
UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 


WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001 

November 5, 2012 
CHAIRMAN 

The Honorable Edward J. Markey 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Markey: 

On behalf of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, I am responding to your letter of 
October 2, 2012, which follows up on your June 4, 2012, letter seeking information about the 
agency's safety culture and allegations involving a manager in the agency's Region IV office in 
Arlington, Texas. You also reiterated your request for an independent investigation into those 
allegations. 

Responses to your specific requests are enclosed. Please note that a number of the 
documents have not been released to the public and have been marked "not for public 
disclosure." I respectfully ask that your office honor these markings. If you have any additional 
questions, please contact me or Rebecca Schmidt, Director of the Office of Congressional 
Affairs , at (301) 415-1776. 

Sincerely, 

Allison M. Macfarlane 

Enclosures: 

As stated 




Responses to Information Requests from Representative Edward J. Markey 

Letter Dated October 2, 2012 


1. Please provide me with a copy of all emails, correspondence, or other documents that 
were submitted to the IG by all Commissioners or other NRC staff who referred the 
Region IV safety culture concerns to the IG so that I may understand the scope of what 
the IG was asked to do. 

Referrals to the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) become OIG investigatory records. 
Requests for documents captured in Inspector General investigations should be directed to the 
NRC's OIG. 

2. I reiterate my request that an independent entity examine the allegations of safety 
culture problems in Region IV, and in particular examine all allegations related to 
Mr. Pruett's actions. At minimum, please include as part of the scope of such an 
examination the question of whether Mr. Pruett's management style and past actions 
have, either taken separately or collectively, resulted in adverse impacts to each of 
NRC's nine listed attributes of what constitutes a positive safety culture at Region IV. 
Does the NRC believe that the safety culture in Region IV is fully consistent with the 
NRC's open collaborative work environment (OCWE) policy statement? Are all 
employees able to promptly speak up and share concerns and differing views without 
fear of negative consequences? Are diverse views, alternative approaches, critical 
thinking, collaborative problem solving, unbiased evaluations, and honest feedback 
encouraged, recognized, and valued? Is there a work environment of trust, respect; and 
open communication that maximizes the potential of all individuals and improves our 
regulatory decisionmaking? Has it been made clear to all NRC employees in the Region 
that everyone has a role in safety and that they are all responsible for promoting a strong 
safety culture and achieving the NRC mission? 

The NRC's Inspector General is examining these issues. This Office was established in 1989 
as an independent and objective organization to , among other things, conduct investigations 
relating to NRC's programs and operations. While the OIG serves under the general 
supervision of the NRC Chairman, it operates with personnel and contracting and budget 
authority independent of that of the NRC. At this time, the agency believes the appropriate 
approach is to let the OIG complete its investigation, at which time NRC management can 
review the report and determine whether additional investigatory actions are necessary and 
appropriate. 

As reported to you in our response to your June 4, 2012, letter, the agency is not waiting for the 
results of this investigation to take the opportunity to further improve our culture of encouraging 
staff to voice their views and to consider a variety of views in carrying out our responsibilities . 
The NRC's Agency Culture Advisory Group (ACAG) is prepared to review the results of the 
recently completed OIG triennial Safety Culture and Climate Survey when they become 
available in November. Approximately 77 percent of NRC staff participated in the survey. 
ACAG will independently analyze the results and develop an action plan to address identified 
areas for improvement. 

Enclosure 
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We maintain an active program to promote a positive safety culture throughout the agency, and, 
as noted above, we recognize that there is always room for improvement, and we expect to 
undertake additional actions to promote a positive safety culture based on feedback from 
employees who participated in the most recent OIG survey. In addition, Region IV senior 
management has been working to reinforce the principles and expectations of the agency's 
safety culture in Region IV. 

3. Please also include as part of such an examination a request that the independent 
entity attempt to ascertain whether Mr. Pruett based his alleged assertions that the IG 
has not sUbstantiated any of the allegations made against him prior to the completion 
and release of the IG report on communications between the IG office and Mr. Pruett (and 
otherwise, what the source, if any, of Mr. Pruett's information was) . 

The OIG was established statutorily as an entity independent from the NRC. As stated in 
response to Question 2, the agency believes that the appropriate approach is to allow the OIG 
to complete its ongoing investigation of the allegations . 

4. Using the information contained in the September 19, 2012, letter I received from 
Region IV staff, please again provide a response as to whether the Commission supports 
a performance award policy that equates bonuses to enforcement actions that are 
challenged or overturned by the licensee. If so, how does the Commission justify this 
view, and if not, what will the Commission do to alter the pay incentives described in the 
September 19 letter? 

We reaffirm in the strongest possible terms that the NRC does not have, and the Commission 
does not support, a performance award policy that equates bonuses to enforcement actions that 
are challenged or overturned by licensees. The Performance Plan measure in question 
addresses the number of disputed enforcement actions retracted due to NRC error. This Plan is 
intended to promote enforcement decisions by the NRC that are technically and legally sound. 
It is one of many factors that go into determining the quality of the work produced by an NRC 
organizational unit, including the quality of management performance. The anonymous letter of 
September 19, 2012, mischaracterizes the agency's performance plan process and approach to 
executive compensation. We do not believe we need to alter either of these based on the 
assertions made in that letter. 

5. Please provide the NRC's proposed response to my May 2012 request for a copy of all 
documents (including but not limited to emails, phone logs, memos, or letters) in which 
NRC staff have identified or complained about the management style, acts of retaliation 
or other personnel complaints associated with Mr. Pruett. For each complaint that was 
brought to the attention of more senior NRC personnel, please indicate a) whether the 
alleged action was investigated and if so, please provide a copy of all documents related 
to any such investigation, b) whether the alleged action was remedied and if so, please 
provide a copy of all relevant documents, and c) whether any disciplinary actions were 
taken against Mr. Pruett, and if so, please provide a copy of all relevant documents. I 
understand that some of these materials may contain private personnel information, and 
it is not my intention to require the disclosure of such material. My staff has, on 
numerous occasions, conveyed my willingness to work collaboratively with you to 
devise an acceptable response to this request that would satisfy all involved. Yet on 
September 26, your staff informed mine that the NRC is unwilling to provide me with any 
response whatsoever due to these so-called 'privacy concerns.' Please propose a 
suitable accommodation. 
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Records of complaints received by the Agency against a manager were provided to the OIG for 
investigation. Requests for these records should be directed to the NRC's OIG for response. 

Concerning your specific requests in 5(b) and (c), any records concerning disciplinary action are 
part of sensitive internal personnel and investigatory files and contain personal privacy 
information that is explicitly protected by the Privacy Act, 5 U.S.C. § 552a. See NRC Privacy 
Act Systems of Records Notice, 75 Fed. Reg . 57334 (Sept. 20, 2010) (listing separate records 
systems for employee disciplinary actions, personnel files, and Inspector General Investigative 
Records). Under the Privacy Act, these records may not be released by the NRC without the 
permission of individuals indentified in the records, a court order, or a request filed by a 
Congressional committee/SUbcommittee chairman, on behalf of the committee. See 5 U.S.C. 
§ 552a(b); see also U.S. Department of Justice, Overview of the Privacy Act 80-81 (2010) (the 
Privacy Act exception for disclosure to Congress or Congressional committees "does not 
authorize the disclosure of a Privacy Act-protected record to an individual member of Congress 
acting on his or her own behalf'); U.S. Department of Justice Office of Legal Counsel, Opinion 
for the General Counsel, Department of Treasury: "Application of Privacy Act Congressional
Disclosure Exception to Disclosures to Ranking Minority Members" (Dec. 5, 2001) (concluding 
that "the congressional-disclosure exception to the disclosure prohibition of the Privacy Act 
generally does not apply to disclosures to committee ranking minority members") . 

The Freedom of the Information Act also applies to a record request from an individual member 
of Congress . See U.S. Department of Justice, Guide to the Freedom of Information Act 41-42 
(2009) ("individual members of Congress possess the same rights of access [under FOIA] as 
those guaranteed to any [other] person"). The records of an open investigation or personnel 
files of an individual are protected from disclosure to the public under exemptions 6 and 7(C) 
(concerning personal information captured in personnel files and investigatory files) . 5 U.S.C. 
§ 552(b)(6)-(7). 

Given these statutory constraints, we do not believe that we can reach any further 
accommodation at this time. 

6. Please provide NRC's timetable for providing me with my May 2012 request for copies 
of all documents (including but not limited to emails, letters, telephone logs, and memos) 
to or from Commissioners, Commissioner staff, and senior NRC officials (including but 
not limited to Bill Borchardt, Marty Virgilio and Elmo Collins) that are in any way 
related to the decision to assign a "red" safety finding to the Fort Calhoun Station or to 
subject the Fort Calhoun Station to more aggressive oversight. While I have received 
responses from Commissioners Apostolakis, Ostendorff, Svinicki and Magwood, I have 
yet to receive a submission from former-Chairman Jaczko or any of the relevant senior 
NRC staff. According to the September 19 letter I received from Region IV staff, 
"Congressional requests of this nature typically generate a "Green Ticket" from the EDO 
[Executive Director for Operations, Bill Borchardt]. This administrative tracking 
mechanism would be forwarded to all potentially affected NRC staff in order to conduct 
the requisite records search. However, to date, no such request has been forwarded to 
RIV staff for documents related to this matter which brings into question the veracity of 
the NRC's response." This failure to undertake a search for responsive documents, if 
true, is completely unacceptable. I ask that you additionally include, as part of this 
request, any and all documents (including but not limited to emails, letters, telephone 
logs, and memos) to, from or about Mr. Pruett that are also related in any way to the 
decision to assign a "red" safety finding to the Fort Calhoun Station or to subject the 
Fort Calhoun Station to more aggressive oversight. 
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Documents from the files of Commissioners Apostolakis, Magwood, Ostendorff, and Svinicki 
responsive to your earlier request were previously provided to your office. If any documents 
from the files of former Chairman Jaczko are located, they will be forwarded to you. 

The following "senior NRC officials" were asked to provide documents in response to this 
request: 

Bill Borchardt, Executive Director for Operations 
Michael Johnson, Deputy Executive Director for Reactors and Preparedness Programs 
Michael Weber, Deputy Executive Director for Materials, Waste, Research, State, Tribal, 

and Compliance Programs 
Darren Ash, Deputy Executive Director for Corporate Management 
Eric Leeds, Director of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
Elmo Collins , Regional Administrator, Region IV 
Art Howell, Deputy Regional Administrator, Region IV 
Kriss Kennedy, Director, Division of Reactor Projects, Region IV 
Anton Vegel, Director, Division of Nuclear Materials Safety 

All relevant documents from their files are included as part of the Attachment. 

7. Does the NRC believe that the safety culture of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
itself should conform with the principles outlined in its Final Safety Culture Statement? 
If so, what specifically is the NRC planning to do to ensure that this is the case in 
Region IV? If not, please explain why the NRC would not wish the Final Safety Culture 
Statement to be applicable to the activities of its own staff? Does the Commission 
believe that the only measure of whether there is a strong safety culture or an open and 
collaborative work environment at the NRC to be the definitive disposition of 
whistleblower retaliation complaints? 

Yes, the NRC believes that the NRC's safety culture should conform to the tenets of the Safety 
Culture Policy Statement (SCPS). In SECY-11-0005, "The Proposed Final Safety Culture Policy 
Statement," dated January 5, 2011 , the staff recommended to the Commission that the agency 
evaluate its internal safety culture activities and initiatives to ensure consistency with the 
underlying tenets expressed in the SCPS, and the Commission approved this recommendation. 
To accomplish this, the Agency Culture Advisory Group (ACAG) reached consensus on a 
recommended definition of safety culture, which aligns with the definition in the SCPS, and the 
ACAG is completing formulation of its view on the integration of safety culture within the 
agency's organization culture and related programs and initiatives. A number of these proposed 
activities are currently under final review by senior agency leadership. Subsequent steps 
include review of the safety culture traits , as discussed in the SCPS, for applicability within the 
agency, and incorporation of safety culture into agency training programs, as appropriate. 

The NRC, including Region IV, is actively engaged in activities that are intended to create an 
environment where employees feel respected, their contributions are valued , and their voices 
are heard. This includes training classes offered to management and staff in an effort to raise 
awareness of their mutual responsibility for raising concerns and providing tools to assist in 
raising concerns. There continues to be an emphasis placed on continuous learning, personal 
accountability, and leadership through organizational development initiatives, such as coaching 
and team building , which help leaders become aware of their strengths and challenges. The 
soon-to-be-released results of the April 2012 Office of Personnel Management-sponsored 
Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey and the September 2012 Office of the Inspector General's 
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Safety Culture and Climate Survey will help inform additional NRC-wide activities to improve the 
organization . 

The NRC has numerous ways to determine the strength of NRC's safety culture . The NRC's 
assessment of how well we meet our strategic plan and its safety and security goals are, at a 
high level, measures of how robust our safety culture is. Our processes and programs, such as 
the Reactor Oversight Process (ROP) and the allegations program, are designed to ensure a 
safety-first focus by incorporating assessment and timeliness measures. Our training programs 
are designed with criteria to ensure employees have the skills needed to do their jobs as they 
relate to public health and safety. Further, the results of the Federal Employee Viewpoint 
Survey and the Safety Culture and Climate Survey, will, in part, measure employee perceptions, 
identify trends, and show changes in the various tenets of the agency's safety culture. 

The NRC also supports employees engaging in the non-concurrence process and the differing 
views program, and fully evaluates and promptly addresses safety concerns raised through 
these programs. The number of staff using these programs is another measure of our safety 
culture. The NRC supports an open door policy and an open, collaborative work environment 
where employees are encouraged to promptly raise concerns and differing views without fear of 
reprisal, and the agency expects all employees to exhibit behaviors in accordance with its 
values. Finally, my letter to you dated July 23, 2012, discussed the "Comprehensive Plan for 
Agencywide Review of Safety Culture" developed by ACAG and consisting of ongoing and 
planned initiatives that will be used to strengthen and sustain the NRC's organizational and 
safety culture . These activities include following up on the survey results and developing action 
plans for office-specific initiatives. 

Attachment: As stated 



Rihm, Roger 

From: Howell. Art 
Sent: Thursday. June 21 . 20~2 11 :07 AM 
To: Rihm, Roger 
Subject: FW: FCS Breaker i=ire Communications Timeline.docx 
Attachments: FCS Breaker Fire Communications Timeline .docx 

From: Vegel, Anton 
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2012 11:28 AM 
To: Blount, Tom; Kennedy, Kriss; Pruett, Troy; Clark, Jeff 
Cc: Collins, Elmo; Howell, Art; Graves, Samuel 
Subject: FW: FCS Breaker Fire Communications Timeline.docx 

FYI ' 

From: Graves, Samuel 
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2012 11:23 AM 
To: Vegel, Anton; MiJler, Geoffrey 
Subject: FCS Breaker Fire Communications Timeline.docx i-" 

'- \~ ~. 
Gentlemen , ~'" ~. " '-", 

Attached is the timeline for actions to debrief iq1:~aa~takeholders on the status of the FCS inspection of the 
1B4A breaker fire . ! will brief DRP Be. FCS ~~ staff, and regiona l SLO shortly . 

t· I I t k ~"- )Any ques Ions, pease e me now. -( i 
V 

Sam <:"'" "
~~-,z-U

V 
"

ATTACHMENT 



II 

FCS Breaker Fire Communications Timeline 
Thursday. March OS, 2012 

,; 
• 8:00 - Conference Call with FCS on SDP (Complete) 	 .E ~ 

• 3:30 - Brief Regional Administrator on FCS status (Time Tentative) (~Vv ."..,.'"'"'"'-Fridav. March 09. 2012 "- '\\..-
~V 

• 	 TBD - Brief regional PAO on FCS issues to date. Provide Draft ~. 


Brief: 
 0\-,/ 
o 	 Jenny Wiel (OCA) . '\-..I' 
o 	 Office of Public Affairs (V. Dricks) ,-~V 
o 	 EDO Coordinator _ ~ 1 
o 	 DRP Branch Chief and FCS Resident Insp~~ff 
o 0350 Panel Chair, Troy Pruett (iony) . .~-! 

v Regional State Liaison Officer (S. M;J:r)\ 

.. L' __ V 
Monday. March 12. 2012 	 ~ _ . 

. 	 , \ J 
. 	 .,.~

• 	 Issue Report (Mornrng, before 1~OO) '-", 

• 	 1 000 - issue EDO Daity Note/-- -"',....,/ 

• 	 Provide copy to Resident I"*dr~ and D. Bannister (FCS) 

..... .. ' 

~'\. ;£

oF-	 : ...". 

"-..,./ 
x_ 

Sam Graves 
817-200-1102 

ATTACHMENT 



Rihm, Roger 

f=rom: Howell, Art 
Sent: Thursday, June 21. 2012 11:08 AM 
To: Rihm, Roger 
Subject; FW: Fort Calhoun Preliminary Red Response 

.r 
..F 
"'<. r 
~~ /"

E J V 
From: Miller, Geoffrey ~ ... 

, .. ';. "' ~--Sent: Monday, March 19, 20123 :25 PM ,_ '"--~~ 


To: Vegel, Anto~; Blount, Torr. , _, r' ~ ~ ,~. .
• 

Cc: Kenneay, Knss; Pruett, Troy; ClarK, Jeff; I...olhns, elmo; ",aves, Samuel; Gepford, ~e'Jese, Rick; Howell, Ar:,: 

Kirkland, John; Wingebach, Jacob I " 

Subject: For.: Calhoun Preliminary Red Response \. '-.): 


(
,-- '-

~\ 
.I" 

Tonyn-om, , \ _ T 

:-'V 

i spoke with Corey Cameron at Fort Calhoun (acting for Susan 8~~s week) about ~ort Calhoun 's 
requested 14-day extension for their written response to the P~ih:e1"'fRed finding , I told him the extension 
was granted , and I requested that the station document in theft;\,O-~a~' written response letter (reauested by 
the Choice Letter) that they had declined a Kegulatory q~ren~and would provide a written reSDonse by 
Apri! 25, noting that they had requested and received a ~4-dayextension via teiecom with me on fviarch 19, i 

explained that by doing so, the revised dUE! date woul~~ropriately reflected on the public docket He said 
he understood and would ensure .their letter co~nta~d t~1f) information, I also emphasized that 2. written 
response to the finding WOUld not provide the ~ ,~ortunity for Clarifying questions and back-ana-Torth 
Information exchange that a reg conference 7{o'O o...,and so would not be the oreferred mechanism TO: disputing 
a vioiation or its significance frOrT an efficT~cy)tandpoint (though allowed per the Choice Letter; , He said he 
understood this as well. Please let m~"'hp~ou have questions or would like additional information 

. ",,"~ . 

Thank you , '"/ ) . ~ 

<,. ,--.,.. 
~~ 

Gent , '<c '\,', 
I ~ ~ . 

._" ' /' ~. 

~ 
"\. 

" 

ATTACHMENT 



Rihm, Roger 

From: Howell, Art 
Sent: Thursday, June 21,201 2 11 :08 AM 
To: Rihm, Roger 
Subject: FW: Fort Calhoun Choice Letter 
Attachments: LlC-12-0030.pdf 

From: Vegel, Anton 
Sent: Thursday, March 22, 2012 4 :21 PM 
To: Howell, Art; Gepford, Heather; Kellar, Ray 
Subject: Fw: Fort Calhoun Choice Letter 

-,FYI! ".

Thank you to,' your support! ., 

/" 
\ :. 
'-V 


-'~ 
to tTony V ,-.. "'-"" 

/ ~.' . ~/,-----------------------------
From: Miller, Geoffrey..... t 

, 

~ 

To: Vegel, Anton _ V 
Cc: Graves, Samuel; Blount, Tom; Loveless, David; Ciark, Jeft Pruett, Troy; Kennedy, Kriss; ColOns, Eimo" r 
Sent: Thu Mar 22 16:29:23 2012 "- 'i..,·.....,_t ' 
Subject: Fw: fort Calhoun Choice Letter' ~, ".... 

~ -, /' 
- .c..-..,.Ylony, <.. '--' , 

.... ,'-V 
We received the ietter from FCS accePtmg/~~nding E82 will begin processing the final significance lette: . 

......V 
Geoff 

, ./ , "'" ".. 
~---Sent from NRC Biackberry r,"'

.'- \ t. 

./ ~ 
""v"" 

From: COOPER~ MI~<mcokr(fuoQQQ.&.o~> 

To: M:lle" Geoffrev ~ 

Cc: BAUGHN, S~ <~baughn@op.Qd.com>; CAMERON. COREY 1-, <ccameron(ci)opod.corT.>; GOODELL., JOHN R 

<aood"'lIiCilocom~ 

Sent· Th~r'-~::';;" -':22:042012 


Subject: ~~oun ChoiCE: Lette. 


Geoff 

Attached is the FCS response to the HI4A Fire Red Finding choice letter. 

Should you have questions o. comments, please let me know. 

Mike Cooper 
482 -533-7248 

T his e-mail contaIns Omaha Public Power District's confidential and proprietary information and is for US t: onl;' 
by the intended recipient, -Unless expJici riy stated othervvisc, thi s e-mail is nOl a contract offer. amendment. O~ 

ATIACHMENT 

mailto:baughn@op.Qd.com


~~~ 
_-':-"__":. 	 ~: ';'':;... ;;,..-;-~ t ';.:::;<.-:-... 

~---"-. 	- .. _.; ...... , __"r t::!g,J~':;~1£.ElI 
- "';- .;,::: ~: .:~~~:,,;. 

Omalla Public Puwer District 

444 South 1(/' Street Mall 
OmnhC1. 'Vf 68102-2247 

Marcn 22 . 2012 
~IC-"j 2-0030 

U.S. NUClear RegulalO;y' Commission 	 \. 
,- '\,' ./'ATTN DocumenT Control Desf: t ,~ 
~ t ·WashingTOn. D.e 20555 

:-~ 

. .~ 


References : 1. Docket No. 50-2eS . '-~-i 

2. 	 Letter from I'lRC (A Ve;Jei) Ie OPf?~~ !3annisler) . "N~C Inspection Reoor; 

050002~5!2011 0"10:1: . =inaing 01 Preii~arj High Safety Significanc(:, i=on Calhoun 
S,atlon.' da10d Marcn 12, 2012 ~C-12~022) (EA ;2-023; 

r ~ 

Subject: Response to Special Insp€ctio~ R~V 
~ ", . 

ine Omar18 .c>ubl:c Power Clistncl (OPPD1_-&~~fee apoaren: vioiatiom:· thai are beiiig 'consiaered la, 
esca,BteC enlarcement 10 Re1erenee 2. ~~ce .:. also pfovlded trle fol!owm9 ootlons W oodress :r.€ 

aooaren! vioiations ...., ,~'W'
/"""\ "...:~ 	 . 

Submi~ in writing OPP="s Mion or thE': findings te thS' Nuclea y rie~J u laio: y Commission (NAS) 
within 30 days, o~ j""""\"'

2. 	 Atlend a Regulatory '~~nc6 . 01 

3 	 Decilne a Regula,~~~bQfer8nce or decline !O sUDmi! 2. writTen response. with tne:)?PD posi tior; on 
the findings . .r/ "~i 

Mr. Geoiire}f ~i~ .~j Engineering Braner, 2.. Divisl00 Oi ReaelO' Saiel~( was notiiled that oppel nas 
elected optior~ ..Oppudeclines to alIena a RegulalOry Conference 0' suomi : a writter. response wit: the 
OPPD posjj,iQn on . e findings OPPD accepls the Ree =Inding as descriDed in ReferensE: 2. 

~i 	 ~ 
1': 1 	 \... 

ShOUld}Q~ questions or commenlS, please contae: /'v'IS . Susan 8aughn a! 402-533-72: 5. 

~ ~ . 	 ~\ 
~Incerv,J., 

.,8?pc-/~ 
D. J . Bann i sle~ 


SiTE' Vice President and eNO 


DJB/rmc 

c: E. Coliins. jr.. NRC Regional Adr.1inistralO:·. Regior. IVr-

G B. Miliw, NRC Region 1\1 
L. E. Will<ins , NRC Project Manager 

j C. Kirkland. NRC Senior Resident Insoector 


ATTACHMENT 
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Rihm, Roger 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Pruett, Troy 
Friday , February 10, 20i2 932 AM 
VegeL Anton: Kennedy. Kriss 
FeS Breaker Risk 

.r 
/

f've given the SDP result considerabie thought and have concluded i cannot support issuance m-/pr~iiminary 
red. i believe the aopropriate language for a choice letter is greater than green. I also belie~'1heM too 
much speculative information i~l the analysis associated with the seismic contribution, the·~~OT'rfiultiole fire 
scenar:os, and the oper~tlon or T0.A:FW. I wou!d prefer to hste.n to the licensees view ~ thT.· . e-Issues prior to 
communIcating any 'red result (preliminary or Tlnal) to the public ~ ~ 

. ~ 

One other item for consideration: I think the SERP for this case is 2/16. GiVen~-mr;;ission meeting on 
2/22, ! think issuance of pubiic information that communicates a "preiiminarv re~at is your decision) 

. ~ 
should occu;- on or after 2/23. .'-"" -\. / 

t " "'" 
Troy ,- V 

~. 

~~..?
'" \ ~ 

V 

ATTACHMENT 



Rihm, Roger 

r=rom: Vegel, Anton 
Sent: Friciay, February 10,2012 '11 :39 AM 
10: Pruett. Troy 
Cc: Kennedy . Kriss: Biount. Tom 
Subject: RE: ;:CS BreakerRisk 

,r 

r~Y/Tmy { ~ ¥ 
Saunas like we need more diaiogue on thiS and hovv we package this iSSUE; . I am surs we"'~ar-~r, 
::onsensus or: the :Jes, approacn. Currently the SERP is scheduled fo: 2/22 "- '\. ~ .- -.... ',.
ihanKs: , ~ 

Tony V . !~ 

~,~' 
... t 

From: Pruett,lrav .V' 
Sent: Friday, February 10, 20128:32 AM (-'/ 
To: Vegel, Anton; Kennedy, Kriss \. '.: 
Subject: FCS Breaker Risk :- ",-",t 

~ 

I've giver. the SDP result considerable though: and have concJ~\Z..~not support issuance of a oreliminary 
red. I beiieve the approoriate language for a choice letter is g~ate) than green. I also believe there is too 
much speculative information in the analysis associated~ thMsmic contribution . the l.!se of multiple fire 
scenarios, and the operation of TD.A:=W. ! would pref~r~o list~n to the licensee's view on these issues orio~ to 
communicating any "red" result (preliminary or final) to~~lic. . 

~ "\,

One other item for consideration: I think the ~~thiS case is 2/16 . Given the commission meeting or, 
2/22, I think issuance of public information t~"tD~unicates a "preiiminary red" (if that is your decision) 
should occur on or after 2/23. :\ " .' 

.f-'" , . V-...' 
Troy 

.~.' "
'"--(--..,"'

._ \. 'it 
r.& ~ 
V 

'\.... 

1 

ATTACHMENT 



Rihm, Roger 

From: Pruett. Troy 
Sent: Friday, February 10. 2012 2:23 PM 
To: Vegel, Anion 
Cc: Kennedy, Kriss: Biount. Tom 
Subject: RE: FCS Breaker Risk 

.r 
-( /' 
~ ....... /


ThanKs for tne uodaiec SERP date. rlavlnQ iI a~e, the 2/22 meeting is 3 plus /' , V 

.,,~~~ 


WRT the ree! . ! am at odds witr. the seismic assumptior. i understand the analysts ViS;l£.,s\..0st dor,'i agree 
with the iogk::. i simply do not accept the premise that a rackeci in oreaker wil: v:brCl,~u~~tIY dUring the 
short du~atl~n 07 a ~eismic event to create ~ high resistance condition leading to~lfl~8r fire I certainly do 
no: accepT tne nsf, Trom such 2 sequence OT events being greaTer than the compi:-oeti,mi1 01 me Internal nSl<: 

assessmen:. . . '~ 

The remainin9 two assumptions are aiso disturbing . . A.gain ! unde:stanc{:;';~analysts arrived at their 
conciuslor.: I simply find the assumptions overl)'speculatlve. i de n~u~cep' the time window or 
occurrence of a second fire . Tnls alsc represents a large incr~~Vfiria! determination 

~?stly I think disregarding the use of TDA;:"\J\! !s inaooropr:ate\ I: t~eti:::ensee h2S indi:arion o~ stear;: 

generator parameters (which I rr. tO ld they do}. and QPer~s f~how te o;::>eraT8 manual valves (wnid'l thev 

dO j then j d not understand the removal of some level ctf cre9.il for this fu~ctior) :::soecially since we have 

allowec operator recover" actions for much more diffiOOl}b",Jc, in the oas:. . 


J '.~~'" .'"'-. .... 
.~" , - ' 

From: Vegel, Anton . <~...¥' 
Sent: Friday, February 10, 2012 10:39 AM ......, '-J 
Te: Pruett, Troy ~ '!. 
Cc: Kennedy, Kriss; Blount, Tom (~ -!' 
Subject: R~ : ~C5 Breaker Risk ~ 

""\ ....... 

Trov (~
So~nds like we need more c{i-;iO!{~ on this and how we ::>ackage this issue I am sure we can reach 
consensus on the best ~r~;/ Currently tne SERP is Sch=duled fa: 2:2::': 
Thanks ' "'~ 
Tony V A ,,,
From: Pruett., ~,,~ - - .... 

Sent: Friday>{~ 10, 2012 8:32 A"": 
Te: Veg~ Kennedy, Kriss 
Subject: p-~,-Breaker Risk 

I've given the SDP result considerable thought and have concluded I cannot support issuance of a preliminary 
red. I believe the appropriate language for a choice iette: is greater than green. j also believe there is too 
much speculative information in the analysiS associated with the seismic contribution. the use of multiple fire 
scenariDs, and the operation of "lDAFW. I would prefer to iisten to the licensee's view on these issues prior to 
communicating any "red" result (preliminary or f inal) to the puolic 

One other item fo, consideration: I think the SERP for this case is 2/16. Given the commission meeting on 
2/22, [ think issuance of public information that communicates a "preliminary red" (if that is your decision) 
shouid occur on or after 2/23 . 

Troy 

ATTACHMENT 


