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I have just finished reading the article "Transformation & Innovation at NRC" in the May-June, 2019 issue of "Nuclear Plant 
Journal". The final paragraph asks for stakeholder feedback. I have selected two topics to comment on. 

Digital Instrumentation and Control 

I used to work in heavy construction. My summary of how things were built, (such as big powerplants), in that field when I was 
in it is this: a foreman or craft general foreman has confidence that he, (it was "he" only in those days), will be successful with 
an assigned task, however, success may not result after the first attempt. If the first attempt is a failure, a second try is made. If 
that doesn't work, I would expect that additional efforts were made and that success would eventually be achieved. Perhaps I 
could summarize this method as finding a fair amount of risk (of failure, (once, or maybe twice)) accep_table. 

That is NOT the way I see the present Nuclear Regulatory Commission staff, (including their management up to, and including 
the EDO), acting on the digital l&C task. They apparently CANNOT accept any chance of failure so they never complete their 
assigned task. And, from comments I have heard from NRC Commissioners at NRC meetings, this has been going on for 30 
years. · (That is: thirty years!) 

So, as I see it, the problem is not making a choice between "alternative consensus standards" or "rule making". The problem is 
the present (digitai l&Cj work group culture which does not accept ANY possibility of failure, and the absolute failure of all those 
EDOs over the past 30 years to set an absolute time deadline and provide a sense of urgency. 

PRAs vs. SPAR models 

Right now, as I understand it, we here in the United States are paying for, and have paid for, two risk models for each U.S. 
commercial nuclear plant. We can't afford this. One is done by the plant owner, one is done by the NRC. Each thinks theirs is 
the one that should be used. I think that it would use the least amount of manpower/peoplepower if only one is maintained 
current and that that one should be the NRC one. This should reduce the number of risk analysts on payrolls across the country, 
and, thus, save the most money. 

Thank you, 

Tom Gurdziel 

The attachment shows a 30 ton piece of circulating water pipe purchased for a non-nuclear powerplant that was placed, 
backfilled improperly, then removed after failure. The action taken was to remove all of the somewhat less than 200 pieces of 
pipe already installed, redesign the pipe, place the newer pipe .in the trench and follow the backfill specifications. In other 
words, work continued after failure until success was achieved. 

I could also look for pictures of a concrete foundation being placed where the originally specified piles could not pass their load 
test. But I don't have the time tonight. It would show evidence of the same result: work continued after failure until success 
was achieved. 
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