen;
Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, csa, Belkys;
Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Terr, W arren, Roberta;
Wright, Darlene

Subject: RE: Draft SRM on SECY-1 1-0093 - Task Force Near-Term R eations

(b)(5)

Please let me know if you have anyques.

Patty Bubar
Chief of Staff 0 Ag
Office of Commissioner Willia D agwood
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-1895

From: Hart K
Sent: Tuesd 3.ugst 16, 2011 6:05 PM
To: Nieh, bar, Patrice; Sharkey, Jeffry; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike;
Gilles, Na'ne.; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Usann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael;
Orders, William; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Clark, Lisa;
Cog•gins, Angela; Davis, Roger; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carde; Dhir, Neha;
Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO_ETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth;
Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; loosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd,
Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole,
Brooke; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA;
Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
Subject: Draft SRM on SECY-11-0093 - Task Force Near-Term Recommendations
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Hart, Ken

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:

Nieh, Ho
Wednesday, August 17, 2011 9:07 AM
Hart, Ken; Bubar, Patrice; Sharkey, Jeffry; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman,
Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer,
Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William- Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook,
Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela;
Davis, Roger; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Chairman Temp;/
Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO ETAs; Foprma,
Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, K rvlHerr, Linda;
Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Jan y., Susan;
Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, o , Karen;
Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, I a, Belkys;
Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Te Warren, Roberta;
Wright, Darlene
RE: Draft SRM on SECY-1 1-0093 - Task Force Near-Termn R M6,"tions
11-0093 b - WCO.docx ___

Subject:
Attachments:

(b)(5)

Thanks.

Ho

Ho Nieh
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William C. Ostendorff
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(301) 415-1811 (office)

(b)(6) (mobile)
(301) 415-1757 (fax)
ho.niehtnrc.,ov

From: Hart, Ken
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2 '.PM
To: Nieh, Ho; Bubar, Patri ar• y, Jeffry; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike;
Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Keni'- an, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael;
Orders, William; She P /.la; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Clark, Usa;
Coggins, Angela; r/Rogr; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, eatkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha;
Doane, Marg t•t gitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth;
Henderson, i jrr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd,
Susan; nderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole,
Brooke;•Rd k, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA;
Temp,/WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
Subect: Draft SRM on SECY-11-0093 - Task Force Near-Term Recommendations

Please review the changes to the draft SRM on SECY-1 1-0093 (Task Force Near-Term Recommendations) in
the attached file (11-0093.b.docx). This is Version B. Please respond by August 18, 2011.

Thanks, Ken

1
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VERSION B 81611- Feld Code Changed 71
/
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MEMORANDUM TO: R. W. Borchardt
Executive Director for Operations

Edwin M. Hackett, Executive Director
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Annette L. Vietti-Cook, Secretary

STAFF REQUIREMENTS - SECY-1 1-0093 - N AM
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR A ,NS
FOLLOWING THE EVENTS IN JAPAN 0,•_ )

(b)(5)
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Hart, Ken

From: Nieh, Ho
Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2011 9:45 AM
To: Nieh, Ho; Hart, Ken; Bubar, Patrice; Sharkey, Jeffry; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle;

Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua;
Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-
Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins,
Angela; Davis, Roger; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Chairman Temp;/
Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; opma,
Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, K ' L/Herr, Linda;
Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, J •' Susan;
Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, NO,, Karen;
Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, '_ , a, Belkys;
Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Ter, ,arren, Roberta;
Wright, Darlene

Subject: RE: Draft SRM on SECY-1 1-0093 - Task Force Near-Term R ations

(b)(5)

Thanks.

Ho

Ho NiehChief of Staff •.[

Office of Commissioner William C. Ostendorff
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(301) 415-1811 (office)

(b)(6) (mobile) •.:-.
(301) 415-1757 (fax)
ho.nieh(,nrc..qov

From: Nieh, Ho
Sent: Wednesday, August 17, M
To: Hart, Ken; Bubar, Patrice Jeffry; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike;
Gilles, Nanette; Hipschman> m ; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders,
William; Shea, Pamela; VI " -C, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins,
Angela; Davis, Roge edi•a, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Ja ifh-Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha;
Doane, Margar•g• ,is, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth;
Henderson, i'ia lerr, Unda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd,
Susan; M' h, rburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole,
Brooke; R . lcole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA;
Temp, WCO;,emp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
Su"jt: RE: Draft SRM on SECY-11-0093 - Task Force Near-Term Recommendations

(b)(5)

Thanks.

Ho
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Hart, Ken

From; Sharkey, Jeffry
Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2011 10:42 AM
To: Hart, Ken; Nieh, Ho; Bubar, Patrice; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick;

Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard;
Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette;
Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Davis,
Roger; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Chairman Temp;/
Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs o;pma,
Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, KIfe Herr, Linda;
Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, J, oyplo, Susan;
Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, cc o , Karen;
Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, 1jl; S'sa, Belkys;
Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Tern 'arren, Roberta;
Wright, Darlene

Subject: RE: Draft SRM on SECY-1 1-0093 - Task Force Near-Term R dations

(b)(5)

Thanks,

Jeff

From: Hart, Ken
Sent: Tuesday, Augu t 1ý11'2011 6:05 PM
To: Nieh, Ho; Bu atrice;.Sharkey, Jeffry; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike;
Gilles, Nanette; ; ' ; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael;
Orders, Williart, mela; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Berice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen; Clark, Lisa;
Co gins, AnA'.Ds, Roger; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc? Arm- -ine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha;

one, Ma e Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth;
/ende on, K ren; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd,

Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole,
Brooke; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA;
Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
Subject: Draft SRM on SECY-11-0093 - Task Force Near-Term Recommendations

Please review the changes to the draft SRM on SECY-1 1-0093 (Task Force Near-Term Recommendations) in
the attached file (1I1-0093.b.docx). This is Version B. Please respond by August 18, 2011.

Thanks, Ken
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Hart, Ken

From: Gilles, Nanette
Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2011 12:48 PM
To: Hart, Ken; Nieh, Ho; Bubar, Patrice; Sharkey, Jeffry; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle;

Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard;
Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette;
Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Davis,
Roger; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Chairman Temp;
Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Foprma,
Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Kej Herr, Linda;
Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, J n Susan;
Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, /o Karen,
Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, ,sa, Belkys;
Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Te Warren, Roberta;
Wright, Darlene; Apostolakis, George

Subject: RE: Draft SRM on SECY-1 1-0093 - Task Force Near-Term R ations

(b)(5)

From: Hart, Ken Ž%2)
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2011 6:05P
To: Nieh, Ho; Bubar, Patrice; Shar r ••• u , Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike;
Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipsch on mas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael;
Orders, William; Shea, Pamel , Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen; Clark, Lisa;
Coggins, Angela; Davis, Roge,•j-e ick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Btrihua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie; Ohir, Neha;
Doane, Margaret; Dr gi, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth;
Henderson, Karen- <LIn a.; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd,
Susan; Mitchell 6 rD rk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole,
Brooke; Ridlic i e; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA;
Temp, WCO; DM; Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
SubJect: on SECY-11-0093 - Task Force Near-Term Recommendations

Plea!ereview the changes to the draft SRM on SECY-1 1-0093 (Task Force Near-Term Recommendations) in
the attached file (1 1-0093.b.docx). This is Version B. Please respond by August 18, 2011.

Thanks, Ken
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Hart, Ken

From: Hipschman, Thomas
Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2011 5:38 PM
To: Hart, Ken; Nieh, Ho; Bubar, Patrice; Sharkey, Jeffry; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle;

Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann,
Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon,
Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela; Davis, Roger;
Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly

Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Chairman Temp;
Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Foprpa,
Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Kjipn- Herr, Linda;
Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Jan y Susan;
MitcheI-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, _ Karen;
Pace, Patti; Poole, Brooke; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, . a, Belkys;
Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temr, ,arren, Roberta;
Wright, Darlene e4 i

Subject: RE: Draft SRM on SECY-1 1-0093 - Task Force Near-Term Rtions

The Chairman does not object to the draft SRM. He continues to support s provided in Version A.

Thomas Hipschman S.

Policy Advisor for Reactors
Office of Chairman Gregory B. Jaczko
301-415-1832"t -

From: Hart, Ken
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2011 6:05 PM
To: Nieh, Ho; Bubar, Patrice; Sharkey, Jeffry; Baggett, S •. ol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike;
Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman, Thomas; Batk ,/osha; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael;
Orders, William; Shea, Pamela; Vietti-Cook, Annett~e;"r Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Clark, Lisa;
Coggins, Angela; Davis, Roger; Reddick, Dara i ron Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blak 'n; Bozin, Sunny; Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha;
Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO , a, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Hayden, Elizabeth;
Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, /-on; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd,
Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Nataie-• oni er, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace, Patti; Poole,
Brooke; Riddick, Nicole; Rothschil ,voy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA;
Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; W 4~berta; Wright, Darlene
subject: Draft SRM on SECY, - 3- Task Force Near-Term Recommendations

Please review the cJ ages to the draft SRM on SECY-1 1-0093 (Task Force Near-Term Recommendations) in
the attached file -093 . docx). This is Version B. Please respond by August 18, 2011.

Thanks,
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Vietti-Cook, Annette

From: Vietti-Cook, Annette
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2011 1:01 PM
To: Sharkey, Jeffry; Lepre, Janet; Riddick, Nicole; Riddick, Nicole; Sosa, Belkys; Blake, Kathleen;

Savoy, Carmel; Bubar, Patrice: Crawford, Carrie: Nieh, Ho; Herr, Linda; Bozin, Sunny
Cc: Bates, Andrew; (b)(5) I
Subject: Recommendations tor _nhancing Keactor SaTety in the 21st century near term task force

review of insights from the Fukushima Dai-ichi Accident

Today you received the subject report, and an advance copy of a SECY paper (SECY-1 1-0093), (b)(5)

has requested return of the SECY paper in order to make changes. Please destroy the Advanci opy of t e
paper you received. You will be receiving a corrected version shortly.

.,.,

'C"

i"'•/2"• ..
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Vietti-Cook, Annette

From: Bubar, Patrice
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 12:59 PM
To: Vietti-Cook. Annette: Bates, Andrew
Cc: (b)(5) Sharkey, Jeffry; Lepre, Janet; Sosa, Belkys; Blake, Kathleen;

Savoy, Carmel; Crawford, Carrie; Nieh, Ho; Herr, Linda; Bozin, Sunny; Batkin, Joshua;
Riddick, Nicole; Bupp, Margaret; Reddick, Darani; Davis, Roger; Sexton, Kimberly

Subject: RE: Recommendations for Enhancing Reactor Safety in the 21st century near term task force
review of insights from the Fukushima Dai-ichi Accident

/

Per the Internal Commission Procedures (page 111-4), if the staff recommends withdrawal of a SECY paper thes'taff must

explain to the Commission in writing the basis for the request. SECY will then poll the Commission on e ff's

request. Although the email below from Annette Vietti-Cook regarding the withdrawal request do ically

request the Commission's views on the staff request, per the procedures, SECY must poll the Cor, o obtain

authorization for this action. We are unable to initiate this process without a written basis fq(th, est from the

staff.

Patty Bubar
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William D. Magwood
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-1895

From: Vietti-Cook, Annette
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2011 1:01 PM
To: Sharkey, Jeffry; Lepre, Janet; Riddick, Nicole; Riddick Sosa, Belkys; Blake, Kathleen; Savoy, Carmel; Bubar,
Patrice; Crawford, Carrie; Nieh, Ho; Herr, Linda; BqZi un~n
Cc: Bates, Andrew;[ (b)(5)

Subject: Recommendations for Enhancing Rea' .Safety in the 21st century near term task force review of insights
from the Fukushima Dai-ichi Accident

Today.you received the subject rep nd an advance copy of a SECY paper (SECY-1 1-0093),l (b)(5[

has requested return of the S .t.'apei in order to make changes. Please destroy the Advance Copy of the
paper you received. You wl,, ing a corrected version shortly.

//
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Vietti-Cook, Annette

From: Virgilio, Martin
Sent: Saturday, July 09, 2011 10:43 AM
To: Dyer, Jim
Cc: Mamish, Nader; Landau, Mindy; Kasputys, Clare; Bowman, Gregory; Vietti-Cook, Annette
Subject: Draft Japan Task Force SECY Paper and Appendix with Resource

Jim

(b)(5)

Marty

'Y,

10

1%
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Vietti-Cook, Annette

From: Dyer, Jim
Sent: Saturday, July 09, 2011 12:23 PM
To: Virgilio, Martin
Cc: Mamish, Nader; Landau, Mindy; Kasputys, Clare; Bowman, Gregory; Vietti-Cook, Annette;

Golder, Jennifer; Peterson, Gordon; Smolik, George; Brown, Milton
Subject: RE: Draft Japan Task Force SECY Paper and Appendix with Resource

(b)(5)

Jim

From : Virgilio, Martin poll'/
Sent: Saturday, July 09, 2011 10:43 AM
To: Dyer, Jim
Cc: Mamish, Nader; Landau, Mindy; Kasputys, Clare; Bowman, Gregory; Vietti-Cook, nne
Subject: Draft Japan Task Force SECY Paper and Appendix with Resource

Jim (4

(b)(5)

Marty

';"'9

/,..
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Vietti-Cook, Annette

From: Virgilio, Martin
Sent: Saturday, July 09, 2011 1:27 PM
To: Vietti-Cook, Annette
Cc: Laufer, Richard; Bavol, Rochelle; Coggins, Angela; Batkin, Joshua; Bowman, Gregory
Subject: The near term Task Force Report

Annette

(b)(5)

Marty

/9

<0 ;

FK 2008 of 2833



Vietti-Cook, Annette

From: Magwood, William
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 7:00 AM
To: Jaczko, Gregory
Cc: Ostendorff, William; Svinicki, Kristine; Apostolakis, George; Bubar, Patrice; Burns, Stephen;

Vietti-Cook, Annette
Subject: This morning's press release

Greg,
/

Thanks for sharing the planned press release on the task force report. A few comments:.

First, I think it is absolutely vital that the headline of this press release focus on the fact tha t orce
found no imminent threat to safety or security as a result of its analysis. I think that shou entral
message and it isn't even mentioned in the draft release. As it is, someone reading this .• Nthink that every
reactor in the country is a time bomb waiting to go off. IVý /

Second, I think it is ill-advised to place so much focus on the task force's comr•n the "patchwork of
regulatory requirements." The press release does not place this in sufficient c and the comment could
be viewed as a condemnation of our entire regulatory framework.

Finally, whereas our press releases are generally dispassionate, t almost breathless. I think the tone
is too forward-leaning. It should treat the report in much the sar t would treat any proposal coming to
the Commission.

Hope these comments are of some help. Let me know if I/ anything to support your efforts as this
report is rolled out. .(

Bill

• N •

•9
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Vietti-Cook, Annette

From: Svinicki, Kristine
Sent: Wednesday, July 13,2011 7:05 AM
To: Magwood, William; Jaczko, Gregory
Cc: Ostendorff, William; Apostolakis, George; Bubar, Patrice; Burns, Stephen; Vietti-Cook,

Annette; Sharkey, Jeffry
Subject: Re: This morning's press release

I share the concerns about this draft release that were raised by Commissioner Magwood and support its revision to
address the points he has raised. /

From: Magwood, William N
To: Jaczko, Gregory
Cc: Ostendorff, William; Svinickli, Kristine; Apostolakis, George; Bubar, Patrice; Burns, Ste he Vie Lok, Annette
Sent: Wed Jul 13 06:59:36 2011 .tpe/%
Subject: This morning's press release

Greg,

Thanks for sharing the planned press release on the task force report. e mments:

First, I think it is absolutely vital that the headline of this press rele , on the fact that the task force
found no imminent threat to safety or security as a result of its; sk I think that should be the central
message and it isn't even mentioned in the draft release. I srneone reading this would think that every
reactor in the country is a time bomb waiting to go off. //

Second, I think it is ill-advised to place so much foc th task force's comment about the "patchwork of
regulatory requirements." The press release do. ioll e this in sufficient context and the comment could
be viewed as a condemnation of our entire regiula ,y mework.

Finally, whereas our press releases are e 1ilydispassionate, this one is almost breathless. I think the tone
is too forward-leaning. It should treatKe, o- in much the same way it would treat any proposal coming to
the Commission.

Hope these comments are of s help. Let me know if I can do anything to support your efforts as this
report is rolled out.

Bill

0y

/1
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Vietti-Cook, Annette

From: Hayden, Elizabeth
Sent: Wednesday, July 13,2011 9:29 AM
To: Sanfilippo, Nathan
Cc: Vietti-Cook, Annette; Brenner, Eliot
Subject: RE: SECY

What does SECY have to approve?

Beth Hayden
Senior Advisor
Office of Public Affairs
US. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

-- ec/Igeople afa'lhed viranme /
301-415-8202
elizabeth.hayden @nrc.gov

/

0N,
From: Sanfilippo, Nathan
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 9:28 AM
To: Hayden, Elizabeth
Cc: Brenner, Eliot; Hardy, Sally; Akstulewicz, Brenda
Subject: RE: SECY

I'm fine with that, but we'll need to get the OK from SECY.

From: Hayden, Elizabeth
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 9:26 AM Q )
To: Sanfilippo, Nathan
Cc: Brenner, Eliot; Hardy, Sally; Akstulewicz, Bre nd o
Subject: RE: SECY

Nathan,

v

1%

N

(b)(5)

Beth Hayden

From: Sanfilip la

Sent: Wedne ly 13, 20119:04 AM
To: Hayden,
Subj ect•-Gi

1
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Vietti-Cook, Annette

From: Sanfilippo, Nathan
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 9:30 AM
To: Hayden, Elizabeth
Cc: Vietti-Cook, Annette; Brenner, Eliot; Laufer, Richard
Subject: RE: SECY
Attachments: FW: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

See attached.

From: Hayden, Elizabeth
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 9:29 AM
To: Sanfilippo, Nathan 4
Cc: Vietti-Cook, Annette; Brenner, Eliot
Subject: RE: SECY

What does SECY have to approve?

Beth Hayden 0
Senior Advisor ,• \.O
Office of Public Affairs C > '
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

-- Pjo/ec/,• P4p/e ann"/he Envtlomen/

301-415-8202
elizabeth.hayden (anrc.gov

From: Sanfilippo, Nathan \C )
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 9:28 AM
To: Hayden, Elizabeth
Cc: Brenner, Eliot; Hardy, Sally; Akstulewicz, B na.
Subject: RE: SECY

I'm fine with that, but we'll need to g t from SECY.

From: Hayden, Elizabeth
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, , AM
To: Sanfilippo, Nathan /
Cc: Brenner, Eliot; HardY;,.C- afl tulewicz, Brenda
Subject: RE: SEC/Y\

Nathan,

(b)(5)

/

Beth Hayden

From: Sanfilippo, Nathan
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 9:04 AM
To: Hayden, Elizabeth
Subject: SECY
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Vietti-Cook, Annette

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 6:20 AM
To: Sanfilippo, Nathan
Subject: FW: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

FYI - let's discuss how you are going to do this.

From: Vietti-Cook, Annette
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2011 6:24 PM •
To: Virgillo, Martin; Miller, Charles; Brenner, Eliot; Hayden, Elizabeth; Schmidt, Rebecca; Powell, Amy; h Nader
Cc: Laufer, Richard; Bavol, Rochelle; Burns, Stephen
Subject: FW: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

(b)(5)

From: Bubar, Patrice '4%"
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2011 6:15 PM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patric ~v', Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken;
Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Micha , illiam; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela;
Thoma, John; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret" s tephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela;
Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, S. ty;fhairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha;
Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, MeIr ;Gib , Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Harves, Carolyn;
Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hud nso har p; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre,
Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monni; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace,
Patti; Pearson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Rothschild, Trip,,avoCa rmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine;
Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, b r i~hght, Darlene
Subject: RE: Request for Early Public Release oh Japan Task Force Report

(b)(5)

Patty Bubar
Chief of Staff
Office of Corn n• William D. Magwood
U.S. Nuclear R•ulaI ry Commission

From: Laufe, Richard
Sent: Friday, July 08, 2011 12:55 PM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman,
Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lau~er, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea,
Pamela; Thoma, John; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins,
Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie;
Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Harves,
Carolyn; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS

1
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Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive,
Karen; Pace, Patti; Pearson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald;
Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
Subject: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

Staff is requesting that the Japan Task Force Report be publicly released on July 13, in support of the July 19
Commission meeting on the report.

Note that the staff is briefing the Commission TA's on the report on July 11 and the report will be provided to
the Commission offices on July 12. (b)(5)

Please let SECY know if your office supports releasing the report on July 13.

Thanks,
Rich

2
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Vietti-Cook, Annette

From: Hayden, Elizabeth
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 9:50 AM
To: Batkin, Joshua
Cc: Brenner, Eliot; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Laufer, Richard; Akstulewicz, Brenda
Subject: FW: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

Importance: High

Josh,

(b)(5)

Beth Hayden
SeniorAdvisor
Office of Public Affairs
US. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

- Proectivg Peop / eai / Eoninewit
301-415-8202
elzabeth.hayden(dnrc.gov

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 6:20 AM
To: Sanfilippo, Nathan
Subject: FW: Request for Early Public Release of th•

FYI - let's discuss how you are going to djhrs.;-

//

as Force Report

eden, Elizabeth; Schmidt, Rebecca; Powell, Amy; Mamish, Nader

1%
From: Vietti-Cook, Annette 0/ -, ne f
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2011 6:24 PM
To: Virgilio, Martin; Miller, Charles - ne Eliot; Ha'
Cc: Laufer, Richard; Bavol, RochLt.I s, Stephen
Subject: FW: Request for Ea7I Release of the Japan Task Force Report

SFrom: BubaXrtrj
Sent: T ;d•i'flTy 12, 2011 6:15 PM
To: Lauf Ic ard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken;
Hipschmnan, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann; Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela;
Tlhgona, John; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela;.
Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha;
Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Harves, Carolyn;
Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre,
Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace,
Patti; Pearson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine;
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Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
Subject: RE: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

(b)(5)

Patty Bubar
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William D. Magwood /

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-1895

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Friday, July 08, 2011 12:55 PM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nane Ken; Hipschman,
Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Order i harkey, Jeffry; Shea,
Pamela; Thoma, John; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns;. e en; Clark, Usa; Coggins,
Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Buba hairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie;
Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Mel b Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Harves,
Carolyn; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Unda; Hudson, Sh menez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS
Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Mon r n; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive,
Karen; Pace, Patti; Pearson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Rothschild, Tri Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald;
Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, ; Wright, Darlene
Subject: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Tas re rIt

Staff is requesting that the Japan Task Force Re oý- licly released on July 13, in support of the July 19
Commission meeting on the report. /

Note that the staff is briefing the Commissio• TA's on the report on July 11 and the report will be provided to
the Commission offices on July 12.1 (b(5

Please let SECY know if your i ' sup orls releasing the report on July 13.

Thanks.
Rich <X.

2
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Vietti-Cook, Annette

From: Hayden, Elizabeth
Sent: Wednesday, July 13,2011 10:18 AM
To: Hardy, Sally; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Laufer, Richard; Sanfilippo, Nathan; Ash, Darren
Cc: Akstulewicz, Brenda; Powell, Amy
Subject: FW: Japan Report Release

We're issuing the press release immediately with a link directly to the report.

Beth

From: Hardy, Sally
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 10:00 AM
To: Hardy, Sally; Sanfilippo, Nathan; Hayden, Elizabeth
Cc: Brenner, Eliot; Akstulewicz, Brenda
Subject: RE: SECY

Here is the link for the Press Release:

http:l/pbadupws.nrc.,ovldocs/ML1118/1ML111861807.pdf

The link is now working, let us know when you are ready to go liv

Thanks,/Sally

From: Hardy, Sally
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 9:35 AM
To: Sanfilippo, Nathan; Hayden, Elizabeth
Cc: Brenner, Eliot; Akstulewicz, Brenda
Subject: RE: SECY•

There not putting it into Adams P8?

From: Sanfilippo, Nathan
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 29!P.• AM
To: Hardy, Sally; Hayden, Eli•];J
Cc: Brenner, Eliot; Akstulgwicv8s nda
Subject: RE: SECY /

httr~lladams v~e'afh2"nrc'°Iov/1 DMWSNiewDocByAccession.asp?AccessionNumber=ML1 11861807

Here it is

From: Har[d, Sally
Sent.•Wednesday, July 13, 2011 9:28 AM
To:,layden, Elizabeth; Sanfilippo, Nathan
C: Brenner, Eliot; Akstulewicz, Brenda

Subject: RE: SECY

Here is the link for the PR http://pbaduPws.nrc.,ov/docs/MLI 1 18/MLI 1 1861807.pdf however, the link is still
now working yet .... ???
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Nathan any word from the ADAMs folks?

Sally

From: Hayden, Elizabeth
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 9:26 AM
To: Sanfilippo, Nathan
Cc: Brenner, Eliot; Hardy, Sally; Akstulewicz, Brenda
Subject: RE: SECY

Nathan,

(b)

Beth Hayden

From: Sanfilippo, Nathan
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 9:04 AM
To: Hayden, Elizabeth
Subject: SECY

..X

/

)(5)
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Vietti-Cook, Annette

From: Batkin, Joshua
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 10:19 AM
To: Hayden, Elizabeth
Cc: Brenner, Eliot; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Laufer, Richard; Akstulewicz, Brenda
Subject: RE: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

(b)(5)

From: Hayden, Elizabeth
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 9:50 AM
To: Batkin, Joshua N
Cc: Brenner, Eliot; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Laufer, Richard; Akstulewicz, Brenda
Subject: FW: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

Importance: High

(b)(5)

Beth Hayden
Senior AdviorOffice of Public Affairs

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission J

- Pm/ec/ng Peopleazd/ahe Ewrnv/me1f/ '.
301-415-8202
elizabeth.hayden@nrc.gov

From: Laufer, Richard < ..
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2 AM
To: Sanfilippo, Nathan
Subject: FW: Request . lic Release of the Japan Task Force Report

FYI - let's discu you are going to do this.

From: Vie nette
Sent: T•;;J" 12, 2011 6:24 PM
To: Virgil • •n; Miller, Charles; Brenner, Eliot; Hayden, Elizabeth; Schmidt, Rebecca; Powell, Amy; Mamish, Nader
Cc: Laufer, chard; Bavol, Rochelle; Bums, Stephen
Subject: FW: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

7/

I 
(b)(5)

I
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From: Bubar, Patrice
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2011 6:15 PM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken;
Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela;
Thoma, John; Viett-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins, Angela;
Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha;
Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO_ETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Harves, Carolyn;
Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre,
Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace,
Patti; Pearson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine;
Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
Subject: RE: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

(b)(5)

Patty Bubar
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner William D. Magwood
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-1895

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Friday, July 08, 2011 12:55 PM
To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patric no h, Mike; Gilles, Nanette;. Hart, Ken; Hipschman,
Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Eli a hall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea,
Pamela; Thoma, John; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammo•_ n m , Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins,
Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, DaraniSt Imbefly
Cc: Armstrong, Jlanine; Batkin, Joshua; Blaker-ftl~hleen Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie;

Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, S•I OyrETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Harves,
Carolyn; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson.a~nnFrr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS
Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitch underburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive,
Karen; Pace, Patti; Pearson, Laur-- le, T-ooke; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy,. Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald;
Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Te EO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
Subject: Request for Early ease of the Japan Task Force Report

Staff is requesting t'laldbhe Japan Task Force Report be publicly released on July 13, in support of the July 19
Commission mee 'g orntle report.

Note that th, is riefing the Commission TA's on the report on July 11 and the report will be provided to
the Comr ' n :rices on July12.1

i ~(b)(5)\

Please let ECY know if your office supports releasing the report on July 13.

/Thanks,
Rich

2
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Vietti-Cook, Annette

From: Hayden, Elizabeth
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 10:20 AM
To: Batkin, Joshua
Cc: Brenner, Eliot; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Laufer, Richard; Akstuiewicz, Brenda
Subject: RE: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

It is going out now.

Beth Hayden
Senior Advisor
Office of Public Affairs
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

- tM/eC/Ly Peag d/Jf .&flm/ Me1J
301-415-8202 

/a 

P

elizabeth.hayden@nrc.gov

From: Batkin, Joshua
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 10:19 AM
To: Hayden, Elizabeth
Cc: Brenner, Eliot; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Laufer, Richard; Akstulewicz, Bre aa f
Subject: RE: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force

(b)(5)

From: Hayden, Elizabeth
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 9:50 AM
To: Batkin, Joshua
Cc: Brenner, Eliot; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ri ard; Akstulewicz, Brenda
Subject: FW: Request for Early Public 0 o he Japan Task Force Report
Importance: High

Josh, //

(b)(5)

Beth H,
Senior Adr
Office o I/ubl'c Affairs
U.S. NAclear Regulatory Commission

,/R-/-/oc/ih7g eople ald/kIlltrai'onmeflI
i301J415"8202

eizabeth.hayden@nrc.gov
//

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 6:20 AM
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To: Sanfilippo, Nathan
Subject: FW: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

FYI - let's discuss how you are going to do this.

From: Vietti-Cook, Annette
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2011 6:24 PM
To: Virgilio, Martin; Miller, Charles; Brenner, Eliot; Hayden, Elizabeth; Schmidt, Rebecca; Powell, Amy; Mamish, Nader
Cc: Laufer, Richard; Bavol, Rochelle; Burns, Stephen
Subject: FW: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

(b)(5)

From: Bubar, Patrice
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2011 6:15 PM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mik G anette; Hart, Ken;
Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, Wi - ey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela;
Thoma, John; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephe /Cla iTsa; Coggins, Angela;
Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Chai Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha;
Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Cati r;jt ad, Nancy; Harves, Carolyn;
Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jim ia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre,
Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; M p!~l:vid; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace,
Patti; Pearson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Ca lkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine;
Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright, •rta e'
Subject: RE: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Tk eport

(b)(5)

Patty Bubar
Chief of Staff
Office of Commissioner Willia ' l~ood
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cor issi

301-415-18954 /
From: Laufer, Ri
Sent: Friday, 1 11 12:55 PM
To: Baggett eiieh Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman,
Thomas; Bat ua; Laufer, Richard; Usann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea,
Pamela; 1 ohn; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Bums, Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins,
Angela; DaN Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Ar nstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie;
Dhir,/Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Harves,
Carolyn; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS

/Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive,
Karen; Pace, Patti; Pearson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald;
Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
Subject: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

2
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Staff is requesting that the Japan Task Force Report be publicly released on July 13, in support of the July 19
Commission meeting on the report.

Note that the staff is briefing the Commission TA's on the report on July 11 and the report will be provided to
the Commission offices on July 12.F b)5

Please let SECY know if your office supports releasing the report on July 13.

Thanks,
Rich

/

//

3
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Vietti-Cook, Annette

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Thank you.

Batkin, Joshua
Wednesday, July 13, 2011 10:24 AM
Hayden, Elizabeth
Brenner, Eliot; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Laufer, Richard; Akstulewicz, Brenda
RE: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

From: Hayden, Elizabeth
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 10:20 AM
To: Batkin, Joshua
Cc: Brenner, Eliot; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Laufer, Richard; Akstulewicz, Brenda
Subject: RE: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

It is going out now.

Beth Hayden
Senior Advisor
Office of Public Affairs

US. Nuclear Regulatory Commission- - )9 vl(ec& Pea, *' E &PI 1,7 ./b E / nm tzi"

301-415-8202
elizabeth.hayden@nrc.gov

From: Batkin, Joshua ('K
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 10:19 AM
To: Hayden, Elizabeth
Cc: Brenner, Eliot; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Laufer, Richa/ A lewicz, Brenda
Subject: RE: Request for Early Public Release of .JaVtea Ts FreRpr

(b)(5)

From: Hayden, Elizabeth
Sent: Wednesday, July .13, 50 AM
To: Batkin, Joshua
Cc: Brenner, Eliot,1tt-Cook, Annette; Laufer, Richard; Akstulewicz, Brenda
Subject: FW: •es(or Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

Beth Hayden
Senior Advisor

I
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Office of Public Affairs
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

- Pro/ec/mg People healAE)rn'ironm1'etu
301-415-8202
elizabeth.hayden@nrc.gov

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 6:20 AM
To: Sanfilippo, Nathan
Subject: FW: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

FYI - let's discuss how you are going to do this.

From: Vietti-Cook, Annette
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2011 6:24 PMP w,
To: Virgilio, Martin; Miller, Charles; Brenner, Eliot; Hayden, Elizabeth; Schmidt, Rebecca; PowQI, amish, Nader
Cc: Laufer, Richard; Bavol, Rochelle; Bums, Stephen
Subject: FW: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

(b)(5)

i/

From: Bubar, Patrice
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2011 6:15 PM
To: Laufer, Richard; Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castlema a/k, Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken;
Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, 1; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea, Pamela;
Thoma, John; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp r ret, Burns, Stephen; Clark, Usa; Coggins, Angela;
Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimber•/7J
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathlen; B , unny; Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie; Dhir, Neha;
Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDOETAs; Fopm 6 eJ~y; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Harves, Carolyn;
Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Unda".;H' ¶ Sharon; Jimenez, Patrida; Joosten, Sandy; KLS Temp; Lepre,
Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, NatalI Mnninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive, Karen; Pace,
Patti; Pearson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Roth * d,/ lp; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald; Svinicki, Kristine;
Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; a berta; Wright, Darlene
Subject: RE: Request for Early Public Reie of the Japan Task Force Report

(b)(5)

Patty Bubar I
Chief of Sta 0
Office of sioner William D. Magwood
U.S. NucleaPegulatory Commission
301-41-Y5895

From: Laufer, Richard
//Sent: Friday, July 08, 2011 12:55 PM

To: Baggett, Steven; Bavol, Rochelle; Castleman, Patrick; Franovich, Mike; Gilles, Nanette; Hart, Ken; Hipschman,
Thomas; Batkin,.Joshua; Laufer, Richard; Lisann, Elizabeth; Marshall, Michael; Orders, William; Sharkey, Jeffry; Shea,
Pamela; Thoma, John; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Ammon, Bernice; Bupp, Margaret; Burns, Stephen; Clark, Lisa; Coggins,

2
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Angela; Davis, Roger; Nieh, Ho; Reddick, Darani; Sexton, Kimberly
Cc: Armstrong, Janine; Batkin, Joshua; Blake, Kathleen; Bozin, Sunny; Bubar, Patrice; Chairman Temp; Crawford, Carrie;
Dhir, Neha; Doane, Margaret; Droggitis, Spiros; EDO_ETAs; Fopma, Melody; Gibbs, Catina; Greathead, Nancy; Harves,
Carolyn; Hayden, Elizabeth; Henderson, Karen; Herr, Linda; Hudson, Sharon; Jimenez, Patricia; Joosten, Sandy; KLS
Temp; Lepre, Janet; Loyd, Susan; Mitchell-Funderburk, Natalie; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Moore, Scott; Olive,
Karen; Pace, Patti; Pearson, Laura; Poole, Brooke; Rothschild, Trip; Savoy, Carmel; Sosa, Belkys; Speiser, Herald;
Svinicki, Kristine; Temp, GEA; Temp, WCO; Temp, WDM; Warren, Roberta; Wright, Darlene
Subject: Request for Early Public Release of the Japan Task Force Report

Staff is requesting that the Japan Task Force Report be publicly released on July 13, in support of the July 19
Commission meeting on the report. /

Note that the staff is briefing the Commission TA's on the report on July 11 and the report will beivrovided to
the Commission offices on Lull 12.I ()()

Please let SECY know if your office supports releasing the report on July 13.

Thanks,
Rich Q

/

/

3
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ROADMAP FOR COMMISSION DECISIONMAKING AND OBTAINING STAKEHOLDER
INPUT ON THE NEAR-TERM TASK FORCE'S RECOMMENDATIONS

(b)(5)
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TEMPLATE SCHEDULING NOTE

Title: BRIEFING ON JAPAN TASK FORCE REPORT
RECOMMENDATIONS ON [Insert Topic Area Here] (Public)

Purpose:

Scheduled:

Duration:

Location:

Participants:

To provide the Commission an opportunity to receive feedback
from external stakeholders on the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission's (NRC's) Near-Term Task Force Report and to he/af
from staff regarding the Report's recommendations on safe ,j/

through defense-in-depth [Insert Topic Area Here]. ,/ -

August 30, 2011 - Ensuring Protection from External
September 13, 2011 - Mitigation
September 30, 2011 - Emergency Preparedne

Framework and Impact
9:30 am /

All Day

Commissioners' Conference Rfloor OWFN

It Century

Morning Session Begins at 9:30am

NRC Staff Panel

Bill Borchardt, Executive Direct 'ro

Marty Virgilio, Deputy Ex u e ire
Preparedness P Ta;

erations

Presentation

80 mins.*

5 mins.*

5 mins.*

10 mins.*

60 mins.*
on topic area)

r for Reactor and

4
TBD, Task Force for [Insert Topic Area Here]

TBD, NRC
(up to 60 mins. Depending

4

Force members will be seated in the well.]

/
/

ionQ& A 50 mins.

Lunch Break

I
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Afternoon Session Begins at 1:30pm

Stakeholder Panel

Stakeholders TBD

Commission Q & A

Discussion - Wrap-up

*For presentation only and does not include time for Commission Q & A's.

Documents:/ ,
- SECY-1 1-0093, Near-Term Report and Recommendations for AgeFollowing the Events in Japan, dated 7/12/11.•

Background Material (One Page) due to SECY: Ten business d Iys ior ti
Slides due to SECY: Five business days prior to the briefin

\"V

p0.

60 mins.*

o the briefing.

2
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Laufer, Richard

[

From: Sanfilippo, Nathan
Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2011 3:44 PM
To: Laufer, Richard
Subject: Re: word version of TF report?

No, sorry.

Sent from my NRC BlackBerry

Nathan Sanfilippo
Executive Technical Assistant

(b)(6)

From: Laufer, Richard
To: Sanfilippo, Nathan
Sent: Thu Jul 14 15:43:51 2011
Subject: word version of TF report?

Nathan -

Tom Hipschman in the Chairman's offices asked me i]ý*
available. Is there?

Thanks,
Rich

%/?

0 /:"-,.,

q1

'word version of the TF report
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Laufer, Richard

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Laufer, Richard
Wednesday, July 13, 2011 2:49 PM
Gilles, Nanette
Sosa, Belkys; Hipschman, Thomas; Batkin, Joshua; Reddick, Darani; Castleman,
Patrick; Sharkey, Jeffry; Orders, William; Bubar, Patrice; Nieh, Ho; Franovich, Mike
RE: SECY-1 1-0093Subject:

Nan -

It was sent up yesterday and can be found in ADAMS at ML1 1192

Rich

From: Gilles, Nanette
Sent, Wednesday, July 13, 2011 2:24 PM
To: Laufer, Richard
Cc: Sosa, Belkys
Subject: SECY-11-O093

Rich - The revised version of the SECY says "Resource
Commission in a separate memorandum." We have not
Commission offices yet?

20296.. . ,

ti s were provided to the
t memo. Has it been sent to the

C/'%'%
Nan

Nanette V. Gilles
Technical Assistant for Reactors
to Commissoner Apostolakis
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 4

Phone: 301-415-1180
Email: nanette.gillest(@nrc gov

/\V0

/

I
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Laufer, Richard

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Brock, Kathryn
Wednesday, July 13, 2011 2:41 PM
Laufer, Richard
RE: SECY-1 1-0093 - Japan TF Report
FW: ML11 1920296-Resource Estimates for Implemtation of the Near-Term Task
Force Recommendations

See attached. It went up yesterday.

From: Laufer, Richard
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 2:29 PM
To: Brock, Kathryn
Cc: Mamish, Nader
Subject: FW: SECY-11-0093 - Japan TF Report

Kathryn -

Do you know if the memo referenced in SECY-11-0093, that Nan
Commission?

Thanks,
Rich -A

below was sent to the

From: Gilles, Nanette
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 2:24 PM
To: Laufer, Richard
Cc: Sosa, Belkys
Subject: SECY-11-0093

Rich - The revised version of the
Commission in a separate merro
Commission offices yet? r4

Resource considerations were provided to the
have not seen that memo. Has it been sent to the

Nan

Nanette V. Gilles
Technical Assista
to Commisso4;7y
U. S. Nuclea•eg

1
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Laufer, Richard

From: Garland, Stephanie
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 2:39 PM
To: Brock, Kathryn
Subject: FW: ML1 11920296-Resource Estimates for Implemtation of the Near-Term Task

Force Recommendations

SteYhanie Garlands
Office of the Executive Director for Operations
016E15
301-415-1719
stephanie.ga ra ndc@nrc.gov

From. Garland, Stephanie
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 9:43 AM 0
To: Imboden, Andy
Cc: McHale, John

SubjecL, ML111920296-Resource Estimates for Implemntatiori of tg r-mTakForce Recommendation!

Andy,

Per our conversation, below is the attached link for the \kct package.

Memo R. W. Borchardt to the Commission r e Estimates for Imnlementation of the Near-T(
Task Force Recommendations v
Stephanie .ara.nd
Office of the Executive Director s

016E15
301-415-1719
ste hanie. a

10

S
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Laufer, Richard

From: Wright, Darlene
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 10:21 AM
To: Laufer, Richard
Subject: FW: FYI - Press Release: NRC'S Japan Task Force Recommends Changes

to Defense in Depth Measures at Nuclear Plants; Cites Station Blackout, Seismic,
Flooding and Spent Fuel Pools as Areas for Improvement

Attachments: 11-127.docx

/

From: Clayton, Kathleen
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 10:17 AM
To: Wright, Darlene
Subject: FW: FYI - Press Release: NRC'S Japan Task Force Recommends Changes in Depth Measures
at Nudear Plants; Cites Station Blackout, Seismic, Flooding and Spent Fuel Pools a Improvement

Darlene, (
FYI. The report was released to the public, 'O"

Thanks,
Kathy

From: Weber, Michael V
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 10:01 AM
To: EDO Distribution
Subject: FYI - Press Release: NRC'S Japan T24 For Recommends Changes to Defense in Depth Measures at
Nuclear Plants; Cites Station Blackout, Seisr1i. Q ;hg and Spent Fuel Pools as Areas for Improvement

As a follow-up to our staff meeting t ning, please find attached the press release announcing the Near-
Term Task Force Report.

From: OPA Resource
Sent: Wednesday, July :21 AM
To: Abbott, Coleman; ppoat r1kis, George; Ash, Darren; Baggett, Steven; Barkley, Richard; Batkin, Joshua; Bell,
Hubert; Belmore, Nan L man, Thomas; Blake, Kathleen; Bollwerk, Paul; Bonaccorso, Amy; Borchardt, Bill;
Bozin, Sunny; Bre.'/, E1iot; Brock, Terry; Brown, Boris; Bubar, Patrice; Burnell, Scott; Bums, Stephen;
Carpenter, C.en thia;( ,andrathil, Prema; Clark, Theresa; Collins, Elmo; Couret, Ivonne; Crawford, Carrie; Cutler,
Iris; Dacus,4bun/e; Dapas, Marc; Davis, Roger; Dean, Bill; Decker, David; Dricks, Victor; Droggitis, Spiros; Flory,
Shirley;w wic, Mike; Gibbs, Catina; Gilles, Nanette; Haney, Catherine; Hannah, Roger; Harbuck, Craig;
HarriiQ-n~ / lly; Hasan, Nasreen; Hayden, Elizabeth; Holahan, Gary; Holahan, Patricia; Holian, Brian;
Jabs C*tricia; Jaczko, Gregory; Jasinski, Robert; Jenkins, Verlyn; Johnson, Michael; Jones, Andrea; Kock,
AnI 1,tzalas, Margie; Ledford, Joey; Lee, Samson; Leeds, Eric; Lepre, Janet; Lew, David; Lewis, Antoinette;
Loyd,:%usan; Magwood, William; McCrary, Cheryl; McGrady-Finneran, Patricia; McIntyre, David; Mensah, Tanya;
4itlyng, Viktoria; Monninger, John; Montes, David; Nieh, Ho; Ordaz, Vonna; Ostendorff, William; Owen, Lucy;

Powell, Amy; Quayle, Lisa; Quesenberry, Jeannette; Reddick, Darani; Regan, Christopher; Reyes, Luis; Riddick,
/ Nicole; RidsSecyMailCenter Resource; Riley (OCA), Timothy; Rohrer, Shirley; Samuel, Olive; Satorius, Mark;

Schaaf, Robert; Schmidt, Rebecca; Scott, Catherine; Screnci, Diane; Shaffer, Vered; Shane, Raeann; Sharkey,
Jeffry; Sheehan, Neil; Sheron, Brian; Siurano-Perez, Osiris; Sosa, Belkys; Steger (Tucci), Christine; Stuckle,
Elizabeth; Svinicki, Kristine; Tabatabai, Omid; Tannenbaum, Anita; Taylor, Renee; Temp, WDM; Uhle, Jennifer;
Uselding, Lara; Vietti-Cook, Annette; Virgilio, Martin; Virgillo, Rosetta; Walker-Smith, Antoinette; Weaver, Doug;
Weber, Michael; Weil, Jenny; Werner, Greg; Wiggins, Jim; Williams, Evelyn; Zimmerman, Roy; Zorn, Jason

1
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Subject: Press Release: NRC'S Japan Task Force Recommends Changes to Defense in Depth Measures at
Nuclear Plants; Cites Station Blackout, Seismic, Flooding and Spent Fuel Pools as Areas for Improvement

The attached for release in approximately one hour.

Please note: The link to the report is not yet live, but will be at the time of public release.

Office of Public Affairs
US Nurlear Regulatory Commission
301-415-8200
opa.resmurce~nnrc.ov

/0

/
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SCHEDULING NOTE

Title: BRIEFING ON NRC RESPONSE TO RECENT NUCLEAR
EVENTS IN JAPAN (Public Meeting)

Purpose: To provide the Commission a status on the recent events in Japan,
NRC's response, and planned actions.

Scheduled: March 21, 2011

9:00 am

Duration: Approx. 2 hours

Location: Commissioners' Conference Room OWFN

Participants: Presentation

NRC Staff Panel 50 riins.*

Bill Borchardt, Executive Director for Operations

* Overview of Japanese event and U.S. response
* Discussion of general radiation health effects
a Discussion of current regulatory approaches for reactors
* Path forward; near term and longer term

Commission Q & A 50 mins.

Discussion - Wrap-up 5 milbs.

\1
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SU.S.NRC
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Protecting People and the Environment

Briefing on NRC Response to
Recent Nuclear Events in

Japan

Bill Borchardt

Executive Director for Operations

March 21, 2011
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Agenda

s Event Overview

s Immediate NRC Response

s Continuing NRC Response

s Health Effects of Radiation

* Domestic Reactor Safety

s Path Forward
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Event Overview

@ Discussion of initiating event

s Current status of reactors

e Current status of spent fuel pools

3
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Immediate NRC Response

* Activated Operations Center

s Dispatched NRC experts to Japan

s Areas of focus

e Extensive outreach to stakeholders

4
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Continuing NRC Response

* Operations Center

* Support U.S. response

* Provide assistance

* Mobilize resources

5
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Health Effects of Radiation

* Offsite Doses

* Radiological Consequences
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Domestic Reactor Safety

# NRC oversight of U.S. plant safety

# Continuous improvement based on
operating experience

7
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NRC Activities - Near Term

@ Inspection Activities

s Generic Communications

# Immediate regulatory actions
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NRC Activities - Longer Term

e Lessons learned and recommendations

e Regulatory actions, for example, to
identify potential:
- Research projects
- Generic issues
- Regulatory enhancements
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Conclusion

10
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BRIEFING ON NRC RESPONSE TO RECENT NUCLEAR

EVENTS IN JAPAN

MARCH 21, 2011

9:00 A.M.

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS

Public Meeting

Before the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Gregory B. Jaczko, Chairman

Kristine L. Svinicki, Commissioner

George Apostolakis, Commissioner

William D. Magwood, IV, Commissioner

William C. Ostendorff, Commissioner
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2

NRC Staff:

Bill Borchardt
Executive Director for Operations
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1 PROCEEDINGS

2 CHAIRMAN JACZKO: Good morning everyone. The Commission

3 meets today to discuss the tragic events in Japan and to begin to consider*

4 possible actions we may take to verify the safety of the nuclear facilities that we

5 regulate here in the United States. People across the country and around the

6 world who have been touched by the magnitude and the scale of this disaster are

7 closely following the events in Japan and the repercussions in this country and

8 many other countries.

9 Before we begin, I would like to offer my sincere condolences to all

10 of those who have been affected by the earthquake and the tsunami in Japan.

11 Our hearts go out to all who have been dealing with the aftermath of these

12 natural disasters and we are mindful of the long and difficult road they will face in

13 recovering. We know the people of Japan are resilient and strong and we have

14 every confidence that they will come through this difficult time and move forward

15 with resolve to rebuild their vibrant country. I believe I speak for all Americans

16 when I say that we stand together with the people of Japan at this most difficult

17 and challenging time.

18 The NRC is a relatively small agency with just about 4,000 staff, but

19 we play a critical role in protecting the American people and the environment

20 when it comes to the use of nuclear materials. We have our inspectors who work

21 full time at every nuclear plant in the country and we are proud to have world-

22 class scientists, engineers, and professionals representing nearly every

23 discipline.
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I Since Friday, March 11, when the earthquake and tsunami struck,

2 the NRC's headquarter operation center has been operating on a 24-hour basis

3 to monitor and analyze events at nuclear power plants in Japan. At the request

4 of the Japanese government and through the United States Agency for

5 International Development, the NRC sent a team of its technical experts to

6 provide an on the ground support, and we have been in continual contact with

7 them since they deployed.

8 And within the United States, the NRC has been working closely

9 with other federal agencies as part of the U.S. Government's response to the

10 situation. Here in the United States we have an obligation to the American

11 people to undertake a systematic and methodical review of the safety of our own

12 domestic nuclear facilities in light of the natural disaster and resulting nuclear

13 situation in Japan. Beginning to examine all available information is an essential

14 part of our effort to analyze the event and understand its impacts on Japan and

15 implications for the United States. Our focus will always be on keeping plants

16 and radioactive materials in this country safe and secure.

17 As the immediate crisis in Japan comes to an end we will look at

18 any information we can to gain experience from the event and see if there are

19 any changes we need to make to further protect public health and safety.

20 Together with my colleagues on the Commission, we will review the current

21 status and identify the steps we will take to conduct that review. In the meantime

22 we will continue to oversee and monitor plants to ensure that U.S. reactors

23 remain safe.

24 On behalf of the Commission I want to thank all of our staff for

25 maintaining their focus on our essential safety and security mission throughout
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1 these difficult days. I want to acknowledge their tireless efforts and their critical

2 contributions to the U.S. response to assist Japan. In spite of the evolving

3 situation, the long hours, and the intensity of efforts over the past week, the staff

4 has approached their responsibilities with dedication, determination, and

5 professionalism, and we are all incredibly proud of their efforts. The American

6 people can also be proud of the commitment and dedication within the federal

7 workforce, which is exemplified by our staff every day. And again, I want to

8 reiterate certainly on behalf of the Commission and all of us here in this room our

9 sympathy with the crisis and the difficult situation for our friends and colleagues

10 in Japan, and we look forward to continuing our efforts to provide them with

11 assistance as they continue to deal with a very challenging situation, not only

12 with the nuclear facilities but with many of the other impacts from this natural

13 disaster in Japan. I would like to offer Commissioner Svinicki an opportunity to

14 make some comments.

15 COMMISSIONER SVINICKI: Thank you Mr. Chairman. I want to

16 add my voice to that of others regarding the great sympathy we feel over the loss

17 and devastation due to the earthquake and tsunami in Japan. The dramatic

18 images of the events at Fukushima, images that have riveted so many of us over

19 the course of the past week, have an added dimension for us as a community of

20 nuclear safety professionals because for us these images are not an abstraction.

21 Many of us have traveled to Japan; we have toured the facilities of our Japanese

22 colleagues. We have worked alongside them in support of the shared goal of

23 advancing nuclear safety. The sense of anguish we feel as we desire so

24 desperately to do something, anything we can, to help our friends and colleagues

25 in Japan has been co clearly evident on the faces of the men and women
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1 working here at NRC. We are heartsick over this tragedy. Some may

2 characterize that our faith in this technology is shaken, but nuclear safety has not

3 been and cannot be a matter of faith; it is and must continue to be a matter of

4 fact. So today we continue the systematic evaluation of facts of what we know

5 about what happened and what we don't know but will piece together in the

6 coming months. Our objective is to confirm that our approach to the regulation of

7 nuclear power in this country is comprehensive and correct while applying any

8 lessons learned we can from these events. In taking the systematic and

9 deliberate approach to this review that you have called for, Mister Chairman, I'm

10 certain the Commission will achieve this objective. Thank you.

11 CHAIRMAN JACZKO: Thank you. Commissioner Apostolakis.

12 COMMISSIONER APOSTOLAKIS: I join the Chairman and

13 Commissioner Svinicki in expressing my condolences to the people of Japan and

14 I also second the Chairman's comments on commending the staff for its

15 response to this accident. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

16 CHAIRMAN JACZKO: Commissioner Magwood.

17 COMMISSIONER MAGWOOD: Thank you, Chairman. This is in

18 many ways a very personal tragedy for me. I have many friends and colleagues

19 in Japan. I have been in touch with several of them over the last week and a

20 half. I've heard from friends in Tokyo worried about radiation and others in the

21 North who are dealing with food shortages and gasoline shortages. Everyone in

22 Japan is enduring continuing aftershocks, anxiety about the Fukushima and

23 Daiichi plant, and difficulties in communicating with friends and neighbors, and a

24 lot of uncertainty about what will happen next. I have one friend Emito who lost

25 all her utilities for several days after the earthquake and is still waiting for water to
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I be restored. But in the aftermath of the earthquake, she is making new friends

2 as people bond together to help each other and comfort each other and make the

3 best of a difficult situation. Fortunately she found a kind neighbor who has a well,

4 and so she has been able to get water and take it to her apartment on a daily

5 basis.

6 I'm sure there's thousands of examples of people who are reaching

7 out to each other, bonding as a community, and showing the kind of resilience

8 that is going to be necessary to move forward. The scale of the tragedy is

9 staggering and the toll on life and property has been terrible, but Japan will

10 recover. But Japan will not stand alone and has not stood alone over the last

11 week and a half. We in the U.S. are close friends to the Japanese people and

12 I'm very, very proud of how our country has responded to this crisis and

13 particularly proud of how the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Staff has

14 responded as well. The staff has demonstrated both the expertise and the

15 selflessness over the last 10 days and I applaud their outstanding efforts.

16 Today the Commission will receive an update on the nuclear

17 situation in Japan, our response and our efforts to understand what has

18 happened. There will be important lessons learned from the events at the

19 Fukushima/Daiichi plant. It's essential that we identify them correctly and

20 respond to them effectively. This meeting, I expect, will be the first of many

21 Commission meetings as we engage to understand the issues and address

22 those issues to ensure the safety of U.S. nuclear power plants. And I look

23 forward to working with my partners on the Commission to do so. Thank you.

24 CHAIRMAN JACZKO: Thank you, Commissioner Magwood.

25 Commissioner Ostendorff.
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1 COMMISSIONER OSTENDORFF: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This

2 is a vitally important meeting for the Commission and the country. I want to join

3 my colleagues in extending my personal sympathies to the people of Japan. The

4 consequences and loss of life in the earthquake and tsunami are simply

5 devastating. Our thoughts and prayers are with all. I'd like to commend the

6 Chairman, the Executive Director for Operations and the NRC staff for their

7 efforts to date in supporting the NRC's monitoring assistance associated with

8 these events. I appreciate the hard work ongoing 24/7 at the Op Center for the

9 last 11 days. Along with my other colleagues here at this table, I've been very

10 impressed with the technical competence and professionalism demonstrated by

11 the NRC staff. I'm also grateful for the highly competent team of NRC detailees

12 dispatched to Japan. While dismayed by this tragedy as a Commissioner, I am

13 also extraordinarily proud of the commitment and professionalism of our team.

14 The events that have unfolded at the Daiichi plant over the last 11 days are stark.

15 On one hand, I believe that our existing licensing and oversight activities assure

16 us that our commercial nuclear power plants in this country are safe. On the

17 other hand, I know that we must, and that we most certainly will, conduct a

18 thoughtful and rational examination of the NRC's regulatory framework with the

19 information and lessons learned resulting from the incidence in Japan. As we

20 head down this path together, I know this Commission will stay mindful of the

21 challenges that face us. As stated by Chairman Jaczko several times in the last

22 week and again today as echoed by the Commissioners, I fully support his call

23 for a systematic and methodical review. We must also do this in a way that

24 clearly communicates to the American people what this review means and what it

25 implies for the safety of our existing nuclear power plants. Thank you.
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1 CHAIRMAN JACZKO: Well thank you everyone. With that, we will

2 turn it to Bill Borchardt, the Executive Director for Operations for the presentation.

3 MR. BORCHARDT: Thank you, and good morning. I would like to

4 join in your expressions of condolences to the people of Japan. I and many of

5 my colleagues on the NRC staff have had many years of very close and personal

6 interaction with our regulatory counterparts and we would like to extend our

7 condolences to them.

8 We are mindful of our primary responsibility to ensure the public

9 health and safety of the American people. We have been very closely monitoring

10 the activities in Japan and reviewing all available information to allow us to

11 conclude that the U.S. plants continue to operate safely. There has been no

12 reduction in the licensing or oversight function of the NRC as it relates to any of

13 the U.S. licensees. Contributors to the conclusion that the current fleet of

14 reactors and materials licensees continue to protect the public health and safety

15 are based on a number of principles, including the Defense in Depth.

16 The fact that every reactor in this country is designed for natural

17 events based upon the specific site that that reactor is located, that there are

18 multiple fission product barriers, and that there are a wide range of diverse and

19 redundant safety features in order to provide that public health and safety

20 assurance. We have a long regulatory history of conservative decision-making.

21 We've been intelligently using risk insights to help inform our regulatory process,

22 and we have never stopped to make improvements to the plant design as we

23 learn from operating experience over the more than 35 years of civilian nuclear

24 power in this country. Some have been derived from lessons learned from

25 previous significant events, such as Three Mile Island. We have severe accident
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1 management guidelines, revisions to the emergency operating procedures,

2 procedures and processes for dealing with large fires and explosions, regardless

3 of the cause. We have a station blackout rule. We have a hydrogen rule for

4 reactors and many others which I'll go into in a little more detail later.

5 But all of these relate in one way or another to the tragic events in

6 Japan. In addition to all that we've done in the NRC and over the last week and

7 a half and over the many years as I alluded to on rulemaking type activities, the

8 industry is also performing many verification activities at this time to verify that all

9 of these processes and procedures and rules that have been implemented are

10 still valid. From a very high level, the NRC response centered from the

11 Operations Center here in Rockville as well as the NRC team that's in Japan

12 focuses on three major areas. The first is to support the Japanese government

13 and our regulatory counterpart, NISA. Second is to gather information and

14 assess that information for implications on the U.S. facilities. And the third is to

15 support the U.S. ambassador in Japan with a level of nuclear expertise that the

16 NRC is perfectly positioned to do. We are in fact mobilized to support the US

17 government in responding to this event.

18 Notwithstanding the very high level of support, we continue to

19 maintain our focus on our domestic responsibilities. And finally as my last point

20 of introduction, we do not expect the releases of radioactive material that have

21 occurred in Japan to have any effect on the health and safety of the U.S.

22 population.

23 The next slide shows the agenda for this meeting. Given the time

24 constraints, it'll be a relatively high overview of activities but the room has a

25 healthy number of NRC staff that are available to explore any questions and
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1 answers that you may have later. I'll now move to, let's say, a brief overview of

2 the events.

3 On Friday, March 1 1th an earthquake hit Japan, resulting in the

4 shutdown of more than 10 reactors. To our understanding, the reactors'

5 response to the earthquake went according to design. There is no known

6 problems to our knowledge with the response to that event. The ensuing

7 tsunami, however, caused the loss of emergency AC power to six units at the

8 Fukushima Daiichi site; and it's those six units that have received the majority of

9 our attention since that time. Units One, Two, and Three, at that six unit site,

10 were in operation at the time. Units Four, Five, and Six were in previously

11 scheduled outages.

12 Immediately after the tsunami, there appeared that there was no

13 injection capability into the reactor vessels on Units One, Two, and Three. On

14 Saturday, March 12th, a hydrogen explosion occurred in Unit One; and then the

15 following Monday, March 14th, a hydrogen explosion in Unit Three. On the 15th

16 of March, on Tuesday, there were explosions in Unit Two and in Unit Four from

17 hydrogen originating from, we believe, overheated fuel in the spent fuel pool.

18 At this time, it's our assessment that it's likely that Units One, Two,

19 and Three have experienced some degree of core damage. Today, all three

20 units appear to be in a stable condition, with seawater injection being used to

21 keep the reactors cool. Containment integrity for all three units is also believed

22 to have been -- is currently maintained. Grey smoke has emitted from Unit

23 Three, which is the cause of the site evacuation that's been reported this

24 morning. The source of that smoke is unknown, although there is indication that

25 there's been no increase in temperature or in radioactivity.
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1 On a sign of some promising news, TEPCO has been able to bring

2 offsite power onto the site from a nearby transmission line. It is now essentially

3 at the border of Units One and Two. There's early indications that there may be

4 cabling problems -- electrical cabling problems within the units. So I understand

5 that they're now in the process of laying some temporary cables to some of the

6 pumps and valves inside of Units One and Two. Over the next day or two they'll

7 be doing the same thing for Units Three and Four. There's two diesel generators

8 that are currently running and supplying power to Units Five and Six.

9 Moving to the NRC response: Shortly after 4:00 in the morning on

10 Friday, March 1 1th, the NRC Operations Center made the first call, informing

11 NRC management of the earthquake and the potential impact on U.S. plants.

12 We went into the monitoring mode at the Operations Center and the first concern

13 for the NRC was possible impacts of the tsunami of U.S. plants on the West

14 Coast.

15 On that same day, Friday, March 11th, we dispatched two experts

16 to Japan to help at the embassy and begin interactions with our Japanese

17 regulatory counterparts. By Monday, we had dispatched a total of 11 staff to

18 Japan. As I said, the areas of focus for this team of 11 is to support the

19 Japanese government and respond to requests from our regulatory counterpart,

20 NISA, to support the U.S. ambassador and his understanding of the nuclear

21 impacts of this event, and then third to help the information flow from Japan to

22 the U.S. NRC so that we could assess the implications on the U.S. fleet in as

23 timely a manner as possible.

24 We've had an extensive range of stakeholders that we've had

25 constant interaction with, ranging from the White House, Congressional staff, our
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1 state regulatory counterparts, a wide range of other federal agencies, and of

2 course the international regulatory bodies around the world.

3 Our ongoing NRC response is that the NRC Operations Center

4 remains in a 24/7 posture. This has involved the efforts of over 250 NRC staff on

5 a rotating basis. In addition to the people that are staffing the Operations Center,

6 there is hardly a person amongst the 4,000 people in this agency that aren't in

7 one way or another contributing to the response, whether it's through information

8 technology needs for the people in Japan, or the Region IV staff in Texas, which

9 is backing up for the operations officers in our Operations Center to help maintain

10 an information flow on the currently operating reactors in this country. The entire

11 agency is coordinating and pulling together in response to this event so that we

12 can provide the assistance in Japan and not miss any of our normal activities

13 regarding domestic responsibilities.

14 In addition, we remain aware of U.S. industry efforts to provide

15 assistance with their counterparts in TEPCO in Japan.

16 The U.S. Government has an extensive network of radiation

17 monitors across the country. EPA's system has not identified any radiation levels

18 of concern in this country. In fact, natural background from things like the rock --

19 from rocks, sun, buildings, is 100,000 times more than any level that has been

20 detected to date. We feel confident in our conclusion that there is no reason for

21 concern in the United States regarding radioactive releases from Japan.

22 I'd like to focus for a few more minutes on the factors that go into

23 assuring us of domestic reactor safety. We have, since the beginning of the

24 regulatory program in the United States, used a philosophy of Defense-in-Depth,

25 which recognizes that the nuclear industry requires the highest standards of
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1 design, construction, oversight, and operation, but even with that we will not rely

2 on any one level of protection for the entire purposes of protecting public health

3 and safety. So the designs for every single reactor in this country take into

4 account the specific site that that reactor is located and does a detailed

5 evaluation for any natural event such as earthquakes, tornadoes, hurricanes,

6 floods, tsunami, and many others.

7 In addition, there are multiple physical barriers to fission product

8 release at every reactor design. And then in addition to that, there are both

9 diverse and redundant safety systems that are required to be maintained

10 operable and frequently tested by NRC regulations that ensure that the plant is in

11 a high condition of readiness to respond to any scenario.

12 As I mentioned earlier, we've taken advantage of the lessons

13 learned from previous operating experience, one of the most significant in this

14 country, of course, being the Three Mile Island accident in the late 1970s. As a

15 result of those lessons learned, we've significantly revised the emergency

16 planning, the emergency operating procedures. Many human factors issues as it

17 relates to how control room operators operate the plant. We added new

18 requirements for hydrogen control to help prevent explosions inside of

19 containment and we also created requirements for enhanced indication of pumps

20 and valves.

21 We have a post-accident sampling system that requires -- or that

22 allows -- for the monitoring of radioactive material release and possible fuel

23 degradation. And of course one of the most significant changes is after Three

24 Mile Island we created the Resident Inspector Program, which has at least two
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1 full time NRC inspectors on site that have unfettered access to all licensees'

2 activities 24 hours a day, seven days a week.

3 Also as a result of operating experience and ongoing research

4 programs, we have developed requirements for severe accident management

5 guidelines. These are programs that perform the "what if" scenario. What if all of

6 this careful design work, all of these important procedures and practices and

7 instrumentation, what if that all failed? What procedures and policies and

8 equipment should be in place to deal with the extremely unlikely scenario of a

9 severe accident? Those have been in effect for many years and are frequently

10 evaluated by the NRC inspection program.

11 As a result of the events of September 11, 2001, we did a similar

12 evaluation, and identified important pieces of equipment that, if, regardless of the

13 cause of a significant fire or explosion at a plant, we would have pre-staged

14 equipment, procedures, and policies to help deal with that situation. All of these

15 things are directly applicable to the kinds of very significant events that are taking

16 place in Japan. Over the last 15 or 20 years, there's been a number of new

17 rulemakings that directly relate to Japan. There's a station blackout rule that has

18 required every plant in the country to analyze what the plant response would be if

19 it were to lose all alternating current so that it could respond using batteries for a

20 while, and then have procedures and arrangements in place in order to restore

21 alternating current to the site, and provide cooling to the core.

22 As I mentioned earlier, there's a hydrogen rule, which requires

23 modifications to reduce the impacts of hydrogen generated for beyond-design

24 basis events and core damage. There's equipment qualification rules that

25 require equipment, indication equipment, as well as pumps and valves, to remain
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1 operable under the kinds of environmental temperature, radiation conditions that

2 you would see under a design basis accident. And then, going directly to the

3 type of containment design that the plants in Japan of highest interest have,

4 we've had a Mark I Containment Improvement Program since the very late

5 1980s, which had installed hardened vent systems for the containment cooling

6 and fission product scrubbing for all BWR Mark I's, as well as enhanced reliability

7 of the automatic depressurization system.

8 I also mentioned earlier that we have emergency preparedness and

9 planning requirements that provide ongoing training, and testing, and evaluations

10 of emergency preparedness programs, in coordination with our federal partner,

11 FEMA. And that entails extensive interaction with state and local governments,

12 as those programs are evaluated and tested on a yearly basis.

13 Over the near term, the NRC activities are -- we will -- concurrent

14 with the event evaluation that we're doing through the Operations Center and the

15 team that's in Japan, we will be enhancing inspection activities through

16 temporary instructions to our inspection staff, including the resident inspectors

17 and the region-based inspectors in our four Regional offices, to look at the

18 readiness to deal with both the design basis accidents and the beyond-design

19 basis accidents.

20 We've already issued an information notice to the licensees to

21 make them aware of the events, and what kinds of activities we believe they

22 should be engaged in, to verify their readiness. And then we, every single day,

23 assess whether or not there is some additional regulatory action that needs to be

24 taken immediately, in order to address the information that we have, to date. The

25 temporary inspection I've referred to is verifying that the capabilities to mitigate
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1 conditions that result from severe accidents, including the loss of significant

2 operational and safety systems, are in effect and operational. They're verifying

3 the capability to mitigate a total loss of electric power to the nuclear plant.

4 They're verifying the capability to mitigate problems associated with flooding, and

5 the impact of floods on systems both inside and outside of the plant. And they're

6 identifying the equipment that's needed for the potential loss of equipment due to

7 seismic events appropriate for the site, because each site has its own unique

8 seismic profiles.

9 The information that we gather from this temporary inspection will

10 be used to evaluate the industry's readiness for similar events, and aid in our

11 understanding of whether additional regulatory actions need to be taken in the

12 immediate term. For a near term effort, we are beginning, very soon, a 90 day

13 effort, that will evaluate all of the currently available information from the

14 Japanese event, and look at it to evaluate our 104 operating reactors' ability to

15 protect against natural disasters, to evaluate the response to station blackouts,

16 severe accidents and spent fuel accident progression, look at radiological

17 consequence analysis, and also look at severe accident management issues

18 regarding equipment.

19 I expect that, coming out of this, we'll have the development of

20 some recommendations for generic communications, either to make sure that the

21 industry has a broad understanding of the events and the issues, as best we

22 understand them. But also, as I mentioned earlier, that we would evaluate

23 whether or not some regulatory action, perhaps in the framework of an order,

24 would be required, in order to require the licensees to take some actions that

25 they have not already done. I expect that this 90 day effort will include a Quick
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1 Look 30 day report to the Commission, and of course we stand ready to brief the

2 Commission as you desire.

3 In order to accomplish this Quick Look report, I think we will have

4 limited stakeholder involvement in this activity, and that it will be done

5 independent of industry efforts that might be ongoing. The idea is to just get a

6 quick snapshot of the regulatory response and the condition of the U.S. fleet

7 based on whatever information we have available. You know, I recognize that

8 we have limited information now. More and more information will become

9 available to us as we go along. But we wanted to do at least this Quick Look

10 report, beginning very soon. And of course, consistent with the Commission's

11 practices, the results of this report will be made public.

12 On the longer term, we'll be developing lessons learned that are

13 somewhat dependent on when we begin to get a better understanding of the

14 events and the results of the earthquake, and tsunami in Japan. So, to some

15 degree, it's difficult to precisely state when the start date for this longer-term

16 review will begin. The review may include the involvement of other federal

17 agencies, but it will certainly include interaction with those other federal agencies,

18 because there's, obviously, the issue of emergency preparedness is a prime

19 example of where we would interact with FEMA to have an effective review. And

20 we would identify the lessons learned that need to be incorporated into any

21 ongoing, long term agency action.

22 We'll evaluate all the technical and policy issues to identify

23 additional research, or generic communications, changes to our reactor oversight

24 program, potential new rulemakings, adjustments to the regulatory framework

25 that should be conducted by the NRC. As I said, we'll evaluate inter-agency
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1 issues, and also look for applicability to non-operating reactor facilities. I expect

2 this longer-term report to have substantial stakeholder involvement, and the

3 outcomes are likely to be along the lines of generic letters, bulletins, and potential

4 rulemakings. So, in conclusion, I want to make it clear that we continue to make

5 our domestic responsibilities of licensing and oversight of the U.S. licensees our

6 top priority. There is an immediate short term and long term evaluations that are

7 beginning, and that they will be influenced by our understanding of the events in

8 Japan. With that, that concludes my presentation. I'm ready to answer any

9 questions.

10 CHAIRMAN JACZKO: Well, thank you, Bill, for that very thorough

11 presentation. We have a proposal in front of the Commission now to consider

12 the options for the short term and the long term reviews, so we'll take a look at

13 that and provide response in fairly short order. I would, again, just want to

14 reiterate my thanks to the work that you and your team have done over the last

15 several days, to deal with this situation, and the - emphasize the importance of a

16 systematic and methodical review, so that we do make sure that we approach

17 these issues, and really get the facts, and make sure that we don't move in a

18 direction that is based on early information, which often tends to be confusing,

19 and sometimes conflicting. So I appreciate the work that you've done to this

20 point. And I don't have any specific questions, at this time, but I would turn to

21 Commissioner Svinicki to begin with some questions and comments.

22 COMMISSIONER SVINICKI: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank

23 you, Bill. I second the Chairman's comments about the tremendous efforts that

24 you and all of the NRC staff members have made in supporting the agency's

25 reaction to this event. There is a lot that we don't yet know, and so that becomes

FK 2066 of 2833



20

1 a context, really, for the types of questions that we're able to ask about this event

2 today. Very generally, I would ask you, in the staffs expert assessment, this

3 morning, do you believe that the events occurring at Fukushima have stabilized,

4 or is it reasonable to expect that events there will continue to be dynamic in the

5 days and weeks to come?

6 MR. BORCHARDT: In my view, the fact that off-site power is close

7 to being available for use of plant equipment is, perhaps, the first optimistic sign

8 that we've had, that things could be turning around. We believe that the spent

9 fuel pools on Units Three and Four, which had been two components that were

10 of significant safety concern, that the situation there is stabilizing, that the

11 containment in three, all three Units One, Two, and Three appear to be

12 functional, and that there's water being injected into the reactor vessels in Units

13 One, Two, and Three.

14 So I would say optimistically, things appear to be on the verge of

15 stabilizing. This has been a very challenging event for us to understand the

16 exact situation, because, as was alluded to, the information is sometimes

17 conflicting, it's certainly not at the level that any engineer would like to have in

18 order to do a thorough analysis, so we've spent a lot of the time trying to piece

19 together our best understanding. But that would be my personal assessment of

20 the situation on site now.

21 COMMISSIONER SVINICKI: Is it fair to say from that, then, that,

22 based on what we understand now of the needs that most urgently need to be

23 addressed there at the site, that those are being addressed, and that they have

24 the status that you just described to me? Those are, of course, the items of

25 highest interest. But it sounds also like, in the days and weeks to come, we will
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1 certainly discover other conditions and things at the site, of perhaps a lower level

2 of priority that we just don't know about right now.

3 MR. BORCHARDT: Yes. The radiation releases and the dose

4 rates that we've seen on site, I think, were primarily influenced by the condition of

5 the Units Three and Four spent fuel pools. And the water inventory questions of

6 whether or not there was some fuel that was uncovered in the spent fuel pool

7 was of significant concern. TEPCO, the licensee, and the Government of Japan

8 have been making a concerted effort to address those issues. So that we're

9 aware of.

10 I don't believe we have anywhere near a clear understanding of

11 what the plant conditions are like within the reactor buildings. So, what kinds of

12 electrical cabling has been damaged, what kinds of pumps and valves remain

13 operable, is a significant unknown right now.

14 COMMISSIONER SVINICKI: Okay, thank you. You gave a very

15 high level chronology of the events that occurred, as we know them. And it really

16 ends up being a narrative of three events that are related to each other. First, of

17 course, being the earthquake, the seismic event. Second, the tsunami, or, as we

18 might have it in the United States, a flood surge, or some other flooding event,

19 followed by the loss of power.

20 In terms of what we know now, and given that there are these three

21 events in succession, do you think that our regulatory focus right now, for the

22 review we're doing, is where it needs to be?

23 MR. BORCHARDT: Yes, I'm quite confident. We've looked at all of

24 the information that we're getting from Japan. We've looked at the design basis

25 for the U.S. reactors. We continue with the inspection program, and we have a
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1 high degree of confidence that the 104 currently operating reactors, there's an

2 adequate basis to assure adequate protection.

3 COMMISSIONER SVINICKI: Thank you. There's been some

4 discussion of what we call Generic Safety Issue 199. And Generic Safety Issues,

5 that's a program that we have at NRC for the continual evaluation of various

6 safety-relevant issues. Could you talk a little bit about the ongoing nature, this is,

7 Generic Safety Issue 199, was ongoing prior to the event in Japan. Could you

8 talk about what was occurring there, and how the events in Japan may alter how

9 we approach that generic safety issue, going forward?

10 MR. BORCHARDT: Occasionally, I think it's every five years or so,

11 the USGS does a review of information which impacts the U.S. Government's

12 understanding of seismic frequencies and issues associated with seismic.

13 Recently they put out a report that talked about the seismic information for the

14 East, the Central and Eastern United States. That information has been given to

15 the industry. There's now both industry and NRC evaluation of that information

16 to see if this new information, and in some places it's an increase in the

17 frequency, expected frequency of a seismic event, would cause us to have to

18 change the seismic design basis for the plants.

19 We did a, as we do every time we get any kind of new information,

20 seismic or otherwise, we do a quick look to make sure that we don't believe

21 there's any immediate information or any immediate need to take any regulatory

22 action. If there was, we would certainly do that through the immediate imposition

23 of new operating guidelines, or new systems, or potentially, even, requirement to

24 shut the reactor down, until the issue, was addressed.
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1 In this case, we did that review. We found no reason to take any

2 immediate regulatory action. And so this is an ongoing review. I don't believe

3 that what we've learned from Japan would cause a different type of analysis. It

4 certainly puts a broader, brighter spotlight on the work we're doing, and that

5 follow-up. But I'm confident that the approach we've been on is the right

6 approach.

7 COMMISSIONER SVINICKI: You described our role in the inter-

8 agency response, and NRC-specific actions. Are we cognizant of, and working

9 to understand and make sure that our efforts do not conflict with, any industry-to-

10 industry systems that is going on? I'm not aware of Tokyo Electric Power

11 reaching out to the U.S. nuclear industry, or nuclear utilities, since this is a

12 technology that we have in the United States. Do we maintain a cognizance of

13 that so that we can make sure that all efforts are coordinated?

14 MR. BORCHARDT: We are aware that the industry-to-industry

15 interaction has been ongoing at one level. Of course, there's many vendors and

16 companies in the United States that have had ongoing business relationships

17 with TEPCO, and the other generating companies in Japan. So at the working

18 level, it has been going on ever since the event, and prior to the event.

19 At a higher, coordinated industry-level, I would say we are still in

20 the formulative stages of that interaction. We have had some discussions with

21 the industry, U.S. industry, it's still evolving. So we're cognizant of what's going

22 on, and trying to help, in a U.S. government role, facilitate the contacts, if you

23 will, between the U.S. and the Japanese companies, in any way that we can.

24 Because we think it would certainly be a potential benefit to TEPCO.
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1 COMMISSIONER SVINICKI: Thank you. And my last question to

2 you is that, you mentioned our ability to issue very rapidly various types of

3 generic communications to the industry, and in your prepared remarks you talked

4 about the fact that we had already issued, I believe last week, an information

5 notice. Could you describe generally, in that notice, what are we alerting the

6 U.S. reactors to?

7 MR. BORCHARDT: Well, the main purpose, from my perspective,

8 and I might ask NRR to supplement my answer if I'm not quite complete, was to

9 have a regulatory follow-up on the activities that we understand the industry has

10 taken on their own to verify that the plant procedures and equipment for severe

11 accidents, for the types of things I discussed that came out of the 9/11 event: that

12 all of those pieces of equipment, temporary hoses, fittings, procedures, that all

13 those things are, in fact, still in place, that the operators are cognizant of them,

14 that they've been trained for whatever reason, to make sure that they haven't

15 fallen into disuse because they haven't been used.

16 So it was really a regulatory verification that the industry's initiatives

17 on this front have, in fact, been taken, and that we will be following up on the

18 results of those assessments, and doing our own sampling check, as we always

19 do.

20 COMMISSIONER SVINICKI: Okay, and so those were the items,

21 based on what we know now, that we identified as being of the highest interest,

22 at least in the immediate term, okay?

23 MR. BORCHARDT: Yes.

24 COMMISSIONER SVINICKI: Thank you. Thank you, Mr.

25 Chairman.
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1 CHAIRMAN JACZKO: Did you have any other questions?

2 Commissioner Apostolakis.

3 COMMISSIONER APOSTOLAKIS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Bill,

4 you mentioned that the -- well, first of all, we know that there is a number of Mark

5 I BWRs in the United States, which is the same design as those in Fukushima.

6 But you also said that in the recent past we hardened the venting valves of the

7 containment. Have the Japanese done this?

8 MR. BORCHARDT: That, we're not clear on. I'm not sure; I can't

9 really answer that question.

10 COMMISSIONER APOSTOLAKIS: I guess the question is, if they

11 had done it, would that have affected the accident? And in what way?

12 MR. BORCHARDT: Well, it would not have affected the loss of off-

13 site power, which is, right, the initiator. The hydrogen explosion aspect, though,

14 possibly, is where the hardened vent would happen. There's two vent paths off

15 of the U.S. Mark I containments. The preferred vent path takes suction, if you

16 will, or has a release path from the airspace above a pool of water that's in the

17 basement, it's in the torus of the Mark I containment, and that would allow for the

18 steam that went into the torus to be scrubbed of fission products, so you would

19 have a release; it would relieve the pressure, which is the main objective of the

20 vent, is, you want to maintain the containment integrity. And it's preferable to

21 vent it on purpose to get the pressure so that you don't have a catastrophic

22 failure of the containment.

23 And so that release path is exterior to the plant. So it's at least my

24 belief that you wouldn't have the hydrogen accumulation in the upper levels of

25 the reactor building, which we believe is the cause of the explosions. Now, the
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1 spent fuel pools on these designs are also on that same level, on the upper level

2 of the reactor building. So it's, the hardened vent wouldn't do anything to help

3 hydrogen that came from the spent fuel pool

4 COMMISSIONER APOSTOLAKIS: I see, okay. Now you also

5 mentioned that we have extra equipment for beyond-design basis accidents that

6 were installed, so-called B.5.b that were installed after the September 11

7 attacks. Did the Japanese have any of those?

8 MR. BORCHARDT: Again, I'm not sure. I -- really, we're trying to

9 get information, but I am not personally aware of the situation in Japan.

10 COMMISSIONER APOSTOLAKIS: Okay. Thank you. Some

11 people are asking why did the Germans shut down their plants, or some plants,

12 after the accident, and we did not? Are we less prudent than the Germans?

13 MR. BORCHARDT: No, I am not aware of the basis for the

14 German decision to do that. I'm 100 percent confident in the review that we've

15 done, and we continue to do every single day, that we have a sufficient basis to

16 believe, to conclude that the U.S. plants continue to operate safely. So I -- we've

17 asked ourselves the question every single day: Should we take a regulatory

18 action based upon the latest information? And, because of the kinds of things

19 that I outlined in my presentation, we have not reached the conclusion.

20 COMMISSIONER APOSTOLAKIS: Thank you. Now, of course,

21 the seismic risk is at the forefront of the news. And we hear that -- well, first of

22 all, our press releases emphasize that the seismic design is based on the

23 horizontal ground acceleration at the plant. But, of course, most people think in

24 terms of the Richter scale. And also we hear that the earthquake of magnitude 9

25 at Fukushima had not been anticipated.
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1 Now, we say that in the United States, we design the plants by

2 looking at the historical record, and then by, we add margins. Now I understand,

3 or believe, that the strongest earthquakes in the United States have occurred

4 east of the Rocky Mountains in the 1800s, and the magnitude was between 7

5 and 7.7 on the Richter scale, something like that. So immediately you get the

6 question, then, yeah, okay, you design against those, but look at Japan: What if

7 you had an earthquake of magnitude 9? How does one answer that question? I

8 mean, you can always ask, what if an earthquake of 9 and a half occurred. I

9 mean, is there a rational way of addressing that?

10 MR. BORCHARDT: Well, my explanation is one that I know you

11 understand this, but we look at faults around the U.S., we have that information.

12 We look at the historical record, look at what the maximum earthquake has been,

13 and then, as with everything we do, we add margins. But we also look at the

14 specific location in relation to the fault, and consider the kinds of soil and rock

15 formations that are between the fault location and the site, and do an analysis to

16 see what is the ground motion that would actually be seen at this site. And we

17 design for an earthquake of a certain size, or a, you know, I'm falling into the trap

18 of saying "an earthquake of a certain size", of a ground motion of a certain

19 magnitude.

20 But then, having said that, all of these other things: severe accident

21 management guidelines, the B.5.b procedures, we have programs in place,

22 equipment in place, that says, even if we were wrong, and the plants suffered

23 this kind of serious event, we have, in fact, the activities, the equipment, ready,

24 and practiced to respond to protect public health and safety. So I don't know if I
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1 should throw a seismic lifeline here, if you wanted to get into any more detail on

2 seismic issues.

3 CHAIRMAN JACZKO: And just say your name.

4 ANNIE KAMMERER: Thank you. My name is Dr. Annie

5 Kammerer, I'm in the Office of Research. I think I'd like to make a couple of

6 points. The first point is related to the ground motion in Japan. Recently, starting

7 in 2006, the Japanese regulatory agency performed a study in which they looked

8 at increased hazard, perception of hazard at the plants. And recently themselves

9 did a reevaluation of the impact that potential increased hazard at the facilities,

10 and actually were in the middle of this when this event occurred. As a result, a

11 number of modifications were made to the plants.

12 At this point, it's not clear exactly what modifications the Fukushima

13 plant had already had implemented. However, the ground motions for which the

14 plant was reevaluated, is about .62G; the original design basis was about .37G.

15 Based on the preliminary information that we have, .62G is in the range of the

16 ground motions that were actually experienced by the plant, although they came

17 from a different earthquake than was anticipated. The ground motions that, for

18 which the plant was assessed, was a 7.1, very close to the plant. That's what

19 produced the ground motions of 6.2.

20 So, one thing that we believe is that the ground motions at the

21 plant, even though it was a different event, were not out of the range that they

22 had already considered. It's less clear with regard to the tsunami. Currently, the

23 Japanese Society of Civil Engineers is finalizing guidance, probabilistic tsunami

24 hazard assessment guidance for Japan. And it was anticipated that the

25 Japanese regulator would do a similar study for a tsunami hazard assessment at
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1 the plants once that was completed. Unfortunately, because the guidance has

2 not yet completed, it's not believed that they initiated that work.

3 So just to clarify, that even though this particular event was larger

4 on the subduction zone than was anticipated, it probably didn't greatly exceed the

5 ground motions. The one exception to that may be in the long period range.

6 Because if you have a larger amount farther away, you get more long period

7 content than would be anticipated from a 7.1 close in. The second question, or

8 the second point is in regard to a seismic hazard in the United States. As was

9 mentioned, we are undertaking a program, Generic Issue 199, which is looking at

10 the potential impact to assess risk, given a perceived increase in the ground

11 motion hazard in the Central and Eastern U.S., which was initiated by the new

12 USGS seismic hazard mapping work that was done. And it's important to note

13 that when the modern analysis techniques that are used are probabilistic

14 techniques, those are the basis of the maps, and they account for basically all

15 sources and the potential for all the different magnitudes that are capable of

16 those sources, up to and including maximum magnitude events which, in many

17 cases, exceed that which we have seen in the historic record. It was mentioned

18 that the largest, the most widely-felt earthquakes in the U.S. were the 1811-1812

19 New Madrid events, which we currently believe were about a magnitude 7. And

20 yet, we do look at, particularly in portions of the crust of a potential for exceeding

21 that. Of course, we also account for the likelihood that that event occurs. And

22 that also accounts for background seismicity, which is common in the east, which

23 is seismicity which cannot be attributed to a specific fault.

24 In fact, it's important to note that seismicity in the Central and

25 Eastern U.S. tends to be in what we call seismic zones, which are not directly
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1 attributable to a fault. And we account for all of the hazard in the seismic zones.

2 One of the questions which has come up repeatedly is, how many plants are

3 near faults? Or, how many plants are in moderate or high seismicity regions?

4 And that's a very challenging question to answer, because these seismic zones

5 are not well-defined boundaries. The faults that were the causative faults in the

6 1811 and 1812 earthquakes have never been identified, in part because they're

7 under a very deep -- the very deep sediments in the Mississippi region. And so

8 we have to account for the uncertainty in the location, we have to account for the

9 uncertainty involved in the maximum magnitudes. And all of that is incorporated

10 in the hazard analyses that we undertake.

11 The Generic Issue Program is using the most state-of-the-art types

12 of analyses, which do look at earthquakes, and include earthquakes beyond the

13 design basis. So, in that way, we directly account for those potential sources and

14 those potential earthquakes, which are not under our current licensing basis.

15 And we're currently assessing the risk from the possible beyond-design basis

16 events.

17 CHAIRMAN JACZKO: Well, thank you for that, Annie.

18 Commissioner Apostolakis, did you have additional comments or questions?

19 COMMISSIONER APOSTOLAKIS: Yeah, I'd like to make one

20 comment and then ask my last question. Annie mentioned several times,

21 probabilities, even after we do the probabilistic analysis, we still have Defense in

22 Depth in mind, which is the current way of looking at things. So it's not just, what

23 is the most likely event that we anticipate, we always ask that question that Mr.

24 Borchardt mentioned: what if we are wrong? And we take additional measures.
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1 So I think that's very important, for people to understand it. Because, you know,

2 probabilities, sometimes, are easy to attack.

3 One last question, thank you Annie. As you mentioned, the

4 damage in Fukushima was not really caused by the earthquake; it was the

5 tsunami that came afterwards. So the question now is: when we license our

6 plants here, are we considering this one-two punch? Are we considering an

7 earthquake followed by a tsunami, as appropriate? Or a major fire, or a flood,

8 because tanks holding water fail? Because this secondary event seems to be,

9 now, very important, and we have to account for it. So how are we approaching

10 this issue in the United States?

11 MR. BORCHARDT: Well, the design basis includes many different

12 analyses. I would just say one thing about the earthquake in Japan. We don't

13 know what the impacts of the earthquake are inside of the reactor buildings,

14 specifically, that's where most of the equipment of interest to us would be

15 located. It may .have survived perfectly well, and stayed perfectly functional, or

16 there may be damage that we just don't know about. So we need to see what

17 the inspection results are, once they have access to the plant.

18 But our reviews for the U.S. include, it's always very site-specific.

19 So, you know, for earthquakes, if they are in a very soft soil environment, there's

20 not a very challenging review that's required, or analysis that's required on

21 earthquakes. But it might be that you need a storm surge for a hurricane, or a

22 storm surge for a tsunami. But there are multiple -- you don't take every possible

23 current event and pile them all together into one event. So it's done more on an

24 event by event basis, so I don't know if --

25 COMMISSIONER APOSTOLAKIS: [inaudible] or something else?
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1 CHAIRMAN JACZKO: Well, I think that, and Eric, maybe you could

2 just answer the question. I think it's, more generally, how do we -- do we

3 consider separate design basis events -- do we consider design basis events

4 separately, or do we consider all design basis events simultaneously on a plant?

5 MR. LEEDS: Eric Leeds, Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor

6 Regulation. As Bill mentioned, we take into account whatever natural

7 phenomena could occur at a particular site, whether it's a hurricane, a tsunami,

8 an earthquake, a tornado, what have you. And we have them analyzed site-

9 specifically. Now, I'm not exactly sure if I understand the question directly. Are.

10 you asking, a seismic event followed by a tsunami? Well, I know that we

11 analyzed for a tsunami, we analyzed for the maximum storm surge, as Mr.

12 Borchardt mentioned, and also what kind of a run-out would happen. Typically,

13 tsunamis are triggered by an earthquake. So, one or the other, we would

14 analyze for that. And we've done that for our plants on the coast.

15 COMMISSIONER APOSTOLAKIS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

16 CHAIRMAN JACZKO: And I would just echo, I think, Bill's

17 comments. We are at a very early stage now, too, and detailed information, it's

18 probably going to be some time until we have it. And so exactly the impacts of

19 the tsunami and/or the earthquake and what their effects on the plant were will

20 probably still take some time to understand. Commissioner Magwood?

21 COMMISSIONER MAGWOOD: Thank you. Good morning, Bill.

22 MR. BORCHARDT: Good morning.

23 COMMISSIONER MAGWOOD: Did you get some sleep this

24 weekend.

25 MR. BORCHARDT: Not much.
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1 COMMISSIONER MAGWOOD: Not much? I'm sorry. You'll get

2 there at some point. There's been a lot of discussion in the media about -- that

3 compares what's happening in Japan to Three Mile Island. And I, as I look at

4 this, and again, we're so early in this, I tend not to think as much about Three

5 Mile Island as I do 9/11. And one reason I think about that is because it seems

6 to me that there are, certainly, a lot of lessons learned, a lot of technical details

7 we'll have to sort out over time. But I wondered, also, whether, as in the case of

8 9/11, is there a major conceptual "Ah-ha!" that's sitting out there in front of us?

9 And I want to make sure we don't miss that forest while we're looking at all these

10 trees.

11 And in the case of 9/11, it wasn't just simply, you know, that we

12 need to do a better job protecting, you know, airplane cockpits, and lots of other

13 security upgrades. It was a conceptual "Ah-ha!" that the threat is a lot different

14 than we thought it was. Do you, as you look at this at this early stage, do you

15 see a bigger message out there that we should be thinking about?

16 MR. BORCHARDT: I don't see a significant weakness now, but

17 that's why we need to do this Quick Look review. And my personal view is that

18 what we need to do is take some very experienced people that are both within

19 the staff, and maybe take some even recently retired people that have expertise

20 in the broad areas of design review and licensing, and let them just focus on the

21 question of, is there something here that causes us to question these, the way

22 we've applied Defense in Depth, and being risk-informed, and the various

23 barriers of radiation release protection, and those kinds of things, and evaluate

24 whether or not there's something different that needs to be done.
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1 It hasn't actually occurred to me, if anything, it's given me a bit of a

2 confidence, if you will, that all of those redundancies, and all of our processes,

3 are paying off. I mean, it was maybe in the view of some stakeholders overly

4 conservative, the way we've approached it, but I think we're seeing the value and

5 the benefit of that approach that we've used for the last 35 years.

6 COMMISSIONER MAGWOOD: I appreciate that, and I agree with

7 it. Let me give you some, just sort of, thoughts about where I think there might

8 be some larger issues to think about. And that is, in looking at, as we've

9 described them, again, we don't know all the details yet. But we do have the

10 sense that the plant seemed to survive the earthquake. And we do have the

11 sense that the tsunami's disabling of the backup power systems led to the

12 situation that followed. But even beyond that, there's the fact that there was so

13 much difficulty in bringing resources to the plant to recover from that situation.

14 When you look at our plants, we certainly have done things in B.5.b

15 and other things to upgrade our ability to recover from site blackout; and we're

16 going to be looking at those issues. But if you lose a lot of infrastructure, if you

17 lose the ability to get to a site, if you lose hundreds of miles of transmission line,

18 if you lose the ability to have rail transport, to move equipment around, that's

19 something I don't know that there's been a lot of thought about.

20 And I wonder if you could reflect on that for a moment, because

21 when I look at this event, I see a significant struggle over -- especially over the

22 early part of this, to get the right resources to the plant to be able to recover from

23 this accident. And even today, we still are struggling to hook up the AC power to

24 Units One and Two, as you've described. When you think about this, and again

25 we'll look at this in great detail as we go forward, do we even have the regulatory
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1 scope to cover all the ground that needs to be covered, to assure that the

2 infrastructure's in place to be able to recover from an accident like this?

3 MR. BORCHARDT: I think there's a couple levels that maybe I'd

4 like to touch on in response to that question. The first is, and I have no idea what

5 the situation is in Japan regarding their regulations and what they have in place,

6 so I'm not implying whether they had it or didn't have these kind of things. But in

7 the United States, I mentioned the station blackout rule, which is a rule that

8 requires an analysis of what would happen at a plant and its coping strategy for

9 dealing with a complete loss of all AC power. So that assumes that the diesels

10 don't -- that you'd lose the transmission lines and the diesels don't start, and then

11 they have to do an evaluation and it's a coping study, how they would be able to

12 restore the plant. That has resulted in various approaches at different sites.

13 Some have a gas turbine that is on the site that could be very quickly hooked up

14 into the grid -- not into the grid, into the plant. There's others that have non-

15 safety-related diesel generators. There are plants that have diesel fire-pumps so

16 that there is a backup to a backup to a backup way to inject water into the core

17 and into the spent fuel pool. So there's a regulatory construct that's required and

18 mandated that type of activity.

19 From a U.S. Government perspective, coming out of 9/11, we had

20 the Department of Homeland Security, which is positioned to orchestrate the

21 entire federal response to an event of magnitude that, you know, you might be

22 suggesting, that would happen so that the full resources of the U.S. Government

23 would be able to use different resources to get temporary equipment to a site in

24 order to provide electrical power, temporary diesel generators, that kind of thing.

25 And then the backstop for all of that, and I'm now leaving the kind of
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1 federal regulatory requirement perspective, is that the U.S. industry, I think, is

2 unique in the world, but also within industry in this country in that while on the

3 one hand they're competitors, on the other hand they share operating

4 experience, they have programs that they all contribute to, and they have an

5 inventory of spare parts and equipment that can be very quickly brought to bear

6 in responding to this kind of an event. So this is outside the regulatory purview, I

7 want to make clear, but that is yet another backstop that would help a site that

8 had a similar kind of problem respond to it in a quick and effective manner.

9 COMMISSIONER MAGWOOD: I appreciate that, and let me also

10 echo your somewhat positive words about the industry. I think in this particular

11 instance, actually, I think the industry in the U.S. and internationally has

12 responded very, very well to this. I particularly congratulate INPO's efforts,

13 through WANO, to work with international partners and also to take positive

14 action here in the United States. I think they've done a good job, and I think NEI

15 and others have worked together and I think individual companies have done a

16 lot, so I congratulate the industry for reacting that way.

17 Let me move on to a little bit different subject. We've talked a little

18 bit about hydrogen already this morning, and the measures we have to deal with

19 hydrogen. Is it your understanding that all the hydrogen that led to the

20 explosions came from the spent fuel?

21 MR. BORCHARDT: I wouldn't want to hazard a guess. It was

22 certainly a likely source; whether it was all of it or not, I couldn't guess.

23 COMMISIONER MAGWOOD: You've talked about this a little bit,

24 but I want to give you a chance to sort of give a little bit more of a holistic
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I response to this. What measures are in place to prevent hydrogen from

2 collecting and exploding in U.S. plants? Mark I's or others.

3 MR. BORCHARDT: Well, the hardened vent, of course -- the U.S.

4 design approach is to protect the containment. It's to ensure the integrity of the

5 containment, and if you can do that, even if you have fuel damage, then you can

6 prevent the uncontrolled release of radioactive materials into the environment.

7 And so this is -- Three Mile Island, for example, had core damage, a significant

8 amount of core damage, yet the radiological releases were very limited from

9 Three Mile Island, so there was negligible health effect from that accident. So

10 hardened vents will allow the primary containment to stay intact and that's

11 probably the single most important thing.

12 The other thing to maintain the containment is, for this particular

13 design of containment, we've required, I think since the late 80s again, inerting of

14 the containment. So it's filled with nitrogen, so if you don't have oxygen in the

15 containment, even if you did have hydrogen in there, you're not going to have an

16 explosion or a fire. So I think those are the two, probably the biggest ones, and I

17 don't know if there's anything that we need to add.

18 COMMISSIONER MAGWOOD: Appreciate that. One more

19 question, Mr. Chairman. Also to just give you a chance to clarify. I know there's

20 a lot of chatter in the press over the weekend about the impact of 50-mile

21 evacuation zones around U.S. nuclear plants. Could you sort of give the NRC's

22 position on what the emergency planning requirements are, and why we're

23 confident in what we have today? Can you please elaborate?

24 MR. BORCHARDT: We have, as part of the emergency

25 preparedness construct in this country, a 10-mile emergency planning zone that
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1 completely encircles every reactor plant in the country. That, in coordination with

2 FEMA, who has an offsite emergency-preparedness role throughout the country,

3 is routinely practiced. We have models that would do an analysis of what the

4 release paths are; we take into account the meteorological conditions; and the

5 NRC, I should be clear, the NRC does not make the recommendations regarding

6 evacuation or any other protective action guidelines; that's the responsibility of

7 the state government, so it would be the governor that would ultimately be

8 making that decision. But we're in a position to provide independent assessment

9 and advice to the governor in those kinds of circumstances.

10 The situation that led to the 50-mile guidance in Japan was based

11 upon what we understood and still believe had existed, that there was degraded

12 conditions in two spent fuel pools at the site, and in all likelihood some core

13 damage in three of the reactor units. Based on the situation as we understood it

14 at that time, we thought it was prudent to provide the recommendation to the

15 ambassador to evacuate out to 50 miles in Japan. It was not based on the

16 existing radiological conditions, but what at that time was a possibility. And so

17 we thought it was the prudent, conservative suggestion. If those conditions

18 existed in the United States, we would have made the exact same

19 recommendation. But the idea that there might be some misunderstanding, that

20 because we have a 10-mile EPZ, that would be the extent for what we would

21 consider and what our emergency planning recommendations would be limited

22 to, is not true at all. We would have done the exact same kind of analysis and

23 gone through the same thought process to consider extending evacuation or

24 whatever protective measures we thought were appropriate.
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1 COMMISSIONER MAGWOOD: Thank you. Thank you, Mr.

2 Chairman.

3 CHAIRMAN JACZKO: Commissioner Ostendorff.

4 COMMISSIONER OSTENDORFF: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Bill,

5 again I thank you for your leadership in this effort, and for the hard work and

6 professionalism of your teams. It was helpful in your opening statement, where

7 you talked about the history of the NRC post-Three Mile Island, post-9/1 1, as to

8 what steps or additional measures were considered or in fact implemented; and

9 so I think that history is very relevant to the near-term and longer-term efforts.

10 Certainly there's Hurricanes: Andrew, Katrina that this country has faced. Also

11 provide data points for various steps taken, whether they be specific to the

12 nuclear field or external to the nuclear field. Does any of the experience from

13 your career at NRC, do you have any significant lessons learned from the

14 process, not the substantive technical details, but the process that was employed

15 following these other significant events that would help inform the task force

16 execution of its mission?

17 MR. BORCHARDT: Well I think it's very important that the task

18 force keep the broad perspective of the regulatory framework that exists within

19 the NRC, and the legal framework that exists within the United States. Because

20 there is a temptation to, I think, try to pile in every good idea that exists into

21 something that becomes unmanageable, and in the ultimate could actually end

22 up being counterproductive to safety.

23 There was a degree of that, in my opinion -- this is only speaking

24 my personal opinion -- after Three Mile Island, because when I started with the

25 agency in 1983, we were still in the midst of following up the actions from the
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1 Three Mile Island action plan. It was a NUREG-0737, and anybody who started

2 in the NRC has that number burned into their brain because we spent enormous

3 amounts of resources following up on those activities. Some of those fixes that I

4 alluded to were absolutely instrumental in improving the safety in this country.

5 Some were, I believe, if we had carried them all out, might have actually been

6 counterproductive in a way, just not contributed to safety. They might have been

7 a good idea in somebody's mind. So there needs to be -- after you go through

8 the brainstorming and identification of all possible things to change, I think there

9 needs to be a good evaluation, thorough evaluation, of what's the right thing to

10 do, and in what kind of sequence and in what kind of timing.

11 COMMISSIONER OSTENDORFF: Okay. Well I'll just make two

12 comments on that. One thing, just for information, you may be aware of this, but

13 about a year ago the National Academies undertook a significant study for about

14 9 or 10 federal agencies, to look at disaster resilience in this country, specifically

15 from the context of inter-agency coordination, roles and responsibilities. But

16 nothing there was, or to my knowledge is currently nuclear-specific. The extent

17 of interagency coordination for various types of events in this country is a prime

18 subject of that study. There may be. some value in looking at that.

19 And refer to Commissioner Magwood's questioning on the

20 transportation logistics support, which I completely agree have been issues here

21 so far, in this particular response. One might take note of the Department of

22 Defense's efforts, since the loss of the U.S.S. Thresher back in 1963. There's

23 been a very operationally ready deep-submergence rescue vehicle, DSRV, on

24 standby close to airplanes on the East and West Coast of the United States to

25 provide a response. So other agencies, the point is, have gone through similar
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1 analogues in looking at how they might deal with particular responses, and that's

2 something just to note.

3 Also, kind of maybe staying a little bit on the big-picture historical

4 nature of some of the prior NRC responses to these big events, it also strikes me

5 that perhaps the audience or the recipients of these reports will be representing a

6 broader cross-section than typical Commission meetings. Certainly we have

7 nuclear industry, we have many of the same stakeholders from issue to issue,

8 but in my personal opinion is that this is one where how we communicate to John

9 Q. Public, the person that doesn't have a stake in the industry or is not part of

10 one of the normal stakeholder groups, but also deserves and needs to receive a

11 reply that they can understand, is really essential. Is there anything from your

12 prior experience here at the NRC, either 9/11 or Davis-Besse or the 2003

13 blackout, that you think would be in your initial thoughts on how we communicate

14 so that people in the American public understand what the results are of these

15 near-term and longer-term efforts?

16 MR. BORCHARDT: Well, and again this is just my view, my

17 assessment, I think that especially in the long-term review that we do, we need to

18 build in a meaningful engagement with all the stakeholders. They have an

19 enormous capability to understand the most technical issues. Sometimes we

20 think that capability doesn't exist, but it's in fact not true. And we have had

21 enormously valuable input from a wide range of stakeholders. This is a little bit

22 off of event response, but when we established the reactor oversight program --

23 we did it 10 or 12 years ago -- we used just that kind of an approach. We

24 brought in all kinds of different stakeholders from all different perspectives, and it

25 was a very impressive end result that had everyone's buy-in. People who came
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1 from pro-nuclear, anti-nuclear, and they all agreed that this was a good approach

2 to perform regulatory oversight. I think the same kind of mindset is important to

3 enter into this long-term activity, and start at the beginning. Where we get into

4 trouble as a regulator is when we have our mind made up, or even if we don't

5 have our mind made up, there's a perception we already have our mind made

6 up, and then we begin the engagement. So I think we need to do it right from the

7 very beginning, have it be a very open and transparent process.

8 COMMISSIONER OSTENDORFF: Thank you. I know as the

9 Chairman indicated in his comments earlier, there's much we don't know.

10 There'll be significant periods of time before we have full granularity, a lot of the

11 details of what happened at Fukushima, but there's one area, if you'll just bear

12 with me, that I do want to ask you about. I've been here not quite one year; I've

13 spent very little time looking at spent fuel pools. When I go visit a plant, I'll go

14 see the pool, and on some of these visits -- I've probably seen four, I think, in the

15 last year. But I certainly don't have much background at all in the spent fuel

16 pools. And recognizing that's been the focus of a lot of the concerns over the

17 last 10 days, and that perhaps compared to our discussions, we have an

18 emergency core cooling systems and GSI-191 and other issues that we don't

19 spend a lot of time, as-a Commission, really talking about that.

20 Is there any initial area of U.S. reactor plant spent-fuel configuration

21 or operation that comes to your mind as warranting particular exploration in this

22 task force?

23 MR. BORCHARDT: Well clearly, it's a very simple problem. All

24 you have to do is keep water in the pool. The pool is an open vessel, and the

25 only objective is to keep water in it. Even if, in a bad situation, it were to heat up
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1 and you had boiling in there, as long as you kept the fuel covered with water,

2 you're going to prevent the high radiological release. So I think what the task

3 force needs to do is to go down the specifics of what happened in Japan, and

4 then evaluate that to make sure that in fact, these things that we put into place

5 after 9/11, for example, really would work under that scenario.

6 We have thought about things like making sure that the equipment

7 you're going to use wouldn't be damaged in the event that caused the first

8 problem, so you can't have everything staged exactly where it's ready to be

9 used. There has to be some staging areas. But for example, on the tsunami or a

10 flooding issue you wouldn't want the equipment now stored outside, right?

11 Because it would be swept away. So you know, it's yet another "what if" to really

12 help us explore and probe what the various scenarios are being, and make sure

13 we have the highest probability of success. I think that's really the box we need

14 people to be thinking in.

15 COMMISSIONER OSTENDORFF: That's very helpful. Thank you.

16 Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

17 CHAIRMAN JACZKO: I'd ask at this point if there are any other

18 questions that any of my colleagues have.

19 MR. BORCHARDT: Well at this point, can I just --

20 CHAIRMAN JACZKO: Sure, Bill.

21 MR. BORCHARDT: Can I just -- I'm not going to ask you a

22 question.

23 [laughter]

24 CHAIRMAN JACZKO: I'm not sure I'd have answered it for you if

25 you did.
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1 [laughter)

2 MR. BORCHARDT: I do want to just take a moment and thank alt

3 the NRC staff that have responded to this event, all the people that are in the

4 Ops Center -- we're doing our best to have a rotation of people in and out of

5 there, but they're working very hard, very long hours. They're still doing their real

6 job too, like I said, that's got to be our first priority. But I want to just make

7 special note of the team of people that volunteered to go to Japan on no notice,

8 that have been there working incredibly long, hard hours, working in a way that

9 there is no operating procedure to operate. They have had to develop it on the

10 go. So Chuck Casto happens to be the team leader, but there are many people

11 that have worked very hard. We have sent another person over to help Chuck in

12 that team-leader role, and there is the next wave of NRC employees that have

13 volunteered, and they'll be leaving beginning, I think it's tomorrow. And then the

14 last element of that group on Thursday. So I just want to make special note of

15 their commitment and professionalism. Thank you.

16 CHAIRMAN JACZKO: Well thanks for that, Bill. I appreciate that,

17 and your work as well, I think, as I've noted. At this point I would just offer that

18 we do have a proposal that's been circulated that I think captures at a high level

19 some of these ideas for a path forward, and I would certainly encourage that we

20 move on that as promptly as possible. But I thought I'd offer at this time an

21 opportunity, if anybody wants to make comments on that or any of the other

22 issues that we have in front of us. Commissioner Ostendorff?

23 COMMISSIONER OSTENDORFF: I just thank you for convening

24 this meeting today. I think it's been very helpful, and I know that we're all ready

25 to move forward to take the actions we need to take.
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1 CHAIRMAN JACZKO: Okay. Well again I want to thank everybody

2 for their efforts so far, and again, I just want to reiterate as we close that as many

3 people on this side of the table have indicated, we have had, many of us, very

4 close and personal relationships with colleagues in Japan, and our hearts go out

5 to them as they continue to deal with this very difficult event, and we will continue

6 to work to provide our colleagues and counterparts in Japan with assistance as

7 they need it, to deal with the situation. And I think as Commissioner Magwood

8 indicated, this is likely the first of many discussions we will have on this topic, and

9 I look forward to continuing the discussion and continuing our focus on our

10 important health and safety mission. With that, we are adjourned. Thank you.

11 [Whereupon the proceedings were concluded]
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