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Beasley, Benjamin

From: Beasley, Benjamin
Sent: Thursday, September 20, 2012 4:37 PM
To: Coe, Doug
Subject: Review of Larry's letter to Chairman Macfarlane

Doug,

As you requested, I reviewed the letter from Larry to Chairman Macfarlane (Jocassee Dam Failure
Concerns.pdf). The letter contains information that I considered SUNSI and thus had redacted from the public
version of the GI-204 screening analysis. The sensitive information includes accident timing at Oconee
Nuclear Station following failure of Jocassee Dam, the distance from Jocassee Dam to Oconee Nuclear
Station and the probability of failure of Jocassee Dam.

Ben



Beasley, Benjamin

From: Beasley, Benjamin
Sent: Tuesday, October 02, 2012 1:10 PM
To: Coe, Doug
Cc: Correia, Richard
Subject: FW: Memo from B. Beasley to W. Dosch Re: Temporary Work-At-Home Request Under

Article 8 of the Collective Bargaining Agreement
Attachments: Work at home plan and memo.docx

Doug,

Most of the early dialogue on working from RIII was by phone. This is the first written record I could find. The
effort to find a good place for Larry to work started on April 25 after Larry had contacted the Illinois Emergency
Management Agency about the possibility of temporary space in their office.

Ben

From: Siu, Carolyn
Sent: Friday, May 11, 2012 10:24 AM
To: Secor, Christine
Cc: Ibarra, Jose; Lane, John; Beasley, Benjamin; Correia, Richard
Subject: RE: Memo from B. Beasley to W. Dosch Re: Temporary Work-At-Home Request Under Article 8 of the Collective
Bargaining Agreement

Thanks-the change has been made.

Carolyn Siui
301-251-7568

From: Secor, Christine
Sent: Friday, May 11, 2012 10:18 AM
To: Siu, Carolyn
Subject: RE: Memo from B. Beasley to W. Dosch Re: Temporary Work-At-Home Request Under Article 8 of the Collective
Bargaining Agreement

Carolyn, Please add the following paragraph in memo and I will concur.

Drug Testing

Mr. Criscione will be subject to drug testing in accordance with NRC's Drug-Free Workplace Plan. If he is
randomly selected for testing, his supervisor will direct him to report that day to an NRC approved sub-
contractor testing facility within a two hour drive from his duty location in Springfield, Illinois.

Christine

Christine Secor
Drug Program Manager
301-415-6546 .i '
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MEMORANDUM TO: William Dosch, Chief
Work Life and Benefits Branch
Office of the Chief Human Capital Officer

THRU: Brian Sheron, Director
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research

Richard Correia, Director
Division of Risk Analysis
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research

FROM: Benjamin Beasley, Chief
Operating Experience and Generic Issues Branch
Division of Risk Analysis
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research

SUBJECT: TEMPORARY WORK-AT-HOME REQUEST UNDER ARTICLE 8
OF THE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT

We request approval of a special circumstances work-at-home plan under Article 8 of the
Collective Bargaining Agreement between the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the
National Treasury Employees Union. Article 8 provides for consideration of a work-at-home
arrangement when an employee encounters a personal incapacitation or hardship.

The attached Work-At-Home Plan for Larry Criscione would allow him to work at home due to
personal hardship for a period of approximately three months.

Mr. Criscione will be subject to drug testing in accordance with NRC's Drug-Free Workplace
Plan. If he is randomly selected for testing, his supervisor will direct him to report that day to an
NRC-approved sub-contractor testing facility within a two-hour drive from his duty location in
Springfield, Illinois.

CONTACT: Benjamin Beasley, RES/DRA
301-251-7676



W. Dosch -2-

Attached is the Work-At-Home Plan for your review and approval.

Enclosure:
Work-At-Home Plan for Larry Criscione

Approved: Date:
William Dosch, Chief
Work Life and Benefits Branch
Office of the Chief Human Capital Officer



W. Dosch -2-

Attached is the Work-At-Home Plan for your review and approval.

Enclosure:
Work-At-Home Plan for Larry Criscione

Approved: Date:
William Dosch, Chief
Work Life and Benefits Branch
Office of the Chief Human Capital Officer

ADAMS Accession No.: N/A

OFFICE RES/DRA/OEGIB RES/DRA ADM/DFS/PSB IS/ICOD CSO/PSTT RES
NAME B. Beasley R. Correia C. Secor K. Paradiso J. Petsch B. Sheron

(via email) (via email)
DATE 5/10/12 5/11/12 / /12 / /12 / /12 / /12

OFFICIAL RECORD COPY



Work at Home Plan for Larry Criscione

Purpose:
To allow Larry Criscione, a Reliability and Risk Engineer, to work on the HRA data collection
project, the screening analysis of a proposed generic issue and various other assignments
while supporting his wife following recent surgery and an ongoing chemo-therapy program.

Work Assignments and Monitoring:
Work will continue to be assigned and monitored by Ben Beasley, the Chief of the Operating
Experience and Generic Issues Branch or his designee. Ben Beasley will be informed by
telephone or email concerning the status of work assignments on a weekly basis, or more often
as necessary. It is expected that work assignments can be assigned and discussed over the
telephone or through email and that work products can be delivered by email.

Larry Criscione will maintain a daily record of his time. The record will be provided to the Branch
Chief on a biweekly basis for his review. The record will indicate both the amount of time spent
on and the status of the tasks performed during the week.

If the Branch Chief determines that he is unable to adequately monitor Larry's work, he may
recommend modification to this plan to attain adequate monitoring or may recommend
termination of this arrangement.

Working hours will be flexible for Larry. The office may call during normal working hours during
this period. If Larry is not available to take the call, a message may be left or sent by email.
Larry will return phone calls to the office during normal working hours, normally within one day.

Tasks to be Performed at Home:
HRA data collection project activities
Screening analysis of Pre-GI-01 1

The employee and supervisor will agree on the nature of the work to be completed and the
appropriate schedule. All of the work described above is portable or can be performed via
telephone and email.

Commencement:
This Work-At-Home Plan will commence on May 7, 2012. The home or alternate office has been
set up and equipment is in place to facilitate this arrangement.

Termination:
This Work-At-Home Plan will terminate no later than August 31, 2012.

Travel:
Travel to Idaho National Laboratory or South Texas Project shall originate and return to Larry's
home in Springfield, Illinois.

Work Hours:
The employee will work full-time as a Reliability and Risk Engineer, working in accordance with
the work schedule approved through Human Resources Management System (HRMS). Time
not spent performing official duties during these hours will be charged to annual leave, sick
leave, earned credit hours or earned compensatory time.



Overtime:
There will be no overtime unless required and authorized by the supervisor or his designee, to
accomplish necessary work assignments.

Equipment:
Larry will use his personal computer or an NRC laptop with CITRIX software or Web-based
email access to accomplish the tasks at home.

Reports:
Larry will keep a daily record of work hours and activities. He will input the hours worked into the
HRMS or will provide his time and attendance inputs by telephone or by email to the Branch
Chief and the Division Timekeeper, Carolyn Siu.

Final Evaluation of Work-At-Home Program:
As provided by agency policy, upon completion or termination of this program, Larry and his
supervisor will provide the Office of the Chief Human Capital Officer an evaluation of their
experiences under the program.

Supervisor: Date:
Benjamin Beasley, Chief
Operating Experience and Generic Issues Branch
Division of Risk Analysis
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research

Division Director: Date:
Richard Correia, Director
Division of Risk Analysis
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research

Office Director: Date:
Brian Sheron, Director
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research

Approved: Date:
William Dosch, Chief
Work Life and Benefits Branch
Office of the Chief Human Capital Officer



Beasley, Benjamin

From: Beasley, Benjamin
Sent: Friday, October 05, 2012 12:38 PM
To: Zobler, Marian; Wiggins, Jim
Cc: Bernhard, Rudolph; Ferrante, Fernando; Hanna, John; Kanney, Joseph; Kozak, Laura;

Loveless, David; Marksberry, Don; Mitman, Jeffrey; Passehl, Dave; Schmidt, Wayne;
Vaughn, Stephen; Wood, Jeffery; Zoulis, Antonios; Galloway, Melanie; Giitter, Joseph;
Leeds, Eric; Wilson, George; Perkins, Richard; Bensi, Michelle; Philip, Jacob; Sancaktar,
Selim; Ottenberg, Geoffrey; Ellis, Kevin; Demoss, Gary; Coyne, Kevin; Coe, Doug; Correia,
Richard

Subject: FOIA review of September 18 letter from Larry Criscione

All,

I am performing a review of Larry Criscione's September 18 letter to Chairman Macfarlane in response to FOIA
2012-0325. I wanted to tell you so that we do not duplicate efforts in responding to the FOIA.

Regards,
Ben Beasley

Benjamin Beasley
RES / DRA/OEGIB
301-251-7676
Benjamin.Beasley@nrc.gov
CSB 2-B01
Generic Issues Program
Operating Experience Databases
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Beasley, Benjamin

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Beasley, Benjamin
Thursday, November 08, 2012 10:16 AM
Brobst, Janet
Correia, Richard; Coe, Doug
FY2012 OEGIB Appraisals

Janet,

On November 6, 1 gave you the original signed FY2012 appraisals for OEGIB staff as shown below. I also
have the signed FY2012 elements and standards for each of the staff as indicated.

Name Appraisal Elements &
Standards

Discussed Signed Signed

Michelle Bensi 10-26-2012 10-26-2012 11-7-2012

Larry Criscione 10-31-2012 10-31-2012 11-5-2012

John Kauffman By NRR NA 11-6-2012

Lauren Killian 10-31-2012 11-6-2012 By PRB

John Lane 10-31-2012 10-31-2012 11-7-2012

Richard Perkins 10-31-2012 10-31-2012 11-5-2012

Mehdi Reisi-Fard 10-26-2012 10-26-2012 NA

Arthur Salomon 10-31-2012 11-5-2012 11-5-2012

Gary Wang By DE NA 11-7-2012

Arthur Cunanan By NRR NA 11-6-2012

Please let me know if you need anything else.

Ben

Benjamin Beasley
RES/DRA/OEGIB
301-251-7676
Benjamin. Beasley@nrc.gov
CSB 2-BO0
Generic Issues Program
Ooeratine Experience Databases
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Beasley, Benjamin

From: Beasley, Benjamin
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2012 4:35 PM
To: Correia, Richard; Coe, Doug
Subject: FW: NRC Safety Culture

Rich and Doug,

This is the email with Larry's reasons for not using the DPO/non-concurrence process.

Ben

From: Criscione, Lawrence
Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2012 10:05 AM
To: Beasley, Benjamin
Subject: NRC Safety Culture

Ben,

Please feel free to share this email with whomever you believe might be interested.

You asked me today why I didn't first work within the agency to raise my concerns to you. That is a very fair question
and I hope by the end of this email I've answered it.

I'd like to state up front that I have no concerns whatsoever bringing issues to you, Rich or Doug. I'm not as comfortable
with Brian and Jennifer, but that is only because I am not as familiar with them and has nothing to do with them
personally.

I did not address my concerns through the Non-Concurrence Process and the Differing Professional Opinions process for
two reasons:

1. I have not been directly involved with the Jocassee/Oconee issue so I don't think the NCP or DPO apply.
2. Although I certainly could have used them despite them not applying, I don't think they are effective. Melanie

Galloway and Jeff Mitman weren't paid attention to, and I cannot imagine that from my periphery position I
would fare any better. Also I used the NCP before and found it to be worthless since the questions I sought
answers to in the NCP were ignored in the response.

I have listened to many complaints over the past year from people involved in the Jocassee Dam issue. More than just
Richard Perkins, Jake Philips and Tom Nicholson. I've heard complaints from several of the regional SRA's and multiple
GS14/15's in NRR. They have all been along the same vein: instead of addressing the liability at Oconee, we are working
to downplay it and conceal it. I believe that had I used the NCP or DPO, my concerns would have been downplayed in
the same manner as Jeff's and Melanie's and it would have been stamped "Security-Sensitive" or "Pre-Decisional" in
order to prevent release.

As you know, I am convinced a serious incident at Callaway Plant occurred on October 21, 2003. On that day, the
Operations Manager of the plant (who is now the Plant Director) knowingly delayed inserting the control rods for forty
minutes in order to cover up the fact that his department had inadvertently allowed the reactor to shut down and had
failed to notice it for over an hour. This incident was covered up by the operators for 32 years. After being brought to
the attention of the NRC, we have spent the past five years working to downplay it for the utility. And we have usK
every trick in the book: 71•
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1. Bogusly withholding the handwritten logs from FOIA release because someone could do a handwriting analysis
and determine who was on watch (this was actually the reason given to me in my FOIA appeal) even though the
watchbill (i.e. the actual names of the people on watch and their positions) had been already released through
FOIA in its entirety with no redaction

2. Rejecting 10CFR2.206 requests claiming that the incident had already been investigated when part of the

complaint (and documented in the complaint in detail) was that the investigation had major flaws

3. Refusing to answer specific questions but instead providing irrelevant and broad answers expounding upon how
the risk of an accident was low even though the specific questions pertained to the competence and integrity of
the personnel (at what risk threshold is lying to the NRC okay?).

4. "Forgetting" to follow the processes. Forgetting to offer the petitioner the chance to address the Petition

Review Board. Forgetting to inform the alleger that his allegation had been investigated and closed three
months earlier.

We tend to internally give ourselves the benefit of the doubt, but it's clear to me that something much more nefarious is

at work. It is human tendency to discount "whistleblowers". It is human tendency to believe that, like Chicken Little,

they are making a big deal out of nothing. It's human tendency to downplay problems. It's human tendency to "Never
attribute to malice what incompetence might explain". However, not everything is bureaucratic
incompetence. Operators sometimes do lie to cover up their mistakes. Utilities will fudge the risk numbers to delay or

avoid making modifications. And bureaucrats will liberally apply FOIA exemptions to discourage public second
guessing. As individuals, people within this agency succumb to the human tendency to avoid confronting problems to

which they do not know solutions, and the bulk result is that we, as an agency, have a culture of bureaucratic disinterest
that suppresses dissention just as thoroughly as a culture of retaliation and backlash would.

Richard went public with his concerns because he believed that the NRC only pays attention to public pressure. That is,

although we have many mechanisms to hear out the concerns of our staffers, unless something is coming down from
above (i.e. a congressional oversight committee) we hear but do not listen. From my experience, I have to agree.

I have used the Open Door policy in the past. I've talked to Doug Coe, Roy Zimmerman, Eric Leeds, Mike Weber, Marty

Virgilio, David Lee, Cheryl McCrary, Elmo Collins, Commissioner Ostendorff and Chairman Jaczko regarding my concerns

with the way that Region IV has handled the Callaway 2003-10-21 incident. Those discussions were successful in the
sense that the incident was documented in an Information Notice (something that is not very controversial). However,

those discussions were wholly unsuccessful in getting the NRC to recognize that its processes to investigate and address

the event were not properly functioning. And I believe that if I were to use the Open Door policy to address the

Jocassee Dam/Oconee issue, I might have a moderate impact in getting the due dates for Duke Energy's modifications
moved forward from 2017 (a date I got from a source in NRR but which might have already been moved to

2016). However, I do not believe I would have any impact with regard to this agency recognizing that:

1. we allow too much credence to protecting the "good name" of utilities when it comes to releasing information

and this greatly impedes us in meeting our obligation to conduct business in a transparent manner.
2. when faced with an awkward problem for which we do not have a ready solution, we succumb to the tendency

to downplay it instead of actively seeking the necessary information to correct it.

Although I do not believe that last item applies to Research or New Reactors, I have observed it time and again with

regards to NRR and the Regions (i.e. the offices that deal with operating reactors with teams of lawyers to challenge
petitions, allegations, citations and violations). It's easier to ignore the public, the power plant worker or the NRC staffer
than it is to confront the utility.

We have a great "Safety Conscious Work Environment" at this agency. I feel free to address concerns internally without

fear of retaliation. But there is more to Safety Culture than SCWE. Safety Culture also embodies an "Open and
Collaborative Work Environment", "Problem Identification and Resolution" and "Duty of Care".
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With regard to "Open and Collaborative Work Environment" I believe we do a good job most of the time in the sense
that most issues never result in a DPO or NCP. But I think we have failed in OCWE with regard to the Jocassee/Oconee
issue. Richard Perkins' concerns regarding the mislabeling of documents as "Security-Related" and the handling of the
NCP's from Melanie Galloway and Jeff Mitman are proof to me of that.

With regard to PI&R, I continue to be amazed that the agency does not have a Corrective Action Program. At the utility,
the attached letter to the Chairman would instead have been a condition report. At the utility, when someone felt the
need to address a serious issue to the Site Vice President, they did not write him a letter and copy the board of

directors. They did not write an open letter to the Quality Insurance Department and share it with the press. They
instead wrote a strong condition report which brought their concerns to the attention of everyone at the utility who was
paying attention. But the NRC has no such program. If you have systemic concerns regarding how the agency is
handling something, your choices for addressing it are limited. A well functioning PI&R process is transparent, has firm
due dates, has accountability for completion of actions and has an organizational review of high-level issues at multiple
stages (e.g. pre-investigation, post-investigation, and follow-up after corrective actions have been in place for some
time). We don't even have a PI&R process so in terms of that aspect of Safety Culture we greatly lag the utilities which
we regulate.

"Human experience shows that people, not organizations or management systems, get things done." To have a strong
Safety Culture you need to have people - not everybody, but at least some - whom you can trust to get things
done. You cannot hobble yourself with directives, policies and procedures. Management directives do not get things

done; it is the people who use them. Your organization needs to have a "Duty of Care" where the leaders understand
the mission and understand that in a changing environment they need the flexibility to adjust their processes to meet
the mission. I have not seen this at the NRC. We rigidly use our processes to withhold transparency and to
bureaucratically dismiss awkward concerns. And we allow these same processes to hobble us when we encounter a
situation we know to be wrong. We allow our processes to hobble us in actively correcting problems which we know we
should not be accepting and adapting to.

So to answer your question of why I did not take my concerns internally up my chain of command in Research, it is
because given the state of the NRC's Safety Culture I believed that the only way to get my concerns addressed was to
seek a sympathetic congressional oversight committee to bring public attention to the problem. The problem is not

Jocassee Dam. The problem is:

1. A persistent culture of "non-transparency" at NRR and the regional offices which survives by abusing the FOIA

exemptions.
2. A bureaucratic tendency to dismiss awkward issues instead of seeking answers and transparently exposing the

known facts.

Roy Zimmerman reminds people "There is more to regulation than enforcement". Our enforcement options are

pathetic. Our fines are nothing compared to the daily and monthly revenues from reactor plants. Our greatest weapon
is transparency: transparently sharing the facts and our analysis with the public and elected leaders.

Lastly, one of the reasons I didn't approach you is because my concerns don't involve the Office of Research. From my
three years with the agency, I have seen much that troubles me, but none of it is present in the Office of Research. If I
ever have a concern with you or anyone in my chain of command, be assured that you will know about it before anyone
else. If I ever believe we are downplaying an unacceptable condition, you will know. To me, GI 204 and the rest of the
GI's I've encountered are prime examples of us seeking answers to address and understand potentially significant
issues. I might not like the bureaucratic pace, but that is wholly different from downplaying and ignoring. By the way
the NRC is structured, there is not much we can do in terms of getting timely action from other offices. However, there
is much we can do with regard to maintaining high standards for answering and closing GI's and from what I've seen we
have done an excellent job at that.
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Although I believe that someone in NRR could have raised the concerns which I did (and I know several people who have
the exact same concerns with regard to the way we are handling Jocassee/Oconee), to a large extent it is BECAUSE I am
in Research that I felt comfortable raising those concerns. There is more to SCWE than not firing people. There are
more subtle ways to retaliate against people. And although I have no way of knowing why none of my compatriots in
NRR came forward earlier (other than the NCP's), I do know that if I were in NRR or Region 111 would have been much
less likely to send the letter which I sent.

If anyone inside or outside of Research would like to speak with me about this email or my letter to Chairman
Macfarlane, please let them know I willing to talk to them.

V/r,
Larry
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Beasley, Benjamin

From: Beasley, Benjamin
Sent: Monday, February 11, 2013 8:01 AM
To: Coe, Doug
Cc: Correia, Richard; Gavrilas, Mirela
Subject: RE: Sunny Day failure of Downstream Dams under Recommendation 2.1 for Flooding

Doug,

There are a couple of factors that the panel is wrestling with. The panel includes John Monninger, Rich
Correia, Marie Pohida and Les Cupidon. The panel has boiled the issue down to Larry's question of JLD
below. The proposed GI is a loss of UHS. Recommendation 2.1 is covering the cased where loss of UHS
results from flooding (e.g. failure of an upstream dam). Recommendation 2.1 is including a downstream dam
failure (and possible loss of UHS) when the downstream dam failure is caused by flooding.

JLD is also going to consider a general loss of UHS issue as a Tier 3 item. This could cover the proposed GI if
the Tier 3 items actually get worked some day.

It is appropriate for the panel to meet to discuss these items again. Larry is coordinating with John Monninger
to schedule another meeting.

My personal opinion is that it may be appropriate to shelve this proposed GI for a time. The time will permit the
Recommendation 2.1 work on dam failures to mature, the JLD to pursue or not pursue the general UHS issue
and industry to respond to the JLD items. Each of these will affect the need for pursuing Pre-GI-01 1 and our
ability to evaluate the issue.

Ben

From: Coe, Doug
Sent: Monday, February 11, 2013 7:26 AM
To: Beasley, Benjamin
Cc: Correia, Richard; Gavrilas, Mirela
Subject: FW: Sunny Day failure of Downstream Dams under Recommendation 2.1 for Flooding

Ben - your recommendation?
Does it make sense to process a GI on downstream dam 'sunny day' failures (only) while NTTF 2.1 covers
other types of failure? Does NTTF 2.1 treat all types of upstream dam failures?

From: Mitchell, Matthew
Sent: Monday, February 11, 2013 7:14 AM
To: Criscione, Lawrence; Skeen, David; Taylor, Robert; Flanders, Scott; Chokshi, Nilesh; Cook, Christopher
Cc: Monninger, John; Correia, Richard; Cupidon, Les; Pohida, Marie; Beasley, Benjamin
Subject: RE: Sunny Day failure of Downstream Dams under Recommendation 2.1 for Flooding

La r ry,

I discussed this question with Scott F., Nilesh C., Dave S., and Chris C. last Thursday.

The bottom line is - "sunny day failures" of downstream dams and the resultant potential loss of the UHS are not within
the scope of what we are currently addressing under NTTF Recommendation 2.1 Flooding. Further, this topic was
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broached in early public meetings with the industry and the staff indicated that it would not be part of NTTF
Recommendation 2.1 Flooding. Hence, we have little or no real flexibility to go back and add it now.

The recommendation at this point is that "sunny day failures" of downstream dams and the resultant potential loss of
the UHS be treated as its own separate issue for resolution. One may note, however, that much of the groundwork on

how to evaluate the potential for "sunny day failures" of dams will be worked out as we address upstream dams within

the scope of NTTF Recommendation 2.1 Flooding.

Matt M.

From: Criscione, Lawrence
Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2013 1:43 PM
To: Skeen, David; Taylor, Robert; Flanders, Scott; Chokshi, Nilesh; Mitchell, Matthew; Cook, Christopher
Cc: Monninger, John; Correia, Richard; Cupidon, Les; Pohida, Marie; Beasley, Benjamin
Subject: Sunny Day failure of Downstream Dams under Recommendation 2.1 for Flooding

Gentlemen,

Is a sunny day failure (i.e. latent design or construction failure) of a downstream dam and the resultant loss of
the UHS - absent the failure of the upstream dam - specifically covered under Recommendation 2.1 for
Flooding?

We are screening pre-GI-1 1 on Loss of UHS due to downstream dam failures. It appears to us that all
mechanisms for failure of the downstream dam are encompassed under Recommendation 2.1 except for the
potential random sunny day failure of the downstream dam.

Thank you,
Larry Criscione
RES/DRA/OEGIB
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Beasley, Benjamin

From: Coe, Doug
Sent: Friday, August 02, 2013 3:41 PM
To: ADAMSIM
Cc: Littlejohn, Jennene; Garrison, Jade; Beasley, Benjamin; Correia, Richard
Subject: FW: Assistance removing documents from public ADAMS

ADAMS IM -

I approve the below request to remove two documents (as listed) from the ADAMS public library and the PDR
for the reasons delineated below.

Thank you,

Doug Coe
Deputy Director
Division of Risk Analysis (DRA)
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research (RES)
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Rockville, MD
301-251-7914
doug.coe@nrc.gov

From: Beasley, Benjamin
Sent: Friday, August 02, 2013 3:11 PM
To: Coe, Doug
Subject: Assistance removing documents from public ADAMS

Doug,

To signify your concurrence on this request, please forward it to ADAMS IM and add cc's as appropriate.

ADAMS IM,

Please remove the following two documents from the ADAMS public library and the PDR.

ML12251A056
ML13178A340

These documents were declared Official Agency Records by staff in the RES Division of Risk Analysis
Operating Experience and Generic Issues Branch before management review and approval. Thus, both
documents are pre-decisional, should not yet be Official Agency Records and should not yet be available to the
public.

The documents are two versions of the same screening analysis on a proposed Generic Issue on the effects of
a failure of dams downstream from nuclear power plants. The screening analysis and its accompanying
memorandum are currently being routed for concurrence and then approval by the RES Office Director. Aft., 1
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the memorandum and analysis have received concurrence and approval, they will be declared as official
records and made available to the public.

Since ML12251A056 is an earlier version of ML13178A340, please delete ML12251A056
entirely. ML12251A056 was not circulated to staff for review and does not contain any annotations or
comments that add to the understanding of the decisions on this proposed Generic Issue.

Please call Ben Beasley at 301-873-3070 if you have any questions on this issue.
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Beasley, Benjamin

From: Beasley, Benjamin
Sent: Friday, August 23, 2013 1:43 PM
To: Coe, Doug; Correia, Richard
Subject: RE: Two personnel items

Rich and Doug,

Arthur Cunanan expressed interest yesterday afternoon in the TA assignment. I think Arthur would do well as
TA and it would be good experience for him. I have a slight hesitation because of the workload juggling that is
going on in the branch with Larry and John leaving. But I think that we can make it work if you want Arthur as
a temporary TA.

Ben

From: Coe, Doug
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2013 1:20 PM
To: Beasley, Benjamin; Coyne, Kevin; Demoss, Gary; Ott, William; Peters, Sean; Salley, MarkHenry
Cc: Correia, Richard
Subject: Two personnel items

Gentlemen,

1. Vered has requested a technical rotation to Pat Santiago's branch and Rich and I are
supportive. Currently the start date is Sept 23 and length is 3 months (max). We also have someone
from DSA to backfill our TA role while Vered is on rotation. However, please let us know asap (by COB
tomorrow) if you have someone in your branch that would like to have this opportunity.

2. End-of-year appraisals are fast approaching. Please provide to me, cc to Rich, your currently
anticipated appraisal ratings, both individual elements and overall rating. We understand that as you
work through the write ups, these might change. But we need to get an idea of where we stand now -
and we know the FO will be asking so we might as well get started. Please provide your estimates by
Wednesday next week.

Thanks so much,
Doug
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