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U.S. NRC Blog 
Archive file prepared by NRC 

Improving NRC Processes—Part Two 

posted on Mon, 03 Nov 2014 19:06:19 +0000 

Patricia Holahan 
Director, Office of Enforcement 
  We wrote in June about steps we are taking to improve our “non-concurrence” process, which is a way for NRC staff to air a variety of 
views before final management decisions are made. Today, we’d like to fill you in on steps we are taking to improve our Differing 
Professional Opinions (DPO) process—used to bring NRC staff views on agency decisions to the highest levels of NRC management. 

Both processes are important to creating an environment where NRC employees feel they can 
speak up when they disagree—the same safety conscious work environment we expect from our licensees. First, a little context. The NRC 
makes hundreds if not thousands of decisions each year. To reach the best decisions, the agency encourages staff to bring their views forward 
throughout the process. This active engagement is essential. NRC expects all employees to promptly discuss their views and concerns with 
their immediate supervisor on a regular basis. Employees are expected to raise concerns and propose solutions as early as possible in the 
decision-making process. In addition to informal discussions, which should be sufficient to resolve most issues, individuals have various 
options for expressing and having their differing views heard by decision makers. In the vast majority of cases, an informal conversation is 
sufficient. But if not there are a number of avenues for elevating concerns. We have an Open Door policy that allows the staff to request a 
meeting with any manager at the NRC—including the Chairman and Commissioners—to raise concerns. This policy encourages employees 
to resolve their concerns informally. There is also the non-concurrence process, which allows the airing of issues through the concurrence 
chain before a decision is made. An employee who disagrees with an established position can use the DPO process. The NRC is unique in not 
only having and promoting these programs, but in assessing them and reporting the results to the public. This transparency helps ensure that 
differing views do not get lost in the shuffle. To gauge how well these processes are working, we used a variety of tools to measure user 
satisfaction and process effectiveness. As with our assessment of the non-concurrence process, the DPO assessment shows the process is 
sound. NRC staff knows about it and most would be willing to use it. Also like the earlier assessment, the DPO assessment has helped us to 
identify areas for improvement. There have been 28 DPOs filed since 2004, or an average of two to three cases per year. In that same time 
frame, one DPO was withdrawn and 24 DPO decisions were issued. Given that so few NRC employees have direct experience with the 
process, we were encouraged to see from our agency-wide safety culture survey that only 15 percent of NRC employees would be unwilling 
to use it. While this number is small, it shows we have some work to do. We want all NRC employees to feel they can use the process, and 
that it will be effective and lead to better, more informed decision-making. We are also concerned about the 18 percent who worry using the 
process could impact career development and the 46 percent who are unsure. These numbers present an opportunity to do more outreach and 
education to ensure NRC leadership is committed to the DPO process. We will also need to; develop clearer guidance and better tools and 
support the process; ensure training is readily available to all employees (including a focus on improved communications); and identify ways 
to address concerns about real and perceived  negative consequences for using the process. As we work to make these improvements, we can 

also celebrate the things that make our DPO process strong. From looking at other agencies with similar processes, 
our assessment shows the NRC is unique in making summaries of our DPO decisions public and, if asked by those 
who file DPOs, releasing key DPO records. We are also pleased by the feedback from DPO submitters. We 
surveyed the 12 who remain at the NRC and received nine responses. All nine reported their views were heard by 
management. Eight said the DPO panel was sufficiently knowledgeable, independent, impartial, timely, and 
thorough. The same number said they were understood and treated fairly. Seven said the process added value to the 
final decision, their views were fully considered, and their management was supportive. Six said they were 
recognized with a Special Act award or an NRC Team Player award. As we move forward, we will build on these 
strengths and take additional steps to foster an organizational culture where employees take personal responsibility 
for their actions, feel part of a community and work toward shared goals. We value the feedback from these self-

assessments and commit to responding constructively so we can continuously improve our performance. 

Comments 
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Preparing Shut Down Plants for Decommissioning 

posted on Thu, 06 Nov 2014 17:28:21 +0000 

comment #1014612 posted on 2014-11-11 09:28:05 by Darragh McCurragh 

comment #1023017 posted on 2014-11-12 14:28:58 by Moderator in response to comment #1014612 

comment #940203 posted on 2014-11-03 15:51:51 by gmax137 

I would not be quite so sure if the 15% figure is correct. Did you do this via a truly anonymous survey? And did the participants 
believe it was truly anonymous? With the recent history of what happened to courageous whistle-blowers in the FBI, the SEC and 
other large security- or safety-related organizations (of which the NRC surely is one), one may doubt if differing opinions are really 
forthcoming as easily as you seem to believe. Many such surveys often are answered the way the respondents expect you want to hear 
them answer ...

The survey we cited is an agency-wide safety culture survey that the NRC’s Office of the Inspector General has been conducting 
about every three years since 1998. Employee confidentiality is integral to the survey and is repeatedly emphasized to employees. In 
the 2012 survey cited here, out of 3,755 NRC employees who received the survey, 2,981 responded, representing a 79% response 
rate. This high response rate gives us a high degree of confidence in the results. Patricia Holahan

Thanks, it is interesting to see how NRC processes compare to the corresponding processes used by the licensees. Along those lines, I 
would be interested in a similar description of the NRC corrective action program - what do the agency employees do when they find 
an error or mistake in their work or processes?

David McIntyre 
Public Affairs Officer 
  

[caption id="attachment_5843" align="alignright" width="250"]  Vermont Yankee[/caption] Four 
commercial nuclear reactors – Kewaunee, Crystal River 3, and San Onofre 2 and 3 – ceased operations in 2013. A fifth, Vermont Yankee, is 
scheduled to close permanently by the end of this year. The NRC staff has taken several steps to transition our oversight of these plants to 
focus on decommissioning instead of plant operations. This is the first time NRC has taken these steps since the last wave of nuclear power 
reactor decommissioning in the late 1990s. Once the fuel is permanently removed from a shut-down reactor, the types of possible accidents 
are significantly fewer, and the risk of an offsite release of radioactivity significantly lower, than when the reactor was operating. A plant 
owner therefore may request exemptions to the regulations or amendments to its license based on site-specific analyses of the permanently 
shut-down and defueled reactor.   The NRC closely reviews each exemption request to ensure that public health and safety are adequately 
maintained and the common defense and security is assured as the plant transitions from operations to decommissioning.  Some recent 
actions: 

� Dominion Energy Kewaunee requested – and the NRC has approved -- exemptions from the NRC’s emergency planning requirements 
to reflect the reduced risk of accidents. The plant will maintain an onsite emergency plan and response capabilities, including 
notification of local government officials of an emergency declaration. State and local authorities may still implement protection 
measures under their comprehensive emergency management plans. But, because the risk of accidents and offsite release is greatly 
reduced, Kewaunee will no longer be required to maintain offsite radiological emergency preparedness plans or the 10-mile emergency 
planning zone. After approving the exemptions on October 27 (ML14261A223), the NRC staff approved license amendments 
implementing the changes. (ML14279A482)  

� Dominion also requested certain exemptions from NRC’s physical security regulations for Kewaunee. The staff denied this request, 
however, concluding the company failed to demonstrate the changes would continue to provide adequate protection against 
radiological sabotage. (ML14282A519)  

� The NRC staff approved Dominion Energy Kewaunee’s training program for “certified fuel handlers,” who will manage plant 
operations from here on, focusing on spent fuel management and the transfer of spent fuel from the pool to dry casks. This approval 
was issued May 12. (ML14104A046)  

� An exemption issued May 21 allows Dominion to use some of its decommissioning trust fund to cover expenses of managing the 
plant’s spent fuel, without requiring NRC approval for each withdrawal from the fund. (ML13337A287). The NRC staff determined 
this would have no significant environmental impact (an Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact were 
published in late April), and verified the trust fund contains enough money to cover spent fuel expenses and fully decommission the 
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plant. (A similar exemption was issued July 21 for the Zion plant in Illinois, which has been in decommissioning for several years. 
ML14030A590)  

Crystal River, San Onofre and Vermont Yankee have requested similar exemptions and license amendments. These requests are being 
reviewed separately to account for individual circumstances at each plant site. But the objectives are the same: to allow plant operators to 
focus their resources on the important task of preparing the plants for ultimate dismantling, decontamination and decommissioning, while 
ensuring adequate measures remain in place to protect public health and safety and the common defense and security. 

Comments 

comment #1021752 posted on 2014-11-12 09:50:23 by Fresh in response to comment #969979 

comment #984989 posted on 2014-11-08 10:23:43 by perdajz 

comment #1015351 posted on 2014-11-11 12:03:13 by Fresh in response to comment #985157 

comment #1015396 posted on 2014-11-11 12:13:28 by Fresh in response to comment #984989 

comment #985157 posted on 2014-11-08 10:49:37 by perdajz in response to comment #971031 

comment #976505 posted on 2014-11-07 08:56:37 by Troy Martel 

comment #969979 posted on 2014-11-06 12:56:50 by dick0645 

@dick, agreed that safety takes a back seat to accommodation of rule for the continued operations and profits of the civilian nuclear 
power industry. However, this is not all the NRC's fault, they have to deal with the political shenanigans played by the politicians as 
"power plays" that get in the way of best decision making. I say it like that because there is no "good decision making" when it comes 
to handling nuclear waste, but let's at least work together to pick the best of the bad choices, letting it sit in pools AND letting it sit on 
lightly protected sites (the old plants) is extremely dangerous from a terrorist and a Carrington large scale grid down scenario. I 
encourage the NRC to rescind this "decision" when their hands are untied. We need to eliminate unlimited corporate money flow to 
politicians if we ever expect good decisions to start to be made.

Let's not think too hard about decommissioning. The plants can easily go 60 years and 80 should not be a problem with a little effort. 
There is no advance on the horizon that will be any better than the light water reactor. NRC: please uphold your primary mission to 
maintain public health and safety. This mission demands that all NPP, no matter how poorly they perform relative to the rest of the 
nuclear power industry, should run for as many years as physically possible. If a NPP is shut down, it is replaced by something far 
more dangerous and unreliable, namely a natgas or coal plant. A NPP with a crack in the containment is still far safer than a dirt or 
natgas burner.

Without a doubt these entities will be bankrupt by the time the real bills have come. TEPCO is executing their "Holding company" 
strategy as we speak. Your creation of the straw man argument "Yes, if there is a complete breakdown of society, with all utilities and 
all banks bankrupt and dissolved, there will be a problem decommissioning the plants. What is your point?" indicates clearly your 
lack of good faith discussion. "Etrade" oh yeah, the baby doing commercials, that makes high returns with nearly zero risk easy to 
find. And did you notice that little problem that was papered over? $280T of unfunded liabilities, and $800T in derivatives.... 
Moderator Note: Some verbiage removed per the Blog Comment Guidelines

I was kind of expecting to see a disclaimer at the end of that one.

The funds are held in a trust and cannot be used for anything else. Seriously, there is no easier problem in asset-liability management 
than the nuclear decommissioning trust. If you run a pension fund or endowment, you can only dream of such a problem. It's like all 
risk management, where the problems with nuclear power are so much smaller than with any comparable alternative. Needless to say, 
anyone with an Etrade account knows where to find returns higher than Treasury bills, never mind BlackRock or JP Morgan. The 
liabilities can be deferred indefinitely until assets grow to match them, and in any event you will likely have 20 to 40 more years of 
extra income. The only problem is that as with everything the Staff does, the rules on NDT are wildly over-conservative and prohibit 
many of the options you should take with an infinite investment horizon. Still, it's a not a difficult problem for people in that line of 
work. It's the pension funds that are difficult; you can't tell someone to wait a decade or two until the markets are favorable to get 
their pension, as you can with decommissioning. You can't tell someone to work another 20 or 40 years and continue paying into the 
pension. At any utility, the pension fund and the NDT are about the same size, but again, the liabilities for the NDT are much, much 
easier to address. Yes, if there is a complete breakdown of society, with all utilities and all banks bankrupt and dissolved, there will be 
a problem decommissioning the plants. What is your point?

These are the real safe nuclear power plants (defueled, yet continue paying insurance premiums). I feel so much safer now.

Glad the NRC is burying some of these nuclear nightmares. After over a half century of nuclear power the NRC still has no 
permanent repository for all the highly radioactive fuel that is piling up all over our country. This is pure and simple gross negligence! 
Public safety is really not an NRC priority.
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Seeing Clearly Through the Cloud – Assessing a Leak at Honeywell 

posted on Wed, 12 Nov 2014 16:01:57 +0000 

comment #970131 posted on 2014-11-06 13:32:08 by Jane 

comment #970543 posted on 2014-11-06 14:58:39 by blackout 

comment #970945 posted on 2014-11-06 16:07:26 by Moderator in response to comment #970131 

comment #971031 posted on 2014-11-06 16:28:43 by blackout 

comment #971894 posted on 2014-11-06 19:20:40 by CaptD 

Risks decrease at the site where it has a nuclear reactor because of the withdrawal of fuel, but want to know what happens to the 
structure where the reactors are? Everything is left after the removal of fuel?

Cask the Trash, as soon as possible.

Once the plants complete their transition to decommissioning status, they can begin the process of decontamination and demolition. 
We’ve described the longer process before here (http://public-blog.nrc-gateway.gov/2013/02/28/deconstructing-the-
decommissioning-process/), when Crystal River announced its shutdown, and again here (http://public-blog.nrc-
gateway.gov/2014/04/24/a-new-look-at-reactor-decommissioning/), when we published a video on the decommissioning process. 
Eventually, the reactor vessel will need to be dismantled and disposed of as waste. In past decommissionings, the entire facility has 
been decontaminated and dismantled, with little or nothing of the original plant remaining except for a dry cask spent fuel storage 
facility. Dave McIntyre

You know, if I was a nuke operator, I would shut them down one by one as below, "choose" the long term 60 year decomissioning, 
milk each reactor for what I can make in profits, ask for uprates, minimize maintenance to maximize profits. Delay dry cask under the 
premise of let funds grow (at zero interest rates, and losing real value quickly due to inflation), and then when my last plant shut down
or had an accident, simply go bankrupt. Of course, all these nuke companies will be "bankrupt" by the time the real large costs of 
decomissioning occur. Does the NRC hold the decomm fund in their own accounts?

Concerning the "New Resolution on SONGS" WHEREAS, on August 26, 2014, the NRC voted to allow spent nuclear fuel to be 
stored at onsite, licensed Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI) pads according to three timelines: 60 years, 100 years, 
and indefinitely, without consulting the City of San Clemente; and the City of San Clemente requests that the spent fuel rods stored 
onsite at SONGS be prioritized for relocation to the repository as soon as it is safe to do so, in light of a) the geographic conditions 
unique to SONGS, b) the dense population surrounding SONGS, and c) the fact that SONGS is being decommissioned. " Section 2. 
The City of San Clemente does not support the NRC decision to approve long-term or indefinite storage of spent fuel at the NRC 
licensed Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI) pad at the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, and perceives it as a 
setback for the creation of a permanent Department of Energy nuclear spent fuel installation. Section 3. The City of San Clemente 
supports any efforts made by the State of California in the consideration of a temporary holding site for nuclear waste that is located 
away from high population areas until a permanent repository is made available. Section 6. The City of San Clemente requests that 
SONGS fulfill all NRC and CPUC requirements and regulations for dry cask canister inspection and monitoring systems, canister 
repair, damaged fuel handling procedures, and requests the addition of publicly accessible real-time onsite radiation monitoring 
before decommissioning funds are released for the purchase of a dry cask storage system. http://shar.es/10yc8b

Joey Ledford 
Public Affairs Officer 
Region II 
  The sound of alarms during the evening of Oct. 26 at the Honeywell Metropolis Works alerted workers and those living closest to the 

Metropolis, Ill., site that something out of the ordinary had occurred. The plant, a fixture in the 
southern Illinois river town since 1958, is the nation’s only uranium conversion plant. It converts raw uranium, or yellowcake, into uranium 
hexafluoride, or UF6, which is enriched at other facilities into fuel for commercial nuclear power plants. That Sunday evening, Honeywell 
experienced a leak of UF6. The leak occurred in a cold trap inside the Feed Materials Building. (A cold trap is a large tank where raw UF6 
accumulates so it can be cooled and solidified and later heated and drained during normal plant operations.) The leak occurred while the cold 
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trap was heated and was being drained. An operator put on a respirator and confirmed the leak at 7:24 p.m. local time. Plant emergency 
responders were dispatched to shut down operations and account for all personnel. Honeywell declared a “plant emergency,” but did not 
declare an “Alert,” the lowest NRC emergency classification for fuel facilities. Honeywell advised the NRC the cold trap was isolated, 
vacuum devices were being used to collect leakage, and the material in the device was cooling by 8:15 p.m.  No one was injured and 
Honeywell declared “all clear” status at 2:16 a.m. Monday. People outside the plant reported that a cloud was visible, coming from the 
building even before mitigation spray towers were activated. Those towers generate gigantic streams of water and water vapor into the air 
inside and outside the plant, and contributed to clouds that were seen after they were activated. The NRC quickly dispatched a senior fuel 
facilities inspector to Honeywell to independently assess what had occurred and how Honeywell had responded. Another inspector later 
travelled to the facility to gather more information. After reviewing records, interviewing Honeywell employees and examining the affected 
areas, the NRC has reached a number of preliminary conclusions: 

� The leaking UF6 vaporized and interacted with moisture inside the Feed Building, which converted it into UO2F2 (a solid form of 
uranyl fluoride, a yellow powder).  

� The uranyl fluoride was contained within the Feed Building and settled within a few feet of the cold trap leak.  
� The chemical conversion process also produced hydrogen fluoride gas, some of which was visible emanating from the building.  
� The mitigating sprays outside the building were aimed at the windows in an effort to keep the hydrogen fluoride from getting offsite.  
� Honeywell implemented their emergency plan, assessing the event and taking the actions spelled out in the plan, including stopping the 

leak.  
� A potential violation was identified related to the emergency classification of the event and remains under agency review.  
� The hydrogen fluoride gas that left the building had no health effects for workers or nearby residents.  

Honeywell plant management has agreed to the terms of a Confirmatory Action Letter issued by the NRC to not restart the facility until the 
NRC is satisfied that the company has appropriately addressed the emergency classification issues raised during and after the event. 
Honeywell has also agreed to a number of corrective actions, including revised training and emergency procedures. The NRC is monitoring 
an emergency exercise at Honeywell to ensure that corrective measures are in place. The NRC will remain vigilant and will closely inspect 
the corrective actions made by Honeywell this week under the CAL. As well, the NRC will consider potential enforcement actions stemming 
from the event. Update: You can read the latest Preliminary Notification here. 

Comments 

comment #1034023 posted on 2014-11-14 08:51:46 by Moderator in response to comment #1023148 

comment #1037670 posted on 2014-11-14 19:28:18 by Garry Morgan in response to comment #1034023 

comment #1023148 posted on 2014-11-12 14:50:51 by Garry Morgan 

1. No workers were injured and they were the only individuals potentially endangered by this release. We have carefully reviewed the 
licensee’s records and calculations on the amount of material released and found them reasonable. Six pounds of UF6 would yield 
less than 2 pounds of HF. Our plume modeling shows extremely low concentrations of HF beyond the fences, all above 50 feet in 
height and dissipating well below regulatory limits at ground level. An alert does not prompt protective actions such as sheltering 
downwind, etc., therefore there was no need for additional downwind sampling or monitoring. 2. That statement on release of 
radioactive material is primarily based on the visual indication surrounding the leak site and the chemical properties of UF6. There 
was a well-defined concentration of UO2F2 deposited within a few feet of the leak site. This material is very heavy and will not 
migrate very far. As we noted, the leaking UF6 vaporized and solidified and fell to the floor near the leak inside the facility. Note that 
Honeywell is not a zero release facility. All readings taken at the fence line and at the nearest residence were well within Honeywell’s 
regulatory limits. There are HF and radiation monitors onsite and the readings from them were carefully analyzed by the NRC. Joey 
Ledford

What were the "fence line" radiation and HF readings at each monitoring point during the accident? What were the radiation and HF 
monitor readings at the building vent emission points? HF vapor is clearly seen in this You Tube video, and. If not HF vapor what is 
it? http://youtu.be/F5aK3_b7Uqc Quote from Region 2 NRC - "might have been released as a gas...did not detect HF gas..." This is 
problematic as the HF plume can be clearly seen in the video The hazardous gas release continued on for several minutes prior to 
water dampers being activated. Do the water dampers create a problem as to the formation of Hydrofluoric Acid? There is the 
appearance that some of the workers videoing the event have a different story than Honeywell and the NRC. According to news 
reports residents are saying,"... our safety is not being taken into consideration." Emission vent and perimeter monitor readings at the 
time of the accident, prior to the accident and 1 day post accident should be made public..

CDC says - "Hydrogen fluoride is a highly dangerous gas, forming corrosive and penetrating hydrofluoric acid upon contact with 
tissue, water and air. The gas can also cause blindness by rapid destruction of the corneas. Swallowing only a small amount of highly 
concentrated hydrogen fluoride will affect major internal organs and may be fatal. Often, patients exposed to low concentrations of 
hydrogen fluoride on the skin do not show effects or experience pain immediately. Exposure to hydrogen fluoride can result in severe 
electrolyte problems. People who survive after being severely injured by breathing in hydrogen fluoride may suffer lingering chronic 
lung disease." CDC info on this deadly gas - http://www.bt.cdc.gov/agent/hydrofluoricacid/basics/facts.asp Regarding this statement 
in the blog article: "The hydrogen fluoride gas that left the building had no health effects for workers or nearby residents. NRC also 
confirmed there was no indication that detectable radioactive material was released into the environment." Questions - 1. How can the 
NRC declare there were "no health effects for workers or nearby residents" this soon? Did the NRC or county health officials survey 
all workers and residents within a 25 mile area of the contamination plume? What was the exact plume path of the Hydrogen Fluoride 
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REFRESH -- Reactor Operators: What it Takes To Do This Important Job 

posted on Mon, 17 Nov 2014 14:34:57 +0000 

comment #1056840 posted on 2014-11-17 12:27:38 by Zac Pesc in response to comment #1034023 

comment #1062309 posted on 2014-11-18 12:41:50 by Garry Morgan in response to comment #1061760 

comment #1075079 posted on 2014-11-20 17:51:50 by badger777 

comment #1061760 posted on 2014-11-18 10:08:48 by Moderator in response to comment #1034023 

poison gas? Are public health officials or Honeywell doing surveys and follow-up to determine no cornea damage, respiratory, skin, 
or other health effects? Where may the official report be found as to no ill health effects and the methodology of patient/victim 
screening and testing? 2. How did they monitor to determine "there was no indication that detectable radioactive material was 
released into the environment"? Where are the monitors located? What kind of monitors are used and when were they last calibrated? 
What level of radioactivity were the set to record as "detectable"? Were they monitoring for the possible emissions from this 
particular accident and their radioactive prodigy? Was Honeywell monitoring in real time or is TLD monitoring accomplished? Are 
the monitoring results available to the public at this time, if so, where may they be found?

Moderator, please ensure a exhaustive response to Mr. Morgan's query, or this blog is irrelevant.

No real time monitoring? Shame on all involved. Real time monitoring must be implemented, if the NRC is interested in protecting 
the public instead of the nuclear industry's bottom line.

I would like to see some serious financial and criminal charges placed for the improper reporting, aka attempted coverup

Safety and security are always the NRC’s top priorities. We dispatched an inspector to the site based on the technical details of the 
leak, and before the first videos were available. The NRC inspector’s only job was to ensure that Honeywell met all regulatory safety 
and security requirements. The “fence line” radiation readings were taken when Honeywell removed target filters from sample 
locations permanently installed on the fence and scanned them for radiation and none were above any regulatory limit. In addition, the
Illinois Emergency Management Agency collected their targets from monitors located outside the fence (one was relatively 
downwind from the Feed Material Building) and they indicated no elevated radiation readings. In addition, Honeywell conducted 
radiation surveys on nearby private property with permission from the property owner and did not detect any radiation readings above 
background. With respect to HF, the NRC concluded that the visible cloud on the YouTube video was probably HF from the leak 
inside the Feed Materials Building. The NRC staff concluded that the details of the event should have led Honeywell to declare an 
ALERT. Our conclusion was based on detailed interviews of both on-site workers and off-site members of the public, Honeywell’s 
modeling of the leak and subsequent plume, NRC independent modeling (which was consistent with the Honeywell modeling) and a 
review of all videos of the event. HF detectors mounted on the fence did not detect any measurable increase in HF but were not 
located optimally to detect this release. Results of fluorine testing of off-site vegetation samples have not yet been received but 
modeling of the release indicate that concentrations of HF should fall below regulatory limits. All of these indirect measurements 
support a leak of approximately six pounds of UF6 resulting in less than two pounds of HF and no off-site consequences which would 
have required protective actions for nearby residents. The spray down system is designed to quickly enable the conversion of HF to 
Hydrofluoric acid and minimize the release of HF off-site. The technical basis for our conclusions will be documented in the 4th 
quarter Honeywell inspection report which should be available in January 2015. Joey Ledford

John Munro 
Senior Reactor Engineer 
  At first glance, the list seems surprising: Among professions that can earn $100,000 a year without a college degree are massage therapists, 

personal trainers, executive pastry chefs and nuclear reactor operators.  The list from PayScale.com has been touted 
in several NBC News reports. These reports stressed that all of the professions required extensive training and 
certification as well as years of experience before anyone could expect a six-figure salary. But what does that mean 
specifically for reactor operators?  The NRC issues two types of licenses to control room personnel qualified to 
operate a commercial nuclear power plant facility – i.e., the nuclear reactor. These are reactor operators (ROs), 
responsible for manipulating the controls of nuclear reactors, and senior reactor operators (SROs), who direct the 
licensed activities of ROs. Applicants for an RO license must have at least three years of power plant experience, 
including at least six months at the plant where they are currently employed (and seek a license) and at least six 
months as a non-licensed operator. SRO applicants also must have at least 18 months experience as a qualified 
non-licensed operator or as a plant staff engineer or manager involved in the daily activities associated with 

operating a commercial nuclear power plant facility also including at least six months experience at the plant where they are currently 
employed. RO candidates are not required to have a college degree, as long as they have the necessary experience and training. A college 
degree in engineering, engineering technology, or related sciences is typically required for anyone testing directly for an SRO license – with 
the exception that with at least one a year of active experience as a RO at a commercial power reactor facility of the same vendor and vintage 
they may take the SRO exam, whether or not they have a college degree. Applicants for both licenses must complete rigorous training 
provided by the facility licensee (utility) before taking the NRC’s hours-long written examination and operating test. Once licensed, there are 
continuing training requirements per the facility’s NRC-approved requalification training program. ROs and SROs must pass a facility-
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administered operating test every year and a written examination every two years to maintain their license status. 

Some of these experience requirements can be met through military service – in general, an 
applicant can receive six months credit for every year’s experience working at a military propulsion plant such as a nuclear-powered warship. 
It’s also important to note that reactor operators work for the commercial nuclear power plant owners, not the NRC, although it’s the NRC 
license that makes them eligible to do the job. The licensing process for reactor operators is described in detail on the NRC website. So while 
you don’t need a B.S. in Physics or a B.E. in Nuclear Engineering, to become a licensed nuclear reactor operator, you do have to meet 
extremely tough standards in experience and knowledge before being able to take the controls of a nuclear power plant as an RO or SRO. 
REFERESH is an occasional series where we re-run previous blog posts. This originally ran on Nov. 14, 2012. 

Comments 

comment #1057779 posted on 2014-11-17 16:26:02 by Joey Racano 

comment #1061559 posted on 2014-11-18 09:06:33 by Dan Williamson 

comment #1061562 posted on 2014-11-18 09:08:44 by fridge freezer sale 

comment #1061535 posted on 2014-11-18 08:59:37 by mjd 

comment #1055985 posted on 2014-11-17 10:02:00 by Jan Boudart 

comment #1066915 posted on 2014-11-19 11:24:56 by dick0645 

This is a pack of silly propaganda. Nobody has the right to light a fire that in all likelihood will not only outlive their country, but the 
human race as well. There is only one important job as pertains to nukes, and that is to arrest you all and when you die, dig you up 
periodically to whip your bones.

Ah, yes, let the FUD flinging begin. Throw out the usual catch-phrases and buzzwords, and see if anything sticks. “No right,” 
“100,000 years,” “trillion dollar eco-disaster,” “uninhabitable areas the sized of large western states”……all garbage. Take it 
elsewhere. Having been both a Navy operator and a BWR operator, I can attest to the rigors of both those training programs. My 
Navy class had a 45% academic attrition rate when it came time for assignment to the fleet. And that was after having survived both a 
nuclear service entrance exam and math / science refresher course before even being allowed to take a seat in the classroom. And 
NRC licensing programs are no cake-walk. Reactor operator candidates must satisfactorily perform equipment operations out in the 
plant before they’re eligible for selection in the license training program. Then the 14-16 month license training program involves 
academic studies, detailed training in integrated plant systems operations, and full-scope plant simulator training. Regular 
examinations along the way will weed out the less skilled. Finally, the NRC license exams are a 6-hour written and a 2-3 hour 
simulator team session. THAT’S who’s taking care of the plants…now and for years to come.

Hmmm..... is there a skills shortage for this? Not sure where you are going to find these people even with attractive offers.

Your definition of SRO is wrong. I suggest you read 10CFR55.4 Definitions. "Senior operator means any individual licensed under 
this part to manipulate the controls of a facility and to direct the licensed activities of licensed operators." Thus an SRO is functionally 
a qualified RO first and foremost, with additional duties of supervision. This fact is totally lost on INPO and apparently lost on NRC. 
I suggest you start inspecting like you understand this fact.

And we are going to be able to train and find qualified people to take care of our nuclear waste and facilities for the next 1000 - 
100,000 years? Yeah, right!

Thank God for nuclear power plant reactor operators. They are the only occupational group mentioned by the NRC that deserves 
every penny they make. Good reactor operators are worth their weight in gold. Improper NRC interference in the training of these 
professionals resulted in the only major accident in US commercial nuclear power plant history. Of course I am talking about the 
accident at Three Mile Island (TMI) in 1979. Up until then the NRC overemphasized the dangers of overfilling the reactor’s cooling 
system. Overfilling is certainly not desired but under filling the cooling system is much, much worse. Under filling means there is not 
enough water to cool the highly radioactive fuel in the reactor leading to a reactor core meltdown. Overfilling results in a pool of 
water in the containment building; however, under filling results in a major nuclear accident. The NRC, not just Mr. Magoo, had 
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Throw Back Thursday – What’s Underneath? 

posted on Thu, 20 Nov 2014 14:25:26 +0000 

comment #1074219 posted on 2014-11-20 15:33:06 by dick0645 

myopia. Myopia is also known as nearsightedness, only being able to see things clearly that are close up. As you recall Mr Magoo, 
the cartoon character, had terrible eyesight but refused to wear eyeglasses. He, therefore, always got into trouble. The NRC had 
nuclear myopia before the TMI accident in 1979. They required that all US nuclear plant operators have training in recognizing and 
countering a reactor cooling system overfill event. The NRC not only required it for operators to get an initial license but they also 
required that it be covered in requalification training at least once per year thereafter. The end result in this myopic training was that 
reactor operators were conditioned to even override automatic safety systems to prevent an overfill event. So it was really no surprise 
that when the operators at TMI saw the level in the reactor cooling system going up, they inappropriately intervened to stop it. The 
reason though the level was going up was not just due to makeup water being pumped in automatically, but also by actual boiling in 
the reactor core itself. If the operators had not intervened, the automatic filling systems would have kept the reactor core covered and 
cooled and no accident would have occurred. By focusing on just one training objective, the NRC lost the big nuclear safety picture. 
Thankfully the NRC and the industry put their glasses on after this event. Many significant changes were made to the reactor operator 
training programs subsequently. Although it is a tragic way to learn, the TMI accident helped improve nuclear plant safety.

Suggestion: Require all NRC licensed senior operators, licensed reactor operators, and NRC “Resident” Inspectors to live within the 
10-mile radius emergency planning zone around each nuclear reactor. Reasons: 1. They would be available in a very short time to 
respond to the plant day or night in case of an emergency. 2. The public’s confidence in nuclear power safety would be enhanced. 
And 3. Operators and inspectors would have personal, as they say, “skin in the game”.

It’s neat and tidy -- and clearly not an 
original part of this landscape. So what 
is buried underneath? Here’s a hint: It 
was built in 1992 and is located near 
Grants, New Mexico. Photo courtesy 
of the Department of Energy 

Comments 

comment #1105107 posted on 2014-11-25 10:24:20 by 

comment #1072451 posted on 2014-11-20 09:29:56 by HUTCHINS, Steven 

comment #1072489 posted on 2014-11-20 09:34:14 by 

comment #1072542 posted on 2014-11-20 09:40:43 by 

Mill tailings from the Homestake Mining Company

Could it be a Uranium Mine? Steven P. Hutchins Senior Project Manager Nuclear Energy Institute

Uranium mill that was demolished.

Most likely high-level nuclear waste is stored there - OH MY!
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Protecting the NRC’s Cyber Frontier 

posted on Tue, 25 Nov 2014 16:22:40 +0000 

comment #1072648 posted on 2014-11-20 09:55:43 by Schuppner, Suibel 

comment #1072843 posted on 2014-11-20 10:31:00 by Gaithersburg Nukie 

comment #1072883 posted on 2014-11-20 10:38:47 by Moderator 

comment #1072960 posted on 2014-11-20 10:52:56 by Johnnie 

comment #1072968 posted on 2014-11-20 10:54:02 by richard123456columbia in response to comment #1072883 

comment #1073025 posted on 2014-11-20 11:02:51 by 

comment #1073627 posted on 2014-11-20 13:11:13 by Muhammad Abo Ul Hassan in response to comment #1072843 

comment #1073670 posted on 2014-11-20 13:18:05 by Reno Deano 

comment #1073789 posted on 2014-11-20 13:45:45 by dick0645 

comment #1075407 posted on 2014-11-20 19:01:33 by CaptD 

Ambrosia Lake Mill Site contains a demolished uranium mill and its radioactive tailings.

High-energy accelerator for paritcle experiments

Answer: Inside is a demolished uranium mill and its radioactive tailings. It is one of about 20 uranium mill tailings sites in the U.S. 
that were remediated as part of the Uranium Mill Tailings Remedial Action project. Moderator

It's an ancient pyramid from the Aztecs. Precious stuff is hidden there.

How many sq ft of land is this site on? How many years until the soil is safe for human activity?

The Ambrosia Lake Mill. It was buried in 1992 by the Department of Energy

oh God

All the records and equipment from Projects Mogul, Genetrix, Moby Dick, Skyhook are buried there. They were covered with 
Uranium tailings to thwart exterrestrial investigations of the area.

Probably TMI and Chernobyl plant managers! (:-)

Glad it does not have a bulls-eye painted on it...

By David McIntyre 
Public Affairs Officer 

  The email was flagged urgent and screamed in capital letters: YOUR IMMEDIATE 
ATTENTION REQUIRED! The message said a software update was needed to avoid major system disruption, and to click a link and enter a 
network password. The NRC employee who received the email thought the message looked suspicious. Instead of clicking on the link, she 
forwarded the message as an attachment to the NRC’s Computer Security Incident Response Team. Within minutes, a CSIRT member was 
analyzing the email on a computer unconnected to the NRC network. He quickly determined the message was bogus, a “phishing” attempt to 
gain unauthorized access to the system. He instructed the employee to delete the message and block the sender to avoid receiving any further 
attempted intrusions from that Internet address. Had the employee provided her username and password, she could have exposed the NRC’s 
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computer network and its sensitive information to compromise and possible disruption. Personal information about NRC employees would 
have been at risk, as well as sensitive pre-decisional information about agency policies and licensees. While Safeguards and classified 
information about the security and status of nuclear plants is maintained on separate higher security systems, the information we process on 
the NRC corporate network must also be protected. CSIRT, part of the NRC’s Computer Security Office, is a small group of experts, all 
highly trained in cyber defense. Their mission is to detect and thwart attacks on the NRC’s computer networks and prevent “spills” of 
sensitive information. Such attacks can come through phishing attempts, such as the fictional incident described above, malware implanted in 
website advertisements or viruses and malware on portable data devices. The team routinely works with other federal agencies, including the 
Homeland Security Department’s U.S. Computer Emergency Response Team (US-CERT) to stay up to date on the latest vulnerabilities. 
They even practice “white hat” hacking to test the NRC’s systems. As a response team, CSIRT investigates suspicious emails that have 
already passed through the NRC’s extensive SPAM filters and Internet firewall, robust cyber security defenses mounted by the Office of 
Information Systems. About 10 million emails are directed to NRC.gov addresses each month, and nearly 90 percent of them are blocked by 
the agency’s network security technologies as spam or for carrying viruses or suspicious attachments, says Mike Lidell, IT Specialist in the 
OIS Security Operations and Systems Engineering Branch. The OIS team administers the NRC’s firewalls, intrusion detection systems and 
spam filters. While the percentage of blocked emails seems high, Lidell says it’s pretty much “par for the course” for any large organization 

or government agency. Emails that get through the initial line of defense are scanned again by the internal servers 
and a third time by the end-user’s individual computer. Internet data returned from the Web is scanned by NRC 
servers and individual workstations as well to guard against “drive-by downloads” of malicious software. As 
Lidell points out, the “defense in depth” is necessary because the attacks are always evolving and changing. 
Thorne Graham, CSIRT’s team leader, praises a fourth line of defense against email attacks on the agency’s 
network: The NRC’s 4,000 employees. All NRC employees take annual online computer security training. “Our 

best defense is the individual employee,” Graham says. “Security is everyone’s business.”  

Comments 

comment #1138677 posted on 2014-12-01 12:24:17 by Garry Morgan in response to comment #1138541 

comment #1138541 posted on 2014-12-01 11:43:54 by Moderator in response to comment #1138434 

comment #1138434 posted on 2014-12-01 11:05:17 by Garry Morgan 

comment #1177356 posted on 2014-12-10 15:45:15 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1116733 posted on 2014-11-27 15:36:55 by dick0645 

Thank you - interaction between our regulator and concerned citizens is very important.

Your original comment was submitted to the NRC Allegation's staff for review before posting. We cannot post an allegation on the 
blog. The post was reviewed today and cleared. Since this post contains the original verbiage and additional verbiage, it was posted in 
lieu of the original. Sorry for the delay. Moderator

Where is my comment about cyber-security, it was posted on the 27th, there's another posting on the 27th above. Do you need 
approval prior to posting the truth about failed regulatory action and negligence? The incident concerning cyber attacks were 
conveyed to Commissioner Ostendorf along with other security issues and short comings. After all, nuclear security is all of our 
responsibility - right? Cover-ups do not make for acceptable physical or cyber security. "The Nuclear Regulatory Commission is 
failing to perform required continuous monitoring measures and update other security weaknesses it’s known about for years, a new 
report from NRC’s Office of the Inspector General found." - See more at: http://fedscoop.com/nrc-struggles-continuous-monitoring-
years-old-security-weaknesses/#sthash.CS8F5QsZ.ksnUYWWD.dpuf Those are not my words, this is a report about the NRC's OIG 
finding concerning the NRC's negligence. What remains to be seen, will you make improvements?. I have contacted the NRC 
personally about cyber security issues because our organization has found the NRC's contractor for your web activities attempting to 
break into one of our computer systems. NRC's reply, "They work for other government agencies." There was also a problem with 
spurious emails which looked identical to NRC emails containing malicious malware. All was reported to the NRC Cyber Security 
folks. Our organizational computer systems appear to have been attacked by what appears to be nuclear industry proponents. 
Apparently the NRC-OIG says YOU have a problem with cyber-security, and along comes the PR folks of the NRC attempting to 
paint a different picture. NRC, you have many professional and responsible citizens working at the NRC. But, as you have previously 
been informed by those who are concerned about you living up to your mission and law, you must make improvements, our lives 
depend on you performing your mission as required by law. That mission does not include demonstrated deceit, failures nor support 
of the nuclear power industry. Your job is that of protecting the public, not protecting the nuclear power industry and covering-up 
regulatory errors..

I believe that no automatic control functions in a nuclear power plant have computer software or hardware interfaces that could be 
subject to cyberattack. Is that correct? I believe that this is especially true in older nuclear power plants. Therefore no hacker could 
take control of a reactor from the automatic system or from the licensed operators. Please and hopefully confirm.

Nice of you to lead us on thinking that this was an actual cyber-threat. Is that the only way you think we would bother to read your 
stuff?! The NRC is as big a secret-keeper as the CIA. Not only does the NRC hide behind the Confidential label they hide behind 
much additional info they liberally classify as Safeguards Info. NRC transparency is an oxymoron!
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Potassium Iodide – A Protective Measure Not a Magic Pill 

posted on Mon, 01 Dec 2014 15:00:10 +0000 

comment #1144263 posted on 2014-12-02 20:59:41 by Garry Morgan 

90% of the emails blocked due to security threats. That could be thousands, upon thousands of external emails. Since you list a 
percentage then you must know the total number of external incoming emails. How many emails do you receive during each month? 
Maybe a better question, what are the average number of emails received monthly over a years time frame? How many internal 
emails are blocked due to malicious content?

Patricia Milligan 
Senior Level Advisor 

One of the protective measures that communities around nuclear power plants might use in the case of a 
radiological emergency is potassium iodide. But potassium iodide, often just called by its chemical symbol, KI, can 
be confusing for the public — exactly what does it do and when should it be taken? So here are some facts about 
KI: 

� It is not an “anti radiation” pill. Potassium iodide is a salt, similar to table salt. It is routinely added to table salt to 
make it “iodized.” Potassium iodide, if taken within the appropriate time and at the appropriate dosage prevents the 
thyroid gland from taking in radioactive iodide. This can help to reduce the risk from thyroid disease, including 
cancer as a result of a severe reactor accident. KI doesn’t protect the thyroid gland from any other radioactive 

element nor does it protect the thyroid or the whole body from external exposure to radiation. Its use is very limited.  
� KI comes as a tablet, either in 65 mg or 130 mg strengths, and dose is administered according to age and/or weight. It is very important 

that FDA dosing guidelines be followed when taking or administering KI. Too much stable iodide in the form of KI can be harmful to 
small children. A tablet can be easily divided, crushed and mixed with liquid to make it easier to swallow for infants, small children 
and those who have difficulty swallowing.  

� It is important that KI not be taken unless directed by appropriate state or local authorities during the emergency and then, it should be 
taken in accordance with those directions.  

� KI is NOT the same thing as table salt, and table salt should never be ingested as a substitute.  
� The NRC provides KI – free of charge — to states that have requested it for their population within the 10-mile emergency planning 

zone of a nuclear power plant. Some states have distributed KI to residents of a plant’s emergency planning zone. In other states, KI is 
stockpiled and would be distributed if and when it is necessary.  

� In the event of a serious nuclear incident, KI could be used in addition to evacuation or sheltering in place in accordance with directions 
from responsible state/local officials. For more information, see Consideration of Potassium Iodide in Emergency Planning.  

The FDA’s Frequently Asked Questions on KI is a very good resource if you want more information. REFRESH is an occasional series 
where we revisit previous blog posts. This one originally ran in June 2012.

Comments 

comment #1151133 posted on 2014-12-04 13:37:24 by Moderator in response to comment #1147966 

comment #1138273 posted on 2014-12-01 10:18:31 by dick0645 

comment #1138924 posted on 2014-12-01 13:31:55 by dick0645 

We would hope you would see by how liberally we apply our guidelines that our intent is to allow as much conversation on the blog 
as possible. We rarely disapprove a comment, although at times we may need to remove some verbiage in order to post it. The Open 
Forum has remained open for as long as we've had the blog, so many of the comments there will be old. They are never deleted or 
removed from the thread. All of the comments pending have been posted. If you do not see a comment you submitted, please 
resubmit it Moderator

The NRC insists that "run for it" is not an acceptable response to a severe accident at a nuclear plant. Evacuation they say is a last 
resort. Why? Because the evacuation process itself kills people. More people have died in Japan from being forced to evacuate than 
have died as a direct result of the accident there. But can you imagine being told to shelter in place and to take KI tablets. Yes just 
stay indoors, close the windows and doors, secure ventilation, take your KI, and listen to your radio. Trust us, that is all you need to 
do. Furthermore, say you live in New York City. The Indian Point nuclear units are in your backyard. Just try telling millions of 
people to stay put in the event of an Indian Point severe accident. Even if the accident could be brought under control early on, many 
people would die just from so-called "voluntary" evacuation. It is just tragic that the NRC is considering extending the license on the 
Indian Point units. Even a new nuclear plant with all the latest safeguards would not be allowed anywhere near a large populated area. 
The NRC must put public safety first and not allow these old nuclear units to continue operation.

A terrorist attack on the Indian Point nuclear units will result in an accident much worse than the 9/11 attacks on the World Trade 
Center. The Indian Point units are just 35 miles from Manhattan and millions of people. The units are north of NYC and, guess what, 
the prevailing winds at the site blow from north to south. The NRC is considering extending the life of these nukes. This is just like 
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comment #1139269 posted on 2014-12-01 15:07:12 by Dan Williamson 

comment #1159129 posted on 2014-12-06 08:32:21 by Michael Antonelli in response to comment #1146669 

comment #1142416 posted on 2014-12-02 09:30:09 by dick0645 

comment #1140050 posted on 2014-12-01 19:05:47 by richard123456columbia 

comment #1171688 posted on 2014-12-09 05:55:28 by dick0645 in response to comment #1159129 

comment #1162683 posted on 2014-12-07 04:27:19 by Musa King 

comment #1176892 posted on 2014-12-10 13:04:20 by valenciajoshua 

comment #1150848 posted on 2014-12-04 11:58:22 by dick0645 in response to comment #1147523 

comment #1150450 posted on 2014-12-04 09:49:24 by Moderator in response to comment #1147523 

comment #1146455 posted on 2014-12-03 09:57:42 by dick0645 in response to comment #1145883 

comment #1146103 posted on 2014-12-03 08:14:31 by dick0645 in response to comment #1143163 

playing Russian roulette with 5 bullets in the revolver! When is the NRC going to honor its mission of putting public safety first!

"A terrorist attack on the Indian Point nuclear units will result in an accident much worse than the 9/11 attacks on the World Trade 
Center." And you're basing that fact-like pronouncement on what, exactly?

Chernobyl also had no containment system, along with an open fire of radiological material. These two things together helped to 
cause the very large area of release.

To count, close is all that is needed in horseshoes or suitcase nuclear weapons. If a suicide bomber with a suitcase nuclear bomb can 
get within just 1/3 of a mile of the three Indian Point nuclear units and spent fuel pools, a detonation would vaporize all structures and 
individuals at the site. Talk about a mind-boogling tragedy. Even at a 1 & 1/2 miles from the blast, buildings would look like the 
Murrah Building in Oklahoma City. The bomb devastion itself is horrible but this "dirty" bomb would spread lethal contamination all 
over the state. Can you even imagine the amount of deadly radioactivity that would be released? Three reactor cores and three spent 
fuel pools worth of radioactivity and all the activity in any spent fuel casks stored on site. This source term would dwarf any nuclear 
accident to date. It is common knowledge that NYC is still the terrorist first choice of targets. Touch that nuke off when the wind is 
blowing toward NYC (which is most of the time) and folks there can kiss their sweet asses goodbye.

Knowing that no one wants to give a evacuation order because of the repercussions if it is the wrong decision, I am sure no one put 
their necks out but Kan in Japan. So will anyone stay put, no way.

So true Michael. Believe NRC rules require containment systems (stout buildings around reactors) for all US plants. Also do not 
believe we have any US power reactors that are moderated by massive amounts of graphite. NRC rules would also, I think, prohibit a 
positive fuel temperature coefficient which greatly accelerated the power excursion at Chernobyl.

i still think KI is the best preventative substance you can take when exposed to radiation

very good guidelines, especially pertinent to communities that leave near a nuclear plant. we have a nuclear plant in south africa and i 
am certainly going to share this in our facebook group incase there is ever a nuclear leakage

I am sure Dan is upset that you would even honor me with a response. But I do appreciate you putting up with my comments. This 
might be a repeat but I was not able to complete an earlier comment that may be awaiting moderation. I am sorry I did not give you 
credit for responding to some comments on the NRC open forum. Also I appreciate the fair warning you give on the NRC Blog site if 
you feel the comments stray too far from the topic. You just do not automatically dump them to the open forum. I just wish you 
would simply just ignore the comment if you think it is far afield. Is there any harm in doing so? Otherwise I feel that you are in some 
small way trying to censor me. This is because I think the NRC Open forum is just not used that much. There are over 200 comments 
there but those comments have been there forever. There are few fresh comments there except for the ones you feel you need to 
transfer there. I think most of the action is on this site.

The Open Forum section of the blog was created to allow blog visitors to post about any topic they wished (relevant to the NRC) 
without being constrained by the topics we were blogging about. We, the NRC, do not post there as it's an Open Forum for you. But 
we read and respond to comments posted there. Moderator

Good info Dan. My vaporization comment was based on data provided in the book Nuclear Terrorism by Graham Allison. I hope you 
are right about stout reactor components. Spent fuel pools are soft targets by comparison as they are in tin buildings too.
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comment #1146616 posted on 2014-12-03 10:45:52 by dick0645 

comment #1146669 posted on 2014-12-03 11:05:52 by dick0645 

comment #1145883 posted on 2014-12-03 07:06:39 by Dan Williamson 

comment #1147188 posted on 2014-12-03 13:50:15 by Moderator 

comment #1143163 posted on 2014-12-02 13:37:23 by Dan Williamson in response to comment #1142416 

comment #1147523 posted on 2014-12-03 15:36:52 by dick0645 in response to comment #1147188 

comment #1147966 posted on 2014-12-03 18:26:30 by dick0645 in response to comment #1147188 

Fact is Dan you cannot respond and tell us this scenario, although unlikely, cannot occur. Terrorism is a real threat to our country. 
Ignoring this threat is foolhardy. Not only are suitcase nukes a real potential threat but larger-sized nukes as well. Ten-kiloton nuclear 
devices have been alleged to have been taken from Russian nuclear arsenals. A ten-kiloton device can easily be carried in a van. The 
device is so small that it could be carried in one of the bales of marijuana that are routinely smuggled into New York City. Terrorists 
would not even have to worry about detection by NYC anti-terrorism measures if they go to Indian Point, 35 miles north of the city 
itself. I just do not think our government is doing nearly enough to protect us from the rising threat of terrorism. I am particularly 
concerned about attacks on our nuclear plants and their spent fuel pools and attacks on vunerable major upstream dams.

Dan, say you are absolutely right about a stout over 200-ton steel reactor vessel being still intact after being hit by a nuclear 
explosion. For how long will it be intact when there is absolutely no way to remove decay heat from all the fuel inside the reactor 
vessel? Of course the core would melt and highly radioactive fission products would be released directly to the atmosphere. This is 
clearly a no-win scenario that must be prevented. Indian Point and other nuke units close to major population centers should be 
shutdown and all fuel on-site removed and placed in a remote, safe underground spent fuel repository.

Dan you question whether or not such a devastating accident would “…spread lethal contamination all over the state”?? Even 
upwind?" Sad to tell you that after 28 years there is still a 20-mile radius exclusion zone completely around Chernobyl, upwind, 
downwind, and crosswind?!

@dick You have a vastly inflated concept of the capabilities of the smaller man-portable nuclear weapons. Go read about the W54 
warhead, for example. It is reported to have produced an explosive yield of less than a kiloton. By comparison, the Trinity test in 
1945 had an explosive yield of around 21 kilotons. Now go read about Jumbo, a 214-ton steel pressure vessel built for the Trinity test. 
It was originally intended to detonate the bomb inside Jumbo so that, in the event of a fizzle, the fissionable materials could be 
recovered. It was ultimately decided to be an unnecessary precaution, so Jumbo was set on a tower approximately 800 yards from 
ground zero. It survived perfectly intact. A later test involving 4000 lbs of conventional explosives ripped the ends off the vessel, but 
the surviving shell is today siting in the parking lot for visitors to see (yes, you can actually go walk on ground zero). So your visions 
of vaporized buildings and reactor vessels doesn’t hold water. With regard to the Murrah Federal Building, it’s construction in no way 
matched the robustness of the safety-related structures at a nuclear plant, whose exterior walls are on the order of 2-4 foot thick 
reinforced concrete. They’re built to withstand a direct strike by the most powerful tornado, with all the heavy objects it would be 
hurling about. By comparison, the Murrah building was a tin shed. “…spread lethal contamination all over the state”?? Even upwind?

The NRC blog comment guidelines state that comments must relate to the post (the use of KI as a protective measure). In this case, 
the conversation has veered significantly from the topic of the post. We ask that if you would like to continue this conversation to 
please post on the Open Forum section of the blog. We will move future comments not related to the original post to that section as 
well. Thank you, Moderator

This is such a load of unmitigated tripe, it doesn't bear a response. Mr./Ms. Moderator, if the signal-to-noise ratio of this site cannot 
be somehow raised, then it can hardly be seen as serving the public interest. I'm sure you didn't enter into this enterprise with the 
intent that it become a sounding board for any and all manner of rampant, unfounded speculation and fear-mongering (did you?), but 
since posts such as the above seem to have become the norm, I'd say it's time for you to pack it in. There are plenty of other sites out 
there.

So the conversation has swayed far afield of what you want to talk about Mr. Moderator on the NRC Blog site. If we want to talk 
about something that is not directly related to your flavor of the month topic you refer us to the so-called NRC Open Forum. This 
NRC Open Forum site is really nothing but the NRC’s version of the US Postal Service’s dead letter file. The NRC never uses it. You 
don’t post your propaganda there. The NRC moderator for the open forum never uses it to respond to or comment on anything posted 
there by us. So I ask you why should we use your dead letter spam folder?! Do away with your open forum spam folder and take us 
on directly on the same site you use to carry your biased pro-nuclear stuff, the NRC Blog site. You make a poor excuse, NRC, for a 
nuclear industry watchdog. You are as good as most industry nuclear organizations for giving us the best pro-nuclear spin there is. 
And try and talk more about the real challenges and problems faced by the nuclear industry.

Perhaps you will find this comment will better conform to your precious guidelines. You accurately state that the use of KI is very 
limited. You also state that "too much stable iodine can be harmful to small children". That KI tablets must be used w caution. I agree. 
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Throw Back Thursday -- Haddam Neck 

posted on Thu, 04 Dec 2014 14:44:49 +0000 

The thing you don't say is that having stable iodine in a child's thyroid is much more important than having stable iodine in an adult's 
thyroid. Of course having this stable iodine in the thyroid limits the amount of radioactive iodine that can then be absorbed. Growing 
children are most susceptible to radiation exposure whether it is internal or external exposure. You also do not mention a large 
number of other airborne radioactive substances that will be injested in the case of a severe nuclear plant accident and for which there 
is no similar countermeasure available. The hideous thing about them is they too seek out other body organs and concentrate there. 
Radioactive isotopes of Cesium, Strontium, Plutonium, Uranium, Tellurium, to name a few. Long-lived radioactive isotopes of 
Cesium and Strontium are the two primary elements that are keeping the Chernobyl exclusion zone of a 20-mile radius from being 
reinhabited. That exclusion zone has been in effect now for 28 years and counting. We must get rid of this unforgiving technology.

In this photo, the 402-ton nuclear 
reactor vessel head for the Haddam 
Neck nuclear power plant passes the 
New York City skyline on March 29, 
1966. Haddam Neck was a pressurized 
water reactor located in Meriden, 
Conn. When was it shut down? Photo 
courtesy of the former Atomic Energy 
Commission. 

Comments 

comment #1151409 posted on 2014-12-04 15:26:03 by Moderator 

comment #1151513 posted on 2014-12-04 16:07:10 by dick0645 in response to comment #1151409 

comment #1151698 posted on 2014-12-04 17:18:38 by dick0645 

At the time Haddam Neck ceased operating on Dec. 5, 1996, Northeast Utilities partially owned the company holding the license to 
operate the plant. The license for the majority of the site was terminated in November 2007, when we issued a press release 
(http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML0733/ML073300502.pdf). Moderator

I'm confused. Wasn't the plant's name Connecticut Yankee and its location Haddam Neck, CT? The other commenter is right, the 
large piece on the barge is reactor vessel not the reactor vessel head. You also neglected to mention why a plant designed for at least 
40 years of operation only made it 28 years. The official utlility explanation for the shortened life is that it could no longer compete 
economically with cheap oil and especially cheap natural gas fired units. An equally important reason was that Conn Yankee was 
shutdown for safety reasons. At the time all four nuclear units in CT were considered troubled plants. Funny as you look back how 
easy it must be for you to disregard inconvenient truths.

At the risk of my comment being considered off-topic and being thrown into "Middle Earth", you know the NRC open forum site, I 
offer the following. When chasing down the decommissioned Conn Yankee NPP, located in Haddam Neck, CT, I came across this 
website: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Connecticut_Yankee_Nuclear_Power_Plant Besides info on Conn Yankee you can get good 
info on other NPPs. There is an ehaustive list of NPPs in the US that are licensed to operate; that are closed; that were cancelled; and 
those that are planned (just a few). I never realized just how many NPPs have been closed down or cancelled. I didn't bother to count 
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comment #1151791 posted on 2014-12-04 17:53:24 by BP 

comment #1153189 posted on 2014-12-04 20:57:31 by David Andersen in response to comment #1150992 

comment #1155137 posted on 2014-12-05 08:51:02 by Moderator 

comment #1155827 posted on 2014-12-05 12:41:27 by dick0645 in response to comment #1155137 

comment #1155971 posted on 2014-12-05 13:29:31 by David Andersen in response to comment #1151513 

comment #1156309 posted on 2014-12-05 15:32:45 by Moderator in response to comment #1155827 

comment #1156629 posted on 2014-12-05 17:10:12 by Joe Evola 

comment #1157316 posted on 2014-12-05 21:11:48 by dick0645 in response to comment #1155971 

comment #1150992 posted on 2014-12-04 12:51:31 by Reno Deano 

comment #1158754 posted on 2014-12-06 06:19:05 by dick0645 in response to comment #1155137 

all of them but it appears that the list is as long as the list of plants with operating licenses. What other capital-intensive industry can 
afford so many unsuccessful ventures?! No wonder electric bills are out of sight! Unfortunately, utility customers take it in the shorts 
and yet a few utility companies continue to pursue the nuclear option. Go figure! The other thing about nuclear plants is that they 
leave a long-lasting, dangerous legacy even after you get the expensive, unsafe things shutdown. All the used, highly radioactive fuel 
is stored at many locations all over the continental US as our government, "lead" by the DOE and the NRC, still has not constructed a 
safe, remote, underground storage facility to "isolate" this waste for hundreds of years. Other non-nuclear production facilities have 
never been built and operated without due regard for how to properly handle the end wastes produced. But our elite nuclear minds 
never bothered to deal with the waste issue in their rush to provide "nuclear power to cheap to meter"! How sad and tragic!

Better check the location - "Haddam Neck was a pressurized water reactor located in Meriden, Conn." The city of Meriden Ct is 
twenty miles from Haddam and Haddam Neck CT.

The other object on the barge is the reactor vessel head.

Here is the "official" information on our web site about this former plant: http://www.nrc.gov/info-finder/decommissioning/power-
reactor/haddam-neck-connecticut-yankee.html Moderator

Thanks for providing the accurate info on Conn Yankee. In looking more at this decommissioned nuclear power plant (NPP), I was 
pleased to note that a large portion of the Conn Yankee site (as a result of decommissioning work) has been released for "unrestricted 
public use". I also noted that the term "greenfield status" has been used after decommissioning activities are accomplished. Is there a 
difference in the two terms used? Does unrestricted use also mean that the land itself can be thought of as now once again a rural 
area? That is, can the land so released be used for agricultural purposes? Can farmers now cultivate and grow crops on the land if the 
utility owner rents or sells the unrestricted land to them? Or are there still some restrictions on the use of the land? I will also post this 
on the open forum if you feel this is too far off-topic. Would appreciate a response here or there. Thanks.

The company that owned the plant was the "Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Company" which had 8 joint owners. The plant was 
called formally Haddam Neck Unit 1(Unit 2 was never built.) Connecticut Yankee, as it was commonly known was not a troubled 
plant. It was taken off line in July of 1996 due to an engineering study that determined that the plant was not in compliance with it's 
technical specifications. Changes to the plant were underway to bring the plant back into compliance when the joint owners 
determined that the plant could not compete with the then low priced natural gas powered units. I was a Senior reactor Operator at 
Conn Yankee at that time.

Your comment is posted here as it is related to the blog post. We have lots of information on decommissioning here: 
http://www.nrc.gov/waste/decommissioning.html including the status of decommissioning plants and explanations of 
decommissioning options. Moderator

She was a grand little plant...

Thanks for setting me straight and thanks for serving as a licensed senior reactor operator.

The picture is of a reactor vessel and it's support pylon(?).

Thanks for the link but I found nothing there that answers my previous questions. Please answer my questions or refer me to material 
that has the answers. An additional question: To the best of your knowledge, has any former nuclear power plant land that has been 
"released for unrestricted use" actually been used for agricultural purposes?
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Blue Topaz -- The Irradiated Gemstone 

posted on Mon, 08 Dec 2014 14:13:20 +0000 

comment #1171640 posted on 2014-12-09 05:41:34 by dick0645 

comment #1168320 posted on 2014-12-08 13:08:51 by Moderator in response to comment #1155827 

comment #1150747 posted on 2014-12-04 11:21:22 by David Andersen in response to comment #1150716 

comment #1150716 posted on 2014-12-04 11:12:15 by Moderator in response to comment #1150668 

comment #1150668 posted on 2014-12-04 10:57:33 by Wheeler, Larry 

comment #1150481 posted on 2014-12-04 10:01:40 by drbillcorcoran 

@ David McIntyre Thanks for the prompt informative specific response. My suspicions were unfounded. Glad unrestricted use is just 
that. I now believe "greenfield" and "unrestricted use" mean the same thing.

“Unrestricted use” means just that: The NRC no longer places regulatory restrictions on the use of the property, and the license is 
terminated. (Note: The dry cask spent fuel storage facility, if one exists, remains under license and NRC regulation for safety and 
security requirements.) The licensee still owns the site, and since infrastructure is in place, several sites have been repurposed to non-
nuclear power generation. At least two sites, Maine Yankee and Big Rock Point, are public parks. We know of no decommissioned 
nuclear power plant site that has been used for agriculture; however, there is a vineyard directly adjacent to Rancho Seco (as well as a 
state park). David McIntyre

The plant was operated by Northeast Utilities. I think that a more correct answer is that the Operating License was terminated on Dec 
4, 1996.

Correct -- 18 years ago tomorrow. Follow-up question: What company operated the plant? Moderator

1996, Dec 5

Better nomenclature and location information is available at http://www.connyankee.com/html/about_cy.html

Maureen Conley Public Affairs Officer There are a lot of great things about having a November birthday. The heat of summer is over but 
winter hasn’t set in so the weather can be magnificent. When the leaves are changing, the landscape is even more beautiful than in spring. It is 
the month of football, first frosts, harvesting the last of the summer vegetable garden, and my favorite holiday, Thanksgiving. But the one 

thing I never liked about my November birthday was my birthstone—topaz. Orange is just not 
my favorite color. I was always jealous of my family members, whose stones were so much prettier—amethysts in February, diamonds in 
April, and sapphires in September. Then one year I received as a gift some earrings with a beautiful blue stone. That was my introduction to 
blue topaz. I was so happy to discover there was an alternative to the traditional orange topaz, I never thought to wonder what was behind the 
blue color. I figured topaz just came in blue, too. Well it turns out blue topaz can be found in nature but it is very rare. Most blue topaz on the 
market has been exposed to radiation. This is no cause for alarm. Irradiated gemstones are not harmful. Because they may be slightly 
radioactive immediately after their treatment, the NRC regulates the distribution of these products to ensure public health is protected. Any 
measureable radiation decays away within a couple months. Treated gemstones are set aside and are not sold until the radioactivity falls far 
below levels that can impact public health. Distributors of irradiated gemstones must have an NRC license, which requires them to do 
radiological surveys before selling the gems. Their sophisticated instruments can detect very low levels of radiation. Once the radiation is low 
enough, no further licensing is required. Topaz is not the only gemstone treated with radiation to change its color. Diamonds, pearls and other 

gemstones are sometimes irradiated to change their color. In general, the longer stones are exposed to radiation, 
the deeper and more attractive the color. Incidentally, not all radiation treatments applied to gemstones make them 
radioactive. If they are bombarded with neutrons, as in a nuclear reactor or accelerator, trace elements in the 
stones can become “activated” or radioactive. But gemstones can also be treated using gamma radiation (high-
energy photons), which does not make them radioactive. If your holiday shopping list includes jewelry this year, 

don’t be afraid of irradiated gemstones. The NRC license ensures they don’t reach the market until they are completely safe.

Comments 
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Sixty-Plus Years of Reactor Safety Advice -- and Still Going Strong 

posted on Thu, 11 Dec 2014 19:50:20 +0000 

comment #1167714 posted on 2014-12-08 10:28:19 by dick0645 

comment #1280190 posted on 2014-12-27 02:09:56 by shashank neekhra 

comment #1308567 posted on 2014-12-30 15:47:56 by Robin 

comment #1206609 posted on 2014-12-16 15:44:26 by Robert A. Leigh in response to comment #1167714 

Pardon me, but I just have to say this...This, NRC, is a "gem" of an article. No doubt radiation can be good for a lot of things; for blue 
topaz; for medical purposes; even for preserving food. However, let's draw the line there. No nuke weapons or nuke power plants. 
They are just not worth the risk. Let's give up our dangerous infatuation with those types of "dinosaurs".

Mr. Robert A.Leigh , I agree with you completely on the matter of nuclear weapons or any weapon of mass destruction. However, as 
the author of this blog has already mentioned that all the gemstones which have been irradiated to enhance the gemstones color pick 
up a slight amount of radiation, which is managed on a very standardized and safe manner.I have been working with an E-commerce 
firm dealing with all kind of gemstones and here we are selling treated and untreated gemstones, but we treat only those stones which 
are in need of irradiated color enhancements and we retail them only after their radiation has decayed to a point where its not a risk to 
public safety.

Thank you for your comment. I read however that some of the blue topaz coming from China that was assumed safe was not. I found 
an article in a trade magazine from 2010 describing 15 irradiated blue topaz gems that were tested and where they found that 4 had 
higher than allowed levels of residual radiation? Has this been addressed? And how can the public be assured that "hot" stones are not 
illegally placed on the market? I just bought a London blue topaz ring from Macy's. They have very little information on the history 
of this or other gems. Is it safe to assume the gem was tested for radiation and went through proper regulatory channels? How can we 
be sure?

Mr dick0645, I read your statement. I agree that I wish we could do away with nuclear weapons, just like I wish we could do away 
with all weapons of war. This world does not allow us that luxury. As far as nuclear power, I have worked in all "facets" for greater 
than 30 years, including the blue topaz. Nuclear energy is managed on a standard greater than any other industry I can think of. We 
have a safety record that we are very proud of. I am not being narrow minded, I work for a company involved in many forms of 
energy production and care greatly about our environment. I believe if you will do good research, it will allay some of your concerns. 
Merry Christmas!

Ed Hackett Executive Director Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards For as long as the United States has worked on commercial 
nuclear power plants, a group of experts has given regulators independent safety advice. Since Congress passed the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954, the group’s been called the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards. The committee’s dozen or so members contribute decades of 
academic and/or practical experience in their specialties, which include risk assessment, health physics, accident analysis and several types of 
engineering. Past and present committee members have also lent their expertise to international regulators. [caption id="attachment_5908" 

align="alignright" width="300"] Members of the ACRS brief the NRC Commission.[/caption] 
When there’s an opening on the committee, the Commission chooses a replacement from nominees among the leading experts in a given 
specialty. Committee members are supported by a small group of NRC staff who focus solely on the committee’s independent activities. The 
full committee meets 10 times a year, spending several days each time to discuss a broad range of topics. For instance, this month’s meeting 
agenda included a developing new rule related to safety enhancements based on lessons learned from the Fukushima nuclear accident. Other 
meetings have covered reviews of new reactor licensing topics and operating reactor license renewal, as well as proposed facilities to create 
radioactive material for medical uses. Committee members ask detailed questions of both NRC staff and industry representatives. If members 
feel an issue needs more explanation or analysis, they’ll keep asking questions and challenging assumptions until they’re satisfied. All of this 
interaction contributes to the committee’s opinions on the topics. The committee’s conclusions, which are independent of the NRC staff’s 
work, are provided in formal letters to the NRC’s Chairman. The Commission takes the committee’s views into account when it considers 
licensing or policy matters. The committee also meets publicly with the Commission at least once a year to discuss major topics. The 
Commission uses the advice provided by the committee, in addition to the information provided by the NRC staff, in reaching its decisions on 
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regulatory matters. The committee also has an obligation to advise the U.S. Navy on its nuclear reactor program, as well as the Defense 
Nuclear Safety Board, which deals with Department of Energy-controlled facilities. The committee does all of this work according to the 
requirements of the Federal Advisory Committee Act. This means all committee meetings are public, except when discussing sensitive 
information the NRC needs to protect. It also means the public can speak and present information to the committee. Keep an eye on our 
schedule to see when we’ll discuss something you’re interested in. Also, see our YouTube videeo on the ACRS. 

Comments 

comment #1182371 posted on 2014-12-11 22:09:15 by Jan Boudart 

comment #1186971 posted on 2014-12-12 19:59:07 by Public Pit Bull in response to comment #1185486 

comment #1185571 posted on 2014-12-12 13:35:16 by joy cash in response to comment #1185486 

comment #1185486 posted on 2014-12-12 13:14:48 by Moderator in response to comment #1181724 

comment #1217623 posted on 2014-12-18 11:26:42 by David Andersen in response to comment #1213850 

comment #1211098 posted on 2014-12-17 11:03:35 by mjd in response to comment #1200329 

Di they suggest something simple, like don't build an NPP near active earthquake faults?

Thanks for providing feedback on some good things the ACRS has done, but they seem like real small potatoes compared to the 
issues brought up by Joy and Jan. Where the hell has the ACRS been for over a half-century on demanding that a safe permanent 
repository be built for spent, yet highly radioactive, fuel?! In spite of study after study showing that the threat to nuclear power plants 
from earthquakes is much greater than originally thought, what advice has the ACRS given the NRC about that threat?! Where has the
ACRS been with regard to the ineffective NRC baseline inspection program? Time after time, AFTER a nuclear power plant has had 
serious operational problems has the NRC gone in and taken a serious hard look at the plant AND low and behold they find a huge 
number of problems, the majority of which the NRC had no clue existed before the plant got in trouble. Why should nuclear plant 
licensees pay millions of dollars each for totally ineffective NRC inspections? Where is the ACRS relative to the terrible track record 
of nuclear plant mishaps in the US?! US nuke plants have had two-thirds of all the nuclear plant mishaps in the world since 
Chernobyl. Why have UK nuclear plants vastly out-performed US nuclear power plants? Some of the answers may lie in the fact that 
large powerful nuclear utilities have bought out the NRC. The NRC cannot and will not really bite the hand that feeds it. The NRC 
will not put itself out of business; they will feed off the industry like a parasite but will do nothing to ever harm the host. The NRC, 
like the Ferguson police department, might as well throw away their meaningless motto of "protect and serve the public".

Afyer 60 yrs. we still have the spent fuel problem, don't we?

Here are a few example of areas where the Committee has made significant contributions: Establishment of a set of the general design 
criteria, the forerunner to today’s Appendix A to 10 CFR 50; Emergency Core Cooling Systems capability – ACRS called for greater 
emphasis on prevention of LOCA’s through improved quality in design fabrication and implementation of ECCS systems; Expansion 
of the reactor safety research program in areas such as thermal-hydraulics, reactor vessel embrittlement and pressurized thermal shock 
(PTS). Their reviews of the research program continue to this day with a comprehensive biennial review; Risk-informing the 
regulatory framework from early considerations of severe accident phenomena, to PTS, to the PRA policy statement to current day 
framework and examples (RG 1.174, PMRF, risk-informed fire protection); Development of the quantitative safety goals. Ed Hackett

Why do you think that there hasn't been a focus on training since TMI? Operator training has seen considerable improvement since 
TMI. Operators spend one week out of six in training. There are specific topics that the NRC requires to be covered per NUREG-
1122. Additionally they take a re qualification exam annually consisting of a written exam, a simulator exam, and an in-plant walk 
through covering abnormal and emergency actions. Failure of the exam results in the operator being removed from licensed duties 
and must complete retraining and pass the requalification exam prior to resuming licensed duties. http://www.nrc.gov/reading-
rm/doc-collections/nuregs/staff/sr1122/r2/sr1122r2.pdf

Mr. Hackett, At "Public Pit Bull December 13, 2014 at 9:34 pm", the statement was made: " Inadequate training of operators was the 
root cause of the accident at the Three Mile Island (TMI) NPP." I would like to know if you agree or disagree with this statement? If 
you agree with it, can you please provide a link to an official NRC (or ACRS) source document where a "Root Cause" of the TMI2 
accident is clearly stated. It would also be helpful if you could provide a link to a document where the "charter" of an investigation of 
the accident asked for the "Root Cause" to be determined, rather than just provide "Corrective Action to Prevent Recurrence." The 
"Root Cause" of the TMI2 accident has never been officially acknowledged. Before you answer this question, I suggest you read 
http://www.nukeknews.com/index.html and also NRC database document: accession number ML14167A165. For what it is worth, 
characterizing a dozen different Operators, at two different plants eighteen months apart all doing the exact wrong thing in the first 
ten minutes of an event as a "training failure" is hardly the case. It was a training success by any measure; that's what Operators are 
trained to do, do as they are trained. No, the failure was in the understanding of the event by the designers and design approvers, 
which provided the basis for the wrong training given to these dozen Operators. And then the four event precursor warnings were 
ignored by the responsible organization, the NRC, including the ACRS participation. The precursor events clearly showed the event 
was misunderstood, and that misunderstanding would lead Operators to take wrong action based on their training. Anxiously awaiting 
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comment #1211574 posted on 2014-12-17 12:51:50 by Rod Adams (@Atomicrod) in response to comment #1187643 

comment #1200360 posted on 2014-12-15 13:18:35 by Public Pit Bull in response to comment #1200329 

comment #1200329 posted on 2014-12-15 13:12:05 by Moderator 

comment #1211925 posted on 2014-12-17 14:20:38 by Moderator in response to comment #1211098 

comment #1213357 posted on 2014-12-17 20:07:30 by Rod Adams (@Atomicrod) in response to comment #1211098 

your reply.

@Public Pit Bull Indian Point was purposely located 35 miles from a major population center instead of approving the more 
financially and technically logical location initially proposed by Consolidated Edison. The proposed Ravenswood plant would have 
been built in Long Island City, on the Queens waterfront, just 2 miles from Times Square. Until the ACRS determined that nuclear 
power plants did not yet have a sufficient operating history to justify putting a large plant in the heart of a metropolitan area, they 
demanded the dual protection of BOTH remote siting AND a robust containment vessel. Only one of the two is really justified. Until 
recently, I had difficulty understanding why the ACRS, led at that time by the father of the hydrogen bomb, was so worried about the 
possibility of a small amount of radioactive material being released in the event of a major accident. I think I've now figured out the 
motives behind his seemingly contradictory positions. Speaking as someone who purposely chose to live and work within 200 feet of 
a nuclear reactor and to start a family in a city that, at times, hosted a dozen or more contained reactors at the Naval Station located 
within half a dozen miles from our home, I fail to understand why people who claim to be consumer advocates demand remote siting 
for non-polluting, virtually emission free nuclear power plants. Yes, people were evacuated by government order as a result of both 
TMI and Fukushima. Neither evacuation was necessary. In fact, both of them increased overall public risk rather than decreasing it. 
Rod Adams Publisher, Atomic Insights Host and producer, the Atomic Show podcast

Thanks, Ed. I will check it out.

The ACRS members’ biographies (http://www.nrc.gov/about-nrc/regulatory/advisory/acrs/membership.html) demonstrate how the 
committee combines real-world experience in operating reactors with in-depth academic and research insights in many areas of 
science. The website’s 15 years of ACRS letter reports (http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/acrs/letters/) cover all the 
advice the committee has offered during that time to the technical staff and the Commission. Ed Hackett

The NRC’s fact sheet on the Three Mile Island accident http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/fact-sheets/3mile-isle.html 
includes a discussion of the events that resulted in the reactor’s partial meltdown. Additional sources for information on Three Mile 
Island include: NRC Annual Report - 1979, NUREG-0690 “Population Dose and Health Impact of the Accident at the Three Mile 
Island Nuclear Station,” NUREG-0558 “Environmental Assessment of Radiological Effluents from Data Gathering and Maintenance 
Operation on Three Mile Island Unit 2,” NUREG-0681 “Report of The President’s Commission on The Accident at Three Mile 
Island,” October, 1979 “Investigation into the March 28, 1979 Three Mile Island Accident by the Office of Inspection and 
Enforcement,” NUREG-0600 “Three Mile Island; A Report to the Commissioners and to the Public,” by Mitchell Rogovin and 
George T. Frampton, NUREG/CR-1250, Vols. I-II, 1980 “Lessons learned From the Three Mile Island - Unit 2 Advisory Panel,@ 
NUREG/CR-6252 “The Status of Recommendations of the President’s Commission on the Accident at Three Mile Island,” (A ten-
year review), NUREG-1355 “NRC Views and Analysis of the Recommendations of the President’s Commission on the Accident at 
Three Mile Island,” NUREG-0632 “Environmental Impact Statement related to decontamination and disposal of radioactive wastes 
resulting from March 28, 1979 accident Three Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit 2,” NUREG-0683 “Answers to Questions About 
Updated Estimates of Occupational Radiation Doses at Three Mile Island, Unit 2,” NUREG-1060 “Answers to Frequently Asked 
Questions About Cleanup Activities at Three Mile Island, Unit 2,” NUREG-0732 “Status of Safety Issues at Licensed Power 
Plants” (TMI Action Plan Reqmts.), NUREG-1435 Walker, J. Samuel, Three Mile Island: A Nuclear Crisis in Historical Perspective, 
Berkeley: University of California Press, 2004. Scott Burnell

@Scott Burnell You did not answer Mike Derivan's specific question. Instead you resorted to the technique that students often call 
"baffling with BS" when faced with an essay question that they do not know how to answer. Perhaps somewhere, buried in thousands 
of pages contained in the list of references that you provide, there is some kind of recognition that someone understands what Derivan 
is referring to. (BTW, Derivan was the SRO at Davis Besse in September 1977 when it experienced an event that was virtually 
identical to TMI for the first 22 minutes.) Here is what the "fact sheet" states, which indicates a continuing lack of understanding of 
what really caused the operators to take the actions that they took. "As coolant flowed from the primary system through the valve, 
other instruments available to reactor operators provided inadequate information. There was no instrument that showed how much 
water covered the core. As a result, plant staff assumed that as long as the pressurizer water level was high, the core was properly 
covered with water. As alarms rang and warning lights flashed, the operators did not realize that the plant was experiencing a loss-of-
coolant accident. They took a series of actions that made conditions worse. The water escaping through the stuck valve reduced 
primary system pressure so much that the reactor coolant pumps had to be turned off to prevent dangerous vibrations. To prevent the 
pressurizer from filling up completely, the staff reduced how much emergency cooling water was being pumped in to the primary 
system. These actions starved the reactor core of coolant, causing it to overheat." You see, the operators at TMI, like all other PWR 
operators before them, had been trained to accept the pressurizer level indication as THE indication of water level inside the primary 
system. Under all expected conditions, the pressurizer was supposed to be the only place in the primary system where the water was 
boiling and where steam could form. Simulators at the time were programmed to indicate that the pressurizer water level would fall 
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comment #1213612 posted on 2014-12-17 21:02:54 by Public Pit Bull in response to comment #1211098 

comment #1213850 posted on 2014-12-17 21:59:55 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1195838 posted on 2014-12-14 14:21:35 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1217204 posted on 2014-12-18 09:50:04 by Public Pit Bull in response to comment #1211574 

any time that there was any leak from the primary coolant system, including a stuck open steam space relief valve. All PWRs shared 
the same assumption, which proved, several times before TMI, to be incorrect. A steam space leak lowered system pressure fast 
enough so that boiling could occur in other places in the primary system, forcing water from those other parts of the system into the 
pressurizer and making the pressurizer level increase. A contributing effect which did the same thing to indicated level was that water 
condensed in the level indicator reference leg would flash to steam, again making it appear to the operator that the pressurizer was full 
or even overfull of water. According to their training, the operators did not recognize that there was a primary coolant leak. All of 
them remembered their repeated warning from simulation training - "Don't let the system go solid." Since the HPI did not have an 
automatic shut off, they were trained to turn off the pumps in the case where they automatically started and pressurizer level was 
under control. The NRC was one of the few places where individual plant reports were sent for evaluation. There was no means of 
direct communication between Davis Besse and TMI. If the NRC had warned operators after the precursors happened, TMI might 
have remained as anonymous as most other US nuclear plants. Rod Adams Publisher, Atomic Insights Host and producer, the Atomic 
Show podcast

What an eye-opener mjd! The link you provided lead to one of the most detailed analyses I have read about the TMI-2 accident. 
Thank you so much for providing it! And it is written by a licensed senior operator who served as a Shift Supervisor at Davis Besse 
18 months before the TMI accident. I am so glad you are continuing to try and get the truth out after so many years. Incidentally, I 
think it interesting that you asked for a response from Ed Hackett, the ACRS liason, and got a "response" from Scott the PR guy. I put 
response in quotes because look at the "response" you got from Scott. Not an answer but a long list of documents, most of which you 
were probably already aware. I know Ed is very busy passing along loads of documents from the NRC to the ACRS, but I believe he 
would truly have tried to answer your question. Since no one has tried to give you a specific answer, let me take a stab at it. After all I 
am the guy who stated that the root cause of the TMI accident was "inadequate operator training'. My source for that statement was 
from what I recalled from an INPO document that was issued as a TMI "case study" or words to that effect. This INPO document was 
well done but I no longer have access to it as it was INPO confidential. I only got to see it since I worked for a nuke utility at the time. 
The only document that I could find in the public domain that cited "inadequate emergency response training" as the root cause was 
an World Nuclear Organization (WNO) document issued 3/2001 and updated 1/2012. It listed inadequate training as well as 
"deficient control room instrumentation" as joint root causes of the accident at TMI. Nothing in all that I have read about TMI, til you 
spoke up, mentions what was truly behind these "root causes"! I am not a conspiracy fan, but there appears to be a conspiracy to keep 
the real truth from the public. Precursor events were not properly evaluated for starters. The training program developed by B&W was
seriously deficient for another. Material information was ignored or discounted was another. Bottom line is that TMI did not need to 
have happened at all. Proper followup after these precusor events would have shown that the training provided was in fact "negative 
training". I contacted my former training coordinator at the nuke plant where I worked and he said the same thing you and the 
"Shifter" have said. The operators responded just as the way they had been trained. In fact my training coordinator said that the NRC 
was complicit as they required annual re-qualification training on the dangers of overfilling the reactor cooling system or taking the 
plant to a "hydro" condition as you point out. Operators were really trained to avoid that situation at all costs. None of the training 
pointed out that under certain conditions overriding automatic filling systems can lead to insufficient reactor cooling when boiling has 
occurred in the reactor vessel itself. The NRC, like B&W, has never fessed up to their role in causing the accident at TMI. However, 
the NRC is where the buck stops on reactor operator training. They certify each and every reactor operator in this country. They 
approve each and every operator training program in this country. It is high time they admit to being wrong and for letting others be 
the scapegoats. What else is the NRC hiding?

It’s Never Too Late to Focus on the Most Important Thing 31 years ago “Admiral Hyman George Rickover’s Assessment of TMI” 
was published. This is a quote from that report… “After the technical design of the plant itself, the most important element in assuring
reliable and safe operation of a nuclear power plant is the training of the crew who will operate the plant.” Since 100 nuclear power 
plants in the US have been designed and are now operating, it would be most appropriate if the NRC and the ACRS would finally 
focus on training.

I know I have been hard on ACRS members & NRC Commissioners, but I truly believe they are technocrats and are really like 
Sheldon on the popular nerdy TV show. They are terribly bright with facts, figures, and formulas, but fall short of really 
understanding human behavior. They are missing a key ingredient. Guess which one it is as I quote a kid who slightly altered his line 
in a church play regarding the gifts the 3 wise men brought to baby Jesus. He said, “We bring you gifts of gold, common sense, and 
fur.”

Good points Rod. But I still don't want nuclear plants in the backyard of major cities. Even in the event of a false alarm that initially 
tells 300,000+ people to evacuate the 10-mile radius of Indian Point, some of those people will die. Over 1,000 people have died in 
Japan simply because of the evacuation stress. Older folks and those that are handicapped are particularly affected. People died there 
because of the stress of being evaucated and because they had no idea when they would be allowed to go home. Rod, why take the 
chance?!
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comment #1190019 posted on 2014-12-13 12:17:50 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1181274 posted on 2014-12-11 15:13:38 by joy cash 

comment #1225997 posted on 2014-12-19 18:08:30 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1187522 posted on 2014-12-12 23:03:16 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1187643 posted on 2014-12-12 23:47:31 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1223821 posted on 2014-12-19 11:33:44 by mjd in response to comment #1222036 

Has the ACRS taken a firm, specific position on anything? You know even scum ISIS terrorists have specifically and clearly 
expressed their positions as a terrorist organization. Has the ACRS ever taken a firm position on anything? Many organizations have 
position papers on many issues they believe in. Does the ACRS have position or policy papers? If they do would you, Mr. Moderator, 
provide links to the relevant documents? I would be particularly interested in ACRS position papers on the following… � The safe, 
permanent disposal of high-level radioactive waste � The adequacy of earthquake protection for nuclear power plants (NPP). � The 
adequacy of NPP security programs � The adequacy of flood protection measures at NPPs subject to catastrophic upstream dam 
failure (there are unfortunately many NPPs that are threatened in such a manner) � The adequacy of measures taken to protect plants 
from cyber attack � The safety of those folks who are located near NPPs, especially in the case of NPPs located close to large 
metropolitan areas. Appreciate any and all info you can provide on the above Mr. Moderator. I hope the ACRS believes in “God, 
Motherhood, and Apple Pie” but what I am asking for is something much more specific.

NRC's measure of nuclear safety & the public's are vastly different.

AND mjd I can blame the Naval Nuclear Reactors training program as well. You somehow kept the big picture. From day one of 
nuclear power hasn't the emphasis always been on the #1 priority-keeping the core covered, cooled, and subcritical?! Even in the NR 
program going solid in the reactor cooling system was a sin against God, country, and Rickover personally! (And at the time I was 
much more afraid of Rickover than the other two). I think I would have responded as a EOOW to avoid going solid at any cost then, 
totally forgetting about my #1 priority. I do not recall any Navy training that told me going solid was not the end of the world as we 
know it. So you rupture the cooling system, just scram the reactor and go to "FILL" to keep the core covered, right?! How could we 
have been so myopic back then?! Is there something like that still out there that might get in the way of our #1 priority?!

My Mom used to say that some folks are so heavenly minded that they are no earthly good. I think ACRS members are so technically 
minded that they are no earthly good either. These ACRS cats have never been in the trenches in the real nuclear world. The only 
ones more unqualified than your typical ACRS member are the political hacks that are appointed to be NRC Commissioners by US 
Presidents. I really believe it must be very frustrating for qualified NRC staffers to have to put up with this type of “leadership” 
whether it be on the NRC Commission or on the ACRS. Tell me Mr. Moderator how many ACRS members over this 60-year period 
have actually held NRC senior reactor operator licenses? How many have actually had their boots on the ground working as 
employees of any NRC licensee? No, ACRS members have lots of degrees as engineers and scientists, but they, for the most part, are 
theorists with little to no real world experience. No wonder the best advice they give is wrapped up technical minutia. No wonder they
do not address the real gut issues facing the nuclear industry.

What has the ACRS advised relative to continuing the operation of nuclear power plants located in the backyard of large population 
centers? In real estate what typically governs is location, location, location. When considering a nuclear power plant, location should 
be very important also. At what point are there just too many people living too close to a nuclear power plant for it’s continued 
operation to be considered safe for those folks? The NRC says never. The NRC is seriously considering renewing the licenses of three 
old nuclear units located just 35 miles from downtown Manhattan and millions of people. Has the ACRS even weighed in on this 
critical public safety issue? Or has the ACRS even interrogated the NRC about whether or not these Indian Point units should have 
their licenses extended? The population around nuke plants has grown significantly since most plants have been built. There is no 
doubt in my mind that even a new nuclear plant, with all the latest in nuclear safety bells and whistles, would never be located 
anywhere near large population centers. At what point should public safety come first?

PPB, if you are an "old schooler" and like to read new schooler comments questioning my historical perspective, read the comments 
here: http://atomicinsights.com/tmi-operators-took-actions-trained-take/ There are new school nuke trainers who basically refuse to 
believe my recall of history that I lived through relative to the wrong training specific to the TMI2 event. As far as the general 
conclusion that all of the pre-TMI2 Operator training was inadequate or bad, history shows that is a mis-characterization. Just look at 
several extremely messy stinky pre-TMI2 events. The Browns Ferry fire or the Rancho Seco loss of NNI to name two. Virtually no 
training and no procedures for those events. How did that success happen... totally "skill of the craft" as a result of those Operator's 
total training package. The problem with the TMI2 conclusions is the Institutional Arrogance (at the time) of the whole industry did 
not allow it to accept it was not the fault of the last guys to touch the technology. They did what they were trained to do, within the 
limits of their ability to understand an event the PWR Industry did not even understand, and further it ignored the precursor warnings. 
So how did I make it? I did what plant designers and trainers fear, I abandoned my training and procedures and relied on my whole 
training and experience level to think it through. Which is exactly the responsibility I accept with an SRO license, and also what I was 
paid to do. So yes, my nose gets bent when I am accused in writing in an official NRC report of suffering from Cognitive Dissonance 
and Operator Error. No, the whole training package was not bad... the understanding of a specific event was wrong. And it is way past 
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the time for the TMI2 Operators to be exonerated in the view of public and official opinion. Mike Derivan.

Those Damn Reactor Operators! And now mjd for a little nuclear tongue in cheek… Can you just imagine what was really going 
through the minds of the nuke utility execs, the ACRS, the NRC, the nuclear reactor vendors, and Naval Reactors to the accident at 
TMI2?! Why those damn reactor operators! They have gone and spoiled it all! I always knew they were the weak link in the system! I 
just knew they would eventually screw things up. We gave them everything and this is the thanks we get! They are just overpaid and 
lazy. They obviously went to sleep at the switch and now there is hell to pay. We need to really square them away! Let’s hire many 
more inspectors and inspect quality into this operation. They are jeopardizing our pocketbooks and livelihoods. If they would have 
just used common sense and kept track of the big picture none of this would have happened. We taught them everything we know and 
they just overreacted. If they just hadn’t messed with our beautiful technology! Why didn’t they just keep their damn hands off the 
controls. Inadequate training, hell, we just had inadequate operators. We really don’t need to fundamentally change a thing. We, 
however, need much more oversight of this untrustworthy lot. We need not one but two resident NRC inspectors at each nuclear site. 
We need technical advisors and engineers on each shift who will really focus on reactor safety. And we need lots more procedures 
and verbatim compliance. And we have got to make sure these operators are fit for duty. We now have to spend lots of extra money to 
make folks think we are doing the right thing. Millions on simulators, INPO, emergency planning, etc, etc. What a waste!

Duh! It took me a long time, typical for my age though, to figure out just who Rod Adams and "mjd" were?! Thanks for your valuable 
insights. I just discovered Rod's March 25, 2014, article published by the American Nuclear Society on "What Did We Learn from 
TMI?" It is outstanding and leaves out nothing. The comments that are posted on the article are for the most part outstanding too, 
including comments by "mjd". I did not know that the ACRS was aware of the TMI-precursor event at Davis-Besse in 1977. Yet 
because of the lack of an industry system for sharing industry operating experience, the word never got out to the staff at TMI. What 
changes were made to ACRS policies and procedures post-TMI to address lessons learned from the TMI accident?

It has been said that having all the right answers remains insufficient until all the right questions are asked. Does the ACRS even have 
the expertise to ask all the right questions? I am not impressed with what you have mentioned, Mr. Moderator, of the 
“accomplishments” of the ACRS over the 60-year span of their existence. It looks like the ACRS is only a technical advisory 
committee at best. Humans operate and maintain our nation’s nuclear power plants (NPPs). What experience do these multi-degreed 
nerds know about the human element involved in the operation of these plants? How many have even worked in a nuclear power 
plant? How many have supervised or managed NPP professionals? How many ACRS folks have actually been operators, technicians, 
or maintenance personnel at these plants? Inadequate training of operators was the root cause of the accident at the Three Mile Island 
(TMI) NPP. This root cause at TMI had nothing to do with a line of computer code or an improper theory, the stuff that the ACRS 
prides itself in when advising the NRC. The accident at Chernobyl involved human error. The fact is that the ACRS is simply not 
equipped to address the most important aspect of these plants, the human factor. We desperately need some down to earth 
experienced professionals on the ACRS. We need to have people that know how to ask all the right questions on the ACRS. (And it 
would not hurt to have these types as NRC Commissioners either).

No doubt Dave significant improvements have been made in training since TMI. But how do we know this upgraded training is 
effective? It took a serious accident to tell us that our training was woefully inadequate 35 years ago. Are we just going through the 
motions? Have we become complacent? Are we overlooking something important? My point is that we must prevent another TMI (or 
worse) from ever happening again. I do not want to learn from another serious event. I helped train a cold license class of reactor 
operators in the early ‘70s. I thought that the training was top drawer then and I thought the training was just fine just prior to the TMI 
accident. But it was NOT fine! When a top reactor safety board, the ACRS, all but forgets about taking a hard look at human 
performance and training in our nuclear power plant fleet, it is easy to think others will not take it seriously either. Or at least will 
tend to take it for granted. There are over 450 nuclear power plants in the world. One hundred of those are in the US. Yet the US has 
had over two-thirds of all the nuclear mishaps in the world since Chernobyl in 1986. Has anyone taken a hard look at why?! Event 
after event is still reported at our power plants at an alarming rate. Repeat events are occurring also. Most involve human error. The 
ACRS and the NRC are looking at tons of minutia. New nuke plant designs; DOE stuff; power up rates, revision after revision to 
regulatory standards; license extensions; etc. There is no high level focus on the most important safety factor, our operators, 
technicians, engineers, and maintenance personnel. It is high time we get our safety priorities straightened out!

ACRS Lacks Focus and Practical Experience Thanks Ed for the links to the additional information on ACRS members and activities. 
Although the ACRS Chairman and Vice Chairman have practical nuclear power plant experience, the other eleven members are 
primarily academics, researchers, and engineers who would be lost in a nuclear power plant (NPP). Power reactors in the US should 
be the primary focus of the ACRS. Existing power reactors pose the greatest threat to public health and safety. Power reactors are also 
prime terrorist targets. Yet what does the ACRS spend most of its time reviewing?! Mostly anything but existing nuclear power plant 
safety, Just take a look at all the ACRS subcommittees. Of the 16 subcommittees I identified in my review only four had anything to 
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Keeping Tabs on Diablo Canyon’s Evolving Seismic Situation 
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do with existing nuclear power plants. Only one subcommittee even had Plant Operations in its title. Get this, though, there were at 
least five subcommittees on future nuclear plant designs. There are 100 existing nuclear power plants in the US and only five new 
nuke plants are even being considered. And these will probably never end up being built and operated. But you know academics and 
researchers and engineer’s love working on cutting-edge stuff. It would not be nearly as interesting for these nerds to seriously review 
and critique antique existing nuclear power plants. It is not totally the ACRS that is at fault however. The NRC Commission sends 
tons of stuff to the ACRS for review. And most of the stuff has nothing to do with the safety of existing NPPs. The ACRS, with this 
huge review workload, has little time to request a review of safety issues it feels are important. In fact Mr. Moderator how many of 
the reviews conducted by the ACRS (or its many subcommittees) are reviews of issues or topics it specifically, and on its own 
initiative, demands be reviewed? Right now the Committee reviews everything sent to it by the Commission with absolutely no 
apparent regard for any safety prioritization. The ACRS is being asked to do a good job despite being asked “to take a drink from a 
fire hose”. The focus needs to be considerably sharpened if the NRC and the ACRS really support putting public health and safety 
first!

You may also be interested in David Okrent's 'book' - it is on ADAMS under ML090630275. It is big (~800 pages) of first-hand 
history by one who was on the ACRS in the 1960s.

Mr. Moderator, I noted with pride that the current leaders of the ACRS and the Member at Large of the ACRS have practical 
backgrounds rooted in being licensed operators or having experience with the US Naval Reactors program. Many of us remember 
Admiral Rickover and his emphasis on safety from the outset of nuclear power in the late ‘40s. Here are some of his basic 
principles… “What it takes to do a job cannot be learned from academic courses. It is principally a matter of experience, proper 
attitude, and common sense. None of which can be taught in the classroom.” “One must create the ability in his staff to generate clear, 
forceful arguments for opposing viewpoints as well as their own. Open discussions and disagreements must be encouraged, so that all 
sides of an issue are fully explored.” “The man in charge must concern himself with the details. If he does not consider them 
important, neither will his subordinates.” “The devil is in the details, but so is salvation.”

More Emphasis Needed On Human Performance I am sure the Chairman of the ACRS can support, given his background in the 
international nuclear community, the importance of this IAEA safety statement… “The capabilities and limitations of human 
performance shall be taken into account at all stages in the life of the installation.” IAEA Safety Publication 1220 goes on to discuss 
two types of safety- the technical aspects of safety and the human performance aspects of safety. The human performance aspects of 
safety include human factors, the training of personnel, and a safety culture that encompasses policies, managers, supervisors, and 
individuals. There are 100 US nuclear plants operating in the US. The technical safety aspects of their design are for the most part, 
set. The human performance aspects are the ones that need on-going emphasis to ensure safe operation of our aging nuclear power 
plant fleet. Given that over two-thirds of the world’s nuclear power plant mishaps have occurred in the US since TMI and Chernobyl, 
it is high time that much more emphasis is placed on human performance in US nuclear power plants. Please consider restructuring 
the ACRS to greatly increase the human performance safety oversight of our nation’s nuclear power plant fleet or form a separate 
independent body that will focus on human performance.

In all those 60 years what were the ACRS's most significant specific contributions to nuclear safety? Can you at least name a handful?

And mjd I am sorry but I certainly did not want to imply that all pre-TMI training was suspect. Operators responded well to a number 
of very abnormal events as you stated. It is just that the most important part of the training was lost in the flavor of the month topic.

Yes I remember mjd. We were around when the ships were made of wood and the men were made of steel! We flew better by the seat 
of pants than these new schoolers can walk wrapped in all their suffocating paperwork. You are an old schooler who had the big 
picture. I confess that this old schooler may have followed that old myopic training just like the TMI2 folks did 35 years ago. So it 
goes without saying, in my view, the TMI2 opeators were never at fault and do not need to be exonerated in any way. The buck 
remains with the NRC and B&W. That is why I worry about the future. We still have these massive teflon institutions that never 
accept responsibility for anything.
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Lara Uselding Public Affairs Officer Region IV The NRC has added two items to the growing list of 
documents on seismic issues related to the Diablo Canyon Power Plant, near San Luis Obispo, Calif. Our Region IV office in Arlington, 
Texas, sent the plant operator, PG&E, an inspection report and our headquarters Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation in Rockville, Md. sent 
PG&E a letter about the plant’s seismic hazard reevaluation due in March 2015. The Region IV inspection report discusses the agency’s 
independent assessment of the operability determination completed by PG&E associated with its September report on the Shoreline and other 
faults near the plant. PG&E provided the report to the state under California Assembly Bill 1632. That bill required the report so the 
California Energy Commission could assess if California’s largest baseload power plants are vulnerable to a seismic event as those plants 
age. The NRC did not request this analysis, but PG&E committed to keep us updated on any new information that would indicate the 
Shoreline fault is more energetic or capable than was presented in the January 2011 Shoreline Fault Report. PG&E further committed to 
provide the NRC with an interim analysis of any new Shoreline-related information before the post-Fukushima evaluations are due in March 
2015. Our regional review of PG&E’s operability determination indicates there is considerable design margin for the plant’s systems, 
structure, and components. The staff did not identify any concerns with PG&E’s determination that the plant is operable. The analysis adds to 
the evidence that the plant’s systems, structures, and components would function properly after an earthquake and not pose undue risk to 
public health and safety. Our letter from headquarters confirms PG&E will incorporate the September report’s findings into its ongoing, post-
Fukushima, full seismic re-analysis due in March 2015. The NRC believes this more rigorous analysis will provide the most accurate 
assessment of faults affecting the site. The bottom line is that the effect of earthquakes has been extensively evaluated during the 
construction, licensing, and operation of the plant. Diablo Canyon’s systems, structures, and components are designed to withstand the area’s 
earthquakes and perform their safety functions. 

Comments 

comment #1299040 posted on 2014-12-29 09:53:12 by drgenenelson in response to comment #1268156 

comment #1217124 posted on 2014-12-18 09:31:49 by drgenenelson 

comment #1268156 posted on 2014-12-25 11:14:43 by CaptD 

"CaptD" Take your nuclear fear-mongering elsewhere. Fukushima proved no such thing. Another Japanese nuclear power reactor, 
Onagawa shut down safely, despite being *closer* to the earthquake's epicenter. Onagawa was shaken harder and was subject to a 
taller tsunami. The Onagawa plant served as shelter for hundreds of local residents when their homes were destroyed by the combined 
effects of the earthquake and tsunami. The difference was that Onagawa has a strong nuclear safety culture from the utility CEO to 
every worker in the plant. See the 14 March 2014 Japan Times article, "Culture of safety can make or break nuclear power plants." 
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/opinion/2014/03/14/commentary/japan-commentary/culture-of-safety-can-make-or-break-nuclear-
power-plants/ The problems at Fukushima were primarily caused by TEPCO management. TEPCO did not have a strong nuclear 
safety culture. Management chose to remove most of the bluff at the Fukushima dai-ichi site to reduce operational costs. See the 
Japan Times, 13 July 2011, "Fukushima plant site originally was a hill safe from tsunami" 
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2011/07/13/national/fukushima-plant-site-originally-was-a-hill-safe-from-tsunami/ TEPCO 
management refused to build an adequate seawall, despite being repeatedly advised of the tsunami risk by experts. Insufficient 
numbers of Fukushima workers conducted practice drills to insure they would take the proper safety actions when a tsunami hit - so 
they panicked instead. Diablo Canyon sits atop a bluff, with critical safety systems at least 85 feet above sea level. The plant has a 
strong nuclear safety culture at every level, from high-level corporate officers to plant workers. The workers frequently practice safety 
drills. The earthquake-inducing faults in the vicinity of the plant are the most heavily studied of any area in the world. The plant is 
conservatively designed with massive, heavily reinforced concrete walls and very robust metal I-beams. The worst DCPP shaking 
would be from the Hosgri fault, and the plant would continue to safely operate, with a safety margin, despite being subjected to a 
worst-case Hosgri fault earthquake. Lateral strike-slip faults, such as those found within a great distance from DCPP do not cause 
tsunamis like the ones caused by the undersea subduction zone that was at the epicenter of the massive 11 March 2011 earthquake to 
the east of Japan. Thus, it is very misleading to compare Fukushima dai-ichi to DCPP.

Here is the latest evidence that Diablo Canyon Power Plant is safe. The likely nuclear power opponent response: False claims of 
regulatory oversight collusion with PG&E.

Face it, the NRC and PG&E are both just hoping that a really big earthquake and/or Tsunami will not destroy this and/or any other 
coastal reactor. Fukushima PROVED that Nature can destroy any land based nuclear reactor, any place anytime 24/7 and to think 
otherwise is unacceptable since each reactor could also cause a Trillion Dollar Eco-Disaster! Just because it has not occurred yet does 
not indicate it will not happen today or tomorrow!
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Throwback Thursday – Let There Be Light 
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Jefferson Proving Ground – the NRC’s Role 

posted on Mon, 22 Dec 2014 14:00:56 +0000

More than 60 years ago this Saturday, a string of bulbs lit up courtesy of Argonne 
National Laboratory. What was the big deal? The electricity used to power the bulbs 
was generated by an experimental breeder reactor and was the first electricity 
produced using the heat of nuclear fission. Photo from the Department of Energy   

Comments 

comment #1222966 posted on 2014-12-19 09:00:56 by gmax137 in response to comment #1218783 

comment #1222837 posted on 2014-12-19 08:34:05 by Moderator in response to comment #1219404 

comment #1230737 posted on 2014-12-20 10:59:42 by Public Pit Bull in response to comment #1222966 

comment #1220484 posted on 2014-12-18 23:32:15 by Nikohl Vandel 

comment #1220493 posted on 2014-12-18 23:33:25 by Nikohl Vandel 

comment #1219404 posted on 2014-12-18 18:27:46 by Len Skoblar 

comment #1218783 posted on 2014-12-18 15:55:28 by Public Pit Bull 

Having trouble distinguishing truth from fiction?

The Experimental Breeder Reactor-I (EBR-I) was the first liquid metal cooled fast reactor and the first reactor built on the National 
Reactor Testing Station (NRTS) in Idaho. The reactor was designed, built, and operated by Argonne National Laboratory. Argonne-
West was established in Idaho to test designs and theories developed at Argonne-East in Chicago. More information can be found 
here: http://www.ne.anl.gov/About/reactors/frt.shtml Moderator

DO I HAVE TROUBLE WITH TRUTH AND FICTION? Afraid so gmax. I think it sometimes goes with old age. Although, I think, 
even young folks can be affected. It is too often a side effect of having to deal with harsh reality. I just wish that we were celebrating 
the birth of something truly beneficial to mankind that wasn’t fraught with so many dangerous side effects. For example, the flip side 
of fission power, fusion power. I have anxiously waited for a laboratory to give birth to the power of the Sun, fusion power. I have 
been disappointed by failure after failure to make it so. Remember the cold fusion hoax that was perpetrated years back? I do like the 
emergence of alternative energy sources. But we still have to rely on large central power plants to provide the backbone of our 
electric grid. So I’ll keep dreaming in my make believe world. I want real hope and change.

and while that is TOTALLY cool ... we still haven't found a solution to Nuclear Waste. #SafetyFirst priority and let's push for some 
#RealNuclearWasteConfidence, shall we ... we really cannot be not so smart about that part of this energy source any longer. 
#fuqafukushima, after all, is still . . . . . 

Reblogged this on Niki.V.all.ways.My.way. and commented: whoo hooo and we still do not have an answer for the nuclear poop that 
results. #RealNuclearWasteConfidence should be our top priority before doing anything more to support the expansion in this 
industry.

Do you mean Illinois?

Frankenstein also came out of a laboratory.
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posted on Wed, 24 Dec 2014 16:30:07 +0000

By Stephen Lemont Senior Environmental Project Manager Most people think of nuclear reactors when they think of the NRC. Some may 
think of nuclear medicine or uranium. Many would be surprised to know we are also involved in regulating radioactive materials at U.S. 
military sites. Although nuclear weapons are completely outside our purview, some military sites need an NRC license to possess and use 
certain nuclear materials. For example, the Army has a license to possess depleted uranium (DU) at a site in Indiana called Jefferson Proving 
Ground. The Army began using the 56,000-acre site in 1941 to test fire all sorts of conventional munitions. The Army fired more than24 
million rounds before testing came to an end in 1994 and the installation closed in 1995 as a result of the Base Realignment and Closure Act. 
Today, the Army still owns about 51,000 acres of the original site, but nearly all of that is managed as a wildlife refuge. The Indiana Air 
National Guard uses another part of the site as an air-to-ground bombing training range. The 51,000-acre area contains unexploded ordnance 
—explosive munitions that could still go off—and live detonators, primers and fuzes, and can’t ever be used for farming, housing or 

commerce. In the early 1980’s, the NRC 
got involved with the site when the Army wanted to test DU rounds there. The DU in these rounds is able to penetrate the armor on a tank. 
Over a 10-year period, the Army fired about 220,000 pounds of DU projectiles into a 2,080-acre area known as the DU Impact Area. The 
Army still has its NRC license for the DU and now wants to decommission the DU Impact Area, which lies within the 51,000 acres with 
unexploded ordnance. The Army has proposed a plan for decommissioning. It has asked the NRC to terminate the license, with certain 
restrictions as allowed under our regulations. The NRC is in the early stages of reviewing the proposal. About 162,000 pounds of DU remain 
in the DU Impact Area. There is also a high density of unexploded ordnance in this area. The Army proposes to leave the DU and unexploded 
ordnance in place because cleanup would be very dangerous and very expensive. To keep people out of the Jefferson Proving Ground site, the 
Army says it will keep the current access barriers—including a perimeter fence with padlocked gates and security warning signs—as well as 
legal and administrative controls. The NRC met with the public near the site in early December to discuss the Army’s request. We wanted to 
hear people’s comments and concerns about the environmental aspects of the Army’s plan. We transcribed the meeting to record these 
statements. We have also taken written public comments. And, we will consider this input during our independent review of the Army’s 
proposal. Our analyses and conclusions will be documented in a draft Environmental Impact Statement that explains everything we looked at. 
We’ll publish the draft for comment and discuss it at a future public meeting. We will consider all the comments we receive on the draft as 
we put together a final Environmental Impact Statement. The final document will discuss the comments and how we addressed them. Our 
process also includes a separate review of the safety impacts of what the Army is proposing. We will publish those findings in a Safety 
Evaluation Report. Once both the environmental and safety reviews are complete, we will be able to make a decision on the Army’s request. 
Local residents told us they want the Army to monitor the environment even after the license is terminated. Others told us they want the 
Army to clean up the site. Our environmental review will look at those alternatives. People were also concerned about radiation. Our review 
will make sure the Army’s plan meets all NRC requirements to protect public health and safety.

Comments 

comment #1268222 posted on 2014-12-25 11:24:55 by lucwh 

comment #1268344 posted on 2014-12-25 11:47:30 by CaptD 

I think all wanted to hear people’s comments and concerns about the environmental aspects of the Army’s plan. Many people 
concerned about radiation... How the radiation impact on the environment? 

It is unacceptable that the Nuclear Industry and/or the "Government" can pollute a site and then simply fence it and walk away, 
leaving future generations to have to deal with it. Unless the NRC establishes a ruling that demands all � sites be returned to the 
public free of any restrictions within a stated period, they are simply allowing themselves to become part of the pollution problem, 
since they are allowing this practice to continue.
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Comments 

comment #1298993 posted on 2014-12-29 09:43:28 by Moderator in response to comment #1275903 

comment #1275903 posted on 2014-12-26 11:48:43 by Erica Gray 

comment #1276364 posted on 2014-12-26 13:37:30 by CaptD 

comment #1261751 posted on 2014-12-24 14:03:40 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1261159 posted on 2014-12-24 11:42:24 by John J Coupal 

Any public information regarding reactor-related emergencies is provided promptly through plant and/or NRC press releases and 
social media. All reactor-related event reports for the weekend/holiday period are posted to the NRC website the next business day. 
The website’s power reactor status report is updated before the start of each business day when the NRC is open. Moderator

If the USGS can do real time earthquake monitoring 24/7, there really is no reason the public should do without information from the 
NRC regarding nuclear power stations and for such an extended time frame. The public will have no access to events/status from 
12/25/14 ~ 12/29/14 Surely the information from the stations is still being reported to the NRC....why not to the public?

Wishing for Safety is the best the NRC can do, since Fukushima proved that Nature can destroy any land based nuclear reactor, any 
place anytime 24/7! We are are at the mercy of Nature, not to mention the misdeeds of mankind, yet globally those that are charged 
with nuclear safety continue to smile and wave as they say N�, as ever more people call for yet additional safeguards! What country 
can afford a Trillion Dollar Eco-Disaster like Fukushima?

Best wishes for the new year!

Merry Christmas to all the staff at the US NRC! John J. Coupal, Ph.D., R.Ph. Nuclear Pharmacist 329 Melbourne Way Lexington KY 
40502

Neil Sheehan Public Affairs Officer Region I Capping off slightly more than 42 years of 
splitting atoms and generating electricity, the Vermont Yankee nuclear power plant’s reactor was shut down for the final time today. 
Although Vermont Yankee’s operating license was valid until March 21, 2032, its owner, Entergy, decided last year to close the Vernon, Vt., 
plant. It cited low natural gas prices and other factors when announcing that decision. Planning is already well under way by the company on 
what lays ahead, namely a decommissioning process expected to take place over several years. Many of the details are outlined in a roadmap 
document known as a Post-Shutdown Decommissioning Activities Report (PSDAR). Entergy filed the report for Vermont Yankee with the 
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NRC on Dec. 19. Before the decommissioning process kicks into gear – an undertaking some have likened to construction in reverse – the 
NRC will review the report and determine if the approaches meet the applicable federal criteria. In conjunction with that review, the NRC 
plans to hold a public meeting in early 2015 to receive comments on the PSDAR. More details will be provided in the near future. There is a 
significant amount of review and additional planning work to be accomplished in the months and years ahead. The NRC is prepared to keep 
close watch on those activities for every step of what promises to be a lengthy journey. State officials and a Vermont-formed 
decommissioning oversight panel will also play key roles in this process. Throughout the journey, the NRC will continue to carry out its 
oversight responsibilities through on-site inspections and reviews of regulatory filings by Entergy. These NRC programs have a common 
goal: To protect public health and safety and the environment as the site moves through the various stages of decommissioning. More 
information about the NRC’s decommissioning activities is available on the agency’s website.  

Comments 

comment #1305200 posted on 2014-12-30 04:18:20 by Nikohl Vandel 

comment #1305927 posted on 2014-12-30 06:31:57 by Marcel Williams 

comment #1314605 posted on 2014-12-31 10:03:38 by Moderator in response to comment #1303620 

comment #1303620 posted on 2014-12-30 00:01:19 by Myla Reson 

comment #1301417 posted on 2014-12-29 16:50:47 by joy cash 

Reblogged this on Niki.V.all.ways.My.way. and commented: Thank you. Serious steps to #RealNuclearWasteConfidence will bring 
us that much closer to understanding #fukashimalessonlearnedSafetyFirst

Entergy should be charged a sin tax for replacing a non carbon dioxide polluting nuclear power plant with carbon dioxide polluting 
natural gas power plants.

The NRC does not discuss exact quantities of high burnup spent nuclear fuel at U.S. nuclear power plants. General information about 
this fuel is available in an NRC backgrounder: http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/fact-sheets/bg-high-burnup-spent-
fuel.html . The Vermont Yankee spent fuel pool currently holds 2,627 spent fuel assemblies. The existing Independent Spent Fuel 
Storage (ISFSI) at Vermont Yankee holds 13 loaded dry casks. Each cask holds 68 fuel assemblies, or bundles of fuel rods. The ISFSI 
pad has a capacity of 36 dry casks. A second pad will be required to completely off-load the spent fuel pool. Altogether, 45 dry casks 
will needed to handle all of the fuel used by Vermont Yankee. We do not have immediately available an estimate of the total curie 
content of the plant’s spent nuclear fuel. Neil Sheehan

How many tons of high burnup, spent nuclear waste is currently stored in the cooling pools and in dry cask storage at Vermont 
Yankee? And how much long lived radiation (in curries) is contained in the radioactive waste?

This is the best news of my day.

Comments 
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