From: Burneli, Scott

To: Brenner, Eliot; Harrington, Holly
Cc: McIntyre, David

Subject: RE: MSNBC blog post -- ok to go
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 2:05:29 PM
Tweak in RED

From: Brenner, Eliot

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 1:56 PM
To: Harrington, Holly

Cc: Mclntyre, David; Burnell, Scott
Subject: MSNBC blog post -- ok to go

Check the last sentence in the next to last paragraph with Scott. Otherwise ready to
go

Many news reports during this chaotic week have questioned the safety of U.S. nuclear power
plants in the wake of the terrible events in Japan. These reports raise questions about the design of
reactor containments and spent fuel pools, and of course whether our plants would be able to
withstand an earthquake and tsunami like the ones that devastated Japan.

Nuclear power is a complicated, technical subject, and we naturally try to simplify it to make it
understandable to the general public. Sometimes, however, simplification leads to
misunderstanding, and misunderstanding causes fear.

One example was a so-called “investigative report” on MSNBC.com that ranked nuclear power
plants according to their “vulnerability” to major earthquakes. The reporter concluded that the
tndian Point plant, 24 miles north of New York City, was “the most vulnerable” in the nation.
Instant headlines. You may have heard a local news report that your neighborhood nuclear plant
ranked “on the NRC’s Top Ten List” of the plants most likely to tumble in a temblor.

Let’s be clear: The NRC does not rank nuclear power plants according to their vulnerability to
earthquakes. This "ranking" was developed by the MSNBC.com reporter using partial information
and we believe an even more partial understanding of how we evaluate plants for seismic risk. -
Each plant is evaluated individually according to the geology of its site, not by a "one-size-fits-all"
model — therefore such rankings or comparisons are highly misleading.

We are also frequently asked whether Plant A can withstand a quake of magnitude X. The reporters
always want a yes-or-no answer, but again, it’s not that simple. Nuclear plants are designed to
withstand a certain level of “ground shaking,” to use a technical term. But the way the ground
shakes in an earthquake is a factor of the magnitude and the distance from the epicenter, among
other things. So we can’t give a simple answer to such a simple question.

Each plant is built to the circumstances that exist at its location — including earthquakes, floods and
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tsunamis. For example, at nuclear plants along the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts, the greatest water
threat is hurricane storm surge, not a tsunami. Moreover, there is only one fault, near the
northwest U.S. coast, that is similar to the fault in Japan, and there are no nuclear plants nearby.
The closest coastal plant to that fault is well-protected against tsunami.

Over the last few years, the NRC has reassessed nuclear plants in the central and eastern United
States for their vulnerability to earthquakes, using new seismic data developed by geologists. The
study’s preliminary work has shown that a few plants might have stronger ground motions than
originally thought, although still within the plants’ safety margins. These plants will do more
research once more detailed analytical models are available later this year.

This is a complex issue that does not always lend itself to simple yes and no answers. Bottom line:
the NRC does not rank plants on seismic risk. Plants in this country continue to operate safely and
securely.



From: Goldberg, Francine

To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: RE: Nuclear Reactor Seawater failsafe idea
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 3:03:32 PM

The suggestion was about US Reactors. I’'m not suggesting that this is something we need to accept
as a suggestion, but it might be an opportunity to inform this person and other sabout the kinds of
things that Bill B. just said at the all hands meeting, i.e., that US reactors many layers of defense in
depth, like a nitrogen atmosphere in the containment to suppress fires and prevent explosions, the
station blackout rule, and requirements for other defenses in the event of a severe accident.

From: Harrington, Holly

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 2:50 PM

To: Goldberg, Francine

Subject: RE: Nuclear Reactor Seawater failsafe idea

It does not look like it needs a response. We are not takingpeople’s suggestions as we are not
responsible for Jpaanese reactors

From: Goldberg, Francine

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 2:06 PM

To: Harrington, Holly '

Subject: RE: Nuclear Reactor Seawater failsafe idea

Do you have any idea how many people are getting these e-mails? Should | reply with any kind of a
standard response? Forward the one of a kind ones to OPA@nrc.gov?

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 1:49 PM
To: Goldberg, Francine
Subject: RE: Nuclear Reactor Seawater failsafe idea

No, not putting on blog. thanks

From: Goldberg, Francine

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 1:20 PM
To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: FW: Nuclear Reactor Seawater failsafe idea

Holly —

{'ve been inundated with e-mails urging the NRC to shut down or inspect the plants, but this one is
different. Not sure what to do with it. Worth posting on the blog?

From: Gary Nuell [mailto:gnuell@nuell.net]



Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 11:58 AM
To: Goldberg, Francine
Subject: Nuclear Reactor Seawater failsafe idea

In light of what is happening in Japan | thought of this and wanted to send to someone at NRC. Just
an idea | came up with that might be easily accomplished for plants with water nearby...

EAC R FAILSAF,

March 17, 2011
Created by Gary Nuell

The following is only in the event of a possible Nuclear Reactor melt down when all measures have
been exhausted and it is determined that the plant will no longer be sustainable. This system will
operate without the need for electricity and can be operated by a small crew of workers. Pipes will
be connected to the tubes in the ground that can be erected as well as pipes that go directly into
the reactor. If the pipes allow, water pressure generated by the earth's gravity from the opening of
the tube to the ocean floor (Could be a river bed or lake as well) will be used to pump water
directly into the reactor. In the event of a Hydrogen blast where the reactor is exposed, external
tubing will be housed in the ground so as to be erected yet not be damaged in the event of an
earthquake and Tsunami. There can also be one on each side to insure operation from at least one
tower. The inlet water tunnel on the ocean floor should be less vulnerable to tsunami problems as
the wave will be many feet above it and should be buiit to be flexible and withstand an
earthquake.

1. Tunnels must be dug next to each reactor with flexible tubing that can move during an
earthquake that will reach an outlet on the ocean floor nearest the plant.

2. External underwater crews will place a lid that can be moved through an electrical motor
or in the event of an electrical shut down, a manual crank will be installed that can be
accessed by divers after an accident and possibly one internally

3. Erectable towers will be placed inside a secure structure so that in the event of an
earthquake or tsunami they will withstand the impact.

4. Upon requirement, the towers can be accessed and raised through a crane and pulley
system by a crew of a few men.

5. The tower will be erected and then locked into place with rotating hoses connected to the
tubes below.

6. Valves are released so that the natural gravity of the ocean’s pressure and the sliding of
the cover on the ocean floor allow for water to continually be poured over reactors until
fuel rods can be safely removed.

Gary Nuell

Off: (310) 451-0021



From: Tobin, Jennifer

To: Harrington, Holly

Ce: Bonaccorso, Amy; Deavers, Ron; Janberas, Holly
Subject: FW: Summary of IAEA press briefing 3-18-11
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 2:38:34 PM

Thought this might be helpful. You can check out www.iaea.org for the full text

----- Original Message-----

From: LIAO2 Hoc

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 2:30 PM

To: LIAO3 Hoc; Emche, Danielle; Fragoyannis, Nancy, Stahl, Eric; Mayros, Lauren; Tobin, Jennifer;
Afshar-Tous, Mugeh; Wittick, Brian; Abrams, Charlotte; Jones, Andrea; Smiroldo, Elizabeth; English,
Lance

Subject: FW: Summary of IAEA press briefing 3-18-11

FYI - pls pass to anyone I missed.

----- Original Message-----

From: Shaffer, Mark R {mailto:ShafferMr@state.gov]
Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 2:29 PM

To: LIAQ2 Hoc

Subject: Fw: Summary of IAEA press briefing 3-18-11

----- Original Message -----

From: Cooper, Nathan J

To: Davies, Glyn T; Wood, Robert A; Hall-Godfrey, Jennifer J; IAEA Vienna; JapanEmbassy, TaskForce;
TaskForce-1

Sent: Fri Mar 18 14:18:43 2011

Subject: Summary of IAEA press briefing 3-18-11

The two key topics at Friday's press briefing at the IAEA on the events in Japan were GOJ's upgrading
of the accident's classification on the INES scale to a 5 and the CTBTO's detection of nucleotides in
Sacramento. Special Advisor Graham Andrew filled in for DG Amano again and continued his approach
of sharing large quantities of information upfront. His main line was that the situation "remains serious,
but there has been no significant worsening.” The informational segment of the briefing contained new
satellite imagery and copious charts about changes in the reactor vessel water and pressure levels.
Much of this data, as well as a recap of dose level readings near Fukushima and around Japan, was
presented without real-world context and veered into science lecture territory.

Further announcements:

-Special BOG meeting to be held Monday 3/21

-Diesel power has been reestablished to cool units 5 and 6, a positive development
-No problems at the common spent fuel pond building

-DG Amano met with high level GOJ officials

-Further technical and press briefing to be held Saturday 3/20

-Tokyo has no indication of cesium of iodine in atmosphere

-Int'l Civil Aviation Agency says no concern for commercial air travel

Key exchanges with the press:
Q: For a physics drop-out like me, what does this all mean? (AP Jahn)

A: The situation is non-changing and relatively stable. This is positive, because what you don't want is a
rapidly changing situation. This is particularly true of units 1, 2 and 3.
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Q: What does the change in INES rating from 4 to 5 mean in real terms? (CNN Matthew Chance)

A: First it is important to remember that the ratings are not made by the IAEA, but by Japan. Whether
they are exactly right is not the important matter of the day--the important thing is getting water back
into these reactors.

Q: Regarding the Unit 4 spent fuel pool, how close are the workers getting? And given the presence of
MOX fuel, what is the risk for criticality? (Bloomberg Tyrell)

A: Criticality is not an issue in this case, providing the geometry of the fuel rods has not changed. The
way the pods are set up keeps the rods from touching and prevents criticality.

Q: CTBTO reported nucleotides from this eruption of radioactivity being discovered in Sacramento,
California. What is your position on this report?

A: First, we would not use the term "eruption of radioactivity." Even without an accident, you find
particles in the environment. It's about when, what kind of particles and in what concentration. As of
now, we have no concerns in Japan, and certainly not more remotely, for human health. The mere
detection of particles is not something people should be concerned with.



From: Harrington, Holl

To: Deavers, Ron
Subject: RE: My availability going forward ..
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 2:52:00 PM

You are doing a fantastic job and | appreciate any help you are able to give us. I’'m hoping we can
begin scaling back operations, but | guess we’ll have to wait to see how that goes. We do not need
to staff to 8 p.m. in any event. 6 p.m. would be great as an end time . . . Please let Amy know. I'm
asking her to pull together a schedule for the weekend and next week.

From: Deavers, Ron

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 2:24 PM
To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: My availability going forward ..

Hi Holly,

| have some pressing matters to attend to concerning my regular work. After brief
discussion with my management,

| feel comfortable committing to the following schedule for manning the internal call center:

From next week through the first week of May 2011, Tuesday-Friday 3:00 PM to 8:00 PM

Also, should we record our time on the call center to the new activity code: ZG0061 -
Japan Earthquake and Tsunami?

Thanks,

Ron Deavers

Reewr-—127%



From: Harrington, Holly

To: Brenner, Fliot
Subject: If you hve OK"d Dave"s blog post for you, please let me know
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 12:35:00 PM
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From: Shannon, Valerie

To: Akstulewicz, Brenda; Brenner, Eliot; Burnell, Scott; Harrington, Holly; Hayden, Elizabeth; Couret, Ivonne;
Janberas, Holly; Mclntyre, David; Chandrathil, Prema; Dricks, Victor; Hannah, Roger; Ledford, Joey; Mitlyng,
Viktoria; Screnci, Diane; Sheehan, Neil; Uselding, Lara

Subject: Conference Call

Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 12:32:49 PM

There will be a conference call today at 1:15. The phone number and passcode will follow shortly.
Val

QoS



From: Harrington, Holly

To: Tobin, Jennifer
Subject: for guy wanting PMT info
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 12:33:00 PM

Just say you don’t know at this time. I’'m not sure we ever make the info public, but we certainly
don’t have time right now.



From: Gerke, Laura

To: Harrington, Holly
Subject: Out of Office: Can you call me? 301-415-8203
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 12:31:17 PM

I am out of the office, returning mid-morning on Monday, March 21; i'll be checking emails
periodically. If you need assistance, please call 301-415-1275.

et
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David Decker

From: CQ.com Alert [CQCustomAlerts@cqg.com]
Sent: Monday, March 14, 2011 9:21 AM

To: Decker, David

Subject: Nuclear Energy Topic

SAVED SEARCH: Nuclear Energy Topic

Description: Wide ranging issues associated with nuclear energy

1 document found

Japanese Nuclear Crisis Rekindles Debate Qver Safety of U.S. Plants
CQ Today Online News (3/13/2011, 5:57 p.m.; 704 words)

About this alert

Sent March 14, 2011

9:15am ET

created by dld@mre.gov

Manage my "Nuclear Energy Topic" alert to cdit, delete, change delivery schedule, or to combine this c-mail with others.
CQ Dclivery 1D: 68283187 (avsvc06.cq.com)

©2011 — Congressional Quarterly Inc. — All Rights Reserved

Information is intended for subscribers only and is subject to the terms of use posted on our Web site.

Any unauthorized reproduction or retransmission of this material is expressly prohibited.
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From: Harrington, Holly

To: Wood, Chad
Subject: RE: Press # and email
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 3:22:00 PM

You’'re always welcome to come in and work the weekend with us!!

From: Wood, Chad [mailto:Chad.R.Wood@dhs.gov]
Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 3:19 PM

To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: RE: Press # and email

Thanks. | think I'm just going to send around the niccl roster to the key folks.

From: prvs=05168de55=Holly.Harrington@nrc.gov [mailto:prvs=05168de55=Holly.Harrington@nrc.gov]
On Behalf Of Harrington, Holly

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 3:07 PM

To: Wood, Chad

Subject: RE: Press # and email

We'll be staffing both 301-415-8200 and 301-816-5107 from about 8 a.m. to 7 p.m. both days . .. If
you need someone urgently outside those hours call 301-816-5100

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 2:55 PM
To: Harrington, Holly
Subject: Press # and email

What contacts do you want me to use particularly for the weekend. Will update for everyone.



From: Harrington, Holl

To: Taylor, Robert; Brenner, Eliot; Burnell, Scott; Couret, Ivonne; Hayden, Elizabeth; McIntyre, David; Chandrathil,
Prema; Dricks, Victor; Hannah, Roger: Ledford, Joey; Mitlyng, Viktoria; Screnci, Diane; Sheehan, Neil;
Uselding, Lara

Subject: Text of Blog Post Just Posted -- Verbiage about MSNBC report

Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 3:22:00 PM

Don’t Believe Everything You Read

Many news reports during this chaotic week have questioned the safety of U.S. nuclear
power plants in the wake of the terrible events in Japan. These reports raise questions
about the design of reactor containments and spent fuel pools, and of course whether our
plants would be able to withstand an earthquake and tsunami like the ones that
devastated Japan.

Nuclear power is a complicated, technical subject, and we naturally try to simplify it to
make it understandable to the general public. Sometimes, however, simplification leads to
misunderstanding, and misunderstanding causes fear.

One example was a so-called “investigative report” on MSNBC.com that ranked nuclear
power plants according to their “vulnerability” to major earthquakes. The reporter
concluded that the Indian Point plant, 24 miles north of New York City, was “the most
vulnerable” in the nation. Instant headlines. You may have heard a local news report that
your neighborhood nuclear plant ranked “on the NRC’s Top Ten List” of the plants most
likely to tumble in a temblor.

Let's be clear: The NRC does not rank nuclear power plants according to their vulnerability
to earthquakes. This "ranking" was developed by the MSNBC.com reporter using partial
information and we believe an even more partial understanding of how we evaluate plants
for seismic risk. Each plant is evaluated individually according to the geology of its site, not
by a "one-size-fits-all" model — therefore such rankings or comparisons are highly
misleading.

We are also frequently asked whether Plant A can withstand a quake of magnitude X. The
reporters always want a yes-or-no answer, but again, it's not that simple. Nuclear plants
are designed to withstand a certain level of “ground shaking,” to use a technical term. But
the way the ground shakes in an earthquake is a factor of the magnitude and the distance
from the epicenter, among other things. So we can't give a simple answer to such a simple
question.

Each plant is built to the circumstances that exist at its location — including earthquakes,
floods and tsunamis. For example, at nuclear plants along the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts,
the greatest water threat is hurricane storm surge, not a tsunami. Moreover, there is only
one fault, near the northwest U.S. coast, that is similar to the fault in Japan, and there are
no nuclear plants nearby. The closest coastal plant to that fault is well-protected against
tsunami.

Over the last few years, the NRC has reassessed nuclear plants in the central and eastern
United States for their vulnerability to earthquakes, using new seismic data developed by
geologists. The study's preliminary work has shown that a few plants might have stronger
ground maotions than originally thought, although still within the plants’ safety margins.
These plants will do more research once more detailed analytical models are available
later this year.
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This is a complex issue that does not always lend itself to simple yes and no answers.
Bottom line: the NRC does not rank plants on seismic risk. Plants in this country continue
to operate safely and securely.

Eliot Brenner

Public Affairs Director



From: Royer, Deanna

To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: Call from DOE

Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 3:20:03 PM
Rick Kendell

Department of Energy — Nuclear Energy
301-903-9247
Re: A team is being put together under Pete Lyons. Mr. Kendell is looking for information

on electrical systems in Japan

Deanna Royer



From: RST06 Hoc

Sent: Tuesday, April 05, 2011 4:59 PM
To: Sheron, Brian

Subject: RE: Slides for Experts Meeting
Attachments: image001.jpg
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From: Sheron, Brian

Sent: Tuesday, April 05, 2011 4:58 PM
To: RST06 Hoc

Subject: RE: Slides for Experts Meeting

If it come up in the call, I'll just say it is still under evaluation.

From: RST06 Hoc

Sent: Tuesday, April 05, 2011 4:58 PM
To: Sheron, Brian

Subject: RE: Slides for Experts Meeting

Call the ops center and they will tie me in.

From: Sheron, Brian

Sent: Tuesday, April 05, 2011 4:57 PM
To: RST06 Hoc

Subject: RE: Slides for Experts Meeting

\
When | dial 301-816-5502, { get a message that says it isn't in service.

From: RST06 Hoc

Sent: Tuesday, April 05, 2011 4:54 PM
To: Sheron, Brian

Subject: RE: Slides for Experts Meeting

Of course we recognize those concerns. We have no final position in this regard. As | understand it, these are
responses—or comments—from DOE on our draft document. This is a good thing. There are also concerns to adding
water to dried out cladding, possibly causing cladding failure and increasing the transport or radionuclides.

Please call me at 301-816—5505\.'

Bill Ruland

From: RST01 Hoc
Sent: Tuesday, April 05, 2011 4:45 PM
To: RST06 Hoc

Subject: FW: Slides for Experts Meeting
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From: Sheron, Brian

Sent: Tuesday, April 05, 2011 4:29 PM
To: RSTO1 Hoc; ETO1 Hoc; Weber, Michael
Subject: FW: Slides for Experts Meeting

See slide 4 (attached). Can | get a quick brief on our logic before the 5§ pm call today? What is our response to
the concern that sand will insulate the fuel, allowing it to heat up to melting and then potentially burn through
the bottom of the pool concrete? '

From: Larzelere, Alex [mailto:alex.larzelere@nuclear.energy.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, April 05, 2011 4:20 PM

To: DL-NITsolutions; Lee, Richard

Subject: Slides for Experts Meeting

Everyone,

Attached are the slide for today’s meeting. It will occur at 5pm EDT. The conference call in number is
202-586-2535.

Regards,

Alex

Alex R. Larzelere
Director, Advanced Modeling and Simulation Office
Office of Nuclear Energy (NE-71)
U.S. Department of Energy
202-586-1906
Alex.Larzelere@nuclear.ener
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From: Deavers, Ron

To: Bonaccorsg, Amy

Cc: Akstulewicz, Brenda; Harrington, Holly
Subject: RE: I"'m leaving for the day....

Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 4:35:35 PM
Thanks, Amy.

Brenda, | have not been getting the calls and emails directly, | may need to be put back on
the list with Amy.

From: Bonaccorso, Amy

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 4:34 PM
To: Deavers, Ron

Cc: Akstulewicz, Brenda; Harrington, Holly
Subject: I'm leaving for the day....

Thanks for your support!

et 1373



From: Harrington, Holly

To: Bonaccorso, Amy

Cc: Ridge, Christianne; Deavers, Ron
Subject: RE: Clarification for use of the Tac ZG0061
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 4:38:00 PM

I've not been tracking that. Check with your timekeeper . ..

From: Bonaccorso, Amy

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 4:32 PM

To: Harrington, Holly

Cc: Ridge, Christianne; Deavers, Ron

Subject: FW: Clarification for use of the Tac ZG0061

Holly — it looks like we need to use this TAC. Let us know if you learn otherwise or if we
missed an update somewhere.

Thanks,

Amy

Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 9:25 AM

To: HRMSBulletin Resource

Cc¢: HRMSBulletin Resource

Subject: Clarification for use of the Tac ZG0061

Clarification for use of the TAC (ZG0061) that was established for the
events in JAPAN

This TAC (ZG0061) was established to track activity related to staff that are supporting the
recent events in Japan. Managers that are performing managerial functions relating to the
events in Japan should continue to use the TAC (ZM000O). In the situation where a
manager is required to perform duties which would be considered different than
managerial responsibilities should record their time under the new TAC ZG0061. Support
staff that are performing Japan events should use TAC's that relate to their normal
responsibilities. In the situation where administrative support staff is required to perform
duties that would be considered different than routine administrative support
responsibilities should record their time under the new TAC ZG0061.

If you have any additional questions please e-mail Jackie Jones
Jackie.Jones@NRC.GOV or Mary Matheson at Mary.Matheson@NRC.GOV.



From: Harrington, Holly

To: RSTO8 Hoc
Subject: RE: boardfile.docx
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 4:31:00 PM

We developed this and it’s posted on WebEOC. Is there a reason why you’re sending it to me?

From: RST08 Hoc
Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 4:17 PM
To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: boardfile.docx
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From: QPA Resource
To: Ash, Darren; Barkley, Richard; Batkin, Joshua; Bell, Hubert; Belmore, Nancy; Bergman, Thomas; Bollwerk,
Paul; Bonaccorso, Amy; Borchardt, Bill; Bozin, Sunny; Brenner, Eliot; Brock, Terry; Brown, Boris; Bubar, Patrice;
Burnell, Scott: Burns, Stephen; Carpenter, Cynthia; Chandrathil, Prema; Clark, Theresa; Collins, Elmo; Couret,
Ivonne; Crawford, Carrie; Cutler, Iris; Dacus, Fugene; Dapas, Marc; Davis, Roger; Dean, Bill; Decker, David;
Dricks, Victor; Droggitis, Spiros; Flory, Shirdey; Franovich, Mike: Gibbs, Catina; Haney, Catherine; Hannah,
Roger; Harbuck, Craig; Harrington, Holly; Hasan, Nasreen; Hayden, Elizabeth; Holahan, Gary; Holahan,
Patricia; Holian, Brian; Jacobssen, Patricia; Jaczko, Gregory; Jasinski, Robert; Jenkins, Verlyn; Johnson,
Michael; Jones, Andrea; Kock, Andrea; Kotzalas, Margie; Ledford, Joey; Lee, Samson; Leeds, Eric; Lepre, Janet;
Lew, David; Lewis, Antoinette; Loyd, Susan; Magwood, William; McCrary, Chervl; McGrady-Finneran, Patricia;
Mclntyre, David; MLSBh.lM M&u Monninger. John; Montes, David; Nieh, Ho; Ordaz, Vonna;
Ostendorff, William; Qwen, tucy; Powell, Amv; Quesenberry, Jeannette; Reddick, Darani; istopher;
Reves, Luis; Riddick, Nicole; Ri ilCenter R ; Ritey (OCA), Timothy; Rohrer, Shidey; Samuel,
Olive; Satorius, Mark; Schaaf, Robert; Schmidt, Rebecca; Scott, Catherine; Screnci, Diane; Shaffer, Vered;
Sﬂm._as@ml, Sharkey, Jeffry; Sheehan, Neil; Sheron, Brian; Siurano-Perez, Osiris; Steger (Tucci), Christine;
ini ristine; Tabatabai, Omid; Tannenbaum, Anita; Tavior, Renee; Temp, WDM; Thomas, Ann; Uhle,
an__tf_ex, Lis_e@ng._Lu Vietti-Cook, Annette; Virailio, Martin; Virgilio, Rosetta; Walker-Smith, Antoinette;
Weaver, Doug; Weber, Michael; Weil, Jenny; Werner, Greq; Wiggins, Jim; Williams, Evelyn; Zimmerman, Roy;
Zorn, Jason
Subject: *Once Again!* Media Advisory: Nuclear Regulatory Commission to Hold Public Meeting on NRC Response to
Recent Japan Event
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 4:26:36 PM
Attachments: -18- iefi

I apologize, this time with the attachment!

Greetings,

This was issued at approximately 3pm today via Listserve. It was not posted to the live web.

Dffice of Public Affairs
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-445-8200

opa.resourcednre.gov
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NRC NEWS

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
Office of Public Affairs Telephone: 301/415-8200
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001
E-mail: opa.resourcef@nre.gov Site: www.nre.gov
Blog: http://public-blog.nrc-gateway.gov

March 18, 2011

***MEDIA ADVISORY***

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION TO HOLD PUBLIC MEETING ON
NRC RESPONSE TO RECENT JAPAN EVENT

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission will be briefed by its staff on the NRC’s
response to the ongoing nuclear event in Japan in a public meeting on March 21 at 9 a.m. at NRC
Headquarters, 11555 Rockville Pike, Rockville, Md. The commission meeting will be open to
public observation and will be webcast at: http://www.nrc.gov/public-involve/public-
meetings/webcast-live.html.

Due to limited space availability, the meeting will be set up for a CBS broadcast network
pool camera crew. Broadcast media outlets interested in receiving the feed should contact the
network pool at 202-457-4444. For still photographers, this meeting will be pooled with AP,
Reuters, AFP and Getty only.

In order for us to try to ensure sufficient seating for reporters, please notify the Office of
Public Affairs at the contact information above if you plan to attend. There will be additional
space available in our auditorium on a first-come, first-serve basis.

Pool photographers will have limited space at the meeting in which to take photos.
Movement must be kept to a minimum so as not to be distracting and entry into the inner well
closest to the Commission briefing table is prohibited. Plan to arrive in advance of the meeting at
the Marinelli Road entrance of the NRC with proper media credentials. The NRC offices are
located across the street from the White Flint Metro station. Parking is available at the White
Flint metro parking garage on Marinelli Road.

Hit

News releases are available through a free listserv subscription at the following Web address:
http://www.nre. gov/public-involye/listserver. html. The NRC homepage at www.nrc.goy also offers a SUBSCRIBE

link. E-mail notifications are sent to subscribers when news releases are posted to NRC's website.



From: Helton, Shana

To: Borchardt, Bill

Cc: Harrington, Holly

Subject: Suggestion re: NRC Press Release on Fukishima
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 4:25:51 PM

Bill,

You gave an incredibly good presentation today at the NRC All-Hands meeting. | can't
imagine the stress nor the lack of sleep you are enduring, and in case not many others are
saying it to you right now: thank you, sincerely, for what you are doing for the NRC and
the country. Your speech regarding various points of why you feel very comfortable with
the U.S. fleet of operating nuclear reactors (e.g., inerting, design upgrades, B5B
enhancements, a nationwide INPO inventory of spare parts) was especially outstanding.
This type of information would make for a great press release.

Given the extraordinary amount of misinformation and sensationalism that is all over the
internet and TV, as you're painfully aware, the NRC has a huge challenge right now of
communicating why the NRC is assured that we are continuing to be successful in fulfilling
our mission of ensuring adequate protection of public health and safety, promoting the
common defense and security, and protecting the environment.

As an aside, in case you're not already aware of it the NRC developed, in 2003,
NUREG/BR-0308, “Effective Risk Communication — The Nuclear Regulatory Commission’

Guidelines for External Risk Communication.” Understanding we're in crisis management
mode here, but I'm bringing it to your attention in case it can be of use (and hopefully
make your life a little easier right now). Here’s a link to the associated Quick Reference
Guide: http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/nuregs/brochures/br0308/quick-ref-

guide.pdf.

Thank you for considering these things, especially a well-placed press release, and once
again, thank you for everything you are doing. (And sorry for contributing to your
surmounting email management challenge.)

-Shana

Shana Helton, Chief

Rulemaking Branch (PRMB)

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
301-415-7198; shana.helton@nrc.gov
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From: RSTO8 Hoc

To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: boardfile.docx

Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 4:16:36 PM
Attachments: boardfile.docx

LRAL-13Y



Questions and Answers for Chairman Jaczko
March 11, 2011 Japan Earthquake/Tsunami Aftermath
As of 1900, 3/12/2011

1. What is the NRC doing about the emergencies at the nuclear power plants in Japan? Are
you sending staff over there?

Public Answer: We are closely following events in Japan, working with other agencies of the federal
government, and have been in direct contact with our counterparts in that country. In addition, we
are ready to provide assistance if there is a specific request. An NRC staffer is participating in the
USAID team headed to Japan.

Additional technical, non-public information:

We are taking the knowledge that the staff has about the design of the US nuclear plants and we are
applying this knowledge to the Japan situation. For example, this includes calculations of severe
accident mitigation that have been performed.

Tony Ulses has been dispatched to Japan and should arrive Early Sunday.
David Jim Trapp left 1600 Saturday should arrive in 20 hours

Assigned to Liaison Team

2. What's going to happen following the steam explosion everyone’s seen from the video
footage?

Public Answer: If a similar event occurred at a U.S. nuclear power plant, the NRC would be seeking
information to answer several questions, including: What's the status of the reactor core, the reactor
vessel and the containment building? What radiation measurement equipment is available and what
measurements are being reported? What efforts are being taken to keep the public safe? How did
the explosion affect efforts to keep the nearby reactors in a safe condition? And most importantly —
What can the NRC do to help?

Additional technical, non-public information:

The explosion affected the secondary containment of the reactor plant. The primary containment
was not affected by the explosion. The Japanese are taking actions to preserve the primary
containment, cool the reactor core, maintain the reactor shut down and limit the spread of
radioactive contamination.

The NRC required a back fit to US reactors of the type similar to Fukushima Unit 1 to install a
hardened vent line. A hardened vent provides a release path which would prevent an explosion as
experienced at Fukushima Unit One.

3. What should done to protect people in Alaska, Hawaii and the West Coast do from
radioactive fallout?



Public Answer: The available evidence shows the United States can be expected to avoid any
impacts from radioactive material, so no public action is necessary. We believe there is very low risk
to the US considering the long distance from the US and the type of event. The NRC continues to
analyze the available information, and existing monitoring equipment can detect any materials
before they could present a hazard.

Additional technical, non-public information: NRC is working with DHS, EPA and other federal
partners to ensure monitoring equipment is properly positioned, based on meterological and other
relevant information.

4. Can this happen here i.e. an earthquake that significantly damages a nuclear power plant?
Are the Japanese plants similar to U.S. plants?

Public Answer: All U.S. nuclear power plants are built to withstand environmental hazards, including
earthquakes and tsunamis. Even those plants that are located outside of areas with low and
moderate seismic activity are designed for safety in the event of such a natural disaster. The NRC
requires that safety-significant structures, systems, and components be designed to take into
account even very rare and extreme seismic and tsunami events.

The Japanese facilities are similar in design to several US facilities.

Additional technical, non-public information:

Currently operating reactors were designed using a “deterministic” or “maximum credible
earthquake” approach. Seismic hazard for the new plants is determined using a much more robust
probabilistic seismic hazard assessment approach that explicitly addresses uncertainty, as
described in RG1.208. The NRC requires that adequate margin beyond the design basis ground
shaking levels is assured. The NRC further enhances seismic safety for beyond-design-basis events
through the use of a defense-in-depth approach.

In addition, the NRC periodically reviews the seismic risk at operating reactors when information
may have changed. Over the last few years the NRC has undertaken a program called Generic
Issue 199, which is focused on assessing hazard for plants in the central and eastern US using the
latest techniques and determining the possible risk implications of any increase in the anticipated
ground shaking levels. This program will help us assure that the plants are safe under exceptionally
rare and extreme ground motions that represent beyond-design-basis events.

5. What would U.S. plants do in this situation?

Public Answer: The NRC requires plant designs to include multiple and diverse safety systems, and
plants must test their emergency preparedness capabilities on a regular basis. Plant operators are
very capable of responding to significant events. In addition, NRC regulations require plants to have
plans in place that would allow them to mitigate even “worst case scenarios”.



Since 9/11, we have implemented requirements for licensees to have additional response
capabilities for extreme situations.

Additional technical, non-public information:

Our nuclear plants have procedures in place to address a variety of accident scenarios, including
abnormal operating procedures, emergency operating procedures, sever accident guidelines and
emergency plans.

6. Are U.S. power plants designed to withstand tsunamis?

Public Answer: Yes. Plants are built to withstand a variety of environmental hazards and those
plants that might face a threat from tsunami are required to withstand large waves and the maximum
wave height at the intake structure (which varies by plant.)

Additional, technical, non-public information:

Tsunami have been considered in the design of US nuclear plants since the publication of
Regulatory Guide 1.59 in 1977, although the approaches that were used for design of the existing
plants varied significantly. Nuclear plants are designed to withstand flooding from not only tsunami,
but also hurricane and storm surge; therefore there is often significant margin against tsunami
flooding. However, it should be noted that Japanese experience has shown that drawdown can be a
significant problem. Drawdown was not generally analyzed in the past. The particular

Currently the US NRC has a tsunami research program that is focused on developing modern
hazard assessment techniques and additional guidance through cooperation with the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and the United States Geological Survey. This has already
lead to several technical reports and an update to NUREG 0-800. The NOAA and USGS
contractors are also assisting with NRO reviews of tsunami hazard. A new regulatory guide on
tsunami hazard assessment is currently planned in the office of research, although it is not expected
to be available in draft form until 2012.

7. What happens when/if a plant “melts down”?

Public Answer: In short, nuclear power plants in the United States are designed to be safe. To
prevent the release of radioactive material, there are muitiple barriers between the radioactive
material and the environment, including the fuel cladding, the heavy steel reactor vessel itself and
the containment building, usually a heavily reinforced structure of concrete and steel several feet
thick.

Additional, technical, non-public information:

The melted core may melt through the bottom of the vessel and flow onto the concrete containment
floor. The core may melt through the containment liner and release radioactive material to the
environment.

8. Why is KI administered during nuclear emergencies?



Public Answer: Kl - potassium iodide — is one of the protective measures that might be taken in a
radiological emergency in this country. We do not know if this measure is necessary or appropriate
in the Japanese situation.

Additional, technical non-public information.

There are a range of protective measures that we use ... the most effective is evacuation. Local
government officials are responsible for determining the best means to protect their public. Kl is
another means for protection but evacuation and sheltering are the primary means that is used.

A Kl tablet will saturate the thyroid with non radioactive iodine and prevent the absorption of
radioactive iodine during a nuclear emergency.

Assigned to Dose Assessment team and RST (Chuck)

9. Was there any damage to U.S. reactors from either the earthquake or the resulting
tsunami?

Public Answer: No

Additional, technical non-public information:

Diablo Canyon Units 1 and 2 declared an “unusual event” based on tsunami warning following the
Japanese earthquake. They have since exited the “unusual event” declaration, based on a
downgrade to a tsunami advisory.

10. Has this incident changed the NRC perception about earthquake risk?

Public Answer: There has not changed the NRC's perception of earthquake hazard (i.e. ground
shaking levels) for US nuclear plants. As is prudent, the NRC will certainly be looking closely at this
incident and the effects on the Japanese nuclear power plant in the future to see if any changes are

necessary to NRC regulations.

Additional, technical, non-public information.
We expect that there would be lessons learned, etc.

11. Will this incident affect new reactor licensing? |

Public Answer: It is not appropriate to hypothesize on such a future scenario at this point.
Additional, technical non-public information:

This event could potentially call into question the NRC's seismic requirements which could require

the staff to re-evaluate the staff's approval of the AP1000 and ESBWR design and certifications.

12. What magnitude earthquake are US plants designed to?



Public Answer: Each plant is designed to a ground shaking level that is appropriate for its location,
given the possible earthquake sources that may affect the site and its tectonic environment. Ground
shaking is a function of both the magnitude of and earthquake and the distance from the fault plane
to the site. The probabilistic approaches account for a large number of different magnitudes.

Additional, technical non-public information:

In the past, “deterministic” or “scenario based” analyses were used to determine ground shaking
(seismic hazard) levels. Now a probabilistic method is used that accounts for all possible
earthquakes coming from all possible sources (including background seismicity) and the likelihood
that each particular hypothetical earthquake occurs.

13. How many US reactors are located in active earthquake zones (and which reactors)?

Public Answer: Although we often think of the US as having “active” and “non-active” earthquake
zones, earthquakes can actually happen almost anywhere. Seismologists typically separate the US
into low, moderate, and high seismicity zones. The NRC requires that every plant is designed for
site-specific ground motions that are appropriate for their location. In addition, the NRC has specified
a minimum ground shaking level to which the plants must be designed.

Additional, technical non-public information:

14. How many reactors are along coastal areas that could be affected by a tsunami (and
which ones)?

Public Answer: Many plants are located in coastal areas that could theoretically be affected by
tsunami. Two plants, Diablo Canyon and San Onofre are on the Pacific coast, which is known to
have tsunami hazard. There are also two plants on the Gulf Coast, South Texas and Crystal River.
There are many plants on the Atlantic Coast or on rivers that may be affected by a tidal bore. These
include St. Lucia, Brunswick, Oyster Creek, Millstone, Pilgrim, Seabrook, Calvert Cliffs, Salem, and
Surry. Tsunami on the Gulf and Atlantic Coasts occur, but are very rare. Generally the flooding
anticipated from Hurricane storm surge exceeds the flooding expected from a tsunami for plants on
the Atlantic and Gulf Coast.

Additional, technical non-public information:

15. How many US plants have designs similar to the affected Japanese reactors (and which
ones)

Public Answer: Six of the 104 US reactors General Electric BWR 3 with Mark 1 containments similar
to the design used at Fukushima Unit One.

Additional Information:
Dresden Units 2 and 3, Monticello unit 1, Pilgrim unit 1, Quad Cities Units 1and 2.



From: Harrington, Holly

To: Couret, Ivonne

Subject: RE: Lena Sun -Washington Post- DEADLINE 3PM
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 3:41:00 PM

sure

From: Couret, Ivonne

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 3:25 PM

To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: FW: Lena Sun -Washington Post- DEADLINE 3PM

Do you want to take this? lvonne

lvonne L. Couret
Public Affairs Officer
Office of Public Affairs
Media Desk
opa.resource@nrc.gov
301-415-8200

Visit our online photo gallery. Incorporate graphics and photographs to tell your story!
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/photo-gallery/

2010-2011 Information Digest - Where you can find NRC Facts at a Glance
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/nuregs/staff/sr1350/

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 1:23 PM
To: Couret, Ivonne
Subject: Lena Sun -Washington Post- DEADLINE 3PM

Organization -Washington Post

Contact - Lena Sun

Phone -443-340-7611

Email - suni@washpost.com

Request — She has a question and it is not technical “Given the amount of publicity
regarding the crisis in Japan has the NRC received ideas/suggestions. What is the nature
of these suggestions?”
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From: Hayden, Elizabeth

To: Harrington, Holly
Subject: Blog problem
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 3:45:17 PM

We may have to take down the transcript and replace it w/the cfhairman’s opening remarks
—Eliot is doing battle with OCA. Also you can’t pull up the video on the hearing link we
identified.

Beth Hayden

Senior Advisor

Office of Public Affairs

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
--- Protecting People and the Environment

301-415-8202

elizabeth.hayden@nrc.gov
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From: NRC Announcement

To: NRC Ann men

Subject: Event: NRC Viewing of the Commission Meeting on the Japan Event

Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 3:50:57 PM

NRC Daily Announcements Highlighted Information and Messages

Friday March 18, 2011 -- Headquarters Edition

Event: NRC Viewing of the Commission Meeting on the Japan Event

Event: NRC Viewing of the Commission Meeting on the Japan Event

On Monday, March 21, 2011, the NRC will hold a Commission Meeting to address the
ongoing nuclear events at the Fukushima Nuclear Reactor site in Japan. The meeting
is scheduled to convene at 9 a.m. in the One White Flint North (OWFN) Commission
Hearing Room. Interested staff is encouraged to view the proceedings at one of the
following locations:

« Two White Flint North (TWFN) auditorium
« TWFN exhibit area

« Cable Channel 46 and 47 throughout the White Flint North Complex
« TWFN Building O-2 B5

« OWFN Building - O-3 B4

« Executive Boulevard Building - 1B15

« Twinbrook Building - SE01

« Church Street Building - 2C19

. Gateway Building - 04B2

« Region I*

« Region II*

« Region III*

» Region IV*

« Technical Training Center*

*Regional and TTC staff will be notified of the VTC viewing location by their VTC
coordinator.

For more information about event viewing locations, contact Jason Wright at 415-
5446 or Christine Kundrat at 415-6130.

== (2011 03 18 00:00: 00 0) - Vlew t(em m anew wmdow
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From: Harrington, Holly

To: Tavlor, Robert
Subject: RE: Text of Blog Post Just Posted -- Verbiage about MSNBC report

Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 4:26:00 PM

‘tis our very own Dave Mclintyre

From: Taylor, Robert

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 4:12 PM

To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: RE: Text of Blog Post Just Posted -- Verbiage about MSNBC report

Who is the great poet? Mr. Brenner?

From: Harrington, Holly

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 4:09 PM

To: Taylor, Robert

Subject: RE: Text of Blog Post Just Posted -- Verbiage about MSNBC report

Alas, | can take no credit for writing this!

From: Taylor, Robert

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 3:30 PM

To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: RE: Text of Blog Post Just Posted -- Verbiage about MSNBC report

You are AMAZING!

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 3:22 PM

To: Taylor, Robert; Brenner, Eliot; Burnell, Scott; Couret, Ivonne; Hayden, Elizabeth; McIntyre, David;
Chandrathil, Prema; Dricks, Victor; Hannah, Roger; Ledford, Joey; Mitlyng, Viktoria; Screnci, Diane;
Sheehan, Neil; Uselding, Lara

Subject: Text of Blog Post Just Posted -- Verbiage about MSNBC report

Don’t Believe Everything You Read

Many news reports during this chaotic week have questioned the safety of U.S. nuclear
power plants in the wake of the terrible events in Japan. These reports raise questions
about the design of reactor containments and spent fuel pools, and of course whether our
plants would be able to withstand an earthquake and tsunami like the ones that
devastated Japan.

Nuclear power is a complicated, technical subject, and we naturally try to simplify it to
make it understandable to the general public. Sometimes, however, simplification leads to
misunderstanding, and misunderstanding causes fear.

One example was a so-called “investigative report” on MSNBC.com that ranked nuclear
power plants according to their “vulnerability” to major earthquakes. The reporter
concluded that the Indian Point plant, 24 miles north of New York City, was “the most
vulnerable” in the nation. Instant headlines. You may have heard a local news report that
your neighborhood nuclear plant ranked “on the NRC’s Top Ten List” of the plants most
likely to tumble in a tembilor.

Kruut—lbn,



Let's be clear: The NRC does not rank nuclear power plants according to their vulnerability
to earthquakes. This "ranking" was developed by the MSNBC.com reporter using partial
information and we believe an even more partial understanding of how we evaluate plants
for seismic risk. Each plant is evaluated individually according to the geology of its site, not
by a "one-size-fits-all" model — therefore such rankings or comparisons are highly
misleading.

We are also frequently asked whether Piant A can withstand a quake of magnitude X. The
reporters always want a yes-or-no answer, but again, it's not that simple. Nuclear plants
are designed to withstand a certain level of “ground shaking,” to use a technical term. But
the way the ground shakes in an earthquake is a factor of the magnitude and the distance
from the epicenter, among other things. So we can't give a simple answer to such a simple
question.

Each plant is built to the circumstances that exist at its location — including earthquakes,
floods and tsunamis. For example, at nuclear plants along the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts,
the greatest water threat is hurricane storm surge, not a tsunami. Moreover, there is only
one fault, near the northwest U.S. coast, that is similar to the fault in Japan, and there are
no nuclear plants nearby. The closest coastal plant to that fault is well-protected against
tsunami.

Over the last few years, the NRC has reassessed nuclear plants in the central and eastern
United States for their vulnerability to earthquakes, using new seismic data developed by
geologists. The study’s preliminary work has shown that a few plants might have stronger
ground motions than originally thought, although still within the plants’ safety margins.
These plants will do more research once more detailed analytical models are available
later this year.

This is a complex issue that does not always lend itself to simple yes and no answers.
Bottom line: the NRC does not rank plants on seismic risk. Plants in this country continue
to operate safely and securely.

Eliot Brenner

Public Affairs Director



From: MciIntyre, David

To: Harrington, Holly; Brenner, Eliot; Burnell, Scott
Subject: RE: Text of Blog Post Just Posted -- Verbiage about MSNBC report
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 3:53:30 PM

Holly — Annie Kammerer, the seismic expert, LOVES this blog post. She would like us to
tweak two words: in the sentence about the 1 US fault similar to Japan, she asks if we can
insert the one techie word .” ... that is similar to the ‘subduction’ fault in Japan, ..."

And in Scott’'s tweak, she warns that “a few plants might have stronger ground motions”
will leave us open to trouble, because nearly all of them fit this description. She suggests
“some” or “several” instead of “a few”.

Dave

From: Harrington, Holly

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 3:22 PM

To: Taylor, Robert; Brenner, Eliot; Burnell, Scott; Couret, Ivonne; Hayden, Elizabeth; Mclntyre, David;
Chandrathil, Prema; Dricks, Victor; Hannah, Roger; Ledford, Joey; Mitlyng, Viktoria; Screnci, Diane;
Sheehan, Neil; Uselding, Lara

Subject: Text of Blog Post Just Posted -- Verbiage about MSNBC report

Don't Believe Everything You Read

Many news reports during this chaotic week have questioned the safety of U.S. nuclear
power plants in the wake of the terrible events in Japan. These reports raise questions
about the design of reactor containments and spent fuel pools, and of course whether our
plants would be able to withstand an earthquake and tsunami like the ones that
devastated Japan.

Nuclear power is a complicated, technical subject, and we naturally try to simplify it to
make it understandable to the general public. Sometimes, however, simplification leads to
misunderstanding, and misunderstanding causes fear.

One example was a so-called “investigative report” on MSNBC.com that ranked nuclear
power plants according to their “vulnerability” to major earthquakes. The reporter
concluded that the Indian Point plant, 24 miles north of New York City, was “the most
vulnerable” in the nation. Instant headlines. You may have heard a local news report that
your neighborhood nuclear plant ranked “on the NRC'’s Top Ten List” of the plants most
likely to tumble in a temblor.

Let’s be clear: The NRC does not rank nuclear power plants according to their vulnerability
to earthquakes. This "ranking" was developed by the MSNBC.com reporter using partial
information and we believe an even more partial understanding of how we evaluate plants
for seismic risk. Each plant is evaluated individually according to the geology of its site, not
by a "one-size-fits-all" model — therefore such rankings or comparisons are highly
misleading.

We are also frequently asked whether Plant A can withstand a quake of magnitude X. The
reporters always want a yes-or-no answer, but again, it's not that simple. Nuclear plants
are designed to withstand a certain level of “ground shaking,” to use a technical term. But
the way the ground shakes in an earthquake is a factor of the magnitude and the distance
from the epicenter, among other things. So we can't give a simple answer to such a simple
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question.

Each plant is built to the circumstances that exist at its location — including earthquakes,
floods and tsunamis. For example, at nuclear plants along the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts,
the greatest water threat is hurricane storm surge, not a tsunami. Moreover, there is only
one fault, near the northwest U.S. coast, that is similar to the fault in Japan, and there are
no nuclear plants nearby. The closest coastal plant to that fault is well-protected against
tsunami.

Over the last few years, the NRC has reassessed nuclear plants in the central and eastern
United States for their vulnerability to earthquakes, using new seismic data developed by
geologists. The study’'s preliminary work has shown that a few plants might have stronger
ground motions than originally thought, although still within the plants’ safety margins.
These plants will do more research once more detailed analytical models are available
later this year.

This is a complex issue that does not always lend itself to simple yes and no answers.
Bottom line: the NRC does not rank plants on seismic risk. Plants in this country continue
to operate safely and securely.

Eliot Brenner

Public Affairs Director



From: Wood, Chad

To: Harrington, Holly
Subject: RE: Press # and email
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 3:26:24 PM

You know | would love to, but | have a fork to stick in my eye.

Not real happy about how all this has gone.

From: prvs=05168de55=Holly.Harrington@nrc.gov [mailto:prvs=05168de55=Holly.Harrington@nrc.gov]
On Behalf Of Harrington, Holly

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 3:23 PM

To: Wood, Chad

Subject: RE: Press # and email

You're always welcome to come in and work the weekend with us!!

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 3:19 PM
To: Harrington, Holly
Subject: RE: Press # and email

Thanks. | think I'm just going to send around the niccl roster to the key folks.

From: prvs=05168de55=Holly.Harrington@nrc.gov [mailto:prvs=05168de55=Holly.Harrington@nrc.gov]
On Behalf Of Harrington, Holly

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 3:07 PM

To: Wood, Chad

Subject: RE: Press # and email

We'll be staffing both 301-415-8200 and 301-816-5107 from about 8 a.m.to 7 p.m. both days ... If
you need someone urgently outside those hours call 301-816-5100

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 2:55 PM
To: Harrington, Holly
Subject: Press # and email

What contacts do you want me to use particularly for the weekend. Will update for everyone.

geen- 4k



From: Harrington, Holly

To: Wittick, Susan; Akstulewicz, Brenda
Subject: RE: Talking Points for 8200 phone staff
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:47:00 AM

| moved bullets and made a few changes. Brenda, can you finalize?

From: Wittick, Susan

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:39 AM

To: Akstulewicz, Brenda; Harrington, Holly

Cc: Harrington, Holly

Subject: RE: Talking Points for 8200 phone staff

Brenda, a few notes and updates are attached.
Susan

From: Akstulewicz, Brenda

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:29 AM

To: Harrington, Holly; Wittick, Susan

Subject: Talking Points for 8200 phone staff
Importance: High

Ladies,
Attached for your review.

B

Brenda Akstulewicz
Administrative Assistant
Office of Public Affairs
301-415-8209

S
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From: Harrington, Holly

To: Bonaccorso, Amy

Subject: RE: Half retraction for Salt encrustacion. REPLY: Aren"t those rods going to be so salt encrusted that they can"t
cool

Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:49:00 AM

ignore

From: Bonaccorso, Amy

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:34 AM

To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: FW: Half retraction for Salt encrustacion. REPLY: Aren't those rods going to be so salt
encrusted that they can't cool

Holly:

How do you deal with pen pals? it's one danger of email responses.

From: phil [mailto:phillipmarx@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 8:17 AM

To: Bonaccorso, Amy

Subject: Re: Half retraction for Salt encrustacion. REPLY: Aren't those rods going to be so salt
encrusted that they can't cool

Notice that NONE of those reactors would have blown their tops if they had dumped enough common
lead and NiCad batteries or better into those in time. NONE.

I heard that there are at least 42 Mark | reactors in America, | think all of them should be checked to
see if their containment pressure release valves are safe for high oxygen atmospheres, with no grease
or oil in their mechanism or even valve stem, that can incinerate. See Below. Hydrogen is harmless
enough to fly Zeppelins for the millions of hours that they did. The only reasons these are exploding is
because of the high oxygen levels. Match lighting hydrogen filled balloons is a common classroom
physics demonstration of a weak explosion. Note that the exclusively hydrogen filled Zeppelin didn't
explode, it just burned.

All of the world's reactors (yours too, and you should raise your tusnami fence and place surge
diffusers underwater to divert the direct shocks, if not the surge, a 45' angle is the same as making
that wall 1.4 times thicker) should have supplemental reaction quenchers added, with quenching
agents that won't evaporate, like the high rise buildings have water tanks on their roofs for fire fighting,
so that it can be gravity fed when all power fails. Else, shut them down. My home-built Geiger counter
is already ticking maybe 50% faster. Once every 3-4 seconds average. Some early reactors used

liquid fluoride salts for coolants, "The ARE went critical for the first time on November 3, 1954
using a mixture of sodium fluoride, zirconium fluoride, and uranium tetrafluoride. It
operated for a total of 100 hours at a maximum temperature of 1600°F " and the zirconium
salt probably implies compatibility with the zirconium reactor rods' ceramics, maybe it will
plate out on the rods making them stronger, unless it is a solvent for them, but even then, it
will still precipitate if it surpasses saturation, and precipitate where concentration would be
highest, such as on the hottest surfaces of the rods.... But if it is, maybe it is a solvent for the
uranium, meaning the uranium tetrafluoride could be pumped out, anyway, probably not

Half retraction for Salt encrustacion.



That particular salt that dominates sea water is sodium chloride which will break down into sodium and
chlorine, both exothermically incendiary, sodium especially in contact with water.

However, if the salt is a cadmium salt, it might precipitate metallically on the zirconium or salt crust
overlay, and prevent it's burning, and be structural enough if eventually thick enough to hold up the
pellets in the stack.

Maybe a clay can be included in the water, that will also precipitate on the hottest surfaces first, unless
it's coefficients of expansion are so different that it slakes off, but the cadmium will cut down the
reaction chain efficiency better than anything else, but a clay that will increase standup strength,
without decreasing cooling, not an asbestos. You are going to have to use robots with chisels
anyway, to relocate all that material someday, might as well make it as safe as possible to work
around. | did radiation total dose testing for Strategic Defense Initiative CMOS circuits, proof

testing the Rad Hard designs at a local research reactor, back in the early 90s, and even was shown
that | could handle reactor rods with mere gloved hands safely (new ones) and the rad badge didn't
budge. Circuits are available now that can enable robots to function in higher radioactivity to prevent
the need to Chernobly encrypt it there. If we can move the London Bridge, we can move all that stuff
and re-refine it or, re-dilute it safely.

| think a robot should place a lot of perforated cadmium tubing over those plutonium mox rods, many
tubes, coaxially concentric, perforated to allow steam cooling, with the holes oriented so that there are
no straight lines of sight for radioactivity. Once those are covered, the rest should also be done, most
unspent rods first.

Or, better, those rods should be pulled, and relocated on some unsinkable barge(s) until best
dispositions resolve. New reactors should be designed for robot access, and old reactors should be
retrofitted for robot management. Put some aquariums on wheels in there, and put maybe 4 rods in
each and then pull them out of the building, starting with rods that are spaced closest to each other.
Japan has a lot of man-like robots, but | doubt they've been built with the rad-hard circuits my
company invented.

Silicon clays from sand risk breakdown into Silane, which is extremely flammable.
However, silicon carbide isn't, and silicon nitride probably isn't, but any nitrogen it releases might be.

2) Also, you are forming a supersonic hydrogen combustor at the same time you open the pressure
release valves, you can probably find a better, more relevant reference, but | found this one in just a
few seconds. When you release pressures that high, you can probably burn air into Nox.
http://deepblue lib.umich.edu/bitstream/2027.42/76611/1/AIAA-24093-582.pdf

3) Thus, trying to bleed that Brown's gas mix through non-ignition damping hardware is going to result
in drastic, unplanned and hard to explain explosions.

hitp://www.google.com/search ?hizen&q=Brown%27s+Gas

The Insanity of Zirconium in a Nuclear Power Plant

Submitted by BuzzFlash on Wed, 03/16/2011 - 10:21pm.

- Guest Commentary

KARL GROSSMAN FOR BUZZFLASH AT TRUTHOUT

The explosion at the Fukushima nuclear power plant is being described as caused by a "hydrogen
build-up" The situation harks back to the "hydrogen bubble" that was feared would explode when the
Three Mile Island plant in 1979 underwent a partial meltdown. The hydrogen explosion problem at
nuclear power plants involves a story as crazy as can be. As nuts as using nuclear fission to boil water
to generate electricity is, the hydrogen problem and its cause cap the lunacy. Eruption of hydrogen gas
as a first reaction in a loss-of-coolant accident has been discussed with great worry in U.S.
government and nuclear industry literature for decades.



That is because @ highly volatile substance called zirconium was chosen back in the

1940's and 50's, when plans were first developed to build nuclear power plants, as the material to be
used to make the rods into which radioactive fuel would be loaded. There are 30,000 to 40,000 rods-
composed of twenty tons of zirconium in an average nuclear power plant. Many other substances were
tried, particularly stainless steel, but only zirconium worked well. That's because zirconium, it was
found, allows neutrons from the fuel pellets in the rods to pass freely between the rods and thus a
nuclear chain reaction to be sustained.

But there's ith zirconium - it is hi volatii i

light.

But in a nuclear plant, we're not talking about specks, but tons and tons of zirconium, put together as a
compound called "zircaloy" that clads tens of thousands of fuel rods. Heat - a great deal of heat - builds
up in a very short time with any interruption of coolant flow in a nuclear power plant. This was the
problem at Fukushima after the earthquake that struck Japan. Zirconium, with the explosive power,
pound for pound, of nitroglycerine, will catch fire and explode at a temperature of 2,000 degrees
Fahrenheit, well below the 5,000 degree temperature of a meltdown. Before then, however, zirconium
reacts to the heat by drawing oxygen from water and steam and letting off hydrogen, which itself can
explode and is said to have done so at Fukushima. As a result of such a hydrogen explosion, there is
additional heat, bringing the zirconium itself closer and closer to its explosive level. Whether in addition
to being a hydrogen explosion, zirconium also exploded at Fukushima remains to be known.

But what has happened regarding hydrogen at Fukushima, like the "hydrogen bubble" when the Three
Mile Island plant in Pennsylvania underwent its near partial meltdown, is no mystery, but precisely what
is expected in a loss-of-coolant accident.

It is described in U.S. government and nuclear industry accident studies as a "metal-water" reaction.
It's a reaction, the research has long stated, that can easily trigger a meltdown. Using tons of a
material otherwise used as the speck that explodes in a flashbulb in nuclear power plants is absolutely
crazy.

Moreover, in the spent fuel pools usually situated next to nuclear power plants, there are large numbers
of additional fuel rods, used ones, disposed of as waste. There must be constant water circulation in
the spent fuel pools. In what is labeled a "loss-of-water' accident in a spent fuel pool, the zirconium
cladding of the fuel rods is projected as exploding, sending into the environment the lethal nuclear
poisons in a spent fuel pool.

Karl Grossman, professor of journalism at the State University of New York/College at Old Westbury,
has long specialized in doing investigative reporting on nuclear technology. He is the author of Cover
Up: What You Are Not Supposed to Know About

Nuclear Power. He is the host of the nationally aired TV program, Enviro Close-Up (envirovideo.com).

NUCLEAR POWER ISN'T THE PROBLEM

Submitted by Skinny Dog on Wed, 03/16/2011 - 11:57pm.

Nuclear power isn't the problem. The problem is the reactors we've been using to make it.

Karl is absolutely right - using zirconium in a reactor is insane. So is using water. And so is using
Uranium.

LFTRs (Liquid Fluoride Thorium Reactors) have none of the problems Uranium reactors have. If the
reactors in Japan were LFTRs, none of this would be happening. NONE of it. At all. See this article:

hitp://www.wired.com/magazine/2009/12/ff_new_nukes/



----- Original Message -----

From: Bonaccorso. Amy

To: phillipmarx@sbcglobat.net

Cc: Deavers, Ron

Sent: Wednesday, March 16, 2011 9:54 AM

Subject: REPLY: Aren't those rods going to be so salt encrusted that they can't cool, won't the
gas&steam pressure be too high for the cooling pumps ?

Dear Mr. Marx:

We appreciate the suggestions of folks with ideas to resolve the situation in Japan. Please understand
that the NRC has some of the most expert people in the world available to assist the Japanese
authorities in whatever way they request. We are fully staffed in all our response teams at this time and
working 24-hours a day.

Thank you,

Amy



-

From: Brenner, Eliot

To: Mclntyre, David; Harrington, Holly
Subject: RE: MSNBC blog post.docx
Date:’ Friday, March 18, 2011 10:51:40 AM

Attachments: MSNBC bloa post-2.docx

David ... this may be longer than a standard blog post, but see if you are OK technically
and if perhaps you can fill in a paragraph about GS 199.

Eliot

From: McIntyre, David

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:24 AM
To: Harrington, Holly; Brenner, Eliot
Subject: MSNBC blog post.docx

Attached is my proposed blog post on the MSNBC.com earthquake rankings. It uses my

talking point from yesterday, which was OK’d by Annie Kemmerer, and some points from
her Qs&As.

CRRR -147



Many news reports during this chaotic week have questioned the safety of U.S. nuclear power
plants in the wake of the terrible events in Japan. These reports raise issues such as_reactor
designs flaws in reactor containments and spent fuel pools, and of course whether our plants
would be able to withstand an earthquake and tsunami like the ones that devastated Japan.

Nuclear power is a complicated, technical subject, and we naturally try to simplify it to make it
understandable to the general public. Sometimes, however, simplification leads to
misunderstanding, and misunderstanding causes fear.

An-egregious example was a_so-called » “investigative report” on MSNBC.com that ranked
nuclear power plants according to their “vulnerability” to major earthquakes. The reporter
concluded that the Indian Point plant, 24 miles north of New York City, was “the most
vulnerable” in the nation. Instant headlines. You may have heard a local news report that your
neighborhood nuclear plant ranked “on the NRC'’s Top Ten List” of the plants most likely to
tumble in a tembilor.

Let’s be clear: The NRC does not rank nuclear power plants according to their vulnerability to
earthquakes. This "ranking" was developed by the MSNBC.com reporter using partial
information and we believe an even more partial understanding of how we evaluate plants for
seismic risk. Each plant is evaluated individually according to the geology of its site, not by a
"one-size-fits-all" model - therefore such rankings or comparisons are highly misleading.

We are also frequently asked whether Plant A can withstand a quake of magnitude X. The
reporters always want a yes-or-no answer, but again, it's not that simple. Nuclear plants are
designed to withstand a certain leve! of “ground shaking,” to use a technical term. But the way
the ground shakes in an earthquake is a factor of the magnitude and the distance from the
epicenter. So we can’t give a simple answer to such a simple question.

Each plant is built to the circumstances that exist at its location. Similarly, when it comes to
flooding or tsunamis, each plant is designed to meet the conditions that could exist at that
location. For example, at many plants the greatest water threat is hurricane storm surge, not a
tsunami. Moregver, there is only one fault near the northwest u.S. coast that is similar e fault in
Japan, and there are no nuclearr plants nearby. The closest coastal plant to that fault is well-
protected against tsunami.

This is a complex issue that does not always lend itself to simple yves and no answers. Bottom
line: the NRC does not rank plants on seismic risk.

One paragraph about G-191....... summarising what it looked at.




From: Brenner, Eliot .

To: Skolnik, Aaron; Widomski, Michael; Harrington, Holly; Luke, Paul
Subject: RE: broadcast operations conversation
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:52:59 AM

How about 1230pm today. My direct number is 301-415-8201

From: Skolnik, Aaron [mailto:aaron.skolnik@dhs.gov]
Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:26 AM

To: Widomski, Michael; Harrington, Holly; Luke, Paul
Cc: Brenner, Eliot

Subject: RE: broadcast operations conversation

Oh, | know... You caught me in the middle of my commute and | was thinking of how much I'd
actually like to be working in Rockville. ;)

Eliot: Is there a particular time that’s better for you to have this discussion?

From: Widomski, Michael [mailto:michael.widomski@dhs.gov]
Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:16 AM

To: Harrington, Holly; Skolnik, Aaron; Widomski, Michael; Luke, Paul
Cc: Brenner, Eliot

Subject: RE: broadcast operations conversation

Aaron.
Just to be clear | think Eliot just needs to first have a conversation about overall pitfalls he needs to be
aware of. If anything, he may just ask that you attend a meeting with him in order to provide

guidance. | don't expect a detail...just guidance.

Thanks,
Michael

From: prvs=05168de55=Holly.Harrington@nrc.gov on behalf of Harrington, Holly
Sent: Fri 3/18/2011 10:15 AM

To: Skolnik, Aaron; Widomski, Michael; Luke, Paul

Cc: Brenner, Eliot

Subject: RE: broadcast operations conversation

This is Eliot’s deal. If he needs help, | assume he’ll respond directly or ask Michael todo so . ..
would be great to see either of your smiling faces!

From: Skolnik, Aaron [mailto:aaron.skolnik@dhs.gov]
Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 7:12 AM

To: Widomski, Michael; Luke, Paul

Cc: Harrington, Holly; Brenner, Eliot

Subject: Re: broadcast operations conversation

Will call this morning. Would certainly love a short detail to Rockville. Nice short commute. And an
excuse to hang out with Holly again. :)
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Aaron Skolnik (Wireless E-mail)

From: Widomski, Michael

To: Luke, Paul; Skolnik, Aaron

Cc: 'Holly.Harrington@nrc.gov' <Holly.Harrington@nrc.gov>; 'eliot.brenner@nrc.gov’
<eliot.brenner@nrc.gov>

Sent: Thu Mar 17 19:17:21 2011

Subject: Re: broadcast operations conversation

Resending with Eliot's correct email.

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

From: Widomski, Michael

To: Luke, Paul; Skolnik, Aaron

Cc: elliot.brenner@nrc.gov <elliot.brenner@nrc.gov>; Holly.Harrington@nrc.gov
<Holly.Harrington@nrc.gov>

Sent: Thu Mar 17 18:35:34 2011

Subject: broadcast operations conversation

Aaron and/or Paul,

Could one of you please reach out to NRC's Director of Public Affairs Elliot Brenner in the next day or
so? | told him that | thought one of you could offer him some of your expert knowledge about
specifications that need to be considered when building out a press briefing center. NRC is looking
into taking the steps in this direction and he could use some advice in providing information on some of
the pitfalls to avoid. He may even ask you to attend a meeting up in Rockville next Tuesday, but |
thought it made sense if you had a conversation first.

You can reach him by calling the main Public Affairs number (301-415-8200) and tell who ever
answers that you are calling from FEMA's Broadcast Operations section. Elliot knows that you will be
calling...but of course please understand that he is a very busy man these days.

| greatly appreciate your assistance.
Michael

Michael Widomski

Deputy Director of Public Affairs
FEMA

202-744-1052



From: Harrington, Holly

To: Akstulewicz, Brenda

Subject: RE: Talking Points for 8200 phone staff

Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:53:00 AM
Attachments: 03-21-2011 EDOBriefingtoCommisisonSVWedit.do:

That would help

From: Akstulewicz, Brenda

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:51 AM

To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: RE: Talking Points for 8200 phone staff

Hey Holly — I need the document to finalize, please!! ©

From: Harrington, Holly

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:47 AM

To: Wittick, Susan; Akstulewicz, Brenda
Subject: RE: Talking Points for 8200 phone staff

I moved bullets and made a few changes. Brenda, can you finalize?

From: Wittick, Susan
Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:39 AM

To: Akstulewicz, Brenda; Harrington, Holly

Cc: Harrington, Holly

Subject: RE: Talking Points for 8200 phone staff

Brenda, a few notes and updates are attached.
Susan

From: Akstulewicz, Brenda
Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:29 AM

To: Harrington, Holly; Wittick, Susan
Subject: Talking Points for 8200 phone staff
Importance: High

Ladies,
Attached for your review.

B

Brenda Akstulewicz
Administrative Assistant
Office of Public Affairs
301-415-8209
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INFORMATION
ON COMMISISON MEETING
MONDAY, MARCH 21, 2011
COMMISSION BRIEFING ROOM
OWFN

The EDO will be briefing the Commission on the events in Japan at a PUBLIC meeting. Calls on this
meeting are being directed to 301-415-8200. You may respond to inquiries with the following:

¢ Monday, March 21, 2011
o 9am —11am with the possibility of it ending earlier, but it will go no later than 11 am. end
promptiy-at-Ham
o Commission hearinrg Conference room (to be consistent with public notice)
= One White Flint North
= 11555 Rockville Pike
= Rockville, MD
o Overflow will be directed to the TWFN auditorium

o This is NOT a question/answer session, it is an invitation to be present when the EDO briefs the
Commission _

o There is a Closed Commission Meeting directly following Open Meeting, so Chairman and
Commissioners will not be available for questions or interviews.

e Public is welcome
o Must have photo ID to gain entrance

o Print Media is welcome
o Must have photo ID to gain entrance
o—NO-Gameras

e Cameras
o There is going to be a video camera pool
= CBS has video
= No pool for stills (will get more info on this at 11:30 mtg) cameras are allowed

e Parking
o Encourage people to take Metro
o There is NO on-site parking
o Parking is available at the Metro garage on Marinelli Rd.

¢ This meeting will be webcast direct them to:

WWW.NIC.gov

Public Involvement and Meetings Tab (far right at top of page)
Click on Public Meeting Schedule

o
(o]
(e}
o Locate meeting by



= Date/time
=  Purpose
¢ Click on [webcast]



From: Skolnik, Aaron

To: Brenner, Eliot; Widomski, Michael; Harrington, Holly; Luke, Paul
Subject: RE: broadcast operations conversation
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:53:29 AM

No problem. Will call then.

From: prvs=0513691ca=Eliot.Brenner@nrc.gov [mailto:prvs=0513691ca=Eliot.Brenner@nrc.gov] On
Behalf Of Brenner, Eliot

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:53 AM

To: Skolnik, Aaron;, Widomski, Michael; Harrington, Holly; Luke, Paul

Subject: RE: broadcast operations conversation

How about 1230pm today. My direct number is 301-415-8201

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:26 AM

To: Widomski, Michael; Harrington, Holly; Luke, Paul
Cc: Brenner, Eliot -

Subject: RE: broadcast operations conversation

Oh, | know... You caught me in the middle of my commute and | was thinking of how much I'd
actually like to be working in Rockville. ;)

Eliot: Is there a particular time that’s better for you to have this discussion?

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:16 AM

To: Harrington, Holly; Skolnik, Aaron; Widomski, Michael; Luke, Paul
Cc: Brenner, Eliot

Subject: RE: broadcast operations conversation

Aaron.
Just to be clear | think Eliot just needs to first have a conversation about overall pitfalls he needs to be
aware of. If anything, he may just ask that you attend a meeting with him in order to provide

guidance. | don't expect a detail...just guidance.

Thanks,
Michael

From: prvs=05168de55=Holly.Harrington@nrc.gov on behalf of Harrington, Holly
Sent: Fri 3/18/2011 10:15 AM

To: Skolnik, Aaron; Widomski, Michael; Luke, Paul

Cc: Brenner, Eliot

Subject: RE: broadcast operations conversation

This is Eliot’s deal. If he needs help, I assume he’ll respond directly or ask Michael todoso. ..
would be great to see either of your smiling faces!

Lot - i<



Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 7:12 AM

To: Widomski, Michael; Luke, Paul

Cc: Harrington, Holly; Brenner, Eliot

Subject: Re: broadcast operations conversation

Will call this morning. Would certainly love a short detail to Rockville. Nice short commute. And an
excuse to hang out with Holly again. :)

Aaron Skolnik (Wireless E-mail)

From: Widomski, Michael

To: Luke, Paul; Skolnik, Aaron

Cc: 'Holly.Harrington@nrc.gov' <Holly.Harrington@nrc.gov>; 'eliot.brenner@nrc.gov'
<eliot.brenner@nrc.gov>

Sent: Thu Mar 17 19:17:21 2011

Subject: Re: broadcast operations conversation

Resending with Eliot's correct email.

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

From: Widomski, Michael

To: Luke, Paul; Skolnik, Aaron
Cc: elliot.brenner@nre.gov <elliot.brenner@nrc.gov>; Holly.Harrington@nrc.gov
<Holly.Harrington@nrc.gov> '

Sent: Thu Mar 17 18:35:34 2011

Subject: broadcast operations conversation

Aaron and/or Paul,

Could one of you please reach out to NRC's Director of Public Affairs Elliot Brenner in the next day or
so? | told him that | thought one of you could offer him some of your expert knowledge about
specifications that need to be considered when building out a press briefing center. NRC is looking
into taking the steps in this direction and he could use some advice in providing information on some of
the pitfalls to avoid. He may even ask you to attend a meeting up in Rockville next Tuesday, but |
thought it made sense if you had a conversation first.

You can reach him by calling the main Public Affairs number (301-415-8200) and tell who ever
answers that you are calling from FEMA's Broadcast Operations section. Elliot knows that you will be
calling...but of course please understand that he is a very busy man these days.

| greatly appreciate your assistance.
Michael

Michael Widomski

Deputy Director of Public Affairs

FEMA
202-744-1052



From: Harrington, Hally

To: Widomski, Michael

Subject: RE: i will be on the HHS Call at 11:00
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:54:00 AM
ok

From: Widomski, Michael [mailto: michael.widomski@dhs.gov]
Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:54 AM

To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: i will be on the HHS Call at 11:00

@ﬂmmdil



From: Janbergs, Holly

To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: FW: Fukushima Calculations

Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:58:38 AM
Importance: High

Is there any information | can give him behind the calculations we attached to the latest
press release? Attachments say it was determined by the Protective Measures Team in
the Ops Cr, but | don’t want to bother them if unnecessary.

From: Shawn Googins [mailto:sgoogins@googins.org]
Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:02 AM

To: Janbergs, Holly

Subject: RE: Fukushima Calculations

Importance: High

Holly,

Thank you I already have these documents. I want to know the model/modeling software
used (what is the program they used for the dispersion modeling) and the SOURCE TERM
that was used in the calculations. The two documents that I already have DO NOT have
the assumptions and the source terms (how many curies, which radionuclides, etc.)

Please pass this along to technical staff at the NRC thanks.

-------- Original Message --------
Subject: Re: Fukushima Calculations

From: "Janbergs, Holly" <Holly,Janbergs@nrc.gov>
Date: Fri, March 18, 2011 9:29 am

To: "sgoogins@googins.org” <sgoogins@googins.org>
Mr. Googins,

You can find calculations for the NRC’s recommendations regarding the
evacuation zone around Fukushima attached to this press release here,

vireading- -collecti 2 -

I hope this answers your questions.

Thank you,
Bethany

Beth Janbergs
Public Affairs Assistant
301-415-8211

pene-<v



From: Harrington, Holly

To: WebContractor Resgurce
Subject: RE: Transcript - NRC - Jaczko
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:55:00 AM

Chairman Gregory Jaczko March 16 Congressional Testimony

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:52 AM
To: Harrington, Holly
Subject: RE: Transcript - NRC - Jaczko

Hi,
Can you provide the text for the Highlight?..............

Thank You,
Dawvid
Web Team

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:41 AM

To: WebContractor Resource; WebWork Resource; Hardy, Sally
Cc: Janbergs, Holly

Subject: FW: Transcript - NRC - Jaczko

Please post asap as a highlight. Let me know when it’s up.

Bethany — then we’ll add the link to the photo

From: Brenner, Eliot

Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 6:31 PM
To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: FW: Transcript - NRC - Jaczko

Please post tomorrow, and do a short blog post from me...perhaps pegged off the POTUS

comment.
Thanks.

eliot

Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 5:38 PM

To: Batkin, Joshua; Schmidt, Rebecca; Powell, Amy; Loyd, Susan

Subject: FW: Transcript - NRC - Jaczko

Transcript from yesterday on the house side.



From: Jordan White [mailto:Jordan. White@fednews.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 3:03 PM

To: Shannon, Valerie; Brenner, Eliot

Subject: Transcript - NRC - Jaczko

Hi Valerie,

Please find attached the transcript of the Jaczko panel. If you have any difficulties with the
attachment or any further questions, do not hesitate to contact us. We look forward to hearing
from you.

With no objections, this will also appear on our newswire.
Thanks!

Jordan D. White,

Director, Transcription Services,
Federal News Service
202-216-2707

1000 Vermont Ave., NW, Ste. 500
Washington, D.C., 20005
http.//www.fednews.c



From: WebContractor Respurce

To: Harrington, Holl

Subject: RE: Transcript - NRC - Jaczko
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 11:01:15 AM
Hi Holly,

Highlight is posted:
http://148.184.174.31/

Can we do the photo caption now? Also, should this transcript go on one of Chairman
Jaczko’s pages?......Speeches and Testimony or Meetings and Events?

Thank You,

Dawd
Web Team

From: Harrington, Holly
Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:41 AM

To: WebContractor Resource; WebWork Resource; Hardy, Sally
Cc: Janbergs, Holly

Subject: FW: Transcript - NRC - Jaczko

Please post asap as a highlight. Let me know when it’s up.

Bethany — then we’ll add the link to the photo

From: Brenner, Eliot

Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 6:31 PM
To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: FW: Transcript - NRC - Jaczko

Please post tomorrow, and do a short blog post from me...perhaps pegged off the POTUS
comment.

Thanks.

eliot

From: Brenner, Eliot
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 5:38 PM

To: Batkin, Joshua; Schmidt, Rebecca; Powell, Amy; Loyd, Susan
Subject: FW: Transcript - NRC - Jaczko

Transcript from yesterday on the house side.

Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 3:03 PM
To: Shannon, Valerie; Brenner, Eliot
Subject: Transcript - NRC - Jaczko



Hi Valerie,

Please find attached the transcript of the Jaczko panel. If you have any difficulties with the
attachment or any further questions, do not hesitate to contact us. We look forward to hearing
from you.

With no objections, this will also appear on our newswire."
Thanks!

Jordan D. White,

Director, Transcription Services,
Federal News Service
202-216-2707

1000 Vermont Ave., NW, Ste. 500
Washington, D.C., 20005

http.//www.fednews.com



From: Harrington, Holly

To: Mcintyre, David

Subject: RE: FEMA EPZ Fact Sheet

Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 11:03:00 AM
I'tl distribute

From: Mclntyre, David
Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:57 AM
To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: RE: FEMA EPZ Fact Sheet

NSIR apparently vetted it, according to the FEMA liaison, and is ok to distribute or post.

From: Harrington, Holly

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:23 AM
To: McIntyre, David

Subject: RE: FEMA EPZ Fact Sheet

If NsIR people like it, should we post? Or use as talking points?

From: Mclntyre, David

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:22 AM
To: Harrington, Holly; Widomski, Michael; Brenner, Eliot; Burnell, Scott; Sheehan, Neil; Screnci, Diane;
Couret, Ivonne; Hayden, Elizabeth

Subject: FW: FEMA EPZ Fact Sheet

Those nice Public Affairs folks over at FEMA (I've heard good things about them!) have
prepared the attached fact sheet on EPZs.

From: OSTO5 Hoc

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:20 AM
To: McIntyre, David; Barker, Allan; Browder, Rachel; Erickson, Randy; Logaras, Harral; Maier, Bill;
McNamara, Nancy; Tifft, Doug; Trojanowski, Robert; Woodruff, Gena; Collins, EImo; Dean, Bill; Heck,
Jared; McCree, Victor; Pederson, Cynthia; Satorius, Mark; Easson, Stuart; Flannery, Cindy; LIAO4 Hoc;
Lukes, Kim; Maupin, Cardelia; Noonan, Amanda; OSTO0S5 Hoc; Rautzen, William; Rivera, Alison; Ryan,
Michelle; Turtil, Richard; Virgilio, Rosetta

Subject: FEMA EPZ Fact Sheet

FYI—

Attached is a FEMA-generated fact sheet on EPZs that can be used for immediate use.

Kim Lukes
State Liaison — Liaison Team
Incident Response Center

Q- 1§



From: Harrington, Holl

To! Brenner, Eliot; Burnell, Scott; Couret, Ivonne; Havden, Elizabeth; Mcintyre, David; Chandrathil, Prema; Dricks,
Victor; Hannah, Roger; Ledford, Joey; Mitlyng, Viktoria; Screnci, Diane; Sheehan, Neil; Uselding, Lara

Subject: FW: FEMA EPZ Fact Sheet

Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 11:04:00 AM

Attachments: merger lanning Zones.pdf

This are blessed by NSIR to use . ..

From: McIntyre, David
Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:22 AM

To: Harrington, Holly; Widomski, Michael; Brenner, Eliot; Burnell, Scott; Sheehan, Neil; Screnci, Diane;
Couret, Ivonne; Hayden, Elizabeth

Subject: FW: FEMA EPZ Fact Sheet

Those nice Public Affairs folks over at FEMA (I've heard good things about them!) have
prepared the attached fact sheet on EPZs.

From: OSTO5 Hoc

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:20 AM

To: McIntyre, David; Barker, Allan; Browder, Rachel; Erickson, Randy; Logaras, Harral; Maier, Bill;
McNamara, Nancy; Tifft, Doug; Trojanowski, Robert; Woodruff, Gena; Collins, Elmo; Dean, Bill; Heck,
Jared; McCree, Victor; Pederson, Cynthia; Satorius, Mark; Easson, Stuart; Flannery, Cindy; LIA04 Hoc;
Lukes, Kim; Maupin, Cardelia; Noonan, Amanda; OST05 Hoc; Rautzen, William; Rivera, Alison; Ryan,
Michelle; Turtil, Richard; Virgilio, Rosetta

Subject: FEMA EPZ Fact Sheet

FYl -
Attached is a FEMA-generated fact sheet on EPZs that can be used for immediate use.
Kim Lukes

State Liaison — Liaison Team
Incident Response Center



EMERGENCY PLANNING ZONES

EPZs in Brief
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
emergency preparedness planning guidance provides for two emergency planning zones
(EPZs) for U.S. commercial nuclear power plants (NPPs):
¢ Plume Exposure Pathway (apx. 10 Miles in radius)
o Designed to safeguard the population most at risk from direct exposure to
radiation levels in excess of Environmental Protection Agency Protective
Action Guidelines (PAGs)
¢ Ingestion Exposure Pathway (apx. 50 Miles in radius)

o Designed to protect the public from secondary exposure to radiation
through the food chain or public water supplies

The planning zones are intended to be scalable over time to account for changing conditions
that could possibly extend outside the initial EPZ.

Specifically, NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 states: “In a particular emergency, protective
actions might well be restricted to a small part of the planning zone. On the other hand, for
the worst possible accidents, protective actions would need to be taken outside the planning
zones” (I.D., p.11) i.e., the EPZs are the base areas requiring emergency planning -
they are designed to be expanded (beyond the base of 10, 50 miles), as necessary,
during emergencies.

Note: The 10 & 50 mile EPZs are the Federally required minimum. FEMA and NRC
regulations state that the exact size and shape of the EPZs shall be determined by the State
and local governments - in consultation with FEMA and the NRC, taking into account such
local conditions as demography, topography, land characteristics, access routes and local
jurisdiction boundaries.(44 CFR § 350.7).

EPZ Evacuations

FEMA affirms that evacuation of the public is the preferred initial protective action in the
event of a severe (core damage) emergency occurring (or likely to occur) at NPPs. Federal
requirements for NPPs include the establishment of EPZs at 10 and 50-mile distances
surrounding the site that detail evacuation routes. Evacuation planning includes the
development and incorporation of periodic evacuation time estimate studies to inform
evacuation strategies such that prompt and effective actions can be taken by offsite
response organizations to protect the public in the event of a radiological emergency. This
includes accounting for both permanent and transient populations, persons with disabilities
and access/functional needs, those whose mobility may be impaired because of institutional
or other confinement as well as provisions for the monitoring, decontamination and
congregate care of evacuees, as necessary.

Where immediate evacuation of an affected population within the EPZ is not practical due to
impediments (e.g., debris blocking evacuation routes, severe weather, etc.) or where
evacuation could pose a greater potential health risk, temporary sheltering-in-place of the
public is the preferred protective action. State, Tribal and local evacuation plans and



procedures for NPP communities are reviewed and approved by FEMA. While actual
evacuations of the public are not required in biennial FEMA evaluations, appropriate
demonstrations by State, Tribal and local response agencies to direct and control a public
evacuation is assessed.

EPZs in Detail

The Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ) is the area surrounding an commercial nuclear power
plant (NPP) for which plans/procedures have been made to ensure that prompt and effective
actions are taken to protect the health and safety of the public in case of an incident at the
NPP. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) recognizes two types of EPZs for
planning purposes: the plume exposure pathway EPZ and the ingestion exposure pathway
EPZ. The characteristics of these two types of EPZs are summarized in Exhibit I. Each EPZ is
a roughly circular area, with the NPP at the center.

The EPZs sizes represent a technical judgment based on the type and quantity of hazardous
materials present (source term) and the potential risks where detailed planning is needed to
ensure adequate response to an emergency. An EPZ may include more than one State.
“Split” jurisdictions (i.e., part of the jurisdiction is included in the EPZ and part is not) also
exist. In these cases, EPZ boundaries are determined based on consultation with all parties
involved, including OROs, FEMA, and the NRC. In some cases, a conservative option is taken
and the entire jurisdiction is included in the EPZ.

Exhibit I: Plume and Ingestion EPZ Characteristics

ool

e Whole-body external exposure to
gamma radiation from the passing
plume and from deposited material

e Thyroid exposure through inhalation Approximately 10-
from the passing plume mile radius

s Committed effective dose equivalent

exposure to other critical organs through

inhalation

Plume Exposure Pathway

e Ingestion of contaminated water or

foods, such as milk, fresh vegetables,
Ingestion Exposure and aquatic foodstuffs, may result in Approximately 50-
Pathway increased risk of radiation-induced mile radius
cancer to the thyroid, bone marrow, and
other organs

The size of the plume exposure pathway EPZ, about 10 miles in radius, is based on the
following considerations from NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1:

e Projected doses from traditional design-basis accidents/incidents would not exceed
the Environmental Protection Agency Protective Action Guidline (PAG) levels outside
the zone;

e Projected doses from most core damage sequences would not exceed PAG levels
outside the zone; .

e For the worst-case core damage sequences, immediate life-threatening doses would
generally not occur outside the zone; and



¢ Detailed planning within approximately 10 miles would provide a

substantial base for expansion of response efforts to a larger area, if
necessary.

The size of the ingestion exposure pathway EPZ, about 50 miles in radius, including the
10-mile radius plume exposure pathway EPZ, is based on the following considerations:

¢ The downwind range within which contamination may potentially exceed the PAGs is

limited to about 50 miles from an NPP because of wind shifts during the release and
travel periods;
« Atmospheric iodine (i.e., iodine suspended in the atmosphere for long periods) may
be converted to chemical forms that do not readily enter the ingestion pathway; and
Much of the particulate material in a radioactive plume would have been deposited
on the ground within about 50 miles from the NPP.

The likelihood of exceeding ingestion exposure pathway PAG levels at 50 miles is
comparable to the likelihood of exceeding plume exposure pathway PAG levels at 10 miles.



David Decker

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc: ,
Subject:
Attachments:

LIAO7 Hoc

Monday, March 14, 2011 6:16 AM

LIAQ7 Hoc; Al Coons; Andersen, James; Anderson, Joseph; Barker, Allan; Batkin, Joshua;
Bill King; Bill King 2; Brenner, Eliot; Bubar, Patrice; Castleman, Patrick; Charles Donnell;
Coggins, Angela; Collins, EImo; Conrad Burnside; D Feighert; D Hammons; Dean, Bill;
Decker, David; DIA; DIA2; Dorman, Dan; DOT; Droggitis, Spiros; DTRA; Dudek; EOP; EPA;
EPAZ; Franovich, Mike; Hahn, Matthew; Haney, Catherine; Harrington, Holly; Harry
Sherwood; HHS; Hipschman, Thomas; HOO Hoc; Howell, Linda; J H-L; Jaczko, Gregory; Jim
Kish; Johanna Berkey; Johnson, Michael; Kahler, Robert; L Hammond; Leeds, Eric; Logaras,
Harral; Loyd, Susan; Maier, Bill; Marshall, Michael; McCree, Victor; McDermott, Brian;
McNamara, Nancy; Michelle Ralston; Miller, Charles; Miller, Chris; Monninger, John; Nan
Calhoun; Navy; Nieh, Ho; NOC; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Pearson, Laura; Peter Lyons; R
McCabe; R Thomson; S Horwitz; Satorius, Mark; Schmidt, Rebecca; Seamus O'Boyle;
Sharkey, Jeffry; Sheron, Brian; Snodderly, Michael; Sosa, Belkys; Steve Colman; Thomas
Zerr; Tifft, Doug; Timothy Greten; Trapp, James; Trojanowski, Robert; Vanessa Quinn; W
Webb; Warren, Roberta; Wiggins, Jim; Williams, Kevin; Wittick, Brian; Woodruff, Gena;
Schmidt, Rebecca; Powell, Amy; Loyd, Susan; Coggins, Angela; Batkin, Joshua; taskforce-1
@state.gov; NOC; Charles Donnell

LIAO9 Hoc; LIA11 Hoc

RE: 0600 EDT (March 14, 2011) USNRC Earthquake/Tsunami SitRep

USNRC Earthquake-Tsunami Update.031411.0600EDT.docx

Attached, please find a 0600 EDT situation report from the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Emergency Operations
Center regarding the impacts of the earthquake/tsunami on March 14, 2011. This Update includes information on the
Japanese request for US Assistance in cooling Fukushima Daiichi Units 1, 2, and 3.

l e thét thixinfoymatieQ is~ i ly” apd is galy bein ithin-thefedera

favailys—

Please call the Headquarters Operations Officer at 301-816-5100 with questions.

-Jim

Jim Anderson

Office of Nuclear Security and Incident Response
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

james.anderson@nrc.gov

LIAQ7.HOC@nrc.qgov (Operations Center)
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David Decker

From: Dacus, Eugene

Sent: Monday, March 14, 2011 6:10 AM

To: Dacus, Eugene; Schmidt, Rebecca; Riley (OCA), Timothy; Powell, Amy; Decker, David;
Droggitis, Spiros; Weil, Jenny; Shane, Raeann

Subject: Japan Asked U.S. for help

Jim Trapp is on the phone now with the ET and stated that Japan has formally asked for U.S. help
(technical help in cooling the core). He said Japan also requested help from DoD (probably US
Forces Japan) for airlift and disaster help. He said he expects there will be a call from the Japanese
ambassador in a couple of hours to the NRC. The bad news is the reactors have been jacked up
now for about 18-hours and it may be too late. Nonetheless, we're marshalling our efforts.

From: Dacus, Eugene

Sent: Monday, March 14, 2011 2:58 AM

To: Dacus, Eugene; Schmidt, Rebecca; Riley (OCA), Timothy; Powell, Amy; Decker, David; Droggitis, Spiros; Weil, Jenny;
Shane, Raeann

Subject: RE: Situation Very Grave

More clarity. The NRC's other man on the ground in Japan reported that the ability to cool the units
has been degraded/lost for the last 12-hours. Currently, all cores remain covered, but all levels are -
trending downward. Unless the ability is restored soon, the situation could turn into “real bad” really
fast.

From: Dacus, Eugene

Sent: Monday, March 14, 2011 2:12 AM

To: Schmidt, Rebecca; Riley (OCA), Timothy; Powell, Amy; Decker, David; Droggitis, Spiros; Weil, Jenny; Shane, Raeann
Subject: Situation Very Grave

Jim Trapp, one of the NRC staff sent to Japan, just sent an e-mail stating “all three units have lost
coolant and that the situation is very grave”. | will keep you posted.

280



David Decker

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
- Attachments:

“LIAO7 Hoc

Monday, March 14, 2011 4:48 AM

LIAO7 Hoc; Al Coons Andersen, James; Anderson, Joseph; Barker, Allan; Batkin, Joshua
Bill King; Bill King 2; Brenner, Eliot; Bubar, Patrice; Castleman, Patrick; Charles DonneII
Coggins, Angela; Collins, EImo; Conrad Burnside; D Feighert; D Hammons; Dean, Bill;
Decker, David; DIA; DIA2; Dorman, Dan; DOT; Droggitis, Spiros; DTRA; Dudek; EOP; EPA;
EPAZ2; Franovich, Mike; Hahn, Matthew; Haney, Catherine; Harrington, Holly; Harry
Sherwood; HHS; Hipschman, Thomas; HOO Hoc; Howell, Linda; J H-L; Jaczko, Gregory; Jim
Kish; Johanna Berkey; Johnson, Michael; Kahler, Robert; L. Hammond; Leeds, Eric; Logaras,
Harral; Loyd, Susan; Maier, Bill; Marshall, Michael; McCree, Victor; McDermott, Brian;
McNamara, Nancy; Michelle Ralston; Miller, Charles; Miller, Chris; Monninger, John; Nan
Calhoun; Navy; Nieh, Ho; NOC; Orders, William; Pace, Patti; Pearson, Laura; Peter Lyons; R
McCabe; R Thomson; S Horwitz; Satorius, Mark; Schmidt, Rebecca; Seamus O'Boyle;
Sharkey, Jeffry; Sheron, Brian; Snodderly, Michael; Sosa, Belkys; Steve Colman; Thomas
Zerr; Tifft, Doug; Timothy Greten; Trapp, James; Trojanowski, Robert; Vanessa Quinn; W
Webb; Warren, Roberta; Wiggins, Jim; Williams, Kevin; Wittick, Brian; Woodruff, Gena;
Schmidt, Rebecca; Powell, Amy; Loyd, Susan; Coggins, Angela; Batkin, Joshua; taskforce-1
@state.gov; NOC; Charles Donnell

LIAO9 Hoc; LIA11 Hoc

RE: 0430 EDT (March 14, 2011) USNRC Earthquake/Tsunami SitRep

USNRC Earthquake-Tsunami Update.031411.0430EDT.docx

Attached, please find a 0430 EDT situation report from the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Emergency Operations
Center regarding the impacts of the earthquake/tsunami on March 13, 2011. This Update includes information on the
status of Fukushima Danchl

Fukushlma Daml Onagawa and the us Navy

Please call the Headquarters Operations Officer at 301-816-5100 with questions.
-Jim

Jim Anderson

Office of Nuclear Security and Incident Response
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission

james.anderson@nrc.gov

LIA07.HOC@nrc.gov (Operations Center)

s
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From: Harrinaton, Holly

To: Wittick, Susan
Subject: RE: Q&A for MONDAY"S COMM BRIEF
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 11:08:00 AM

This is fine, as far as it goes. It does not talk about the challenge of other agencies not being
forthcoming with information and forcing states to look for us for information that is not in our
mission or area of responsibility, such as plume mapping, ocean currents and health questions. This
appears to be changing, however, with DOE, HHS and EPA working together to provide such
information. '

From: Wittick, Susan

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:26 AM

To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: FW: Q&A for MONDAY'S COMM BRIEF

Holly, can you review and approve for OPA?
Thanks,
Susan

From: Deegan, George

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 9:28 AM

To: Wittick, Susan

Cc: Piccone, Josephine; Jackson, Deborah; Rivera, Alison; Virgilio, Rosetta; Turtil, Richard; Noonan,
Amanda; Miller, Charles; Moore, Scott; Camper, Larry

Subject: Q&A for MONDAY'S COMM BRIEF

Susan-

Our staff has provided me the attached information that we thought could be provided as a
question/answer in support of Monday’s Commission briefing. Since it relates to
communications with the States, | wanted to make sure OPA was comfortable with it
before | provide it to Allen Howe and his team. | added an item in the third paragraph ---
emergency planning zones---but otherwise this is the same as what | sent you at 8:42
a.m.. If you'd like to make changes, please send them to me and I'll coordinate within
FSME. Thanks.
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From: Harrington, Holly

To: Mcintyre, David
Subject: RE: FEMA EPZ Fact Sheet
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 11:09:00 AM

| sent around for us to talk from. A bit nervous about posting since we already have something up .
.. I’'m not sure we should at this point ... Am willing to be talking into it, though.

From: Mclntyre, David

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:26 AM
To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: RE: FEMA EPZ Fact Sheet

Are we OK posting another agency’s piece? | don’t see why not, though of course we
should credit it. Gives added legitimacy in my eyes. And they back up what we were saying
yesterday about expanding the EPZ if circumstances warrant.

From: Harrington, Holly

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:23 AM
To: Mcintyre, David

Subject: RE: FEMA EPZ Fact Sheet

If NsIR people like it, should we post? Or use as talking points?

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:22 AM

To: Harrington, Holly; Widomski, Michael; Brenner, Eliot; Burnell, Scott; Sheehan, Neil; Screnci, Diane;
Couret, Ivonne; Hayden, Elizabeth

Subject: FW: FEMA EPZ Fact Sheet

Those nice Public Affairs folks over at FEMA (I've heard good things about them!) have
prepared the attached fact sheet on EPZs.

From: OSTO5 Hoc

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:20 AM
To: McIntyre, David; Barker, Allan; Browder, Rachel; Erickson, Randy; Logaras, Harral; Maier, Bill;
McNamara, Nancy; Tifft, Doug; Trojanowski, Robert; Woodruff, Gena; Collins, Eimo; Dean, Bill; Heck,
Jared; McCree, Victor; Pederson, Cynthia; Satorius, Mark; Easson, Stuart; Flannery, Cindy; LIA04 Hoc;
Lukes, Kim; Maupin, Cardelia; Noonan, Amanda; OST05 Hoc; Rautzen, William; Rivera, Alison; Ryan,
Michelle; Turtil, Richard; Virgilio, Rosetta

Subject: FEMA EPZ Fact Sheet

FYI -

Attached is a FEMA-generated fact sheet on EPZs that can be used for immediate use.

Kim Lukes
State Liaison ~ Liaison Team
Incident Response Center
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From: Harrington, Holly

To: Wi ntractor R rc
Subject: RE: Transcript - NRC - Jaczko
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 11:11:00 AM

Yes, please add to Speeches and Testimony, and yes, add link to existing caption.

From: WebContractor Resource

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 11:01 AM
To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: RE: Transcript - NRC - Jaczko

Hi Holly,

Highlight is posted:
http://148.184.174.31/

Can we do the photo caption now? Also, should this transcript go on one of Chairman
Jaczko’s pages?......Speeches and Testimony or Meetings and Events?

Thank You,

David
Web Team

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:41 AM

To: WebContractor Resource; WebWork Resource; Hardy, Sally
Cc: Janbergs, Holly

Subject: FW: Transcript - NRC - Jaczko

Please post asap as a highlight. Let me know when it’s up.

Bethany — then we’ll add the link to the photo

From: Brenner, Elio
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 6:31 PM
To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: FW: Transcript - NRC - Jaczko

Please post tomorrow, and do a short blog post from me...perhaps pegged off the POTUS
comment. .

Thanks.

eliot

From: Brenner, Eliot

Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 5:38 PM

To: Batkin, Joshua; Schmidt, Rebecca; Powell, Amy; Loyd, Susan
Subject: FW: Transcript - NRC - Jaczko

eeee-lé)



Transcript from yesterday on the house side.

Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2011 3:03 PM
To: Shannon, Valerie; Brenner, Eliot
Subject: Transcript - NRC - Jaczko

Hi Valerie,

Please find attached the transcript of the Jaczko panel. If you have any difficulties with the
attachment or any further questions, do not hesitate to contact us. We look forward to hearing
from you.

With no objections, this will also appear on our newswire.
Thanks!

Jordan D. White,
Director, Transcription Services,
Federal News Service
202-216-2707
1000 Vermont Ave., NW, Ste. 500
Washington, D.C., 20005
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From: Widomski, Michael
To: Tavior, Robert; Mclntyre, David; Harrington, Holly
Subject: Fw: NICCL update: Fact Sheets and TPs
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 11:11:22 AM
Attachments: EDA.doc
HS FEMA family preparedness and the natl response framework.

CBP LSPS.docx

EPA_monitoring.docx

HHS KI.docx

Domestic Response to Japan TPs v2.docx

NICCL call summary 3-18-11 10 am.docx

USCG Fact Sheet.doc

Good stuff.

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

From: NATIONAL JIC <NationalJIC@dhs.gov>
To: NATIONAL JIC

Sent: Fri Mar 18 11:06:13 2011

Subject: NICCL update: Fact Sheets and TPs

Per today’s NICCL call attached are approved fact sheets, Domestic Talking Points, and NICCL call

summary. Below is a link to a helpful radiation chart developed by EPA.

http:/iwww. .gov/radiation/understand/perspective.html
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Hyperlink: Questions about food safety
Hyperlink: Questions about medical products

What is FDA doing to assess the situation in Japan?

Based on current information, there is no risk to the U.S. food supply. FDA is closely monitoring
the situation in Japan and is working with the Japanese government and other U.S. agencies to
continue to ensure that imported. food remains safe. FDA already has a very robust screening
process for imports and has staff in place at the ports to monitor incoming products. We do not
have concerns with the safety of imported food products that have already reached the U.S. and
that are in distribution. As part of our investigation, we are collecting information on all FDA
regulated food products exported to the U.S. from Japan, including where they are grown,
harvested, or manufactured, so we can further evaluate whether, in the future, they may pose a
risk to consumers in the U.S. As FDA assesses whether there is a potential health risk associated
with FDA-regulated food products imported from Japan, we will develop a monitoring strategy
that may include increased and targeted product sampling at the border.

What systems does FDA have in place to protect the US food supply?

The U.S. enjoys one of the world’s safest food supplies. FDA has systems in place to help assure
that our food supply is wholesome, safe to eat, and produced under sanitary conditions.

FDA has a team of more than 900 investigators and 450 analysts in the Foods program who
conduct inspections and collect and analyze product samples. FDA oversees the importation of
the full range of regulated products, including food and animal feed, among other
responsibilities.

Altogether, FDA electronically screens all import entries and performs multiple analyses on
about 31,000 import product samples annually. During Fiscal Year (FY) 2010, the Agency
performed more than 175,000 food and feed field exams and conducted more than 350 foreign
food and feed inspections.

FDA works to inspect the right imports—those that may pose a significant public health threat —
by carrying out targeted risk-based analyses of imports at the points of entry.

If unsafe products reach our ports, FDA’s imports entry reviews, inspections, and sampling at the
border help prevent these products from entering our food supply.

Although FDA doesn’t physically inspect every product, the Agency electronically screens 100
percent of imported foods products before they reach our borders. Based on Agency risk criteria,
an automated system alerts FDA to any concerns. Then inspectors investigate further and, if
warranted, do a physical examination of the product.

FDA also works cooperatively with U.S. Customs and Border Protection and other agencies to
help identify shipments that may pose a threat.



What products come to the US from Japan?

Imports from Japan include human and animal foods, medical devices and radiation emitting
products, cosmetics, animal and human drugs and biologics, and dietary supplements. Foods
imported from Japan make up less than 4 percent of foods imported from all sources. (Food
products from Canada and Mexico each make up about 29 percent of all imported foods.) Almost
60 percent of all products imported from Japan are foods. The most common food products
imported include seafood, snack foods and processed fruits and vegetables.

Are there dairy products that come from Japan?

Foods imported from Japan constitute less than 4 percent of foods imported from all sources.
Dairy products make up only one-tenth of one percent of all FDA-regulated products imported
from Japan. Most dairy products in the US market are produced domestically. FDA is consulting
with USDA’s Animal Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) to ensure the continued safety of
dairy products.

Are there food harvesting (fields, fisheries) or processing facilities in the area of the
Fukushima nuclear reactor?

While FDA does not track fields or fishery areas in foreign countries, it’s important to note that
the damage caused by the earthquake and ensuing tsunami has reportedly halted production prior
to the explosion at the reactor.

Is there any reason for concern about radiation from these products when they are
imported into the US?

Right now, due to the damage to the infrastructure in Japan, FDA believes that export activity is
severely limited. FDA is monitoring all import records for Japan to determine when importation
will resume and will conduct surveillance to assure safety. FDA does not have any concerns for
products that were already in transit when the explosion occurred at the reactor.

What are the current procedures for measuring radiation contamination in food? How will
these change? How will FDA ensure consumers’ safety?

FDA has procedures and laboratory techniques for measuring radionuclide levels in food, and
can also utilize the Food Emergency Response Network (FERN) (http://www.fernlab.org/).
FERN integrates the nation's food-testing laboratories at the local, state, and federal levels into a
network that is able to respond to emergencies involving biological, chemical, or radiological
contamination of food. FDA is working with Customs and Border Protection (CPB) to share
resources and techniques for measuring contamination. FDA has the ability to measure
contamination in products and issued guidance in 1998 regarding safe levels.

Will FDA issue an import bulletin? What sort of techniques will FDA use to measure
radiation in food?



FDA will issue an import bulletin or an assignment to the field once an assessment is completed
on products and appropriate testing that can be completed. Products travel by vessel, the typical
transit time for products to reach the US is about 8 days. FDA and other domestic regulatory labs
have validated analytical methods to detect radiological contamination in food.

Is FDA looking at products that might have traveled through Japan at the time of the
explosion?

FDA will be examining both food products labeled as having originated in Japan or having
passed through Japan in transit. The same is true for raw ingredients.

How will the radiation affect fish and seafood that have not yet been fished or harvested?

The great quantity of water in the Pacific Ocean rapidly and effectively dilutes radioactive
material, so fish and seafood are likely to be unaffected. However, FDA is taking all steps to
evaluate and measure any contamination in fish presented for import into the US.

What are the chances of radiation affecting growing areas in the US? What action will
FDA take to ensure the safety of consumers of those products?

At this time, there is no public health threat in the US related to radiation exposure. FDA,
together with other agencies, is carefully monitoring any possibility for distribution of radiation
to the United States. At this time, theoretical models do not indicate that significant amounts of
radiation will reach the US coast or affect US fishing waters. Please see www.cpa.gov for more
information about monitoring efforts.

Hypothetically, if they were needed, what are the FDA-approved products for radiation
exposure?

There are three FDA-approved potassium iodide (KI) products for use as an adjunct to other
public health protective measures in the event that radioactive iodine is released into the
environment. The three over-the-counter products are:

o Josat Tablets (130 mg), Anbex, Inc., Williamsburg, Va., http://www.anbex.com

e ThyroSafe Tablets (65 mg), Recipharm AB, Jordbro, Sweden, http://www.thyrosafe.com

e ThyroShield Solution (65 mg/mL), Fleming & Company Pharmaceuticals, Fenton, Mo.
http://www.thyroshield.com

When administered in the recommended dose, K1 is effective in reducing the risk of thyroid
cancer in individuals or populations at risk for inhalation or ingestion of radioactive iodine. KI
floods the thyroid with non-radioactive iodine and prevents the uptake of the radioactive
molecules, which are subsequently excreted in the urine. Potassium iodide works only to prevent
the thyroid from uptaking radioactive iodine. It is not a general radioprotective agent.



Is potassium iodide the only medication available for radiation exposure?

Potassium iodide is the only FDA-approved medication available for exposure to radioactive
iodine. There are FDA-approved products available that increase the rate of elimination of other
radioactive elements. They include:

e Calcium-DTPA and Zinc DTPA, Hameln Pharmaceuticals
o Approved to treat known or suspected internal contamination with plutonium,
americium, or curium to increase the rates of elimination.
e Radiogardase (Prussian blue insoluble capsules), HEYL Chemisch-Pharmazeutische
Fabrik GmbH & Co. KG
o Approved to treat known or suspected internal contamination with radioactive
cesium and/or radioactive or non-radioactive thallium to increase their rates of
elimination.

We have heard that potassium iodide is in short supply? Is that correct?

FDA is aware of an increased demand for KI products. FDA is working with these companies to
facilitate increased production. We can’t provide an exact date on when that might happen, but it
will occur as quickly as possible.

Several components of the federal government maintain stockpiles of medical supplies for
emergency situations. For instance, the CDC maintains the Strategic National Stockpile for
civilian use, while the Department of Defense maintains their own supplies for support of
military operations. The respective federal organizations should be contacted with any
additional requests about the specific items and quantities in those stockpiles. Deployment of
these stockpiles is governed by policies and procedures developed by the individual
organizations based on available information and potential benefits and risks to public health.

Does FDA recommend that consumers purchase potassium iodide as a protective step?

No. There is no public health event requiring anyone in the US to take KI because of the ongoing
situation in Japan.

With exports from Japan disrupted, is there any possibility that some medical products
could be in short supply?

FDA has been contacted by a few companies who receive product from Japan and we are
working with them on their supply issues.

If I see web sites advertising potassium iodide or alternative cures, should I buy the
products?



Due to the public concern related the nuclear incident in Japan, there has been an increased
demand for drugs, such as Potassium iodide (KI), used to prevent and treat the harmful effects of
radiation.

According to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, all the available information continues to
indicate that Hawaii, Alaska, the U.S. Territories, and the U.S. West Coast are not expected to
experience any harmful levels of radioactivity.

The FDA is alerting consumers to be wary of internet sites and other retail outlets promoting
products making false claims to prevent or treat effects of radiation or products that are not FDA-
approved. These fraudulent products come in all varieties and could include dietary supplements,
food items, or products purporting to be drugs, devices or vaccines.

Consumers should be wary of the following:

e claims that a product not approved by FDA can prevent or treat the harmful effects of
radiation exposure;

e suggestions that a potassium iodide product will treat conditions other than those for
which it is approved, i.e., KI floods the thyroid with non-radioactive iodine and prevents
the uptake of the radioactive molecules, which are subsequently excreted in the urine;

e promotions using words such as “scientific breakthrough,” “new products,” “miraculous

cure,” ”secret ingredient,” and ancient remedy”’;

testimonials by consumers or doctors claiming amazing results;

limited availability and advance payment requirements;

promises of no-risk, money-back guarantees;

promises of an “easy” fix; and,

claims that the product is “natural” or has fewer side effects than approved drugs.

Don't be fooled by professional-looking Web sites. Avoid Web sites that fail to list the
company's name, physical address, phone number, or other contact information. For more tips
for online buying, visit Buying Medicines and Medical Products Online. To determine if a
particular drug is FDA approved, check The Orange Book
(http://www.accessdata.fda.gov/scripts/cder/ob/default.cfin) or Drugs@FDA -
(http://www.accessdata.fda.gov/scripts/cder/drugsatfda/index.cfm).

Consumers and health care professionals are encouraged to report adverse side effects or
medication errors from the use of both approved and unapproved radiation exposure products to
the FDA's MedWatch Adverse Event Reporting program at www.fda.cov/MedWatch or by
calling 800-332-1088.




Personal & Family Preparedness:

. As the recent tragic events in Japan have reminded all of us, emergencies can
strike at any time - and often when you least expect them. The best way to make
sure that your family is taken care of when disaster does strike is to make sure
you are prepared. The Ready Campaign encourages all Americans to have an
emergency supply kit, an emergency plan, and to be informed about the different
emergencies that can happen in your area and the appropriate responses. To make
sure your family is ready before disaster strikes, visit Ready.gov today to start
building your family’s emergency plan today:
http://ready.adcouncil.org/beprepared/fep/index.jsp

National Response Framework:

The Department of Homeland Security, working through the Federal Emergency
Management Agency, has developed and maintains the National Response Framework
(NRF), a guide that details how the Nation conducts all-hazards responses - from
the smallest incident to the largest catastrophe. The NRF makes clear the roles
and responsibilities of federal agencies for all domestic incidents, so that
every member of the nation’s emergency management team understands how the
federal response will be coordinated. For more information on the NRF, visit
http://www.fema.gov/emergency/nrf/index.htm.




U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is monitoring developments in Japan carefully and is
specifically assessing the potential for radiological contamination associated with the ongoing
impact of the earthquake and tsunami to Japan'’s nuclear facilities.

Out of an abundance of caution, CBP has issued field guidance reiterating its operational
protocols and providing specific field personnel direction with regard to monitoring of maritime
and air traffic from Japan.

In general, travelers that have been exposed to radiation are not a risk to other persons. When
a radiation alarm occurs, CBP has protocols in place to isolate the affected traveler, baggage, or
cargo, and resolve the concern. Travelers who manifest signs of radiation sickness will be
referred to health authorities and provided appropriate treatment.

CBP employs several types of radiation detection equipment in its operations at both air and sea
ports. CBP frontline personnel are equipped with Personal Radiation Detectors (PRDs) that can
detect the presence of radiological materials. All airports and seaports have sensitive Radiation
Isotope Identification Devices (RIIDs) to determine both the presence and type of radiation
encountered. Upon radiation detection, CBP exercises specific protocols to resolve any security
or safety concerns for inbound travelers, baggage, and cargo.

CBP resolves over half a million radiation alarms per year in the course of their normal duties.

In addition to airplanes and ports, CBP utilizes.radiation portal monitors at international

mail facilities as well. The monitors provide a non-intrusive method to screen mail items for the
presence of nuclear and radiological materials. The U.S. Postal Service assists Customs and
Border Protection officers with response and mitigation of items when radiation is detected to
ensure the safety of our employees and the American public.



As the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has said, we do not expect to see radiation
at harmful levels reaching the U.S. from damaged Japanese nuclear power plants.
As part of the federal government's continuing effort to make our activities and
science transparent and available to the public, the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) will continue to keep all RadNet data available in the current
online database. EPA is working with its federal partners and has deployed.
additional monitors to Hawaii, Alaska, Guam and the Northern Mariana Islands.

As always, EPA is utilizing this existing nationwide radiation monitoring system,
RadNet, which continuously monitors the nation's air and regularly monitors
drinking water, milk and precipitation for environmental radiation. The RadNet
online searchable database contains historical data of environmental radiation
monitoring data from all fifty states and U.S. territories.

EPA monitors are not picking up any harmful levels of radiation on our RadNet
monitors across the US.



R_%adi_atibn énd_ Potassium lodide (KI)

Purpose

This fact sheet from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) gives you some basic information about Radiation
and Potassium lodide (K1). It explains what you should think about before you or a family member takes KI.

What Is Radiation?

Radiation is a form of energy that is present all around us. Different types of radiation exist, some of which have more energy
.than others.

What Is Radioactive =~ Key Facts .
Contam I nation? e Atthistime, CDC does not recommend that people in the

- United States take Kl or iodine supplements in response to

Radioactive contamination occurs when ; -
the nuclear power plant explosions in Japan.

radioactive material is deposited on orin an
object or a person. Radioactive materials
released into the environment can cause air,
water, surfaces, soil, plants, buildings, people,
or animals to become contaminated. A
contaminated person has radioactive materials
On Or inside their body_ T . T

What is KI?
Potassium iodide (also called K1) is a salt of stable (not radioactive) iodine. Stable iodine is an important chemical needed by

the body to make thyroid hormones. Most of the stable iodine in our bodies comes from the food we eat. Kl is stable iodine
in a medicine form.

What does Kl do?

If radioactive iodine is released into the air after a radiological or nuclear event it can be breathed into the lungs. In most
cases, once radioactive iodine has entered the body, the thyroid gland quickly absorbs it. After it has been absorbed into the
thyroid gland, radioactive iodine can then cause thyroid gland injury. Because Kl acts to block radioactive iodine from being
taken into the thyroid gland, it can help protect this gland from injury.

** You should only take Kl on the advice of emergency - -
management officials, public health officials, or your doctor.

[ A

" There are health risks.associated with taking KI.

It is also important to know what Kl cannot do. K/ cannot protect parts of the body other than the thyroid from radioactive
iodine. KI cannot protect the body from any radioactive elements other than iodine. If radioactive iodine is not present, then
taking Kl is not protective. To date, no radioactive iodine has been detected in the United States or U.S. territories.

How does Kl work?

The thyroid gland cannot tell the difference between stable and radioactive iodine and will absorb both. Kl works by blocking
radioactive iodine from entering the thyroid. When a person takes K, the stable iodine in the medicine gets absorbed by the
thyroid. There is so much stable iodine in the Kl that the thyroid gland becomes “full” and cannot absorb any more iodine—
either stable or radioactive—for the next 24 hours.

C U.S. Department of Health and Human Services



How well does Kl work?

It is important to know that KI may not give a person 100% protection against radioactive iodine. How well KI
blocks radioactive iodine depends on:

* How much time passes between contamination with radioactive iodine and taking Kl (the sooner a person -
takes Kl after being exposed to radioactive iodine, the better),

e How fast Kl is absorbed into the blood, and

* The total amount of radioactive iodine to which a person is exposed.

A single dose of Kl protects the thyroid gland for 24 hours. Taking a higher dose of KI, or taking KI more often
than recommended, does not offer more protection and can cause severe illness or death.

Medical conditions that may make it harmful to take KI

It may be harmful for some people to take Kl because of the high levels of iodine in this medicine. You should not
take Kl if:

* You know you are allergic to iodine (If you are unsure about this, consult your doctor. A seafood or shellfish
allergy does not necessarily mean that you are allergic to iodine.) OR

* You have certain skin disorders (such as dermatitis herpetiformis or urticaria vasculitis).

When should | take KI?

After a radiological or nuclear event in the United States, local public health or emergency management officials
will tell the public if there is a need to take Kl or other protective actions. After an event in the US, you should
follow the instructions given to you by these local authorities.

At this time, CDC does not recommend that people in the United States take Potassium lodide (KI) or iodine
supplements in response to the nuclear power plant explosions in Japan.

The use of non-FDA approved iodine supplements cannot be guaranteed for safety or efficacy. These products do
not have an FDA-approved dosing schedule. The supplements are not necessarily manufactured using FDA-
approved quality control methods. Saturated Solution of Potassium lodide (SSKI or Lugol’s Solution) is not an
FDA-approved drug.

Scientists are tracking the location of radioactive iodine released from the power plant in Japan. No radioactive
iodine has been detected in the U.S. The EPA monitors for radioactivity through a national network of monitoring
stations called RADNET.

Other Sources of Information

e General information about the use of Potassium lodide, including information about use by pregnant
women and children (http://www.bt.cdc.gov/radiation/ki.asp).

e CDCEmergency Response Site for Radiation Emergencies (http://www.bt.cdc.gov/radiation/index.asp).

¢ Guidance for People Living in Japan from the U.S. Embassy in Japan (http://japan.usembassy.gov/)




Domestic Response to Japan TPs

Over the last several days, the American people have been both heartbroken and deeply concerned about the
developments in Japan.

We’ve seen an earthquake and tsunami render unimaginable -- an unimaginable toll of death and destruction on
one of our closest friends and allies in the world. And we’ve seen this powerful natural disaster cause even more
catastrophe through its impact on nuclear reactors that bring peaceful energy to the people of Japan.

First, we are bringing all available resources to bear to closely monitor the situation, and to protect American
citizens who may be in harm’s way. Even as Japanese responders continue to do heroic work, we know that the
damage to the nuclear reactors in Fukushima Daiichi plant poses a substantial risk to people who are nearby. That
is why, we have called for an evacuation of American citizens who are within 50 miles of the plant. This decision
was based upon a careful scientific evaluation and the guidelines that we would use to keep our citizens safe here
in the United States, or anywhere in the world.

Beyond this 50-mile radius, the risks do not currently call for an evacuation. But we do have a responsibility to
take prudent and precautionary measures to educate those Americans who may be endangered by exposure to
radiation if the situation deteriorates. That’s why the President authorized the voluntary departures of family
members and dependents of U.S. officials working in northeastern Japan.

All U.S. citizens in Japan should continue to carefully monitor the situation and follow the guidance of the U.S.
and Japanese governments. And those who are seeking assistance should contact our embassy and consulates,
which continue to be open and operational.

Here at a home, the government is doing a number of things as well:

The US Government will be studying every aspect of the Japanese disaster and the Japanese government's
response, with the goal of learning as much as possible from that review.

As the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has said as well as other nuclear and public health experts, we do not
expect to see radiation at harmful levels reaching the U.S. from damaged Japanese nuclear power plants. You just
aren't going to have any radiological material that, by the time it traveled those large distances, could
present any risk to the American public.

Accordingly, public health experts and the CDC do not recommend that people in the United States take
precautionary measures in response to the nuclear power plant explosions in Japan beyond staying informed. And
going forward, we will continue to keep the American people fully updated.

As part of the federal government's continuing effort to make our activities and science transparent and available
to the public, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) will continue to keep all RadNet data available in the

* current online database. RadNet is an existing nationwide radiation monitoring system that continuously monitors

the nation's air and regularly monitors drinking water, milk and precipitation for environmental radiation. In
addition, EPA is working with its federal partners to deploy additional monitoring capabilities to parts of the
western U.S. and U.S. territories.

The FDA, USPS and CBP are of course closely monitoring the situation in Japan and all are working with other
U.S agencies and or the Japanese government to continue to ensure that imported food, mail and airplanes
remains safe.

And finally, given the range of potential manmade and natural disasters we can see here in America, the United
States Government has in place preparedness and response plans that provide the flexibility and agility we need to
respond aggressively and effectively to any hazard, including nuclear accidents. FEMA and the Department of
Homeland Security thoroughly and regularly exercise these plans with their federal, state and local partners, and
will be working to apply the lessons learned from the current situation in Japan to their planning efforts.



NICCL call summary, 03/18/2011 10:00 a.m

Nick from WH thanked everyone for quick turnaround on all fact sheets. Facts sheets and talking points
submitted yesterday on keeping United States safe.

CBP had a great day with the media yesterday. Media assuring citizens we are protected and we are
working to protect our citizens.

Secretary of State met with Ireland Deputy Prime Minister/Foreign Minister and gave brief remarks on
situation in Japan.

If there is a detection of radiation on the monitors deployed to the West Coast, EPA has the lead for
addressing the issue.

Fact sheets and talking points can be made public.

Embassy in Tokyo extended hours and will work over the weekend. Buses are scheduled to evacuate
citizens to safety.

Banner included on EPA site to monitor air. Nothing out of the ordinary and site will be updated during
the day.

MEDIA: press{epa.gov PUBLIC: radiation.questions@epa.gov

FDA posted questions and answers on food safety and consumer fraud on KI on their site 03/17. Today
revising TP on import monitoring. They are increasing monitoring and taking steps to inform public.

HHS is continuing to monitor crisis.

CBP put out information on ports of entry and clarified protocols. Reiterated same monitoring is done
daily. Nothing harmful has been detected.

Postal service is assisting CBP on monitoring mail from Japan for radiation.
DOD had previous radiological exercise scheduled. They are working with ABC to show capabilities.

No scheduled calls this weekend. Only if needed. No state call this afternoon. Will push out approved
fact sheets to state and local. Approved fact sheets attached



Talking points regarding radiation exposure and seagoing
vessels

Q.1. - What is the Coast Guard doing now to assist or prevent [radiation] from getting
to U.S. and its territories?

. As the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has said as well as other experts, we do not expect
to see radiation at harmful levels reaching the U.S. from damaged Japanese nuclear power
plants. As we do every day, the Coast Guard is monitoring and assessing current reports on any
possible impacts on the U.S. marine transportation system (U.S. merchant vessels, mariners, and
U.S. ports and facilities).

. The Coast Guard is providing a Notice to Mariners recommending, as a
precaution, that vessels avoid transiting within 50 miles of the Fukushima
Nuclear Power Plant.

in the event a vessel bound for a U.S. port transits within the 50-mile cautionary area, the U.S.
Coast Guard will require the vessel's master to submit this information in their routine 96-hour
Advanced Notice of Arrival.

If vessels are suspected of being contaminated, the Coast Guard will ensure advanced screening
of vessels and exercise control measures as appropriate prior to port entry to assess and mitigate
any threat to U.S. ports or population.

Q.2. - Do you have any impacts to your current operations or readiness as a result of
this incident?

J The nuclear situation in Japan is not significantly impacting current Coast Guard operations
or readiness. All domestic port operations are continuing normally. No Coast Guard assets are
operating near the damaged zone or in Japan.

Q.3. — What else is the Coast Guard doing regarding this incident?

J The U.S. Coast Guard will continue to track and monitor commercial shipping operating in
the vicinity of Japan, providing precautionary notices to prevent possible nuclear contamination
of vessels and cargo.

. The Coast Guard will ensure advanced screening of any vessels suspected of
contamination prior to entry in U.S. ports.

Q.4. - What steps will be taken in the event contamination is discovered during your
operations as a result of this incident?

. The Coast Guard’s Radiation Detection Program is an integral part of our nation’s everyday
radiation detection architecture. Together with U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and
local port partners, Coast Guard Captains of the Port routinely follow established protocols for
responding to a report or detection of radioactive contamination when it is discovered aboard a
vessel, on or in a shipping container or within a port facility itself.



. Coast Guard radiation detection resources can be deployed during arriving vessel at-sea
boardings, and Coast Guard procedures exist for addressing radiation detected on vessels. These
include identification, "zeroing-in" on and isolating potential sources of radiation. Additional
radiological detection equipment, including radiation detection portals, is located within US port
facilities.

. The Coast Guard has the authority to direct contaminated vessels to a safe location, e.g.,
keep at sea, or direct to a safe anchorage away from population centers and/or infrastructure, in
U.S. waters, until vessels, cargo and personnel are decontaminated. Vessels deemed a possible
risk due to known last ports of call or transit routes may be targeted for an at-sea boarding and
screening before being allowed to enter port.

) Coast Guard Captains of the Port work with CBP Laboratories and Scientific Services and
the Department of Energy Radiological Assistance Program for local assistance in cases of
radiation detection.

. The Coast Guard will also be working with the U.S. Department of Homeland Security and
other federal government agencies to develop strategies and policies to mitigate any potential
risk posed to the U.S. homeland by radiation threats conveyed by commercial shipping.



From: Piccone, Josephine

To: Harrington, Holly; Deegan, George; Wittick, Susan
Cc: Virgilio, Rosetta; Jackson, Deborah; Turtil, Richard
Subject: Re: Q&A for MONDAY"S COMM BRIEF

Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 12:10:12 PM

Thanks. We all share this frustration.

From: Harrington, Holly

To: Deegan, George; Wittick, Susan

Cc: Virgilio, Rosetta; Piccone, Josephine; Jackson, Deborah
Sent: Fri Mar 18 12:06:18 2011

Subject: RE: Q&A for MONDAY'S COMM BRIEF

For whatever it’s worth:

White House’s stance has been that each agency should stick to what it’s area of responsibility is,
but that, frankly, had not been occurring, which has caused us issues when the NWS is sending us
weather questions and NOAA'is sending me ship captains who want to know where to sail.

There has never been an attempt to “speak with one voice” in this event except for the statement
that “The NRC does not expect harmful levels of radiation to affect the U.S.” Other than that
everyone is supposed to talk about what they’re doing i.e. epa monitoring, doe plume models, hhs
questions about public health, etc.

I've lost track of what you need from me. If it’s approval, consider it approved

From: Deegan, George

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 11:29 AM

To: Wittick, Susan; Harrington, Holly

Cc: Virgilio, Rosetta; Piccone, Josephine; Jackson, Deborah
Subject: RE: Q&A for MONDAY'S COMM BRIEF

Holly-

I've been outside this process, so | have no direct knowledge, but | suspect you are right
and that the communication challenges are multi-layered. However, it appears that the
opposite may also be true (that other agencies are feeling the need to fill a void and
communicate in areas where NRC should be weighing in. | base this on what Rosetta
Virgilio sent me last night. In her email she indicated that “States also noted that other
Feds (DHS, FEMA, CDC) were holding calls with States without NRC participation. States
felt the calls would have benefited from NRC patrticipation”. She got this from an email
from Julia Schmitt (Nebraska) to Charlie Miller. Based on this, and based on your
observations below, which seems 180 degrees different, I'd suggest we not include either
of these additional pieces, but | will defer to you all as the liaison and communication
experts for the final word. That's what we were intending with oru last key message “a
desire for one voice in the Federal message on these topics”

From: Wittick, Susan
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Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 11:17 AM

To: Deegan, George

Cc: Harrington, Holly

Subject: FW: Q&A for MONDAY'S COMM BRIEF

George,
Please see comments below.
Susan

From: Harrington, Holly

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 11:08 AM

To: Wittick, Susan

Subject: RE: Q&A for MONDAY'S COMM BRIEF

This is fine, as far as it goes. It does not talk about the challenge of other agencies not being
forthcoming with information and forcing states to look for us for information that is not in our
mission or area of responsibility, such as plume mapping, ocean currents and health questions. This
appears to be changing, however, with DOE, HHS and EPA working together to provide such
information.

From: Wittick, Susan
Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 10:26 AM

To: Harrington, Holly

Subject: FW: Q&A for MONDAY'S COMM BRIEF

Holly, can you review and approve for OPA?
Thanks,
Susan

From: Deegan, George

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 9:28 AM
To: Wittick, Susan

Cc: Piccone, Josephine; Jackson, Deborah; Rivera, Alison; Virgilio, Rosetta; Turtil, Richard; Noonan,
Amanda; Miller, Charles; Moore, Scott; Camper, Larry

Subject: Q&A for MONDAY'S COMM BRIEF

Susan-

Our staff has provided me the attached information that we thought could be provided as a
question/answer in support of Monday’s Commission briefing. Since it relates to
communications with the States, | wanted to make sure OPA was comfortable with it
before | provide it to Allen Howe and his team. | added an item in the third paragraph ---
emergency planning zones---but otherwise this is the same as what | sent you at 8:42
a.m.. If you'd like to make changes, please send them to me and I'll coordinate within
FSME. Thanks.



From: Harrington, Holly

To: WebContractor Resource; WebWork Resource; Hardy, Sally
Subject: Change
Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 4:37:00 PM

Attachments: 0317nre-jaczkorev.docx

WE had to make an addition to the testimony, please replce the version on the Web with this.
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The following is an unofficial transcript prepared by a commercial transcription service
at the request of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. It is not the official transcript of
the House Energy and Commerce Committee.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

THE FISCAL YEAR 2012 DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION BUDGET

SPEAKER:
GREGORY B. JACZKO,
CHAIRMAN,
U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

THURSDAY, MARCH 17, 2011

Transcript by
Federal News Service
Washington, D.C.



REPRESENTATIVE ED WHITFIELD (R-KY): OK. I'll call the hearing back into
order. We took a recess because Commissioner, you had a — you were called away to the White
House, I believe, for a meeting. And we completed with Secretary Chu. So everyone’s already
given their opening statement. So at this time, that we would recognize you for five minutes for
your opening statement.

GREGORY B. JACZKO: Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, and to you and the other
chairmen of the two subcommittees and the ranking members Rush and Green, and members of
the — other members of the subcommittee.

I’'m honored to appear before you today on behalf of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. And given the events that are unfolding overseas, my opening remarks will focus
on the crisis in Japan. And I have additional information on the fiscal year 2012 budget that I
have submitted for the record.

Of course, I’d be happy to answer questions on those matters. But I’ll focus my
testimony on the situation in Japan.

I would first like to offer my condolences to all those affected by the earthquake and
tsunami in Japan over the last few days. My heart goes out to those who have been dealing with
the aftermath of these natural disasters.

I want to publicly acknowledge the tireless efforts, professionalism and dedication of the
NRC staff and other members of the federal family in reacting to the events in Japan. This is just
another example from my six-and-a-half years on the commission of the dedication of the NRC
staff to the mission of protecting public health and safety.

The American people can be proud of the commitment and dedication within the federal
workforce exemplified by our staff every day. While the NRC regulates the safe and secure
commercial use of radioactive materials in the United States, we also interact with nuclear
regulators from around the world.

Since Friday, the NRC’s headquarters’ operations center has been operating on a 24-hour
basis to monitor events unfolding in nuclear power plants in Japan. Since the earthquake hit
northeastern Japan last Friday, some reactors at the Fukushima No. 1 plant have lost their
cooling functions, leading to hydrogen explosion and rises in radiation levels.

Eleven NRC experts on boiling-water reactors have already been deployed to Japan as
part of a U.S. International Agency for — International Development (ph) team. And they are
currently in Tokyo.

Within the U.S., the NRC has been coordinating its efforts with other federal agencies as
part of the government response to the situation. This includes monitoring radioactive releases
and predicting their path. Given the thousands of miles between Japan and the United States,



Hawaii, Alaska, the U.S. territories and the West Coast, we are not expected to experience any
harmful levels of radioactivity.

Examining all available information is part of the effort to analyze the event and
understand its implications both for Japan and the United States. The NRC has been working
with several agencies to assist — to assess recent seismic research for the central and eastern part
of the country. That work continues to indicate that the U.S. nuclear facilities remain safe. And
we will continue to work to maintain that level of protection.

U.S. nuclear power plants are built to withstand environmental hazards, including
earthquakes and tsunamis. Even those plants located outside of areas with extensive seismic
activity are designed for safety in the event of such a natural disaster.

And the NRC requires that safety-significant structures, systems and components be
designed to take into account the most severe natural phenomenon historically reported for the
site and surrounding area. The NRC then adds a margin for error to account for the historical
data’s accuracy.

This basically means that U.S. nuclear power plants are designed to be safe based on
historical data from the area’s maximum credible earthquake. And the NRC remains attentive to
any information that can be applied to U.S. reactors. Our focus is always on keeping plants in
this country safe and secure.

As this immediate crisis in Japan comes to an end, we will look at whatever information
we can gain from the event and see if there are changes we need to make to our own systems.
Within the next few days, I intend to meet with my colleagues on the commission on the current
status, and to begin a discussion of how we will systematically and methodically review
information from the events in Japan.

In the meantime, we continue to oversee and monitor plants to ensure that the U.S.
reactors remain safe. The NRC will continue to monitor the situation and provide updates via
press releases and our public blog. The NRC also stands ready to offer further technical
assistance as needed. We hope that this situation will be resolved soon so that Japan can begin to
recover from this terrible tragedy.

I would like, if possible, to give you a brief update on what we believe the current status
of the reactors in Japan is. There are essentially four reactors that we are currently monitoring as
best we can. They are all at the Fukushima No. 1 site. Three of those reactors were operating at
the time of the earthquake and were shut down following their normal procedures.

We believe that in general for these three reactors, they have suffered some degree of
core damage from insufficient cooling caused ultimately by the loss of off-site power and the
inability of the on-site diesel generators to operate successfully following the tsunami.

We also believe that for these three reactors, that sea water is being injected with reported
stable cooling. The primary containment is described as functional.



Now, I would note that for unit No. 2 at this site, we are — we believe that core cooling is
not stable. But also for that site, we believe at this time that primary containment is continuing
to function. I would also note that for unit No. 2, we believe that the spent-fuel pool level is
decreasing.

For unit No. 3, we believe that the spent-fuel pool integrity has been compromised, and
that there has perhaps been a zirc-water interaction.

Now, in addition to the three reactors that were operating at the time of the incident, a
fourth reactor is also right now under concern. This reactor was shut down at the time of the
earthquake. What we believe at this time is that there has been a hydrogen explosion in this unit
due to an uncovering of the fuel in the fuel pool.

We believe that secondary containment has been destroyed and there is no water in the
spent-fuel pool. And we believe that radiation levels are extremely high, which could possibly
impact the ability to take corrective measures.

For the two remaining units at this site, we have an IAEA report that the water level was
down a little bit in this spent-fuel pool as well. And for the final reactor, we don’t have any
significant information at this time.

Recently, the NRC made a recommendation that based on the available information that
we have, that for a comparable situation in the United States, we would recommend an
evacuation to a much larger radius than has currently been provided in Japan. As a result of this
recommendation, the ambassador in Japan has issued a statement to American citizens that we
believe it is appropriate to evacuate to a larger distance up to approximately 50 miles.

The NRC is part of a larger effort that continues to provide assistance to Japan as
requested. And we will continue our efforts to monitor the situation with the limited data that we
have available. So that provides a general summary of where — of where the incident stands.

And with that, I would end my testimony and be happy to answer questions you may
have. Thank you.

REP. WHITFIELD: Well, Commissioner, thank you. We appreciate your being with us
this afternoon. In the earlier question-and-answer period with Secretary Chu, the gentleman
from Massachusetts, Mr. Markey, had referred to a finding by Mr. John Ma — I believe is his last
name — in a — relating to the AP1000 design.

And he had indicated that Mr. Ma had some serious reservations about the design. And I
was just curious: Have you all had the opportunity to review his concerns? And have you come
to any conclusions about that?

MR. JACZKO: We have done a very thorough review of the AP1000 design relative to a
large number of safety issues. As part of that review process, we have had a vibrant discussion



among the members of the NRC staff. We have thoroughly reviewed as part of that discussion
the concerns by one of our staff members that you indicated. And we believe based on a
thorough analysis that that design going forward can be — can be acceptable.

It is right now in a process of additional review. It is right now out for public comment,
essentially. We do our designs almost like a regulation. So we allow them to be commented on
by the public. And so we’re at that stage in the process of that review.

But the concerns, while we believe, would certainly enhance the safety of the design, we
don’t believe at this time that they’re necessary to meet our strict regulations.

REP. WHITFIELD: Right. Well, thank you for that comment. I just wanted to follow
up on that. Of course, as a result of what’s happened in Japan, the focus is on safety as it relates
to nuclear. And I believe this is a safe industry over — historically, it’s been a safe industry.

And I know that in France, in Japan and many other countries, a large percentage of their
electricity comes from generation by nuclear. In the U.S., it takes - and you can correct me if
I’m wrong, because I may be — but it takes roughly 10 years or so to obtain permitting for a
nuclear plant. Is that — am I in the ballpark when I say 10 years, or not?

MR. JACZKO: Well, I think right now the process has taken, I would say, closer to
about five years right now to go through the permitting. Now of course, we’re not finished. But
we are getting nearer to the end of our reviews. And I like to think about this in a way like when
I went to college. You know, everybody goes to college with — people go to college with the
intent to graduate in four years. But as you go through that process, you take your classes. If
you do well, you have a chance to get done in four, sometimes a little bit — a little bit sooner.
Some people take a little bit longer time, depending on how things go.

So as we continue to work with the — with the licensees, or the applicants, we’ve, |
think, improved our understanding of how to make the process work effectively and efficiently.
So right now, this has been the first-of-a-kind effort in something we haven’t done in a long
time. And it involves a new process.

So I would say at this time, I think we’re moving at a relatively effective pace, but again,
keeping our focus first and foremost on safety.

REP. WHITFIELD: And in your testimony, you did say that you evaluated these permit
applications for seismic as well as tsunami-type activities. Correct?

MR. JACZKO: That’s correct. We review all designs against a wide range of natural
disasters: tsunamis, earthquakes, tornados, hurricanes. It just depends on the geographic
location.

REP. WHITFIELD: Right. Well, with all the publicity surrounding Japan right now,
everyone, as I said, is certainly focused on safety — and we do certainly think about the Japanese
people, but with more focus on safety.



I’'m not a nuclear engineer, but [ know that there is some technology based around
sodium-cooled reactors. And I’ve been told that sodium-cooled reactors, that there is not a
possibility of a meltdown, and that these are smaller-type plants — maybe 50 (megawatt) to 100
megawatt plants. And I was wondering if you wouldn’t mind commenting on that technology of
sodium-cooled technology.

MR. JACZKO: Well, we don’t currently have any specific applications in front of us for
a sodium-cooled design. I would say it’s a —it’s a different type of technology than what we
currently have operating in this country. And it — as a result, it presents its own challenges when
it comes to safe operation.

But I wouldn’t want to speculate too much on what those kinds of challenges are because
we really haven’t gone through the specific review of one of these. But in general, with a
smaller reactor, a large — a smaller energy output, usually the risks are lower because you just
have a smaller amount of radioactive material.

But as I said, the sodium reactors do present slightly different technical challenges
because of the way that they operate: The sodium has to be maintained in a liquid form. And
there are — there are different types of risks and hazards that you would have on that type of
design.

REP. WHITFIELD: But that technology, I guess, was developed in United States at one
point. And there are some countries that evidently have at least some of these plants in
operation. Is that your understanding?

MR. JACZKO: Yeah, that’s my understanding. But we don’t currently have any
licenses operating in the U.S.

REP. WHITFIELD: OK. Well, thank you very much. My time has expired. I'd like to
recognize the gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Rush, the ranking member.

REPRESENTATIVE BOBBY L. RUSH (D-IL): I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman.
And Chairman Jaczko, it’s good to see you. And welcome to the committee.

I’'m going to get my Japan question in first. And the crisis in Japan is first and foremost
on the mind of many of my constituents in Illinois for a real specific reason: We’ve got more
reactors in Illinois than any other state.

And my constituents are asking a simple question. And that question was summed up in
a Fox — (inaudible) — news headline published on Sunday: Should Illinois be worried about its
nuclear plants? And before you answer the question, I want to also note that Illinois lies within
the New Madrid earthquake zone. How do we know — we do not have to worry about tsunamis.
But what assurances can we give to the people in my state, who has the highest concentration of
nuclear reactors that also sits on an earthquake zone?



And in your answer, would you please speak to the possibilities and to the effect that a
tornado — we are in a tornado zone — that tornados could have on nuclear reactors?

MR. JACZKO: Well Congressman, at the NRC we focus every day — the dedicated
women and men at the NRC work every day to make sure that nuclear power plants in this
country continue to operate safely.

All the nuclear power plants that are in the United States are reviewed against a very
significant standard for seismic activity. We take what is — what we can find out from the
historical record, from looking at the rocks and the geology and the seismology. We try and
determine what we think is the largest earthquake that can happen in an area.

And from that, we do an analysis of what kind of effect we think that will have on the
power reactor — namely, how much will the building shake or what kind of forces will it — will it
feel. And we require that the nuclear power plants can withstand that kind of event. And we
actually go a little bit larger than that just to make sure there’s any uncertainties in our analysis

(ph). -

So that’s a part of what we do for every reactor in the country, whether it’s in the
Midwest — of course, the seismic activity may be different in that part of the country versus
another part of the country.

REP. RUSH: Yeah. It seemed to me, though, in Japan, it wasn’t just the earthquake that
caused the problem, it was the tsunami that really caused the problem. And my question in that —
my question is in terms of a tornado.

MR. JACZKO: We look at tornados as well. We actually look at all natural
phenomenon: hurricanes, tornados, earthquakes, tsunamis. Although as you indicated, some
sites in the country don’t experience all of those phenomenon. But we look historically to make
sure we’ve captured all the natural phenomenon that occur.

So in Illinois, we certainly would examine the impacts of tornados and other extreme
weather events in Illinois.

REP. RUSH: OK. And it seems to me — I asked this question of the secretary this
morning — that the number one threat to nuclear facilities in this nation is terrorist actions and
activities and acts. So can you speak to the — how are the — is the NRC handling the threat of
terrorists?

MR. JACZKO: Well, we have a very robust program that requires nuclear utilities to
ensure that they can protect their plants against terrorist-type attacks. That includes a very strong
program to do exercises once every three years to actually participate in a — in a mock terrorist
attack on the facility. And we observe that and oversee that and ultimately use that as a way to —
(inaudible, cross talk).

REP. RUSH: Once every three years?



MR. JACZKO: Once every three years. In addition to that, we do conduct our normal
inspections at the facilities to make sure that all the security systems are in place and operating
effectively.

And I would add that in addition, following September 11™, we required all of the nuclear
power plants in this country to look at some of the more severe kinds of impacts and effects you
could get at a nuclear power plant from a terrorist attack or other types of severe natural
phenomenon.

And as a result, we require —

REP. RUSH: My time is almost over. And I just want to — I’'m headed to - on Friday,
I’'m headed to Dresden to tour the generator station there in a rural county — Grundy, Iilinois, and
Northern Illinois. And I’'m going to be there with some of your resident inspectors on location
there. So I'll give them your regards.

MR. JACZKO: Well, good. Well, I appreciate that. And we’re very fortunate to have
some very fine people at our power reactors overseeing them.

REP. WHITFIELD: At this time, I'll recognize the gentleman from Illinois, Mr.
Shimkus, for five minutes.

REPRESENTATIVE JOHN SHIMKUS (R-IL): Thank you, Mr. Chairman and
welcome, Mr. Jaczko. When the licensing board return its decision denying the Department of
Energy motion to withdraw its Yucca Mountain application?

MR. JACZKO: Ibelieve that was earlier in the — end of June, end of June — thank you.

REP. SHIMKUS: Isn’t true that all commissioners participating in the decision-making
relating to the license board decision have already filed votes on that matter, including you?

MR. JACZKO: We have filed what I would consider to be preliminary views that we
exchange among our colleagues on the commission. Those are views that we use, then, to
inform our final decision-making.

REP. SHIMKUS: So you’re saying you have not filed votes?

MR. JACZKO: We have not come to a final decision at this point.

REP. SHIMKUS: When — so it’s your position — you have not filed final votes.

MR. JACZKO: That is correct. We have not reached a final decision on our — unlike

perhaps here, you’re familiarity with voting, I would consider votes to be more akin almost to
prepared statements and remarks of members of the commission. The practice of the



commission is to circulate those prepared remarks on any of the things that we do and then based
on those circulated views, we work to see if there’s a majority position.

REP. SHIMKUS: So you’re saying, then, on October 29", 2010, there wasn’t final votes
cast by all commissioners?

MR. JACZKO: On October 29, believe we had all prepared our final — we had prepared
our written statements that we circulated amongst us.

REP. SHIMKUS: So those written statements are considered votes?

MR. JACZKO: They are considered votes, but they are not the final decision of the
commission.

REP. SHIMKUS: Okay, so since you have written statements that are considered votes,
when do you plan to schedule a commission meeting?

MR. JACZKO: We will have a meeting an issue an order when we have, per statute, a
majority position.

REP. SHIMKUS: And so you have these statements. They’re considered votes, but you
don’t have a majority position?

MR. JACZKO: Correct. As Iindicated, the terminology here, I think, is unfortunate.
These votes are not, as I said, the final statement of the commission. In an adjudicatory matter,
which is what this is, a formal hearing that we issue, the final statement of —

REP. SHIMKUS: Is there a minority decision already rendered by commissioners?

MR. JACZKO: There is no decision by the commission at this point.

REP. SHIMKUS: By the chairman?

MR. JACZKO: There is no decision by the commission.

REP. SHIMKUS: Was the NRC decision to close out Yucca review and hearing
activities yours alone or one made by the full commission?

MR. JACZKO: That was a decision that I made as chairman of the agency, consistent
with the budget that was prepared by the commission — (inaudible, cross talk).

REP. SHIMKUS: Okay, but let me ask you this question: What was your legal authority
to do so?

MR. JACZKO: My legal authority was as chairman of the commission. And it was — the
decision was fully consistent with appropriate law.



REP. SHIMKUS: No, I think your position is the budget zeroed it out, but I — I would
beg to differ that you had the legal authority to do that. '

MR. JACZKO: I would respectfully disagree with you on that.

REP. SHIMKUS: Well, I think we will review that and follow up.

MR. JACZKO: And I would add, if I could, that following that decision —~

REP. SHIMKUS: I mean you wouldn’t do anything that would be illegal, would you?

MR. JACZKO: Of course I wouldn’t. Following — following the decision to begin the
closedown activities of the Yucca Mountain project —

REP. SHIMKUS: Begging to differ, I think it’s a stated federal position by law that
Yucca Mountain should be open. That’s the legal authority. There’s no legal authority to close
Yucca Mountain. The only authority that’s been rendered is the administration, in compliance
with Majority Leader Reid to pull funding. But there’s no legal authority to close Yucca
Mountain, by law.

MR. JACZKO: As I indicated, our action is consistent with all appropriate —
appropriations law and any other statutes that we have.

REP. SHIMKUS: I would — you better — you better be double-checking your facts
because we’re not through with this debate on legal authority and I hope you’re well-prepared.
We had been told that the courts may not rule on whether or not the commission’s position is
legally defensible until the full commission takes a position. But you seem to be preventing that
vote from occurring. If the court runs out of patience and does rule, will you abide by the court’s
decision and act promptly to carry it out?

MR. JACZKO: The agency will act according.to any legal decision by the courts or any
act of Congress. '

REP. SHIMKUS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

REP. WHITFIELD: This time, I’ll recognize the gentleman from California for — Mr.
Green — for five minutes.

REPRESENTATIVE GENE GREEN (D-TX): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome,
Mr. Jaczko and I know you’re busy and I appreciate you coming back to our committee. And I
know last week, you and I talked about the president’s budget and the proposals that go back to
FY ’08 for your funding and we both expressed concerns about the layoff of hundreds of workers
and particularly what happened in Japan. Obviously, this is not the time to go after our Nuclear
Regulatory Commission. So I share that and hopefully, that message will get to the folks.



Let me talk about a local issue because I think all politics is local and what’s happening
in Japan. Texas has one proposed nuclear plant that’s pending at the OMB. And they’re
receiving their funding from CPS Energy, NRG and Tokyo Electric Power Company, which
presents part of the problem. One of the sites experienced problems — they own one of the sites
that’s experiencing the problems in Japan.

And so knowing what may happen with their potential investment, CPS Energy and NRG
have announced they have trouble finding new investors. Again, part of it’s the market. We
have low natural-gas prices and for someone to buy into a long-term investment of nuclear
power, which our country needs, but we may not be able to get the investors.

Can you talk about the review process for new plants like Texas and how long NRC and
OMB process is taking? It seems like I’ve worked on the congressional side, now, for a number
of years to get the expansion at the South Texas plant that’s just southwest of Houston and just
some information on how long it took, for example, for that expansion that goes through both
your process and the OMB.

MR. JACZKO: Well, right now, the South Texas Project was one of the first applications
that we received for new licensing. That project — the review that we do for that project will be
focused, for sure, on safety and security. That’s always our primary focus. We’re continuing to
do that review. We’re nearing some significant milestones as we work to complete the actual

~ design reviews for that type of reactor.

That design review, right now, is out for public comment as part of our process and we
anticipate having that back in and working to resolve the comments over the summer. If we
resolve those comments in a successful way, then we would move forward with completing the
final reviews that are necessary, possibly, perhaps by — within — within 12 months or so. But we
— as I said — I want to reiterate. Our focus, fundamentally, is first and foremost, is on the safety
and security of these designs.

REP. GREEN: When you said it was one of the first applications, can you tell me the
time frame when that was filed?

MR. JACZKO: It was approximately, I believe, 2007. However, we immediately or
within several months, had to suspend our review because the applicant in that case made a
change in the vendor that they were using to support the design. So that took about a year, a
year-and-a-half to work through that particular issue on the part of the applicant.

REP. GREEN: Iknow the concern, literally for the whole world and particularly for our
own country, if what we’re doing — making sure we’re learning from what’s happened to Japan.
And I understand the south — the Texas plant southwest of Houston has actually three safety
backup systems instead of two.

And it’s my understanding that Texas emergency power sources are separate and
watertight. We don’t have a problem on the Gulf Coast with you know, tsunamis or earthquakes.
We do have a hurricane every once in a while and tornados. But I understand that they have



watertight concrete buildings that would withstand a hurricane or storm surges and even
earthquakes.

But like I said, I don’t think in geological time we’ve had an earthquake along the Gulf
Coast. Our soil’s too soft. But the — the agency actually looked at that plant and all the
applications, like you said, for safety.

MR. JACZKO: That’s correct. We look at all the plants for a variety of natural
phenomena and on the Gulf Coast, that can include seismic activity, hurricanes and other types
of events. And we do have some analyses to look at tsunamis along the Gulf Coast and portions
of the Atlantic Coast. Those wouldn’t be expected to be tsunamis that are the same magnitude as
ones we could see in —

REP. GREEN: Those have particular plants about 11 miles inland. It’s not right on the
coast. I know there’ve been technological advances and I’m almost out of time, but sometime,
I’d like if your staff could present — provide to the committee separately some of the
technological advances in the current and proposed plants in the United States as compared to,
for example, what’s happened in Japan with the tsunami and also the earthquakes.

MR. JACZKO: We can certainly provide that.
REP. GREEN: Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

REP. WHITFIELD: The gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Upton, is recognized for five
minutes.

REPRESENTATIVE FRED UPTON (R-MI): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And again,
Mr. Chairman, we welcome you here today. And I just want to say a couple things at the
beginning. First of all, I certainly did appreciate our meeting that we had several weeks ago. 1
know we both discussed Yucca. We may have a different view, but we’re going to have ample
time in Mr. Shimkus’ subcommittee with all the commissioners sometime this spring to fully talk
about that and ask a good number of questions.

As you know I'm — as you do — we both support safe nuclear power. We both support
appropriate and rigorous oversight of all of our 104 sites around the country. I’'m — and I, too,
appreciated the visit that I paid to the NRC several years ago and viewed, firsthand, the NRC
operations center and looked in, in terms of your day-to-day activities to make sure that things
are safe.

Could you tell us what, specifically, the functions are of the 11 folks that you’ve sent to
Japan and what they’re doing? And they’re reporting back to you and some of the information
you might have received?

MR. JACZKO: The 11 individuals that we have in Japan are providing a variety of
services. They are helping to organize the look at the reactors, the nuclear look at the reactors
and helping to provide a good, coordinated team to provide assistance to the embassy in Japan.



REP. UPTON: So does Japan have a similar operation like we have in terms of the
operations center that I visited in Maryland there? '

MR. JACZKO: It’s my understanding they do, but I’m not terribly familiar —
REP. UPTON: But they’re in Tokyo, right? They’re not at the Fukushima site?

MR. JACZKO: Our staff is in Tokyo, working to interface with their counterparts in the
Japanese nuclear regulatory authority.

REP. UPTON: And as you announced that you had urged — our ambassador now has
urged all Americans to move at least 50 miles away. What reaction have you — did you receive
from your counterparts in Japan and the government there?

MR. JACZKO: I’'m not familiar of any reactor —

REP. UPTON: But that’s a recent — I mean that announcement was made very shortly,
right?

MR. JACZKO: It was made like an hour ago — about 45 minutes ago.

REP. UPTON: You talked about the four different reactor vessels and the status of the
four. Do you know where the hydrogen explosion was in the fourth reactor?

MR. JACZKO: At this point, we don’t know that kind of specific information, but we
believe that there was a hydrogen explosion at some point, likely because the spent fuel in that
reactor has lost its cooling and at some point, then, was producing some degree of hydrogen.
And that ultimately accumulated and led to an explosion.

REP. UPTON: And was that explosion today? U.S. time? Today?

MR. JACZKO: No, it occurred several days earlier. We can get you the exact date and
time as we — as we know it.

REP. UPTON: Okay. As it relates to your budget — remember, that was the original ask
for you to be here today — what is your budget for safety oversight as part of the NRC?

MR. JACZKO: The number we have — the bulk of our budget, probably about three-
quarters of our budget goes to the reactor safety work, about 77 percent. So it’s slightly over —
approximately $800 million.

REP. UPTON: So does that include the personnel because I’ve visited my two sites in
my district and I'd welcome you and although you indicated a willingness to come out, but on all
of my visits, I’ve always stopped to say and welcome the oversight of your staff that’s been
there.



MR. JACZKO: Yeah, most of our budget does go to our staff. We have — mostly
salaries and benefits. We have a small portion of our budget that’s contracting dollars, but the

bulk of it, about 80 percent, is the — I'm sorry, it’s about 60 percent is the salaries and benefits of
the staff.

REP. UPTON: And do you have any reason to believe that your proposed budget is not
adequate to assess and monitor the nuclear power plant safety systems? I mean do you feel that
it fits the bill?

MR. JACZKO: At this time, we believe it is — it’s a sufficient request that will allow us
to do the work we need to make sure the plant stays safe. The only caveat I would add is if as we
continue to review the situation in Japan, it becomes apparent that we would need additional
resources to address issues related to the situation in Japan, then we would perhaps have to come
back and ask for additional resources for that.

REP. UPTON: Well, I was going to ask you if you thought you were going to need —
will you be able to determine that within the next couple of weeks?

MR. JACZKO: Iintend to meet with the commission within the next several days and
begin looking at the kinds of questions we have to answer and I think that will be one of the first.
But first, we want to kind of systematically figure out what it is that we need to look at and what
are the important sources of information.

REP. UPTON: But you don’t really have a reserve cushion today to do that, is that right
— for fiscal year 2011.

MR. JACZKO: At this time, I would say we don’t necessarlly have that. But again, I’d
like to take a look at that first before I make any conclusions.

REP. UPTON: Okay, well, again, I appreciate your willingness to be up here on a day —
as tough as it is today to — and we appreciate your answers and look forward to working with you
on a host of issues. Thank you. I yield back.

REP. WHITFIELD: Irecognize the gentleman from California for five minutes, Mr.
Waxman.

REPRESENTATIVE HENRY WAXMAN (D-CA): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr.
Jaczko, you’ve described a pretty dire situation in Japan. I want to ask you about this. An
official from the European Union today used the word “apocalypse” to describe the potential
damage that could occur in Japan. What is your reaction to this comment? Could Japan be
facing widespread devastation from a nuclear meltdown or a radiation release?

MR. JACZKO: Well, I don’t really want to speculate too much at this point on what
could happen. I think people are working really, very diligently to try and address the situation.
It is a very serious situation, without a doubt and that’s part of the reason why I thought it was



important for the agency to make the statement it did that we thought in a comparable situation
in the United States, we would have issued evacuation instructions to a larger distance away
from the plant. So it is a very serious situation and efforts are ongoing to try and resolve it. But
it will be some time, 1 think, before it’s finally resolved.

REP. WAXMAN: Well, you said that you’re recommending an evacuation of U.S.
citizens within 50 miles. What are the risks that are causing you to make this recommendation?

MR. JACZKO: Well, it’s based on an assessment of the current conditions of the site.
Because of the damage to the spent fuel pool, we believe that there’s very significant radiation
levels likely around the site.

And given that the reactors, the three reactors that were operating — given that they are
operating with a — more of a backup to a backup, if you will, safety cooling system, if anything
goes wrong with that, it would be very difficult for emergency workers to get into the site and
perform emergency actions to help maintain that cooling.

So there is the likelihood that the cooling functions could be lost and if they are lost, it
may be difficult to replace them and that could lead to a more significant damage to the fuel and
potentially some type of release. So as a prudent measure with a comparable system situation
here in the United States, we would likely be looking at an evacuation to a larger distance.

REP. WAXMAN: So it is the — is it the spent fuel problem in this Unit 4 where there’s
water covering the fuel rods — is that the greatest concern you have at the moment?

MR. JACZKO: Well, I think it’s all of the factors together, really. It’s the combination.
And so you know, there’s the possibility of this progressing further. And so as I said, in this
country, we would probably take the prudent step of issuing evacuation to a larger distance.

REP. WAXMAN: High levels of radiation are being released from the pool — is that
right?

MR. JACZKO: We believe that around the reactor’s site, that there are h1gh levels of
radiation. Again, we have very limited data so I don’t want to speculate —

REP. WAXMAN: And what would be the significance of that?

MR. JACZKO: The significance would — well, first and foremost, it would mean that it
would be very difficult for emergency workers to get near to the reactors. The doses that they
could experience would potentially be lethal doses in a very short period of time. So thatis a

very significant development and largely, is what prompted the agency to make the statement
that 1t did.

REP. WAXMAN: And if they can’t — if the emergency workers cannot get in there
because of the danger to themselves, what would be the possibility, then, to deal with this
problem of the spent fuels?



MR. JACZKO: Well, again, I don’t want to speculate too much because again, we don’t
have direct information about the conditions on the ground. But it’s certainly a difficult situation
and one that needs to be addressed.

REP. WAXMAN: Well, you describe serious risks at these facilities. Can you describe
what you think are the highest risks and why?

MR. JACZKO: At the sites in Japan?

REP. WAXMAN: Yeah. I think right now, as I think has been the situation from the
beginning, the efforts are to continue to keep the reactors cool — the three reactors that were
operating at the time of the earthquake. And that is, right now, being done with a variety of
different systems. And again, in more a nontraditional way because they have lost a lot of their
electrical power and their off-site power capabilities.

In addition, the other risk is really to the spent fuel that may be in the spent fuel pools for
possibly up to six of the reactors at the site. So keeping those pools filled with water and
keeping that fuel cool is also, then, the primary concems.

REP. WAXMAN: And what’s the significance of the report of a crack in the unit itself,
in the containing — the containment unit?

MR. JACZKO: [ want to be clear. Certainly, the indication that I was referring to was a
crack, possibly, in the spent fuel pool on one of the other units. And the significance of that
would be if there is a crack, then there’s the possibility of water draining from that pool and
perhaps an inability to maintain the appropriate level of water in the pool, which could lead to a
damage of the fuel in that pool.

REP. WAXMAN: What would you say is the best case now for Japan and what do you
think might be the worst case?

MR. JACZKO: Well, I think — certainly, the efforts are to continue to provide cooling of
the reactors and to do everything possible to provide cooling to the spent fuel pools. Again, I
don’t want to speculate on what could happen because you know, it is a very dynamic situation
and there are — you know, certainly a lot of efforts that are being undertaken with efforts of the
U.S. government, in particular.

I want to emphasize that this is really a U.S. government response. The NRC is playing
one small part, but other assets have been located from other parts of the U.S. government and
are being provided to help provide this cooling and do what we can.

REP. WAXMAN: Thank you very much.

REP. WHITFIELD: The gentleman from Texas, Mr. Barton is recognized for five
minutes.



REPRESENTATIVE JOSEPH BARTON (R-TX): Thank you, Mr. Chairman and thank
you, Chairman, for being here on what’s obviously a very difficult day for you. You may have
answered some of these questions before or you may have even commented on them in your
opening statements so I apologize if I ask something that has already been addressed.

My understanding is that the systems at — the safety systems at the power plants or the
reactors in Japan are an older technology that requires an active backup and that the licenses that
you’re reviewing now have a different system that is a passive backup, i.e. if something happens
catastrophic, the system automatically shuts itself down and the cooling system can perpetuate
itself without outside power. Is that correct?

MR. JACZKO: Well, I wouldn’t necessarily want to comment too much on the Japanese
sites because I’'m not — their designs are a little bit different from the designs we have that are
similar in this country. But we are reviewing new reactors that do operate on what they call a
passive cooling system.

It is not all of the designs that we’re reviewing, however. It’s only two of the designs that
we’re looking at, but —

REP. BARTON: Well, my understanding is that there’s — and correct me if I’'m wrong,
that there’s one new nuclear power plant under construction and that’s the Southern Company
facility in Georgia and that their safety system is a passive safety system that if you were to — of
course, you won’t have a tsunami in Central Georgia, but you could have an earthquake.

And if there were to be an earthquake, that it would automatically shut itself down
without outside intervention and the coolant is a gravity-flow cooling system that perpetuates
itself, again, without any outside power. Is that correct?

MR. JACZKO: That is correct. The system that is used for that particular design, which
is the AP1000 does essentially rely on gravity to initiate circulation of water through the reactor
and then naturally circulate based on the heat flow. It will circulate without the use of off-site
power. However, there are other safety systems that do rely on the off-site power.

REP. BARTON: But we could say, in the instance of the one new plant that’s currently
under construction, what happened in Japan, assuming the construction of the plant is robust
enough that the containment is not destroyed by the earthquake, that in terms of cooling the
reactors and shutting down the reactors, they would be shut down and they would stay cool.

MR. JACZKO: Well, again, I wouldn’t necessarily want to speculate on everything. We
don’t really know what happened in Japan. We obviously know there was an earthquake. We
know that there was a tsunami. We know a lot of safety systems haven’t functioned as would be
needed. So you know, at this point, I don’t really want to speculate on how that applies to any
U.S. facilities until we have a chance to really do a methodical and systematic —



REP. BARTON: I’'m not asking you to speculate on what happened in Japan. I’'m
asking, specifically, if an earthquake hit the power plant in Georgia, based on your agency’s
review of their safety design, would it withstand that earthquake?

MR. JACZKO: All of the plants that we’ve licensed and all of the plants that we are
currently reviewing will meet strict safety standards for earthquakes and other natural
phenomena. So certainly, for the existing plants, we believe absolutely that they can withstand
an earthquake and they can meet the high standards that we’ve put in place. In the new plants,
we’re still continuing our review. We haven’t completed our review, so I don’t want to — I don’t
want to prejudge the outcome of that by making any final determinations.

REP. BARTON: Okay. But you are allowing this plant in Georgia to be constructed. So
you’ve approved something.

_ MR. JACZKO: It’s a preliminary approval for a limited amount of construction activity
that’s not related to the most safety-significant systems at this time.

REP. BARTON: Now, in general, for each plant in the United States, regardless of
where it’s located, does it have a minimum safety requirement to withstand an earthquake?

MR. JACZKO: That’s true. All the plants have a requirement to be designed to deal
with the kinds of earthquakes we would expect in about a 200-mile radius from that nuclear
power plant.

REP. BARTON: Now, obviously, if a plant is in an area that’s more prone to
earthquakes, it might have a higher requirement than a plant that’s in a location that’s never had
an earthquake in 500 years, but they all have to withstand some base-case earthquake design
criteria.

MR. JACZKO: That’s correct. They all have to withstand what we think is the
maximum expected earthquake from the historical record within about 200 miles of that site.

REP. BARTON: Now, I'm told that the earthquake that hit Japan is order of magnitude,
the fifth most powerful, ever-recorded anywhere in the world. So that’s obviously a very
powerful earthquake. In the United States, is the design criteria currently for that level of an
earthquake that would be — say the standard the earthquake that hit San Francisco in 1906?

MR. JACZKO: Would like me to answer?

REP. BARTON: I would like you to answer. (Laughter.)

MR. JACZKO: I think it’s important — I want to try and give a demonstration. I think
we — we talk a lot about the magnitude of the earthquake and that’s not really what the NRC

looks at. If I —if you look at the cup of water that I have over here and you think of that as the
nuclear reactor, the earthquake would be — I probably shouldn’t fill up the water glass.



REP. BARTON: This is going to make TV, so do it right. (Laughter.)

MR. JACZKO: 1 practiced it before I started, so — so if you think of this as the nuclear
power plant, the earthquake and when you talk about the magnitude of the earthquake, it would
be like me hitting the table with my first. So something like that. And you’ll see that it makes
the glass over here vibrate.

That’s what we actually measure and we design our nuclear power plants around is that
shaking of the power plant. So the actual impact depends upon where I hit in relation to the
glass. So you have a large earthquake like this that’s very far away, may not have the same
impact on a site as an earthquake that’s maybe a little bit less but much closer, so something like
that.

So we actually worry more about — we look at all of the different earthquakes that could
happen in this region and we look at what that shaking is and we make sure that that shaking can
handle what we think are the maximum historical earthquakes in that region. Now —

REP. BARTON: No, go ahead. Summarize.

MR. JACZKO: (Chuckles.) In addition to that, we know that we don’t always know
everything. So we’ve done a lot of studies over the years to look at earthquakes and phenomena
beyond that kind of design earthquake and we’ve had the plants go back and look and see if there
are things that they could do to ensure that they would be able to better withstand some possible
earthquake that nobody’s thought of or seen at this point.

And so we have what we call severe accident programs that all of the utilities have where
they have procedures and they have ability to mitigate that kind of more severe event that may
not ever have occurred in a particular region. So it’s a multilayered system of defense. And if1
could just briefly summarize one other point.

In addition to that, following, September 1 1™, we required all of the nuclear reactors in
this country to pre-stage equipment that can perform this emergency last — kind of — ditch effort
cooling to the reactor and the spent fuel. And that’s a — that’s a variety of procedures and
different types of equipment that are required to be at the reactor sites. And we’ve inspected the
reactors to make sure that they have that. So you know, that gives you another level of defense
beyond really just what the design of the reactor is.

REP. BARTON: Thank you and thank you for the chair’s courtesy in letting him answer
that question,

REP. WHITFIELD: The gentlelady from California is recognized for five minutes.

REPRESENTATIVE LOIS CAPPS (D-CA): And Mr. Chairman, if you wouldn’t mind
granting me a little consideration — I represent Diablo Canyon nuclear facility and I have three
packed questions, but something was stated earlier that I believe needs to be clarified just for the
record. IfI could ask the chairman, in addition to thanking him for his testimony, did you say



that Unit 4 in Japan, in the incident there, that there was no water in Unit 4 surrounding the spent
fuel and that Unit 3 was in danger of losing the water source?

MR. JACZKO: We believe, at this point, that Unit 4 rhay have lost a significant
inventory, if not lost all of its water.

REP. CAPPS: And that Unit 3 is in danger?

MR. JACZKO: Well, I would say what we know at Unit 3 is that there’s possibly —
again, our information is limited, so we do — well, we believe that there’s a crack in the spent
fuel pool for Unit 3 as well, which could lead to a loss of water in that pool.

REP. CAPPS: Thank you. Diablo Canyon nuclear facility in my congressional district
sits on the Hosgri fault zone. Then in 2008, the U.S. Geological Survey informed the utility that
a new fault had been found near Diablo Canyon. It’s called the Shoreline fault. You’re well-
aware about the California law requiring the energy commission to perform reviews of the
seismic issues associated with our state’s nuclear plants, I’m sure.

The energy commission recommended — and our state PUC directed that independent,
peer-reviewed advanced seismic studies be performed prior to applying for re-licensure. So you
think the NRC should take advantage of the talent, expertise and resources available in
California so that all information on seismic issues could be analyzed with the goal of avoiding
costly duplication?

MR. JACZKO: Well, we — ultimately, we have to make decisions, as an agency, based
on the technical review that we, as an agency, do. And again, I can’t get too far into some of
these issues because we do have an ongoing hearing related to some of the very points that
you’ve raised. So in our hearing process, we are prohibited from discussing those things outside
the context of the commission.

REP. CAPPS: Allright, I’ll tell you what it seems to me and my constituents, that having
the best eyes and minds in our country working together, looking at the seismic issues, makes the
most sense. First and foremost, for my constituents, this is about safety. But seismic concerns
also impact affordability and regional — reliable generation as well. So I hope that this issue can
be revisited, not to take away from the responsibility and authority of the federal agency, but to
work with other agencies. And I look forward to working with you as we go along in this area.

MR. JACZKO: Well, Congresswoman, if I could just briefly say.
REP. CAPPS: Sure.

MR. JACZKO: We actually did host a workshop within the last year, actually, that
brought together a lot of these technical experts to have a discussion for the point that you said.
We certainly are always open to hearing information from any technical expert that can provide
information to us. So I just want to make the point that in the end, the decision-making has to
come from our expert staff.



REP. CAPPS: Great. All right. Here’s another question: My constituents have become
increasingly concerned about the preparation for a station blackout event. If power is lost, they
want to be assured that backup power will be available throughout the duration of an accident in
order to prevent fuel melting. '

In the last half-decade, both California reactors have been cited by you, by the NRC, for
instances in which both backup diesel generators were down or there were problems involving
battery power availability. In such instances, merely citations were given to the utilities. Should
the NRC reevaluate its regulations and perhaps increase the penalties for such infractions in light
of the accident in Japan as an incentive to force better compliance from the nuclear operators?

MR. JACZKO: Well, as I said, we intend to do a very systematic and methodical look at
any lessons we can learn from this Japanese incident. And I certainly will keep your suggestion
in mind as something for us to take a look at.

REP. CAPPS: Finally, I’d like you to address some safety issues in the event of an
earthquake and a simultaneous accident at a nuclear plant. Diablo Canyon has a workable
evacuation plan. They wouldn’t be able to operate without one.

But as you may know, there’s basically only one way in and out of San Luis Obispo,
narrow Highway 1 along the coast. The NRC has ruled that it was non-credible that there could
ever be multiple catastrophes such as an earthquake and a meltdown at the plant.

- This is the quote from the NRC: “The commission has determined that the chance of
such a bizarre concentration of events occurring is extremely small. Not only is this conclusion
well-supported by the record evidence, it accords most eminently with commonsense notions of
statistical probability.” That’s the end of their quote.

Now, we have just witnessed an earthquake, a tsunami and a nuclear meltdown all
occurring in sequence. I want to ask the commission, if you would on my behalf, do they still
believe the chance of this bizarre concentration of events is merely hypothetical? Do you think
this decision should be revisited in light of the events in Japan?

MR. JACZKO: Well, I certainly will take your suggestion back to the commission. 1
would want to review that entire document in its entirety because certainly, we do — we do
examine the possibility of earthquakes as an initiating event for a possible reactor problem. Of
course, we believe we have systems in place that would, one, really prevent any kind of core
damage from that, but two, if there is subsequent problems, we have mitigating strategies in
other ways to cope with those. So I would just be happy to take a look at that document in its
entirety.

REP. CAPPS: Thank you and just in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, you know, that’s what
they said two weeks ago, no doubt, in Japan as well. Enormous anxiety and sadness over the
events that happened there. And here, we have seen in the past year, our three major sources of
energy that this country uses, coal, oil and nuclear, all experiencing tragic accidents. And I do



look forward to working with you — your committee — your commission on the number-one goal
of keeping our energy sources safe. Thank you.

MR. JACZKO: Thank you. And Congressman, if I could just add, of course, you
understand we have not had any nuclear incidents in the last year in this country. The incidences
were in other countries.

REP. WHITFIELD: The gentleman from West Virginia, Mr. McKinley, is recognized
for five minutes.

REPRESENTATIVE DAVID MCKINLEY (R-WYV): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Does
the NRC still have the authority, given — in light of what’s happened in Japan, I assume you still
have the authority to grant the permits for continuing the design implementation of nuclear
facilities?

MR. JACZKO: Certainly, the agency is an independent regulatory —

REP. MCKINLEY: Given — is there any delay or are you hearing anything that would
set up — I would expect some extension might be necessary, but what would you suggest is a
reasonable time frame for someone making an application?

MR. JACZKO: Well, as I said, I think the process of reviewing an application for a
nuclear power plant’s a very complicated process and this is the first time we’re doing this, the
first time we’ve done it in a long time. So I think there’s going to be some lessons that we learn,
but the applicant and the agency. I’'m sorry, I don’t want to get into kind of speculating how
long or surmising how long I think it should happen. I would just say that, you know, we will do
the thorough job we have to do to ensure safety of — (inaudible, cross talk).

REP. MCKINLEY: Do you have, given that this also is for budgeting, I haven’t seen —
do you have some R&D money allocated for researching alternate uses for spent fuel rods?

MR. JACZKO: We currently, in our budget right now, have a significant amount of
resources that we are using to look at spent fuel, the safety and security of spent fuel and
transportation. We have a small piece of our budget that’s looking at reprocessing and
developing a framework for reprocessing, which would be, perhaps, what you’re referring to as
alternate uses.

REP. MCKINLEY: If you could send more to me, I'd like to know a little bit more about
—and let’s go to the Yucca Mountain just for a moment. Idon’t know whether it’s anecdotal or
fact, but I know, of course, that the application has been withdrawn. But it was my
understanding that consumers are still paying on their utility bills funds for that project. Is that
accurate?

MR. JACZKO: Ibelieve it is, although I would add that that’s not an area that the NRC
has authority over.



REP. MCKINLEY: But is that accurate?

MR. JACZKO: Ibelieve it is, but again, I don’t follow that very closely other than
generally what I read in the press.

REP. MCKINLEY: Okay, I'm just curious because if — from what I understand, we’re
collecting money for something that’s never going to happen. You don’t understand that. What
about Shippingport? I think that was the first facility we had in this country, isn’t it? Given —1I
think it was maybe — was that 65 — ’63? When was Shippingport opened?

MR. JACZKO: Idon’t have the exact date of the initial license, but it was very early on
in the U.S. nuclear program.

REP. MCKINLEY: In light of the circumstances and maybe you don’t want to do a
kneejerk reaction at all to this, but will you be looking at some of the older facilities to see what
new technology — has Shippingport been upgraded all along?

MR. JACZKO: Shippingport is no longer an operating reactor.

REP. MCKINLEY: Is no longer in operation at all. So what happens when Shippingport
goes out of operation — it goes out?

MR. JACZKO: Any of the reactors, when they go on a service are eventually
decommissioned. We’ve decommissioned a large number of reactors in this country.

REP. MCKINLEY: Okay. There was also a story in the media that one of our naval
vessels sailed through a cloud off Japan’s — were you aware of that?

MR. JACZKO: Yes. We did have indications that in the early days of this incident, the
reactor was going through a process that involves venting steam that accumulates in the reactor
containment structure. And that steam needs to be released in order to reduce the pressures in
that — in that containment vessel, which is one of the important — (inaudible, cross talk).

REP. MCKINLEY: Could that have been avoided — the ship going through that? Could
that have been avoided?

MR. JACZKO: Well, my understanding was, they were performing activities to support
search-and-rescue efforts in Japan, and that the doses that they were experiencing were from that
particular plume, were not doses that would have a significant impact to health and safety.

REP. MCKINLEY: That’s all I - and I yield back my time. Thank you very much.

REP. WHITFIELD: Thank you. This time, I recognize the gentleman from
Massachusetts, Mr. Markey, for five minutes.



REPRESENTATIVE ED MARKEY (D-MA): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome.
What interim safety measures are you going to require while you study the issue? In Germany,
they’re taking interim steps right now, as well as Switzerland, China, Venezuela. Are there any
steps you would like to announce that you are going to take in order to ensure that the plants in
our country are safe?

MR. JACZKO: Well, we — Congressman, we continue every day to make sure that the
plants are safe. And at this time, we don’t have any specific actions that we think are necessary
to add to the safety of the facilities beyond what we do.

REP. MARKEY: Are there any interim advisories that you are going to send out? After
9/11, the NRC sent out some interim advisories. After Fukushima, are you — are you planning on
doing that?

MR. JACZKO: We do intend to send out what we refer to as a regulatory information
summary that will — that will generally characterize the event at the — in Japan. Again, at this
point we don’t have detailed information. But that will remind licensees of, of course, their
obligations under their existing license — but as well as these additional measures that I talked
about to these severe-accident-types of strategies, as well as the efforts that we implemented
after 9/11 — to put in place these systems and procedures to ensure that they could provide
emergency cooling to the reactor if necessary.

REP. MARKEY: Going back to the question which Chairman Whitfield asked you about
Dr. Ma and his concern about the AP1000 design, you said in your — with your vote that “while
it is clear that the use of ductile material in all areas of the shield building would provide an
additional enhancement to safety, that I am not convinced that such a design requirement exists.”

After what’s going on in Japan right now, would you reconsider that in order to, perhaps,
consider adding that ductile material as part of the process — the construction of AP1000 plants?

MR. JACZKO: As Isaid, I think we’ll do a very thorough review of the information
from Japan. But we don’t anticipate getting to a final decision on that design for at least until the
end of the summer. So I think there’ll be plenty of information from our review at that time to
inform that decision.

REP. MARKEY: Yeah. As you know, I authored legislation in 2002 that required the
distribution of potassium iodide to residents living within a 20-mile radius of nuclear power
plants, based upon a Sandia study. Because we learned after Chernobyl that this cheap
medication can prevent cancers caused by radioactive iodine.

The Bush White House ignored my language and blocked an effort by HHS to implement
it. In fact, they even took away HHS’ power to complete — to complete its KI distribution
guidelines. The Obama administration has not implemented it even though the surgeon general
has just said yesterday that she thought it was worthwhile precaution for West Coast residents.



Don’t you think that this distribution of potassium iodide to residents within 20 miles of
nuclear power plants is a common-sense measure that should be implemented?

MR. JACZKO: Well, the particular protective actions that would be issued for any
nuclear power plant incident are ultimately the responsibilities of the state and local
governments. They have that primary on-the-ground responsibility to decide how to deal with an
accident. So—

REP. MARKEY: But the plants are licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, not
by the states. You’re the agency of expertise in terms of the spread of nuclear materials, not state
officials. Do you believe that it is advisable to look at a 20-mile radius for distribution of
potassium iodide?

MR. JACZKO: The current policy of the commission is that potassium iodide would be
one of the protective action that could be considered within what we call our emergency —

REP. MARKEY: The Bush guideline was that for 10 (miles) to 20 miles, people should
just stop running or ducking under their bed. Do you think that’s — there is no other medicine.
So is there — is there a recommendation from you that they should look at potassium iodide for
the 10- to 20-mile radius?

MR. JACZKO: Again, I would, really in many ways, defer to state and local
governments as they believe that that’s appropriate. I think that there certainly are many
protective actions that could be taken — (inaudible, cross talk).

REP. MARKEY: I just don’t think that they have the expertise looking at the
probabilistic risk assessment of the likelihood of an accident in terms of having KI there.

Now, the San Onofre reactor is also rated to withstand a 7.0 earthquake. Should we —
should we be retrofitting those reactors to ensure that they can withstand much stronger
earthquakes? The IAEA warned Japan two years ago that their nuclear power plants were not
designed well-enough to withstand a strong earthquake, and they were only able to withstand a
7.0 earthquake. That’s what San Onofre is designed to. Should we be looking at retrofitting of
the San Onofre plant and plants like that?

MR. JACZKO: Well, as I said, the plants are actually designed to the ground motion and
the shaking that you would get at any facility. And that’s based on what we think are the most,
or, well, what are really the — what’s the maximum earthquake that’s occurred in any particular
area.

So it doesn’t directly necessarily mean a 7.0 earthquake. It’s what we think is the
maximum credible earthquake. And I continue to believe that that’s the appropriate standard for
the agency. But again, we will — we will take a look at all of the information we have from
Japan as that comes in. And if we have to make modifications to our requirements, we will.



REP. MARKEY: I would just hope that maximum credible earthquake would be re-
examined after what’s happened in Chile, New Zealand and Japan, that we’d be in the other part
of that earthquake zone — that as you have to have an earthquake, and so that we do have the
proper protections.

REP. WHITFIELD: The gentleman from Louisiana, Mr. Cassidy, is recognized for five
minutes.

REPRESENTATIVE BILL CASSIDY (R-LA): Thank you, sir. Are you all — just from
a — I’m a physician, so I’'m going to speak about it and sound like a physician. In effect, there’s
going to be a post-mortem done on that accident. And folks are going to go in there and see
what went wrong, and learn from it to ideally keep it from occurring again.

Now, are there going to be people from industry invited to that party, if you will, or to
that post-mortem? Or it only will be academia and government? It seems all three need to be
there. And so I don’t think I've heard you mention having industry there to kind of — yeah, what
do we do? Thoughts?

MR. JACZKO: Well, we haven’t — we haven’t yet decided how we’ll go about our
review. But [ want it to be systematic and methodical. Those are the two words that I think are
most important right now. And in our normal practice as an agency, we always reach out to
stakeholders — not just industry, but public-interest groups and other members of the public. So I
would expect that whatever we do as part of this process will have a significant public
involvement.

REP. CASSIDY: Now, let me ask. Because when I toured the nuclear power plant near
my home — I live in — I’'m from Louisiana, so it’s the River Bend nuclear power plant. As I
recall, they were coming up with a fail-safe mechanism to keep the generators running even if
there was something dire that happened to the plant.

I gather what has happened here is that the tsunami — because the diesel was on the
ground — washed away the diesel, so they were unable to run the generators. So just for the
reassurance of folks here — and frankly, my city, if you will — it seems that we’ve been proactive
on that particular issue so that there is a backup to the backup to the backup to keep the
generators running, to pump the water in case — you see where I’'m going with that.

MR. JACZKO: Well, we do — and again, I don’t want to speculate on exactly what
happened in Japan because we really just don’t know — (inaudible, cross talk).

REP. CASSIDY: I think I'm channeling CNN right now. (Laughter.)

MR. JACZKO: All the diesel generators at nuclear power plants in this country are
considered vital equipment. The emergency diesel generators are vital pieces of equipment. So
they are designed as with the other safety-significant structures and components to be able to
withstand the natural phenomenon.



So if — depending on the plant, that could be hurricanes, tornados, tsunamis, earthquakes
— whatever the natural phenomena are that are relevant to a particular site.

REP. CASSIDY: SoI- but is — not knowing that you — that we’re not speculating on
what happened in Japan, but just to go to the point. The backup generators to keep those cooling
units running, we do have — we have proactively addressed this in this country. And there is a
way if a Hurricane Katrina comes through and hits my state and one system goes out, there’s
another system to keep it running. Is that my understanding?

MR. JACZKO: That’s correct. Each reactor has at least two diesel generators. In the
event that one of them can’t perform its function, that will be an additional — in addition to that,
many states have — I’m sorry, many sites have what we call a station-blackout diesel or some
other type of electrical power supply that can function in the event that those primary emergency
diesel generators are not operating.

And then of course in addition to that, as I've referred to, all of the plants in this country
have been required to look at pre-staging other additional emergency equipment that could deal
with this kind of situation.

REP. CASSIDY: You mentioned that —

MR. JACZKO: In some cases, that would be electrical power supplies or portable
generators, and things like that.

REP. CASSIDY: Got you. You may have answered this next question. I’m sorry, I was
out of the room for a bit. Clearly, we’re talking not just natural disasters, but man-made. Do 1
understand that new nuclear power plants — or do I not understand correctly — that they have to
be built so that if there is a terrorist attack and a plane is driven into them, that somehow it is still
protected?

MR. JACZKO: For the existing fleet of reactors, we have required them to be able to
deal with the — with large fires and explosions that could occur at that — at the plant. And some
of that was related to the possibilities of terrorist attacks involving aircraft.

For-new plants, what we’ve required them — the new designs that are required to be able
to withstand an aircraft-type impact at the site.

REP. CASSIDY: Now, the containment structure — again, you may have said this; I
apologize — the containment structure, though — even if there is a meltdown, how effectively can
that containment structure keep it contained?

MR. JACZKO: Well, that’s the purpose of the containment structure — is again — in the
event that — the very unlikely event that all of the safety systems fail and we’re not able to keep
cooling to the core, and were it to eventually have significant fuel damage or some kind of
melting, that any radiological material would be contained within that structure.



REP. CASSIDY: Given that there’s some that would be vented off — but nonetheless, if
there’s a disaster, it’s a disaster within the containment?

MR. JACZKO: That would be — that’s the design goal and the expectation. And of
course, if that were to fail, we have very robust programs in place to do emergency evacuations —
(inaudible, cross talk).

REP. CASSIDY: So this is a 1970s-circa plant. So I presume since it dates from the *70s
since, we have even more robust protections?

MR. JACZKO: We’ve looked at all of these plants over the years. And in some cases —
well actually, in the late *80s and early *90s we did systematic evaluations of the plants to see
how they would deal with these kind of very severe accidents. In some cases, plants took the
step of low-cost modifications that would deal with these more severe kinds of events.

So we have a lot of — a lot of things that have been done. The plants are certainly not the
same plants that they were when they were originally built and designed.

REP. CASSIDY: Thank you very much.

REP. WHITFIELD: The gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Dingell, is recognized for five
minutes.

REPRESENTATIVE JOHN D. DINGELL (D-MI): Mr. Chairman, I thank you for your
courtesy. Mr. Chairman, I’m sure you are making a careful review of the events that are going
forward in Japan with regard to the nuclear facility over there and the attendant circumstances.
Will you make such a review?

MR. JACZKO: We certainly do intend to.
REP. DINGELL: All right.

MR. JACZKO: Once we have good, credible information, we’ll do a thorough and
systematic review.

REP. DINGELL: Good. Now, I would assume that when you have — well first of all,
one, would you submit to this committee your plans with regard to that, as to how you intend to
go into that to ascertain what happened?

MR. JACZKO: We certainly will. We’ll make — (inaudible, cross talk).

REP. DINGELL: And then, would you see that we’re informed as events go forward so
we know what’s taking place over there?

MR. JACZKO: We’ll certainly do that.



REP. DINGELL: And would you also submit to us for the record how NRC is going to
go about defining the lessons that you have learned about events in Japan, and how you will

incorporate them into your regulatory requirements? You’d do that for us — (inaudible, cross
talk). ’

MR. JACZKO: We’ll certainly do that.

REP. DINGELL: Now, does the NRC regularly use new information about the different
types of risk as these different types of risks and information become available? Yes, or no?

MR. JACZKO: Yes.

REP. DINGELL: Would you provide for the record the process by which NRC does this
risk assessment? '

MR. JACZKO: Well, there’s a variety of —

REP. DINGELL: No, just for the record.

MR. JACZKO: Oh, of course.

REP. DINGELL: Our time, Mr. Chairman, is very limited.
MR. JACZKO: Please. Of course.

REP. DINGELL: And I have a lot of questions here. Mr. Chairman, do the NRC’s
licensing standard for nuclear plants take into account the risk of earthquake or tsunami?

MR. JACZKO: They incorporate all natural hazards, including earthquakes and
tsunamis. |

REP. DINGELL: I would — I would note with distress. I think you probably remember
Diablo Canyon some years ago where they were going to build right on a fault. Are you more
careful about that than your predecessors were in that particular —

MR. JACZKO: Right now — well, we look at all the nuclear power plants in the country.
We look at seismic activity from all of them because while not all plants are in high-seismic
areas, almost all plants could experience some seismic activity from lower-level earthquake
activity. So we consider that for all plants. :

REP. DINGELL: Now Mr. Chairman, would you provide a list of the kinds of disasters
for which NRC takes account of in terms of its licensing standards? Just submit that for the
record please.

MR. JACZKO: We’ll provide that.



REP. DINGELL: Now Mr. Chairman, it’s my understanding that one of the main
problems in Japan has been inadequate access to emergency power to keep the reactors cool.
And that poses some substantial ongoing risk. Do NRC’s licensing standards include adequate
access to emergency power? And are you satisfied that they do so?

MR. JACZKO: We believe that our requirements are very strong in this area. And we
continue actively in our inspection program to ensure that licensees have the appropriate
equipment such as diesel generator, and that it operates successfully.

REP. DINGELL: Now Mr. Chairman, you have an unholy mess on your hands — you
and the Department of Energy — with regard to Yucca Mountain. You’ve spent, as near as I can
gather, something like 17 billion (dollars) on this that’s been collected from rate payers for long-
term storage of nuclear waste. The administration opposes going forward. You’ve got this
nuclear waste that’s piling up all over the country. Some of it is going into cooling ponds.
They’re talking about putting the rest in dry cask storage.

Do you have any kind of long-term plan to address what you’re going to do with this
infernal mess, and how you’re going to deal with the problem?

MR. JACZKO: Well right now, we’re looking at a longer time frame for storage of spent
fuel than we have in the past. But right now, we believe that spent fuel certainly can be — can be
stored safely and securely with the existing systems over several decades —

REP. DINGELL: But you don’t have — but you don’t have a plan for how you’re going
to deal with it. You’re being sued by the electrical utilities because they’re collecting monies
from their rate payers that are not being spent on the purposes for which they’re being collected.
The stuff keeps piling up. And you’ve doubled the amount that you can store in a single pool,
but that’s running out. You’re running out of pools in which to store it.

And as these plants close, you’re going to — you’re going to perhaps lose the
responsibility of the persons who are storing this thing. And the stuff just keeps piling up. Is
there a long-term plan anywhere in government, in your agency, in the Department of Energy, in
the Office of Management or Budget, or in any other agency of the federal government as to
what we’re going to do about this infernal mess?

MR. JACZKO: Well, although it’s not an area that we are directly working, the
Secretary of Energy has convened a blue-ribbon commission to look at some of those longer-
term options and see what an optimal approach should be —

REP. DINGELL: The answer — the answer, Mr. Chairman, is no. Is it not?

MR. JACZKO: I-

REP. DINGELL: Go ahead.



MR. JACZKO: 1believe there are plans through this blue-ribbon commission to look
long-term. And we believe, certainly from the agency, that the existing systems are —

REP. DINGELL: But the answer — the answer, my beloved friend, is no. And I say this
with respect and affection. But the simple fact of the matter is, you’re sitting on a — you’re
sitting on a mighty fine mess that nobody knows what to do with. And each and every one of
those situations offers unique opportunity for terrifying mischief to the — to the private-public
interest and to the people in the — in the area. And the cost of this whole sorry-ass mess keeps
growing up — and going up.

REP. WHITFIELD: : And we agree with you, Mr. Dingell. At this point, I’d like to
recognize the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Burgess, for five minutes.

REPRESENTATIVE MICHAEL BURGESS (R-TX): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And
Mr. Chairman, thank you for being here and spending so long with us today. Thank you for
speaking with me yesterday at the end of what obviously was a very long day for you. And I
appreciate your willingness to make yourself to members of both sides of the dais during this
crisis in Japan.

Recently, an e-mail has been circulating — and I think it came to the committee staff —
that suggested a much higher level of radioactivity at one of the plants than has previously been
reported. Do you know anything about that?

MR. JACZKO: Well, we are continuing to monitor the situation as best we can. Again,
I’m not familiar with the e-mail that you’re talking about. But we do believe that certainly with
one of the spent-fuel pools, that there have been certainly elevated radiation readings. And over
the last several days, there have been times based on certain incidents in the site where radiation
levels have gone up and come back down.

REP. BURGESS: But when you say elevated, ballpark — are you talking about chest X-
ray, CAT scan, multiple CAT scans? What sort of numbers are you talking about?

MR. JACZKO: Right now, we have indications at the site of radiation levels that would
be levels that would be lethal within a fairly short period of time. So they’re very significant
radiation levels.

REP. BURGESS: Very significant. OK. And that’s different from kind of what we’ve
been hearing before. Is that correct?

MR. JACZKO: Again, I'm not — I would say it’s certainly a more recent development
that we’ve seen these very, very high readings.

REP. BURGESS: OK. Now, you were very good to provide us with written testimony.
You were very good to provide us with some updates on the situation. It’s obviously a very fluid
situation in Japan. Would you be good enough to give us in written form what you described to
us as you are finishing up your prepared testimony this afternoon, so that there’s no confusion



over what we — when we quote you? The press is here, and we’ll all be asked questions as you
finish up.

Could you provide us the written information that you would like us to have?
MR. JACZKO: We’ll provide that for you.

REP. BURGESS: Because some of it — and I think Ms. Capps on the other side talked
about it a little bit. I mean, you talked about the spent-fuel pool being dry and the radiation
being high, and again, things that were different from what I had been gathering from the — just

“of the press reports just prior to coming in here.

And it — and it would be good to see that — again, what is factual and what is not.

MR. JACZKO: We’ll be happy to provide that. And I would just say that our
information is limited. So we’ve been very careful to only provide information that we believe is
very reliable.

REP. BURGESS: Well now, we’re here to talk — (chuckles) — about the budget. And the
budget you prepared, obviously, was before all this happened. Do you anticipate submitting an
addendum to the request in light of things that have happened this past week?

MR. JACZKO: That’s something we’ll review at this point. I don’t —1don’t have an
answer for you. But I will certainly come back to the committee if we do.

REP. BURGESS: Can you give us just kind of a back-of-the-envelope estimate: In a
perfect world, what would be the percentage of electricity in this country — in this country
produced by nuclear power?

MR. JACZKO: It’s approximately 20 percent.
REP. BURGESS: What is being produced now?

MR. JACZKO: Currently? I would have to look. But I would take an estimate of about
probably — about that number. I’m not aware of any significant plant outages right now.

REP. BURGESS: So it would be your position as chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission that the percentage of electricity produced in America would not increase over what
it is today? Do I understand that correctly?

MR. JACZKO: I'm sorry.

REP. BURGESS: In an ideal world, this country maximizing all of the different energy
production possibilities that we have, how much — what percentage — would be nuclear?



MR. JACZKO: Well, it’s really not up to us to decide that. Ithink the agency’s
responsibility is to make sure that if there are nuclear power plants in this country, that they
continue to operate safely and securely.

REP. BURGESS: Do you have a concept of what would be the ideal number of nuclear
plants in this country in the next 10, 20, 30 years?

MR. JACZKO: That’s really not — certainly, as an agency, we don’t have a concept of an
ideal number. Our job is to make sure it’s safe and secure.

REP. BURGESS: How many would be too many for you to keep up with to ensure that
they were safety (ph)?

MR. JACZKO: Right now, we think — certainly, we’re planning for the possibility of
new plants to be under construction in the next several years. So we believe with the budgets
that we’ve developed, we would have the resources we need to handle those additional units if
they’re licensed.

REP. BURGESS: All right. Chairman Dingell described in very colorful terms “an
infernal mess” at Yucca Mountain. If you were the king of the nuclear — (chuckles) — regulatory
world, the sole decision-maker on nuclear waste, what would be the ideal solution, the sine qua
non? What would you do?

MR. JACZKO: Well, I - as I said, I really — I can’t get too much into that because we do
have an ongoing proceeding with regard to Yucca Mountain. And you know, the job of keeping
plants and the materials and all the things that we regulate safe is pretty much a job that — in
particular, these days — keeps me awake almost 24 hours a day.

So I'll worry about — let somebody else worry about some of those other broader policy
questions.

REP. BURGESS: We thank you for your activities during this crisis. Thank you.

REP. WHITFIELD: This time, I’ll recognize the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr.
Doyle, for five minutes.

REPRESENTATIVE MICHAEL F. DOYLE (D-PA): Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman, thanks for your patience and endurance today. Given what’s happened in Japan, I’'m
sure this has been a reminder to all of us that everyone agrees that certifying new nuclear designs
is a crucial and important task to make sure these reactors are durable and can be safely operated.

And I understand that the new reactor design certification process involves not only
professional and accredited NRC staff, but there’s also an outside expert advisory committee that
oversees the review and recommendations of the NRC staff. Is that correct?



MR. JACZKO: We do have an —it’s an outside — or it’s a agency-independent advisory
committee.

REP. DOYLE: Yeah. That’s right. The ACRS. And then ultimately, you and your
colleagues also evaluate and make your own independent judgments. Correct?

MR. JACZKO: Correct.

REP. DOYLE: So I want to address this situation to get more clarification and more on
the record about concerns raised by my good friend, Ed Markey, regarding Westinghouse’s
AP1000. I want you to helpfully provide some more clarification to the process that was
involved certifying this reactor.

Now, is it true that Dr. Ma’s nonconcurrence issues during the deliberation for the
Westinghouse AP1000 advanced final safety evaluation report were, in fact, given due
consideration by his NRC staff colleagues?

MR. JACZKO: Ibelieve that they were.

REP. DOYLE: And also, the members of the independent Advisory Committee for
Reactor Safeguards?

MR. JACZKO: They did. As part of their review, they did specifically receive a
presentation from Mr. Ma about this — (inaudible, cross talk).

REP. DOYLE: And you and your commission colleagues?

MR. JACZKO: Idon’t want to speak for the actions of all of my colleagues. But I
personally met with him and talked to him about his concerns. And —

REP. DOYLE: And can you tell us what happened after Dr. Ma made his presentation
and raised his concerns? So he raised these concerns. And tell us what happened after that.

MR. JACZKO: Well, they were — I think they were looked at by certainly all of — or the
staff at the agency that were reviewing the design. This advisory committee also did look at his
perspectives. And they came to their own conclusions that, I think, ultimately, no one disputes
that the recommendations that he has would make the design safer. But we think that the design,
as it is right now, would appear to meet our standards. But I would add that it was also Mr. Ma
who originally raised concerns with a previous iteration of the design.

And as a result of those concerns, the agency did indicate to Westinghouse that
significant changes would need to be made. They in fact did make significant changes and I
think in some sense, Mr. Ma believes that — and I don’t want to speak for him directly — but my
understanding of his position is that he thinks that those changes are not necessarily enough to
satisfy his initial concerns.



REP. DOYLE: But it’s true that his concerns were put forward and that the NRC team of
reviewers that throughout the drafting of the AFSER, they evaluated it and they basically
overruled his concerns, basically, as did the subcommittee, as did — I mean this went through a
process. I just want to make clear for the record that we don’t have a person at the department
who’s raised concerns and they were swept under the rug or ignored. I mean these concemns
were addressed. Is that not correct?

MR. JACZKO: Yeah, I feel very strongly that we create an environment at the agency
where people can raise concerns and those concerns can be thoroughly reviewed and vetted.
And I believe, in this case, that that’s what happened.

REP. DOYLE: Thank you very much. That’s all I have, Mr. Chairman.

REP. WHITFIELD: The gentleman from Nebraska, Mr. Terry, is recognized for five
minutes.

REPRESENTATIVE LEE TERRY (R-NE): Thank you for being here. I’m just as
curious — there’s two power plants — Mr. Barton talked about one in Georgia, but there’s on in
Georgia, one in South Carolina that sometime this year or early next year should be issued their
combined construction and operating license. My question, first, is: Are there any discussions
occurring to delay that COL now because of the Japanese disaster?

MR. JACZKO: Well, right now, all of the — those two plants — potential plants that
you’ve referenced are all based around the AP1000 design. That design is currently undergoing
a public review process. I expect we’ll get comments as a result of that public process related to
the situation in Japan. So we’ll evaluate those as we get them.

REP. TERRY: So it’s yes and maybe no.

MR. JACZKO: At this point, we haven’t done — we’re following our normal path with
the reviews at this point.

REP. TERRY: Allright. It sounds like there may be some uncertainty in that process of
whether they’ll get their combined construction, operating license in ’11 or early *12.

MR. JACZKO: Well, we — we’re proceeding down a path to continue the reviews. As I
said earlier -

REP. TERRY: There’s no reason to repeat the answer. I’m curious to how many other
applications have been made for the early site permits. Do you know how many are sitting with
you all?

MR. JACZKO: We currently have, I believe, one or two new early site permits in front
of the agency are expected to come.



REP. TERRY: Allright. Are there any that have been — have been provided their early
site permit and now on course to go to the next level of permitting? I’m just trying to figure out
how many are in the pipeline?

MR. JACZKO: Right now, we have 12 applications in front of us for approximately 20
reactors. Those are actual combined license applications and then we have, I believe, it’s two
early site permits that are not yet tied specifically to an actual license for a plant.

REP. TERRY: Allright. I’ve studied a lot over the last couple years the small modular
reactors. I just want to know what your personal opinion is, where the process is in reviewing
the technology, how close we are to perhaps even rolling out a pilot project?

MR. JACZKO: Well, we — I like to think of the small modular reactors in three
groupings. We have the small modular reactors which are very much based on the existing type
of reactors that we have now, but smaller. For that type of design, which we call (integral ?)
light water reactors — we would anticipate, in the next year or so, an application for the
construction of a small modular reactor type.

We also anticipate one or more applications for designs related to those smaller modular
reactors. The second category we have are what are basically called high-temperature gas
reactors. So it’s a slightly different technology. That is mostly work that’s tied to the Next
Generation Nuclear Plant project and that is an activity that’s a little bit farther away, probably
more like 2013, where we might see an application.

The area in which probably there’s the least certainty is with more of the nontraditional
reactor types — (inaudible, cross talk).

REP. TERRY: The one that the chairman may have raised earlier with you.

MR. JACZKO: Exactly. Those are much more, right now, in what I would call the
conceptual stage. So they haven’t progressed to the point where we really have detailed
discussions about possible reviews of applications.

REP. TERRY: Allright. I appreciate that. I’ll yield my 59 seconds back to the
chairman.

REP. WHITFIELD: Thank you. At this time, I recognize the gentleman from Louisiana,
Mr. Scalise, for five minutes.

REPRESENTATIVE STEVE SCALISE (R-LA): Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr.
Jaczko. I appreciate you being before our committee. I know we have some votes on the House
floor, so I'll try to be brief and ask direct questions. I think the secretary had indicated that the
United States was helping Japan, doing some testing on contamination on the ground. Are you
familiar — what types of testing’s currently being done that we’re involved in and have you all
found anything right now of concern?



MR. JACZKO: Well, right now, my understanding is we have — are working to provide
the ability to do air sampling of radiation. We have some readings of — as I said, of very high
levels of contamination around some of the reactor sites and at this point, I’m not sure of the
origin of that, whether that’s coming from U.S. assistance to Japan or whether that’s coming
directly from the Japanese.

REP. SCALISE: Okay, thanks. I would imagine, right now, there are a number of
applications that are pending before your agency at various levels, awaiting decisions. Do you
anticipate that those decisions will still go forward at the current pace or do you see anything
changing there?

MR. JACZKO: Right now, we don’t — we don’t have any intention to change the
approach we’re taking. But as I’ve said, we’re — we’re going to do a very systematic and
methodical review of the information coming from Japan. And if there’s some information that
would require us to revise our approach, then we’ll certainly do that.

REP. SCALISE: Thank you. And I would imagine — you know, as with any crisis. 1
mean we’ve experienced more than our fair share in South Louisiana, but there will be an
evaluation in general just to see what lessons can be learned and I imagine we’ll — you know,
we’ll make sure that if we learn some things from how they did things right, maybe how they did
things wrong if they did that we can incorporate that. But in the end, to still move forward and
not retreat from energy production in this country.

MR. JACZKO: Well, we’ll certainly do that type of review. And again, I don’t want to
prejudge what comes out of it. If we get information that tells us we need to make a change, we
will if we get information that tells us that things are good, then we’ll continue to proceed as we
are.

REP. SCALISE: Thank you for your time. I appreciate it. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back.

REP. WHITFIELD: Mr. Jaczko, I just want to ask for clarification. In response to Mr.
Terry’s question, you talked about on the small modulars, there are three or four different
categories, the existing type, the third type was NGNP 2013 conceptual. What determines what
category a design would be in? Is that based on actual applications or is that just on general
knowledge or —

MR. JACZKO: It’s really the — I would say the state of readiness of the designers and
the vendors themselves. So —

REP. WHITFIELD: The state of readiness of the vendors and the designers?
MR. JACZKO: Yes.

REP. WHITFIELD: Okay. Thank you. Mr. Rush, do you have anything else?



REP. RUSH: Mr. Chairman, Administrator — I would like to know if; in fact, over the
last five years, can you furnish this committee with the infractions or violations or emergency
conditions where the NRC had to send an emergency crew to any of the facilities that operates
within the continental United States?

MR. JACZKO: We can certainly send you that information.

REP. RUSH: Yeah, I'd like to just know what level of responses and what level of issues
that you’ve dealt with over the last five years.

MR. JACZKO: We will send you that information.

REP. WHITFIELD: Thank you very much. Mr. Rush, you and I have three minutes to
go vote. Mr. Commissioner, thank you for your time today. We appreciate it very much. We
look forward to working with you as we move forward on nuclear energy and safety and look
forward to future opportunities.

MR. JACZKO: Thank you.

REP. WHITFIELD: With that, the hearing is ended.

(END)



From: McIntyre, David

To: Anderson, Joseph; Burnell, Scott; Harrington, Holly

Cc: Kozal, Jason; Dudek, Michael; Kahler, Robert; Trocine, Leigh; RMTPACTSU ELNRC
Subject: RE: ACTION: Discovery Channel: Power of Nature

Date: Friday, March 18, 2011 5:29:16 PM

He’s been advised to contact the US Embassy in Tokyo.

From: Anderson, Joseph

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 5:26 PM

To: Burnell, Scott; McIntyre, David; Harrington, Holly

Cc: Kozal, Jason; Dudek, Michael; Kahler, Robert; Trocine, Leigh; RMTPACTSU_ELNRC
Subject: ACTION: Discovery Channel: Power of Nature

For OPA review and action, as deemed appropriate. I referred Mr. Goodley to the HOO to get in contact with OPA
on his request (as outlined in e-mail below).

From: Goodley, Tristan [Tristan.Goodley@darlowsmithson.com]
Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 4:23 PM

To: Anderson, Joseph

Subject: Discovery Channel: Power of Nature

Dear Joe,

Great to talk to you a moment ago, this email is a slight adjustment on the one | sent to NRC
public affairs earlier today. I'm an assistant producer with Darlow Smithson Productions in the
UK and we’re working on a documentary about the ongoing disaster in Japan. The Discovery
Channel have commissioned the film for US and UK audiences exploring the science &
engineering aspects of such a massive seismic event in one of the world's most developed
nations. Particular attention will be paid to the mechanisms of the disaster and the international
effort involved with controlling the damaged Fukushima reactors. The expert assistance offered
by the NRC team that has travelled to Japan, and the back-up infrastructure in the US is a
really strong human story amongst the factual elements in the film. We will have a team in
Tokyo by Sunday for a week of shooting and would be extremely interested in visiting the NRC
operation centre there, and perhaps to record a brief interview with one of your colleagues.

Some questions I'd really like to explore further include:

¢ The specifics of the assistance that the NRC experts in Japan will be able to offer?
e What physical measures might be deployed over the coming weeks?
e The projected length of time that the NRC assistance team will be stationed in Japan?

If there is a possibility of making contact with Charles Castro in Japan I'd also be extremely
keen to briefly discuss the operation with him, though | fully understand that this is an ongoing
crisis and that opportunity is particularly unlikely.

Kindest Regards
Tristan

TRISTAN GOODLEY

DARLOW SMITHSON PRODUCTIONS
SHEPHERDS BUILDING CENTRAL
CHARECROFT WAY

LONDON W14 DEE

DIRECT LINE: +44 {0)20 8222 4392
QFFICE: +44 (0)20 7482 7027

FAX: +44 (0)20 7482 7039
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Please note that from 13t December 2010, Darlow Smithson Productions will be based at Shepherds Building
Central, Charecroft Way; London W14 0OEE, England, UK
Tel: +44 (0)20 7482 7027 www.darlowsmithson.com



From: LIAO7 Hoc

Sent: _ Friday, April 08, 2011 9:05 PM

To: Hoc, RST16

Cc: RSTO1 Hoc; RST06 Hoc

Subject: RE: OUO - Inquiry on Data from USNRC Earthquake-Tsunami Report

Thank you Rosemary!

From: Hoc, RST16

Sent: Friday, April 08, 2011 9:04 PM

To: LIA07 Hoc

Cc: RST01 Hoc; RST06 Hoc

Subject: OUO - Inquiry on Data from USNRC Earthquake-Tsunami Report

Sara,

| have made a chart to address the questions from T. Zerr.

If you have any further questions, please let us know.

These trends are not a concern to the RST, because the operable condition of the instrumentation is in question, and the

validity of the readings is questionable.

Rosemary Reeves
RST Chronologist on 4/8/11: 3-11 shift
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** Tepco works to restore offsite power to Fukushima I

** NISA's Level 5 rating of Fukushima events excluded worker exposure
** French prime minister promises stricter criteria for nuclear plant exports
** Tepco says tsunami, not earthquake, led to Fukushima accident

** US military equipment enlisted to help at Fukushima I

** Fukushima recovery will take 'years': ASN commissioner

** US nuclear industry to seek answers in Fukushima I events

** Senators introduce international nuclear safety bill

** Correction

*** Tepco works to restore offsite power to Fukushima I

Tokyo Electric Power Co. said it was taking steps to restore offsite power at its Fukushima I nuclear
power plant, starting March 19 with unit 2.

Tepco said in a statement at 4 pm Tokyo time March 18 that it has connected the plant to an external
transmission line and "confirmed that electricity can be supplied.”

Tepco said it plans to restore power first to unit 2, which it said "is expected to be less damaged."”

The utility has scheduled the work to connect cables and electrical transmission gear to provide back-up
power to units 1 and 2 on March 19, Japan's Nuclear and Industrial Safety Agency said March 18.

Units 3 through 6 are scheduled to be connected March 20, NISA said.

"After checking pumps and other equipments are functional, we will restore the damaged items, putting
priority on the equipments for sending cooling water to the reactor," Tepco said.

About 160 workers, including 13 Tepco employees, are working to restore power supply to the reactors,
the utility said.

A diesel generator located in unit 6 was operable and providing power to that unit and unit 5, NISA
said in an update late March 18. Water is being provided to the reactor vessel and spent fuel pools of
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the two units, NISA said.

*** NISA's Level 5 rating of Fukushima events excluded worker exposure

The new rating of the Fukushima I accident at Level 5 on the seven-level International Nuclear Event
Scale excluded worker exposure, according to reports Japan's Nuclear and Industrial Safety Agency filed
with the JAEA March 18.

The initial Fukushima INES rating on March 12 was Level 4. Both ratings are provisional.

NISA said in the reports on units 1, 2 and 3 that at least one worker had received a radiation dose
in excess of the annual limit of 100 milliSievert. But it said radiological impact was not taken into
account in the rating "because the correspond(ing) work still continues."

Dose information has not been released. Radiation levels on the site remain very high, and the allowed
intervention dose was raised March 17 to 250 milliSievert, 2.5 times the statutory annual occupational
limit.

NISA said the Level 5 rating was chosen on the assumption that no more than a few percent of the Fukushima
core inventories was released.

French regulator Philippe Jamet told journalists March 18 that Level 5 was "not necessarily reasonable"
given the scope of the accident at the Japanese plant. The 1979 accident at the Three Mile Island-2 nuclear
unit in the US was rated at Level 5. That accident involved fuel melt but no containment failure, and
affected a single reactor unit. The 1986 Chernobyl-4 accident was rated Level 7.

*** French prime minister promises stricter criteria for nuclear plant exports

France will export nuclear power plants only to countries with the technical and organizational capacity
to manage a major accident like the one at Fukushima I in Japan, French Prime Minister Francois Fillon
said late March 17.

In an interview on state-owned France 2 television, Fillon said the events at the Japanese nuclear
power plant will lead France to "set stricter requirements” for nuclear exports.

A French nuclear safety official said March 18 the government would apply both technical and political
criteria to determine whether a given country qualifies to receive French nuclear technology.

The official said exports would be denied to countries with unstable political and organizational structures
and countries that don't have the technical resources to manage a major nuclear accident.

State-owned Areva is the world's largest integrated nuclear technologies and services vendor. Before

power and cooling to the Fukushima plant were knocked out by an earthquake and tsunami March 11, Areva
was in discussion with numerous countries to sell nuclear reactors and had expected to sign contracts

for supply of its EPR with several countries, notably India, in the near future. Several countries have
postponed nuclear construction plans in the past days.

Fillon also said French authorities would not hesitate to close any French reactor if it failed to
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pass "stress tests" planned in cooperation with other EU countries, but said a reactor's age was not
a determining factor. He said the decision will be up to nuclear regulator ASN.

*** Tepco says tsunami, not earthquake, led to Fukushima accident

Tokyo Electric Power Co. believes the loss of cooling at Fukushima I was not caused by the earthquake
but by a tsunami that exceeded the design basis of the plant, the company said in a statement March 18.

The condition of the plant following the 9.0-magnitude earthquake March 11 was "good and well controlled,"
Tepco said. Ground acceleration as measured at the foundation of two of the three reactors 4€” units 3,
4 and 6 4€” for which data are available was below the design basis, Tepco said.

" At unit 3, the horizontal acceleration was 507 Gal, a measure equal to 1 centimeter per second per
second, compared to the design basis of between 441 and 449 Gal, Tepco said. Vertical acceleration was
less than design basis, the company said.

The tsunami was estimated to have been more than 10 meters (33 feet), which was more than the design
basis of 5.7 meters, Tepco said.

*** US military equipment enlisted to help at Fukushima I

The US military said March 18 it is flying unmanned reconnaissance aircraft over the site of the Fukushima
I nuclear power plant and has sent firefighting equipment to help Japan cool spent fuel pools there.

Global Hawk unmanned surveillance and reconnaissance aircraft are making flights over the site in an

effort to help Japanese authorities learn more about the situation on the ground, Master Sgt. Donald

Preston said in a March 18 phone interview from Japan. Two fire engines from US military bases near Tokyo
were provided to the Japanese government to help cool spent fuel pools at Fukushima I (also called Fukushima
Daiichi), Pentagon spokesman Cmdr. Leslie Hull-Ryde said in a March 18 email.

Japan's Nuclear and Industrial Safety Agency said March 18 that one US military fire truck was used
to spray water onto one of the spent fuel pools at Fukushima I in an expanding effort to control radiation
releases.

Three reactor cores at Fukushima I were damaged following a massive earthquake and tsunami a week ago.

The US has been using equipment mounted on helicopters and planes to help measure radiation levels

in the region of the plant, Adm. Robert Willard, head of the US Pacific command, said at a Pentagon briefing
March 18. The US is sharing "sensing data" with the Japanese, he said, according to a transcript provided

by the US Department of Defense. :

*** Fukushima recovery will take 'years': ASN commissioner

Permanent means must be found for cooling the damaged units at Tokyo Electric Power Co.'s Fukushima
I nuclear power plant, French regulator Philippe Jamet said March 18, saying stable electricity supply
and heat removal must be established to last for "years." :
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Jamet, a commissioner of the Nuclear Safety Authority, ASN, told a press briefing in Paris that even
if the efforts under way to connect the station to outside power supply are successful, the situation
will remain makeshift until a permanent and stable power supply is restored.

He also said that while the emergency water dumping and hosing operations under way to maintain water
in spent fuel pools are justified, permanent means must also be established to keep the reactors and
pools cool over the long term.

Jamet was asked about the conflicts between information on the spent fuel pool of unit 4 given this
week by French safety officials and by NRC Chairman Gregory Jaczko.

Jaczko told a congressional committee March 16 that the unit 4 pool was without water, but the next
day French expert organization IRSN said there appeared to be water in the pool.

"The information [from Japan] is difficult to understand and leaves room for interpretation," Jamet
said. "It's possible that NRC has a different judgment on certain issues."

He said ASN has been conferring "every day with our US, British and Canadian" counterparts on the Fukushima
accident.

*** US nuclear industry to seek answers in Fukushima I events

The US nuclear industry will seek answers to Fukushima I's design features and emergency responses
to draw lessons, said an industry official.

Topping the list of questions the US industry has is "what in the world happened around the spent fuel
pools," said David Helwig, who was interviewed after a Nuclear Energy Institute meeting March 18. He
said he was asked to come up with a list of priorities for future investigations at Fukushima I.

The spent fuel pools at two of the units at Fukushima I may be boiling, and some of the pools may have
been damaged, French nuclear authorities said this week. The water level of the spent fuel pools at units
3 and 4 are low, with possible damage to fuel, the Japan Atomic Industrial Forum said March 17. Helwig
said the "substantial challenges" at the spent fuel pools were "highly unlikely" scenarios.

Helwig is president of Helwig Consulting Services, which specializes in nuclear design and engineering.
He said the US industry will also study the plant design at Fukushima I. "There's a whole litany of questions
about design features" related to the failure of the emergency diesel generators and the possible hydrogen
explosions on site, he said.

In addition, he said, the US industry will want to compare its emergency operating procedures with
the responses in Japan following the March 11 earthquake and tsunami.

*** Senators introduce international nuclear safety bill

A bill introduced March 17 by two US senators would call on other nations to enhance their nuclear
power safety programs and transparency.
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Senators Daniel Akaka of Hawaii and Thomas Carper of Delaware, both Democrats, introduced the Furthering
International Nuclear Safety Act of 2011 to "enhance worldwide cooperation on nuclear safety," Carper's
office said in a March 18 statement.

Carper is chairman of the Committee on Environment and Public Works' Clean Air and Nuclear Safety Subcommittee,
which oversees the NRC.

US Representative Jeff Fortenberry, a Nebraska Republican, plans to introduce a companion bill later
this month in the House of Representatives, the statement said.

Akaka said in the statement that the bill "would build on the international Convention on Nuclear Safety
by improving information sharing, strategic planning, and performance evaluation, so nations can work
together to prevent nuclear catastrophe."” '

The statement said the legislation would require the US representative to the convention to encourage
reforms such as "the use of performance metrics for countries to assess their own nuclear safety progress"
and "increased public availability of information about nuclear safety efforts."

The IAEA would be encouraged "to provide additional support for safety, when possible," and "all countries
that have or are considering a civilian nuclear power program [would be encouraged] to join the Convention."

The legislation would also require the US federal government to develop a "strategic plan for international
cooperation on nuclear power safety."

*** Correction

A report in the March 17 Nuclear News Flashes mistakenly attributed a quotation from a White House
briefing. The quotation should have read as follows: Daniel Poneman, DOE deputy secretary of energy,
said at a White House briefing March 17, "We have no reason to question the assessments that have been
made, or the recommendations that have been made, by the Japanese authorities."
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*** Tepco works to restore offsite power to Fukushima I

Tokyo Electric Power Co. said it was taking steps to restore cffsite power
at its Fukushima I nuclear
power plant, starting March 19 with unit 2.

Tepco said in a statement at 4 pm Tokyo time March 18 that it has connected
the plant to an external
transmission line and "confirmed that electricity can be supplied.”

Tepco said it plans to restore power first to unit 2, which it said "is
expected to be less damaged."

The utility has scheduled the work to connect cables and electrical
transmission gear to provide back-up

power to units 1 and 2 on March 19, Japan's Nuclear and Industrial Safety
Agency said March 18.

Units 3 through 6 are scheduled to be connected March 20, NISA said.

"After checking pumps and other equipments are functional, we will restore
the damaged items, putting

priority on the equipments for sending cooling water to the reactor,”™ Tepco
said.

About 160 workers, including 13 Tepco employees, are working to restore
power supply to the reactors,
the utility said.

A diesel generator located in unit 6 was operable and providing power to
that unit and unit 5, NISA

said in an update late March 18. Water is being provided to the reactor
vessel and spent fuel pools of

the two units, NISA said.

*** NISA's Level 5 rating of Fukushima events excluded worker exposure

The new rating of the Fukushima I accident at Level 5 on the seven-level
International Nuclear Event

Scale excluded worker exposure, according to reports Japan's Nuclear and
Industrial Safety Agency filed

with the IAEA March 18.

The initial Fukushima INES rating on March 12 was Level 4. Both ratings are
provisional.

NISA said in the reports on units 1, 2 and 3 that at least one worker had
received a radiation dose

in excess of the annual limit of 100 milliSievert. But it said radiological
impact was not taken into

account in the rating "because the correspond(ing) work still continues."

Dose information has not been released. Radiation levels on the site remain
very high, and the allowed

intervention dose was raised March 17 to 250 milliSievert, 2.5 times the
statutory annual occupational

limit.

NISA said the Level 5 rating was chosen on the assumption that no more than
a few percent of the Fukushima
core inventories was released.

French regulator Philippe Jamet told journalists March 18 that Level 5 was
"not necessarily reasonable" ’

given the scope of the accident at the Japanese plant. The 1979 accident at
the Three Mile Island-2 nuclear

unit in the US was rated at Level 5. That accident involved fuel melt but no
containment failure, and

affected a single reactor unit. The 1986 Chernobyl-4 accident was rated



Level 7.

**x French prime minister promises stricter criteria for nuclear plant
exports

France will export nuclear power plants only to countries with the technical
and organizational capacity

to manage a major accident like the one at Fukushima I in Japan, French
Prime Minister Francois Fillon

said late March 17.

In an interview on state-owned France 2 television, Fillon said the events
at the Japanese nuclear

power plant will lead France to "set stricter requirements” for nuclear
exports.

A French nuclear safety official said March 18 the government would apply
both technical and political

criteria to determine whether a given country qualifies to receive French
nuclear technology.

The official said exports would be denied to countries with unstable
political and organizational structures

and countries that don't have the technical resources to manage a major
nuclear accident.

State-owned Areva is the world's largest integrated nuclear technologies and
services vendor. Before

power and cooling to the Fukushima plant were knocked out by an earthquake
and tsunami March 11, Areva

was in discussion with numerous countries to sell nuclear reactors and had
expected to sign contracts

for supply of its EPR with several countries, notably India, in the near
future. Several countries have

postponed nuclear construction plans in the past days.

Fillon also said French authorities would not hesitate to close any French
reactor if it failed to

pass "stress tests" planned in cooperation with other EU countries, but said
a reactor's age was not

a determining factor. He said the decision will be up to nuclear regulator
ASN.

*** Tepco says tsunami, not earthquake, led to Fukushima accident

Tokyo Electric Power Co. believes the loss of cooling at Fukushima I was not
caused by the earthquake

but by a tsunami that exceeded the design basis of the plant, the company
sald in a statement March 18.

The condition of the plant following the 9.0-magnitude earthquake March 11
was "good and well controlled,"

Tepco said. Ground acceleration as measured at the foundation of two of the
three reactors units 3,

4 and 6 for which data are available was below the design basis, Tepco
said.

At unit 3, the horizontal acceleration was 507 Gal, a measure equal to 1
centimeter per second per

second, compared to the design basis of between 441 and 449 Gal, Tepco said.
Vertical acceleration was ’
less than design basis, the company said.

The tsunami was estimated to have been more than 10 meters (33 feet), which
was more than the design
basis of 5.7 meters, Tepco said.



*** US military equipment enlisted to help at Fukushima I

The US military said March 18 it is flying unmanned reconnaissance aircraft
over the site of the Fukushima

I nuclear power plant and has sent firefighting equipment to help Japan cool
spent fuel pools there.

Global Hawk unmanned surveillance and reconnaissance aircraft are making
flights over the site in an

effort to help Japanese authorities learn more about the situation on the
ground, Master Sgt. Donald

Preston said in a March 18 phone interview from Japan. Two fire engines from
US military bases near Tokyo

were provided to the Japanese government to help cool spent fuel pools at
Fukushima I (also called Fukushima ’

Daiichi), Pentagon spokesman Cmdr. Leslie Hull-Ryde said in a March 18
email.

Japan's Nuclear and Industrial Safety Agency said March 18 that one US
military fire truck was used

to spray water onto one of the spent fuel pools at Fukushima I in an
expanding effort to control radiation

releases.

Three reactor cores at Fukushima I were damaged following a massive
earthquake and tsunami a week ago.

The US has been using equipment mounted on helicopters and planes to help
measure radiation levels

in the region of the plant, Adm. Robert Willard, head of the US Pacific
command, said at a Pentagon briefing

March 18. The US is sharing "sensing data" with the Japanese, he said,
according to a transcript provided

by the US Department of Defense.

x** Fukushima recovery will take 'years': ASN commissioner

Permanent means must be found for cooling the damaged units at Tokyo
Electric Power Co.'s Fukushima

I nuclear power plant, French regulator Philippe Jamet said March 18, saying
stable electricity supply :
and heat removal must be established to last for "years."

Jamet, a commissioner of the Nuclear Safety Authority, ASN, told a press
briefing in Paris that even

if the efforts under way to connect the station to outside power supply are
successful, the situation

will remain makeshift until a permanent and stable power supply is restored.

He also said that while the emergency water dumping and hosing operations
under way to maintain water

in spent fuel pools are Jjustified, permanent means must also be established
to keep the reactors and

pools cool over the long term.

Jamet was asked about the conflicts between information on the spent fuel
pool of unit 4 given this
week by French safety officials and by NRC Chairman Gregory Jaczko.

Jaczko told a congressional committee March 16 that the unit 4 pool was
without water, but the next

day French expert organization IRSN said there appeared to be water in the
pool.

"The information [from Japan] is difficult to understand and leaves room for
interpretation, " Jamet
said. "It's possible that NRC has a different judgment on certain issues."



He said ASN has been conferring "every day with our US, British and
Canadian" counterparts on the Fukushima
accident.

*%*% US nuclear industry to seek answers in Fukushima I events

The US nuclear industry will seek answers to Fukushima I's design features
and emergency responses
to draw lessons, said an industry official.

Topping the list of questions the US industry has is "what in the world
happened around the spent fuel

pools," said David Helwig, who was interviewed after a Nuclear Energy
Institute meeting March 18. He

said he was asked to come up with a list of priorities for future
investigations at Fukushima I.

The spent fuel pools at two of the units at Fukushima I may be boiling, and
some of the pools may have

been damaged, French nuclear authorities said this week. The water level of
the spent fuel pools at units

3 and 4 are low, with possible damage to fuel, the Japan Atomic Industrial
Forum said March 17. Helwig

said the "substantial challenges" at the spent fuel pools were "highly
unlikely" scenarios.

Helwig is president of Helwig Consulting Services, which specializes in
nuclear design and engineering. )

He said the US industry will also study the plant design at Fukushima I.
"There's a whole litany of questions

about design features" related to the failure of the emergency diesel
generators and the possible hydrogen

explosions on site, he said.

In addition, he said, the US industry will want to compare its emergency
operating procedures with
the responses in Japan following the March 11 earthquake and tsunami.

*** Senators introduce international nuclear safety bill

A bill introduced March 17 by two US senators would call on other nations to
enhance their nuclear
power safety programs and transparency.

Senators Daniel Akaka of Hawaii and Thomas Carper of Delaware, both
Democrats, introduced the Furthering

International Nuclear Safety Act of 2011 to "enhance worldwide cooperation on
nuclear safety," Carper's

office said in a March 18 statement.

Carper is chairman of the Committee on Environment and Public Works' Clean
Air and Nuclear Safety Subcommittee,
which oversees the NRC.

US Representative Jeff Fortenberry, a Nebraska Republican, plans to introduce
a companion bill later
this month in the House of Representatives, the statement said.

Rkaka said in the statement that the bill "would build on the international
Convention on Nuclear Safety

by improving information sharing, strategic planning, and performance
evaluation, so nations can work

together to prevent nuclear catastrophe.”

The statement said the legislation would require the US representative to
the convention to encourage



reforms such as "the use of performance metrics for countries to assess
their own nuclear safety progress”

and "increased public availability of information about nuclear safety
efforts.™

The IAEA would be encouraged "to provide additional support for safety, when
possible," and "all countries

that have or are considering a civilian nuclear power program [would be
encouraged] to join the Convention."

The legislation would also require the US federal government to develop a
"strategic plan for international
cooperation on nuclear power safety.”

*** Correction

A report in the March 17 Nuclear News Flashes mistakenly attributed a
quotation from a White House

briefing. The quotation should have read as follows: Daniel Poneman, DOE
deputy secretary of energy,

said at a White House briefing March 17, "We have no reason to question the
assessments that have been

made, or the recommendations that have been made, by the Japanese
authorities.”
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David Decker

From: Powell, Amy

Sent: Sunday, March 13, 2011 12:52 PM

To: Schmidt, Rebecca; Droggitis, Spiros; Decker, David; Dacus, Eugene; Shane, Raeann; Weil,
Jenny; Riley (OCA), Timothy

Subject: Congressional comments re: reactor construction in US

Attachments: image001.gif

FYI from OPA — apparently Sen. Lieberman suggested on Face The Nation something to the effect of halting new reactor
build in the US until we understand what happened in Japan. Mr. Markey started carrying the same message Friday.

From: Mclntyre, David

Sent: Sunday, March 13, 2011 12:47 PM
To: Couret, Ivonne; Brenner, Eliot

Cc: Janbergs, Holly; Powell, Amy
Subject: RE: Market Watch NY

OK good — we definitely don’t want to get into this debate today. Apparently Markey issued a Howler
suggesting t