Senator David Vitter
Qualifications
I am wondering after a year as Chair what you think it takes to be Chair of the NRC…
1.

Do you think an NRC Commissioner should have strong technical expertise relevant to the
NRC's mission to protect the public health and safety and be knowledgeable about the
nuclear industry it regulates?
ANSWER:
Yes, an NRC Commissioner would be well served to have a technical background.
As Chairman of the NRC, I have drawn upon my technical and scientific expertise
and associated analytical skills, environmental policy experience, interpersonal
skills, and knowledge of the nuclear industry to work collegially with my fellow
Commissioners and effectively lead the talented men and women at the NRC. If
confirmed, I would continue to benefit from and utilize these skills.

2.

Please describe the technical expertise and industry knowledge you had before you joined
the commission.
ANSWER:
My technical expertise is focused on the back end of the nuclear fuel cycle, though I am
familiar with the front end processes as well. I have published extensively on technical
issues associated with the storage and disposal of spent nuclear fuel. I have also
examined economic issues associated with storage and disposal of spent fuel. I have
published technical articles on nuclear energy in general. I have consulted for industry, as
well. I am the only individual with a background in geology to serve on the Commission. I
hold a doctorate in geology from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and a
bachelor’s of science degree in geology from the University of Rochester.

3.

Do you think the NRC Chair should have organizational leadership and management
experience sufficient to oversee a large, complex organization with important public safety
responsibilities?
ANSWER:
The leadership of the NRC is a complex task that requires an array of skills. Prior to
joining the NRC last July, I led a variety of different organizations and worked with many
employees who reported directly to me. As Chairman of the NRC for the past ten months,
I have broadened and strengthened my management and interpersonal skills. If
confirmed, I believe my strong leadership, management, and interpersonal skills will
enable me to work well with my fellow Commissioners, the NRC’s senior managers, and
the talented and dedicated NRC staff, as we fulfill our mission to protect public health and
safety and promote the common defense and security.

4.

Please describe your organizational and leadership experience before you joined the
NRC.

ANSWER:
Before becoming Chairman of the NRC I had experience running complex multi-year
research projects that involved coordinating teams of researchers, managing budgets, and
contracting with different entities, and I chaired the Science and Security Board of the
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. Although the Bulletin’s Board and the research projects I
led were smaller in scale than the NRC, the skills I learned in these contexts were
transferable to the NRC, where they scaled up.

NRC Post-Chairman Jaczko
The Jaczko regime was marked by contentious, adversarial, arbitrary unilateral actions by
the Chair. This seems to have abated since you have assumed leadership and everyone
appreciates that. However, the Commission has work to do to restore the NRC’s
reputation for integrity, professionalism, and independence.
As chair what will you do to:

1.

Stabilize the workforce and implement knowledge preservation and transfer programs?
ANSWER:
Currently, our workforce is stable and we do not have a critical skills gap (or shortage).
NRC’s attrition rate for this fiscal year is projected to be around 5.5 percent, which
continues to be below the government average. If confirmed, I would continue to support
the agency’s ongoing knowledge management efforts to ensure that the staff learns
important institutional knowledge and skills from one another. As Chair, I have
implemented a plan to revitalize the goals and strategies of the current knowledge
management program, with the vision of increasing NRC effectiveness and efficiency,
maintaining and improving organizational capacity, and innovating by continuously
improving management of NRC’s high value/high risk knowledge and skills to better
accomplish the NRC mission. I will continue to ensure we have strategies in place to
replace NRC’s critical knowledge and skills. I believe these efforts, coupled with past
experience and current economic conditions, will enable the agency to maintain our critical
positions with highly qualified individuals.

2.

Build employee morale by publicly recognizing exceptional service by Staff who may have
legitimate professional differences with the Chairman rather than attempting to fire them or
accusing them of not caring about safety?
ANSWER:
I value hearing a broad range of views on all issues. In fact, I believe it is important to
cultivate an environment where agency staff are encouraged to understand all aspects of
an issue, including both the pros and cons of various options. The NRC maintains both a
nonconcurrence process and a differing professional opinions process to ensure all staff
views are given an adequate airing.
In this tight budget environment where our ability to provide monetary awards is limited,
we have focused on finding ways to acknowledge, as specifically as possible, employees’

contributions and to thank them. Some approaches include recognizing accomplishments
at staff meetings, providing certificates of appreciation and issuing limited time off awards
where appropriate. A key example of such an award is the Team Player Award, which the
NRC established in 2008 to recognize the value of differing views. This award is designed
to recognize and show appreciation for individuals who have supported an open,
collaborative work environment by exhibiting team player behaviors in promptly raising
differing views, fairly considering differing views, and respecting differing views.
Recipients are nominated by fellow employees and are presented with the NRC Team
Player Award and a Certificate of Appreciation from the Executive Director for Operations.
The award symbolizes the value of considering varied approaches in the decision-making
process.

3.

Initiate junior staffer exchange programs with industry so NRC people work in industry
facilities and industry people work at the NRC?
ANSWER:
NRC fulfills its responsibilities through a system of licensing and regulation that involves
the enforcement of regulatory controls and restrictions on activities conducted by the
nuclear industry. The integrity of these regulatory functions is a matter of public
stakeholder interest and trust. In order to maintain regulatory integrity, the NRC must
ensure that our actions do not potentially create a real or perceived appearance of
impropriety. Providing a resident worker exchange could create such an impression.
At the same time, the NRC needs to maintain an effective working relationship with the
regulated community. This is done by maintaining productive and collaborative
relationships with the industry and other stakeholders consistent with NRC’s principles of
good regulation (being independent, open, efficient, clear, and reliable) and NRC’s
performance goals (maintain safety; increase public confidence; improve efficiency,
effectiveness, and realism; and reduce unnecessary regulatory burden). NRC staff
members routinely meet with nuclear industry groups on issues related to the industry. A
few examples of such meetings include: the Regulatory Information Conference, staff
working-level meetings with applicants and licensees, technical exchanges between the
NRC and industry working groups, review of licensee performance meetings, “drop-in”
meetings, inspector exit meetings, and NRC management visits to a licensee facility.

4.

Curb "Teach Me" RAIs (request for additional information) sent to applicants for NRC staff
education purposes, or "Zombie" RAIs seeking information that has already been
requested, provided, and acted upon?
Requests for Additional Information (RAIs) are necessary to ensure that the staff has all
relevant information needed to make a regulatory decision on a license amendment
request or technical evaluation associated with a Confirmatory Action Letter. The staff is
expected to follow specific guidance on the content of RAIs, that RAIs should in particular
be directly related to the applicable regulatory requirements associated with the
amendment request. RAIs should also be consistent with the plant’s licensing basis and
applicable codes, standards, and guidance (e.g., Regulatory Guides, Standard Review
Plan). RAIs should not be used as general information requests or as a means to
encourage commitments from licensees.

5.

Manage the NRC's Difference of Professional Opinion (DPO) process so a single
dissenter can't cause lengthy licensing delays?
ANSWER:
The NRC uses several strategies to ensure that differing views are considered in a timely
way to support the decision-making process and reduce the possibility that a dissenting
opinion could inadvertently delay regulatory actions. Employees are expected to promptly
raise concerns with their immediate supervisors during the deliberative
process. Employees can also choose to pursue concerns before agency positions have
been established through the Open Door Policy and the Non-Concurrence Process. As a
more robust process, the NCR’s Differing Professional Opinions (DPO) Program is
reserved for differing views on established, mission-related issues. Another way the DPO
process prevents delays is by ensuring that the scope of the DPO is limited to the
employee’s original issues identified in the submittal. The NRC also oversees the
timeliness goals for various milestones in the process. Notwithstanding timeliness goals,
the NRC recognizes that the DPO process (and the Open Door Policy and the NonConcurrence Process) exists to inform and support management’s decision-making
process and that management has the obligation to take the time necessary to support
sound regulatory decisions.

6.

Avoid press releases criticizing applicants regarding normal review issues, or press
releases characterizing applicants as unresponsive or calling applications "poor quality"?
ANSWER:
As Chairman, the Office of Public Affairs reports directly to me. If confirmed, I will continue
to work with this office to ensure that press releases and other communication tools,
including social media, build upon the agency’s public engagement efforts and the
commitment to openness and transparency. My direction will include ensuring that media
communications are appropriate for the circumstances.

7.

Bring an end to the practices of your predecessor as identified in IG Bell's Report to make
NRC processes, particularly with respect to Yucca Mountain, the only license that
Congress has mandated that the NRC act upon, more open and transparent to enable
interested representatives of the media and public to find out what's going on inside the
NRC?
ANSWER:
I have and will continue, if confirmed, to devote my energies to serving on the Commission
with the attributes that I consider important to good governance – openness, efficiency,
and transparency.

8.

Defend the independence of the NRC against political interference that would compromise
its mission to promote safe nuclear development or its duty to obey the law?
ANSWER:

I believe the intrinsic value of a nuclear regulator is in its independence from undue
influence from politics and the industry it regulates. My decisions will be guided by our
safety mission and in conformance with relevant legal requirements.

It is well-known that the atmosphere at the NRC was fairly tense under the previous Chairman.

9.

Has this improved, in your opinion, since you became Chairman?
ANSWER:
Yes, I believe it has improved. Last June, I committed to you that I would foster a
collegial, productive working environment at the NRC. The NRC faced challenges, and I
committed to meet them. I believe we have alleviated these challenges and are now
focused on our important safety and security mission.

10. What have you done to address this?
ANSWER:
From the day I arrived at the agency I have sought and held regular, periodic meetings
with my fellow Commissioners. I have asked that my personal staff also meet regularly
with their counterparts from the other Commission offices and we make every effort to
share information with the other Commissioners as well. I also meet regularly with NRC
staff office directors, and conduct regular “walk-arounds,” during which I take the time to
meet the staff working in a particular group at the agency.
I maintain an open door policy and have met with many members of the NRC staff, some
of whom have shared concerns or suggestions for improvement. I work with the Executive
Director for Operations to address issues that are raised by members of the staff, and I
encourage those with differing views to share them. I believe that our ability to discuss
and consider all sides of the technical, safety, and policy issues we address makes us
stronger, more effective regulators, and helps ensure that we develop the best approach
for fulfilling our mission to protect public health and safety.

11. What is your philosophy of chairing the NRC -- what are your responsibilities as chair
versus the responsibilities of your fellow Commissioners?
ANSWER:
Chairing the NRC is a complex task that requires multiple skills and orientations. The
Chairman has a significant role in senior personnel appointments, and it is the chair’s job
to make sure that the senior professional staff is accountable for managing effectively and
efficiently, that deadlines are met, that divisions perform their work with rigor, and that
morale within the organization is sustained at high levels. Beyond these tasks, the
Chairman also has to promote collegial working relationships and a rigorous process of
discussion and debate among the five Commissioners as they engage in the policymaking process.
I consult widely before acting decisively, and empower personnel, while holding them
accountable. In order to keep abreast of issues at all levels at the agency, I am

approachable and accessible, taking time to walk the floors in the buildings, eat with
employees in the cafeteria, and maintain an open door policy available to employees who
wish to raise issues with me. I promote intellectual rigor in technical decision-making,
through regular briefings on a wide array of topics and I do not hesitate to ask tough
questions. If confirmed, I will continue with this approach.
As for my relationship with the other Commissioners, in accordance with my academic
background, I see myself somewhat like a university department chair as a primus inter
pares. We discuss our decisions as a collegial body and my main authority is the power of
intellectual suasion. As a practical matter, I have demonstrated that agency decision
making is advanced by full consultation with my fellow Commissioners on important
matters before the agency. If confirmed, I will continue to do so.

12. How is staff morale?
ANSWER:
Staff morale is much improved from when I arrived. I can confidently state that staff
morale is high. One point of reference is that the U.S. Office of Personnel Management
currently places the NRC first in “global satisfaction” and second in “employee
engagement” across the federal government, based on the most recent government-wide
Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (FEVS).

13. Are differences of opinion aired and discussed, even valued?
ANSWER:
Yes, differences of opinion are aired, discussed, valued, and encouraged at the NRC. I
certainly encourage my own staff to share their views, I listen to the differing views of my
colleagues on the Commission, and the NRC has policies in place to ensure that differing
views are valued and carefully considered. I believe that our ability to discuss and
consider all sides of the technical, safety, and policy issues we address makes us
stronger, more effective regulators, and helps ensure that we develop the best approach
for fulfilling our mission to protect public health and safety.
The NRC strives to establish and maintain an open collaborative work environment that
encourages all employees and contractors to promptly speak up and share concerns and
differing views without fear of negative consequences. This goal is routinely
communicated and modeled within the NRC and is posted on the NRC’s public web site
(see more information at: http://www.nrc.gov/about-nrc/values.html#open).
Sequester
At many agencies right now, and here in Congress, budget is a hot topic these days –

14. How are you managing the impacts of sequestration at the NRC?
ANSWER:
The NRC is managing the sequestration reductions in a manner that preserves the
agency’s ability to accomplish its mission of protecting the public health and safety,

promoting the common defense and security, and protecting the environment for operating
nuclear facilities and uses of nuclear material. This includes ensuring normal operations in
performing oversight of safety and security of existing licensees. NRC is not planning any
staffing or personnel actions, such as furloughs, as a result of sequestration. The NRC
reduction was taken from contractor support resources, which will delay and/or defer nonmission critical activities.

15. Is the sequester impacting your safety reviews or inspections? Will it?
ANSWER:
The NRC sequestration strategy for FY 2013 was to ensure the agency’s ability to
successfully accomplish its critical safety and security missions. Therefore, there has
been no impact on safety reviews or inspections for existing and near term licensee
actions. My understanding is that a sustained sequester-level funding cap could, however,
significantly delay new licensing activities.

16. Are there other areas facing cutbacks?
ANSWER:
The funding reductions are reducing or delaying contractual funding for the following
activities: new reactor licensing of large light water reactors, design certifications for
advanced reactors, long-term and/or discretionary research, assistance for the
International Atomic Energy Agency, some agency infrastructure support functions, and
support for the Grants to Universities program and Minority Serving Institution program.
I know several years ago, the NRC was ramping up staffing in order to handle the work
associated with the expected number of applications for new plants. Most of these applicants
have asked for their reviews to be suspended.

17. Did you reduce your staff or your budget as it became apparent that the number of new
plant applications to review was going to be much lower than originally expected, at least
in the near term?
ANSWER:
The New Reactors budget was reduced to reflect schedule changes and suspensions in
applications for large light-water reactors. However, this was partially offset by growth in
activities for small modular reactor designs.

18. What is this staff that was designated to work on new plants doing now?
ANSWER:
Most staff assigned to work on new reactors remain assigned to new reactor safety and
environmental reviews. Some staff supporting new reactor applications were reassigned
to support other licensing activities for large light-water applications and infrastructure

development associated with small modular reactor designs projected to arrive next year.
In addition, some contract work was diverted to in-house staff. Some staff were also
reassigned to support the Fukushima task force recommendations and the waste
confidence directorate.

Emergency Evacuation Policy
Across the US fleet, there are universal safety mandates like the Station Blackout Rule; and
then there are unique safety requirements based on size, type of plant, location,
environment and community.

19. When it comes to evaluating emergency evacuation plans throughout the fleet, how to you
balance the need for the public to be informed in case of emergency and the need for
evacuations to be appropriate to the incident at hand?
ANSWER:
A successful response to emergency conditions requires effective communication with the
affected public. It is important that area residents understand what is expected of them
and their community should an emergency occur at the nuclear power plant. To ensure
that emergency response actions, including evacuations, are successful, the NRC relies
on a well-defined and practiced defense-in-depth strategy for protecting the public as
outlined in guidance issued jointly with the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA). This guidance outlines the basis for each site’s approved onsite and offsite
emergency plans, and specifies that State and local emergency plans shall establish a
capability for implementing protective measures based upon EPA-issued protective action
guides and other criteria.
This joint guidance also provides specific criteria for the evaluation of onsite and offsite
emergency plans with regard to the ability to implement protective measures for people
living within the likely plume exposure pathway (i.e., the emergency preparedness zone
(EPZ)). Licensees are required to recommend specific protective actions for the public
based on plant conditions or a postulated radiological release. Offsite authorities will
evaluate these recommendations and issue a protective action decisions based on the
event circumstances (e.g., impact of severe weather on roadways, hostile action at the
plant site, rapidly progressing severe accident). This may include a decision to evacuate,
shelter-in-place, or conduct a staged evacuation. The detailed planning provided within
the plume exposure pathway EPZ would also provide a substantial basis for expansion of
response efforts by offsite authorities in the event this proved necessary.
Finally, the joint guidance also states that onsite and offsite emergency plans shall provide
for coordinated periodic (at least annually) dissemination of information to the public
regarding how they will be notified and what actions they should take during an
emergency. This information shall include, but is not necessarily limited to: educational
information on radiation; points-of-contact for additional information; descriptions of
possible protective measures (e.g., evacuation routes and relocation centers, sheltering,
respiratory protection, radio-protective drugs); and information on obtaining assistance for
the special needs of the handicapped.

20. How closely does the NRC work with local law enforcement, state offices of emergency
services or homeland security, federal lands agencies and other levels of government on
planning for and executing any emergency response scenarios?
ANSWER:
The ability of Federal, State, and local agencies to coordinate and align their respective
roles and responsibilities is vital to managing incidents that could range from the serious
but purely local, to large-scale terrorist attacks or catastrophic natural disasters. The
NRC, on a daily basis, works with its Federal, State, and local response partners under the
National Response Framework to ensure that plans and strategies for executing
emergency response scenarios are reliable and executable.
Current regulations require a defense-in-depth strategy for emergency response
capabilities that protect citizens around nuclear power plants (NPPs) with the primary
responsibilities being assigned to the nuclear facility licensee and the State and local
organizations within the defined EPZ. The NRC and FEMA joint guidance states that
onsite and offsite emergency plans shall indentify the Federal, State, local, and private
sector organizations (including utilities) that are intended to be part of the overall response
organization for the defined EPZs. In accordance with the above regulations, guidance,
and an established memorandum of understanding, the FEMA provides oversight of the
offsite response plans that support the NPPs, while the NRC reviews and approves the
onsite plans. These plans are reviewed, assessed, and exercised periodically by the NRC
and FEMA to ensure compliance with relevant regulations and guidance. These
interactions allow reliable and consistent coordination between nuclear power plants,
Federal, State, and local government partners.
Post-Fukushima Regulations
Japan vs. U.S. Policy
The decision also tasked the staff to, “document its comparison of U.S. and Japanese
regulatory requirements that were in effect at the time of the accident…, “and further tasking
the staff to describe how the differences were factored into the NRC’s post-Fukushima
actions. It also stated that its purpose was to, “facilitate public communications.”
I’m glad you finally commissioned a comparison, but fail to see why there’s a limitation on its
purpose.

21. Would not such a comparison been of great value as you began to evaluate postFukushima recommendations to determine whether they are/were of relevance or as
important for U.S. reactors?
ANSWER:
Certainly some of the regulatory requirements in Japan at the time of the Fukushima
accident were not the same as those in the U.S. Nonetheless, operational experience is
essential for understanding the potential issues and accident scenarios that can befall
reactors. The accident at Fukushima provided valuable operational experience for all
nuclear regulators worldwide. It is no accident that nuclear regulators in all countries with

substantial nuclear power programs have come to similar conclusions in their
recommendations for changes required at nuclear power plants.
The Fukushima accident illustrated that we need to consider the potential for more than
one unit at a plant to fail simultaneously. Prior to the Fukushima accident, the NRC had
only considered scenarios involving failure of one unit. Consideration of multi-unit
accidents has implications for emergency procedures, staffing, communications, and backup emergency equipment requirements. The Fukushima accident also demonstrated the
potential for prolonged station blackout and the impacts of external events such as
earthquakes and flooding, impacts the NRC had not fully and adequately taken into
account.

22. Will it not be of value to evaluate so-called Tier Two and Tier Three recommendation, as
well as other added initiatives form the staff or public?
ANSWER:
See answer to (25).

23. Will you work with your colleagues to remove the limitation on the purpose of the
comparison?
ANSWER:
The Commission came to its decision to not extend the request further on this issue after
thoughtful consideration and deliberation.

24. Will you commit to work with your colleagues to modify, add, or drop from consideration
any recommendations that the comparison reveals as not-applicable to the U.S. due to the
differences in regulatory philosophies and requirements that existed at the time of the
accident?
ANSWER:
I believe the Commission is effectively managing the Fukushima lessons-learned and with
the appropriate due caution to not over-reach. I further believe that as the Commission
identifies the need to make changes to the current plans, it will not hesitate to do so.

25. Will you work with your colleagues to provide additional guidance to the staff for your
expectation on milestones for these tasks?
ANSWER:
In issuing a Staff Requirements Memorandum, the Commission receives feedback from
the staff on issues such as the need for additional guidance. At the current time, I believe
that the staff has adequate guidance to complete their work.

26. Would you agree that releases from the damaged Fukushima reactors have had an
immeasurably small impact on public health and safety?

ANSWER:
It would be premature at this time, relatively early in the process of understanding the
impacts of the accident, to say that the accident has or has not had an impact on public
health and safety. Data is still being collected and analyzed; ultimately this issue will be
debated among scientists and medical experts. Therefore, knowledge of this topic is
neither complete nor mature.
Economic Consequences
The Commission’s recent decision on economic consequences contained a number of
important statements by the Commission on how it believes the staff should approach its
regulatory responsibilities in this regard. Specifically, “The Commission finds that economic
consequences should not be treated as equivalent in regulatory character to matters of
adequate protection of public health and safety.” I applaud that finding.

27. Will you commit to working with your colleagues to formally incorporate this finding into
Commission regulation or policy?
ANSWER:
Because this finding was noted in the staff requirements memorandum dated March 20,
2013, it is already Commission policy.

28. Will you commit to work with your colleagues to formally incorporate this finding into
Commission regulation and/or policy?
ANSWER:
Because this finding was noted in the staff requirements memorandum dated March 20,
2013, it is already Commission policy. The decision said that the Commission endorses
the Near-Term Task Force conclusion that the “…NRC’s current approach to land
contamination from reactor accidents is sound.”

29. Will you work with your colleagues to ensure the staff adopts this endorsement and should
guide its rulemaking effort on filtered vents?
ANSWER:
Any rulemaking on filtered vents will be reviewed and approved by the Commission, and
the Commission will ensure that any decision on that rulemaking is consistent with
Commission policy on economic consequences.
Cumulative Impact
In comments made recently (at the Nuclear Energy Assembly, you referenced the "cumulative
impact" of regulations and stated, in discussing lessons learned from Fukushima, that "After all
the analyses are done and the reports are written, the changes we implement must be
appropriate, effective and sustainable."

30. What is the process for determining "appropriate" and "sustainable" regulations?
31. How and when does cost-benefit analysis factor into this decision?
ANSWER FOR 34 and 35:
The NRC’s rulemaking process begins with the regulatory basis stage. The purpose of
this stage is to determine whether there is a legitimate safety or security issue that
warrants regulatory action. If the NRC determines that regulatory action is necessary, it
will then consider costs, unless the Commission has determined that the proposed
changes are necessary for reasonable assurance of adequate protection of public health
and safety and the common defense and security.
Where the proposed NRC regulatory action constitutes backfitting but is not needed for
adequate protection, then the NRC first determines whether the proposed regulatory
action provides a substantial increase in protection to the public health and safety or
common defense and security. If there is a substantial increase, then the NRC evaluates
whether the costs of the regulatory action are justified given the increase in safety or
security. Benefits and costs are evaluated both qualitatively and quantitatively, consistent
with longstanding Federal practice and guidance.

32. When it is used, how does the NRC estimate cost?
33. Where does this information come from - and have estimated costs historically reflected
actual cost of implementation?

34. I understand that was one issue with the recent filtered vents decision - the industry
believed cost estimates were lower than costs of implementation would be. Is there a
better way to gather cost information?

35. Have you looked at previous cost estimates used by the NRC and reconciled with actual
cost of implementation? If not, will you?
ANSWER FOR 36, 37, 38, 39:
The NRC prepares, and publishes for comment, a draft regulatory analysis with proposed
rules that are published in the Federal Register. For the initial cost estimates, the NRC’s
technical staff identifies implementation and operation (both initial and recurring) steps,
and estimates costs based on technical expertise, for the proposed requirements. During
the development of the draft regulatory analysis, the NRC technical staff may request cost
estimates from the public during public meetings. The draft regulatory analysis is then
published concurrent with the proposed rule in the Federal Register. Any member of the
public may comment on the cost and schedule estimates within the draft regulatory
analysis. In fact, the NRC, as part of the Cumulative Effects of Regulation (CER) process
enhancements, includes a specific request for comment (i.e., a targeted question) on the
regulatory analysis in the proposed rule’s Federal Register notice. The NRC then uses
those comments to revise the final regulatory analysis.
In response to a staff policy paper titled, “Implementation of the Cumulative Effects of
Regulation Process Changes,” dated October 5, 2012, the Commission directed the staff

to seek volunteer facilities to perform case studies to review the accuracy of cost and
schedule estimates used in NRC’s regulatory analysis. The NRC conducted a public
meeting on May 8, 2013, and engaged attendees in this effort. At this time, the power
reactor industry has expressed interest in participating.

36. What do you mean by "effective" regulations?
ANSWER:
An “effective” regulation can be thought of as one that addresses a safety or security issue
without being overly burdensome (i.e., imposing requirements beyond the minimum
needed to address the problem).
Again in reference to Fukushima lessons learned and implemented, I understand that work on
the first tier, or top priority, issues is underway with orders issued and requests for additional
information pending.

37. How will the NRC determine the safety benefits gained from the implementation of these
orders?
ANSWER:
The NRC’s regulatory process for evaluating potential safety improvements at nuclear
power plants considers existing regulatory requirements that the NRC has approved as
part of the plant’s design and licensing basis. As such, the NRC’s processes ensure that
appropriate consideration is given for existing plant safety systems and equipment before
imposing additional regulatory requirements.

38. Will not the implementation of these orders address some issues raised in Tier 2 and Tier
3 recommendations - or at least possibly impact or resolve the issues raised in the later
tiers?
ANSWER:
The NRC has recognized and documented that upon full implementation of the Tier 1
Orders additional regulatory requirements related to Near Term Task Force
recommendations in Tier 2 and 3 may not be necessary. As the staff moves forward with
its plans to evaluate the remaining Tier 2 and 3 issues, it will apply the NRC’s established
regulatory processes for considering the safety enhancements already achieved when
evaluating the need for any additional regulatory requirements.

39. Are the safety benefits gained from implementation of the Tier 1 recommendations
considered as the NRC moves forward on Tier 2 and Tier 3 issues?
ANSWER:
The NRC has recognized and documented that, upon full implementation of the Tier 1
Orders, additional regulatory requirements related to Near Term Task Force
recommendations in Tier 2 and 3 may not be necessary. As the staff moves forward with
its plans to evaluate the remaining Tier 2 and 3 issues, it will apply the NRC’s established

regulatory processes for considering the safety enhancements already achieved when
evaluating the need for any additional regulatory requirements.

40. If yes - how can they be if the plants are just beginning to work on these recommendations
and in some cases the final requirements are not yet known?
ANSWER:
In its March 2012 orders, the NRC has established the requirements for safety
enhancements licensees are expected to make to their facilities. In accordance with its
established processes, the NRC staff will appropriately consider these requirements as it
evaluates the remaining Fukushima lessons learned and considers whether any additional
regulatory actions are warranted.
Also, from these comments: "Our objective in addressing Fukushima's lessons has been to
enhance nuclear power plant safety worldwide in a way that will stand the test of time without
distracting from other safety or security priorities."

41. How does the NRC do this?
42. What are you doing to ensure that the cumulative impact of regulatory demands does not
have unintended safety consequences?
ANSWER For 45 and 46:
As a first step, the Commission prioritized post-Fukushima actions to implement
improvements of higher safety significance first. The NRC worked closely with the
industry and interested public and has taken into account the availability of resources in
developing plans and guidance for post-Fukushima activities. The NRC recognizes the
potential overlap of certain activities and is currently working with industry to develop an
implementation plan that avoids unwarranted cumulative impacts. As I have said on
numerous occasions, it is important that we do not let Fukushima related activities distract
us or our licensees from day-to-day safe plant operation.

43. Previously, you and other NRC Commissioners have stated that the US fleet is safe.
ANSWER:
That is correct.

44. Do you continue to believe this?
ANSWER:
Yes, I believe that the U.S. fleet is safe. Our most recent performance data demonstrates
that the majority of plants are performing well.
49.

What do you believe the agency's top priority should be over the next year? next five
years?

ANSWER:
Consistent with our mission, the NRC’s top priority always has been, and will remain,
ensuring the day-to-day safety and security of our licensed facilities. If confirmed, I will
hold this as my primary focus.
50.

How does the Commission intend to insure that the Commission’s policies will be pursued
by the agency’s staff with continued vigor?
ANSWER:
The Cumulative Effects rulemaking process enhancements have been memorialized to
ensure they are understood at the office level. Initially, the NRC staff established the
rulemaking process enhancements to address the Cumulative Effects of Regulation (CER)
in a policy paper entitled, “Consideration of the Cumulative Effects of Regulation in the
Rulemaking Process” (SECY-11-0032). The Commission approved these enhancements
in the associated staff requirements memorandum dated October 11, 2011, and directed
the staff to revise office-specific rulemaking procedures to reflect the rulemaking process
enhancements.
In a policy paper to the Commission dated October 5, 2012, the NRC staff informed the
Commission that each program office revised its rulemaking procedures and templates to
include a list of generic CER-related questions. The Commission provided direction in a
paper, dated March 12, 2013, in which the Commission instructed the staff to continue to
develop and implement outreach tools that will allow the NRC to consider more completely
the overall impacts of multiple rules, orders, generic communications, advisories, and
other regulatory actions on licensees and their ability to focus effectively on items of
greatest safety import. The Commission also directed the staff to engage with Agreement
States on the cumulative effects of the NRC’s regulatory actions on the conduct of their
Agreement State programs.

51.

What will the Commission’s role be in providing oversight over the staff’s implementation
of its cumulative impacts policies?
ANSWER:
The Commission will continue to be involved with these efforts through formal
communications with the NRC staff. The Commission’s role is to set policy and
strategically guide the NRC. The Commission directed the staff on March 12, 2013, to
move forward with plans to address issues associated with cumulative effects of
regulations. The Commission will work closely with the EDO’s office, which has day-today oversight of the staff activities to ensure Commission guidance is implemented.

52.

What is the NRC’s plan to account for non-rulemaking activities in assessing regulatory
burden?
ANSWER:
The staff is now beginning to consider how to extend the cumulative effects of regulation
principles to other areas of NRC’s regulatory framework, including orders, guidance,

generic communications, and others. The NRC will seek public comment in deciding on
which areas to focus.
53.

Can you explain why the NRC did not identify any candidate rules or a process to do so,
and if the agency does have a specific plan for taking a retrospective look at its regulatory
requirements, what that plan is?
ANSWER:
As part of its voluntary response to Executive Order 13579, “Regulation and Independent
Regulatory Agencies,” the NRC published an initial Plan in November 2011. On
November 23, 2012, the NRC published a draft Plan for public comment. The draft Plan
for public comment discusses the ways in which the NRC, through its existing rulemaking
processes, already identifies, simplifies, and updates outdated regulations in order to
make them more effective and less burdensome. Public participation throughout the
process facilitates the exchange of ideas and contributes to the retrospective review of the
NRC’s regulations. The NRC received eight comments on its draft Plan and is now
evaluating the comments and preparing the final Plan. The NRC expects to publish a final
Plan by December 2013.

54.

Also, please explain how retrospective review and cumulative impacts have been
integrated.
ANSWER:
As described in the previous response to question 53, the draft retrospective review Plan
for public comment discusses the ways in which the NRC, through its existing rulemaking
processes, already identifies, simplifies, and updates outdated regulations in order to
make them more effective and less burdensome. Public participation throughout the
process facilitates the exchange of ideas and contributes to the retrospective review of the
NRC’s regulations.
The draft Plan discusses the NRC’s longstanding focus on assuring that its regulations are
effective, efficient, and up-to-date and also recognizes the processes that have contributed
to the NRC’s comprehensive regulatory infrastructure. The draft Plan also refers to
actions recommended by the Commission in light of events at the Fukushima Dai-ichi
Power Plant in Japan following the March 11, 2011, earthquake and tsunami.
The public may request a revision to existing regulatory requirements at any time using the
10 CFR 2.802, “Petition for Rulemaking” process. On May 3, 2013, the NRC published a
proposed rule to streamline and clarify its process for addressing petitions for rulemaking.
Proposed changes to the process aim to improve transparency and make the process
more efficient and effective.
The draft Plan also describes the many opportunities that the NRC offers interested
parties and the public to comment on rulemaking activities, frequently even before the
proposed rule stage.

55.

Along these same lines, what regulations has the NRC amended or rescinded as a result
of its regulatory review? Why were these regulations rescinded?

ANSWER:
As noted in the answer to question 53, the NRC published in late 2012 a draft Plan for
public comment. The draft Plan for public comment discusses the ways in which the NRC,
through its existing rulemaking processes, identifies, simplifies, and updates outdated
regulations in order to make them more effective and less burdensome. The NRC is now
evaluating the comments it received and preparing the final Plan. The NRC expects to
publish a final Plan by December 2013.
Qualitative Factors
I was pleased to see in the Commission’s decision on the Filtered Vents matter that the
Commission directed the staff to, “seek detailed Commission guidance regarding the use of
qualitative factors…” I was disappointed that the direction provided no milestones or deadlines
and did not direct if or how to collect input licensees on the subject.
56.

Please answer yes or no that you will work with your colleagues to set meaningful
milestones for this project, that the licensee community and other knowledgeable
individuals will have the opportunity to contribute to this effort, and that a deadline will be
set for completion?
ANSWER:
As with all matters before the Commission, if confirmed, I will work collegially with my
fellow Commissioners and the NRC staff. The public, including the licensed community,
will have an opportunity to comment on the proposed policy and guidance. I note that the
Commission has provided guidance on the timing of the rulemaking on filtering strategies
in the Staff Requirements Memorandum on this topic.

57.

Please answer yes or no that, in the interim, you will use qualitative factors only for
evaluating those issues that cannot be quantified.
ANSWER:
With respect to regulatory analysis, the NRC does not limit itself to using only quantitative
factors, even when costs and benefits can be quantified. Current NRC guidance and
practice with respect to regulatory analysis, which is consistent with Federal governmentwide guidance on regulatory analysis, provides for the presentation of both quantitative
and qualitative factors. The NRC has a long history of considering both quantitative and
qualitative factors without restriction.
The NRC’s guidance on the application of the backfit rule and regulatory analyses is
contained in NUREG/BR-0058, “Regulatory Analysis Guidelines of the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission.” There are a number of situations where the guidance indicates
that qualitative factors should be used either by themselves or in addition to quantitative
factors. In particular, the guidance notes that “…to supplement any available quantitative
information, qualitative insights should be used for issues involving external events.” The
accident at Fukushima was such an external event.

Qualitative Analysis

Having introduced artificial uncertainties into the quantitative analysis of filtered vents, you then
jumped ahead and justified the use of qualitative analyses because of, as you put it, “the
uncertainties and sensitivities of modeling economic consequences is best done qualitatively.”
58.

This would seem to make your view unique among economic activity and impacts of
events. Why do you believe that reactor regulation is unique and what reactor operation,
reactor management, or reactor regulatory expertise guides you to such a conclusion?
ANSWER:
The Atomic Energy Act was established by Congress with the recognition that the
regulation of nuclear energy is a unique and challenging field that is different from the
regulation of other economic activity.

59.

Do you support the recent Commission decision affirming that, “economic consequences
should not be treated as equivalent in regulatory character to matters of adequate
protection of public health and safety?
ANSWER:
Yes, although I voted for a different approach, I fully support the Commission’s decision.

Quantitative Analysis
First of all, let me say that I would be pretty outraged if U.S. auto insurance companies started
using another nation’s accident record as a basis for setting U.S. rates, wouldn’t all of you? I fail
to see how using foreign nuclear performance as a basis for re-evaluating U.S. requirements is
much different
You set out a tenet that you termed, “important,” in your vote on filtered vents that the world has
seen three severe accidents at nuclear facilities in 33 years. You build on that to assert that this
record versus the, "theoretical” (as you term it) performance at U.S. reactors, highlights the
reason why uncertainties justified use of qualitative factors.
60.

We regulate U.S. reactors to U.S. standards, correct?
ANSWER:
Yes, but the NRC’s consideration of future regulatory requirements may also include
evaluation of international practice. In addition, voluntary consensus standards bodies,
such as IEEE (Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers) and ISO (International
Organization for Standardization) may be international in scope and membership. In
conformance with the National Technology Transfer and Advancement Act (Pub. L. 104113), the NRC always reviews such standards for technical and regulatory adequacy and
may impose conditions on their use.

61.

The operating record at U.S. reactors since the beginning of the civilian nuclear power era
isn’t “theoretical,” is it? Isn’t it actual data?
ANSWER:

The reference to the word “theoretical” is related to the use of predicted core damage
frequency values used in probabilistic risk assessment.
In its paper on filtered vents, the NRC staff performed the cost-benefit analysis using two
different core damage frequency values, 2 x 10-5/year and 2 x 10-4/year, to demonstrate
the sensitivity of the results to these uncertain values. For both cases using a core
damage frequency of 2 x 10-5/year, the staff did not find the enhancements to be costbeneficial, while for both cases using a core damage frequency of 2 x 10-4/year, the staff
found the enhancements to be cost-beneficial. Given the uncertainty of estimating an
actual core damage frequency, I argued that the results of the cost-benefit analysis
demonstrate that the proposed modifications are cost effective.
One core damage event in the United States (the Three Mile Island accident) over the
number of reactor years of operation in the United States indicates that actual data
supports a higher core damage frequency than the value used in these cost-benefit
analyses.
62.

Then why are you attempting to contort our U.S. record by importing an accident in the
now-defunct Soviet Union, at a reactor that would have never been built for the U.S. power
fleet and caused by an operation that no U.S. operator would contemplate? Why are you
also importing an accident that significant government-sponsored studies conclude would
not have occurred had the reactors been upgraded to U.S. post 9/11 standards?
ANSWER:
Observations of operational experience are important to ensure that the U.S. nuclear
reactor fleet operates safely and securely. All operational experience is considered by
NRC staff and the lessons learned, if deemed necessary by the Commission, are
integrated into regulations for U.S. reactors.

Noting that the one severe accident in the U.S. at a reactor built and operated to U.S. standards
resulted in negligible harm to the public, I’d then ask you:
63.

Why should U.S. ratepayers and licensees have to bear the burden of the mistakes of
other countries’ regulatory and operational shortfalls?
ANSWER:
Again, operational experience is key to ensuring a safe operating fleet of reactors. The
NRC has used a deliberative process to determine that the U.S. fleet of nuclear power
reactors needs to upgrade portions of its safety systems, emergency response
capabilities, and other aspects of the facilities by holding more than 50 public meetings,
seeking input from the full spectrum of individuals interested in nuclear power, and relying
on the latest technical information available, the NRC staff has evaluated lessons learned
and proposed appropriate safety enhancements for nuclear power plants. Although the
Commission has not approved every staff recommendation, the Commission determined
that some actions are necessary for adequate protection, while other actions can provide a
substantial increase in protection to public health and safety. This approach is consistent
with the NRC’s mission to license and regulate the Nation's civilian use of radioactive

materials to protect public health and safety, promote the common defense and security,
and protect the environment.
NRC Cost Estimate Practices
The accuracy of the NRC staff’s cost estimates in the cost-benefit analysis in the filtered vent
matter was subject of criticism during deliberation on the issue. Specifically, it seems that the
NRC staff may have simply asked vendors what a filtered vents would cost and did not consider
all of the associated effort in planning, permits, procedures, and training, etc., that goes into
making such an extensive change. Since the industry had no NRC regulatory guide developed
to guide its own estimates, as the staff was in a hurry to issue an Order, owners had to play
“catch-up” in developing more accurate estimates.
The underestimation of costs is nothing new at the NRC. When you issued your recent Hours of
Work Rule, site costs were as much as 3 times the staff estimate. Site costs for implementing
your security rule exceeded staff estimates by a factor of 10. These deficiencies seem to call out
for more than just, “case studies, by the staff as you called for in your direction to the staff on
addressing cumulative effects.
64.

Doesn’t the wide variation in cost estimates by your staff versus the actual implementation
costs by the industry indicate a problem that calls for more direct action than reviewing
some additional, “case studies?”
ANSWER:
The NRC is performing these case studies to determine if there is a better methodology for
estimating implementation costs. In addition, the NRC has recently taken a number of
actions to assist in ensuring that cost estimates by the NRC staff reflect expected
implementation costs. As referenced in earlier answers, the NRC’s implementation of the
Cumulative Effects of Regulation (CER) directs the NRC staff to include questions within a
proposed regulation on the estimated costs for the proposed regulation to encourage
public comment on, among other things, the draft regulatory analysis. Also, because CER
directs the NRC staff to provide a draft Regulatory Guide with the proposed regulation, it
will ensure that the NRC staff estimates, and public responses, are based on the actual
associated efforts in developing the estimated implementation costs.

65.

Given the staff’s record in this regard, is it capable of conducting an accurate assessment
of case studies or a more extensive review?
ANSWER:
Yes. The NRC is capable of accurately assessing these case studies and, if necessary, a
more extensive review. For example, in NUREG/CR-6890, “Reevaluation of Station
Blackout Risk at Nuclear Power Plants,” the NRC staff reviewed the previously
implemented Station Blackout Rule. This retrospective review of that regulation showed
that the regulation was more effective than originally estimated. For these planned case
studies, and for any more extensive review, the NRC must rely on the nuclear industry to
provide the requested information to ensure a complete review can be conducted.

It seems that much of the regulatory burden created by the agency is created not through formal
regulatory means like rules or orders, but in inspection and licensing activities. These activities

typically only affect a specific licensee, rather than the whole industry, but they can create
additional regulatory burden. A typical example of this would be an individual plant inspector
coming up with his or her own interpretation of an existing NRC requirement that effectively
results in new requirements being imposed on licensees without any regulatory analysis being
applied. My understanding is that those type of inspection activities are not subject to any
meaningful cost-benefit analysis and do not get evaluated through the agency’s own backfitting
procedures unless forced to do so by the affected licensee.

66.

How is the agency ensuring that management is performing proper oversight over staff
activities to ensure that the agency staff and licensees are focused on the most safetysignificant issues and that new agency positions are not being furthered without a
complete examination of their regulatory impact?
ANSWER:
The NRC is dedicated to protecting public health and safety. However, addressing the
CER issues is also important. To address CER issues, the NRC formed a CER steering
committee that consists of senior managers who oversee the work of the CER staff-level
working group. The working group and the steering committee meet regularly with the
Executive Director for Operations. Further, in response to the staff policy paper titled,
“Implementation of the Cumulative Effects of Regulation Process Changes,” dated March
12, the Commission directed that “NRC senior management should carefully monitor the
CER approach to ensure that no significant unintended consequences occur.”

67.

Are new interpretations that arise through inspection and licensing activities subject to the
NRC’s regulatory analysis and back fitting requirements, and if not, why?
ANSWER:
Yes, all mechanisms that would effect a change in the use of resources by NRC licensees
require an accompanying regulatory analysis. A high quality regulatory analysis requires
the agency to meaningfully look at the costs that are associated with implementation of a
new requirement. Licensees are generally in the best position to provide accurate
estimates of implementation costs. Backfitting is defined at 10 CFR 50.109(a)(l) as "the
modification of or addition to systems, structures, components, or design of a facility; or
the design approval or manufacturing license for a facility; or the procedures or
organization required to design, construct or operate a facility; any of which may result
from a new or amended provision in the Commission rules or the imposition of a regulatory
staff position interpreting the Commission rules that is either new or different from a
previously applicable staff position..." If a change in interpretation falls within this definition
for a single plant, then this plant-specific backfit is performed in accordance with NRC
Management Directive 8.4.

68.

In development of a regulatory analysis, how does the NRC ensure that it has obtained
accurate implementation costs estimates?
ANSWER:
For the initial cost estimates, the NRC’s technical staff identifies implementation and
operation (both initial and recurring) steps, and estimates costs based on technical

expertise, for the proposed requirements. During the development of the draft regulatory
analysis, the NRC technical staff may request cost estimates from the public during public
meetings.
69.

Does the staff ever go out to sites to assess first-hand what the implementation impact
might be, or speak directly with licensees during this process?
ANSWER:
The staff does not go out to sites to assess first-hand what the implementation impact (in
terms of costs) might be. The draft regulatory analysis is published concurrent with the
proposed rule in the Federal Register. Any member of the public may comment on the
cost and schedule estimates within the draft regulatory analysis. In fact, the NRC, as part
of the Cumulative Effects of Regulation (CER) process enhancements, includes a specific
request for comment (i.e., a targeted question) on the regulatory analysis in the proposed
rule’s Federal Register notice. The NRC then uses those comments to revise the final
regulatory analysis.

70.

Do you consider the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) a key source of
advice to the NRC?
ANSWER:
The NRC meets with the ACRS on proposed requirements as part of the final rule
process, and during the proposed rule and regulatory basis stages if requested by ACRS.
The NRC always appreciates feedback from the ACRS, and considers all ACRS
comments during the development of the prospective rules.

71.

Please explain your position on the hardened vents issue and how your position differs
from the ACRS position.
ANSWER:
I support the NRC’s efforts to require hardened vents. The first Order issued on March 12,
2012, requiring hardened vents occurred before my tenure on the Commission. On
January 29, 2013, I voted to approve the expansion of hardened vents to be severe
accident capable. That Commission vote was unanimous and the revised Order will be
issued in the coming weeks. The ACRS recommended approval of the Order in 2012 and
the modification to the Order in 2013.

72.

Do you agree with the NRC cost benefit rule that prevents the NRC from mandating
changes unless the safety benefits outweigh the costs?
ANSWER:
The NRC’s backfitting and issue finality provisions (“cost-benefit rule”) do not always
prevent the NRC from mandating changes unless the safety benefits outweigh the costs.
The NRC may require backfitting without consideration of costs and benefits in several
circumstances. One circumstance is where the NRC-mandated change (the “backfit”) is
needed for adequate protection; another is where the backfit is needed for the licensee to
be in compliance with legally-binding portions of its licensing basis. The NRC may, as a

matter of discretion, consider the costs and benefits for mandating compliance, and may
exercise enforcement discretion if appropriate. In addition, the licensee may request an
exemption from compliance if the NRC’s established exemption criteria can be met (for
nuclear power reactors, the exemption criteria are in 10 CFR 50.12 and 10 CFR 52.7).
73.

Is that the standard in the Atomic Energy Act?
ANSWER:
The Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, does not provide that NRC regulatory
requirements may only be imposed if the safety benefits outweigh the costs. Additionally,
the Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit has held that costs may not be a factor in
determining if a requirement is needed for adequate protection. The NRC does, however,
consider costs of alternative ways of achieving adequate protection, and may consider
costs in determining if safety enhancements in addition to the minimum needed for
adequate protection are warranted.

San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS)
Process
As we understand it, the NRC has held at least eight public meetings on SONGS either in
southern California or at NRC Headquarters and all of those have been available on webcast
and documented on a SONGS-specific website maintained and updated by the NRC.
74. Is this typical of the NRC’s public process? Or have you taken extra steps to ensure the
public is informed?
ANSWER:
In an unusual situation such as that at SONGS, in which a reactor is experiencing a
prolonged outage, the technical and legal aspects of the outage are complex, and public
interest in the situation is high, the NRC typically responds with multiple public meetings.
75. Are there examples of NRC processes similar to this for other plants around the country?
ANSWER:
This was the practice during the Millstone reactor issues in the 1990s, for example, and this
is the practice at SONGS right now.
Public Participation
Building and maintaining public trust is critical to carrying out NRC's mission. To be an effective
steward for nuclear safety, the public must have confidence in NRC's regulatory actions. Public
participation in the regulatory process is critical to the process and by all accounts appears to be
very robust in the SONGS.
76. As various advocacy groups ask for more transparency or public participation, do you
believe the NRC is sufficiently responsive within its existing process?

ANSWER:
I believe that the NRC has been responsive to the public’s concerns about the SONGS
reactors. The overwhelming amount of mail the agency receives on a daily basis on
SONGS attests to the intensity of public interest in the situation. As time has progressed,
the situation regarding the reactors has grown more complex, with technical reviews, license
amendment requests, Atomic Safety and Licensing Board decisions, and Office of
Investigations and Office of Inspector General investigations. To continue to engender trust
in the integrity of NRC’s regulatory oversight, the NRC should continue to explain this
situation to the public to ensure that the interested public is fully informed of the processes
playing out at SONGS. The efforts underway notwithstanding, the NRC can continue to
improve in its efforts to interact with the public.
Prejudicial Regulation
I am informed that your Licensing Board reached a decision the other day regarding a matter
the Commission referred to it asking for a decision on a matter that has actually been rendered
moot since your referral. I don’t want to dwell on the decision as it’s still in the adjudicatory
process.
I cannot understand why this matter was even referred to the Board in the first place. As it deals
with an actual regulatory matter that involves a great deal of additional information sharing
between licensee and regulator, the question itself seems to prejudged the outcome of that give
and take by asking the Board to decide if the matter constituted a different form even while the
actual matter was evolving.
77. “What kind of regulatory stability is this?”
78. I want you to justify for me how truncating an actual regulatory process by deciding on its
presumptive, rather than actual, outcome enhances stability.
ANSWER to 77-78:
As these questions observe, the issues decided in the Licensing Board’s recent decision,
designated LBP-13-7, remain in adjudication. Under the NRC’s regulations, the
Commission has an appellate role in proceedings brought before the Licensing Boards, and
the Commission must remain impartial to maintain the integrity of the adjudicatory process.
As such, I cannot discuss here the specific issues raised in the Board’s decision. That said,
in regard to Question 77, the type of arguments raised by the Petitioners in their original
pleadings before the Commission included questions of fact, which are routinely referred to
Licensing Boards to create an adjudicatory record. Given historical precedent, referrals of
this type are consistent with the NRC’s regulatory process, and thereby support regulatory
stability and predictability. A Licensing Board generally has more time and tools available to
it to focus on the specific issues assigned to it, hear all pertinent arguments, and issue a
decision on the matter, thereby developing a robust adjudicatory record that is reviewable by
the Commission.
The staff’s review of Southern California Edison Company’s April 5, 2013, license
amendment request is ongoing. In parallel, Edison must meet the terms of the NRC’s March
27, 2012, Confirmatory Action Letter before returning SONGS Units 2 or 3 to service; the
NRC staff is actively assessing Edison’s response to the Confirmatory Action Letter and

subsequent NRC requests for additional information. The staff also is conducting
inspections and completing its technical review of operational assessments for the steam
generators. The NRC staff will document its review in inspection reports and technical
evaluations, consistent with established regulatory processes, and will permit restart of
SONGS Unit 2 or 3 only if the agency concludes that Edison has demonstrated that the
facility can be operated safely and in compliance with NRC regulations. Compliance with
these existing review processes ensures regulatory predictability and stability in agency
decision-making.
Outside Influences and Request for Commitment for Objective Evaluation
79. Will you commit to basing any NRC decision on SONGS on an objective technical
evaluation of the plant’s capabilities and not on political or outside interference?”
ANSWER:
Yes. The NRC adheres to the principles of good regulation: independence, openness,
clarity, reliability and efficiency. I believe that the NRC’s strength and effectiveness as a
regulator depend in part on its independence from outside influence or interference. Our
independence from the commercial entities we regulate and political concerns is vital to
public confidence in our work as a safety regulator. The NRC adheres to the principles of
good regulation: independence, openness, clarity, reliability and efficiency. Any NRC
decision regarding SONGS will be based on a sound, objective, technical, safety evaluation.
We will not allow either unit at SONGS to restart until we are certain that it can operate
safely.
Adequate Protection
The NRC has been directed by Congress through the Atomic Energy Act to maintain “adequate
protection” of the public health and safety, not “absolute” protection. As such, the NRC, like the
rest of society, must be willing to accept some degree of risk when it decides whether it should
impose new regulatory burdens. As part of its obligation to decide what is an acceptable
amount of risk, the NRC must maintain its focus on only those matters of greatest safety
significance, and it must establish clear priorities that it must stick to absent compelling reasons.
80. Do you agree that there are regulatory activities identified in the letter that should be
deferred or eliminated because they are of low safety significance or redundant to other
regulatory requirements?
ANSWER:
With regard to the potential regulatory actions identified in your February 4, 2013, letter, the
NRC will rely on its established processes to evaluate whether any additional regulatory
actions concerning lessons learned from the Fukushima Dai-ichi event are necessary. The
NRC’s process includes consideration of existing regulatory requirements. Until the staff
has had the opportunity to fully evaluate these potential safety issues in accordance with the
NRC’s established processes and present this information to the Commission, it would be
premature to say whether the potential regulatory actions identified in your February 4,
2013, letter should be deferred or eliminated.

81. How should the NRC be more mindful of the limits of its adequate protection charge when
making regulatory decisions?
ANSWER:
The NRC has consistently iterated over time that “adequate protection” is neither “absolute
protection,” nor “no risk.” Consistent with this principle, the NRC has developed a variety of
“tools” and methodologies to help inform its decision on adequate protection. These include
deterministic analysis, probability and risk analysis coupled with comparison against such
measures as the Safety Goals (with both qualitative and quantitative goals), core damage
frequency and large early release frequency, consideration of uncertainties, the use of
expert panels, and consideration of defense-in-depth. Consideration of adequate protection
is reflected in many Commission policy statements, and various backfitting and issue finality
restrictions in the NRC’s regulations. The NRC’s internal guidance – in the form of various
Management Directives, and the NRC’s guidance on regulatory analysis – also reflect the
Atomic Energy Act’s direction on adequate protection.
Yucca Mountain
Chairman Macfarlane, we have been struggling with some agencies’ shortcomings in the
conducting their work in an open and transparent manner.
82. If reconfirmed as Chairman, will you commit to conduct the Commission’s business in a
completely open and transparent manner, including such things as the agency’s conclusions
resulting from safety analyses?
ANSWER:
Yes, as stated above in response to question 11, I am committed to continue effective, open
and transparent regulation. This would include an agency decision to make final agency
conclusions resulting from its safety analyses publicly available, to the extent permitted by
law. If, for example, the staff’s safety evaluation report were to include sensitive information,
that information may need to be withheld from the public.
83. Does your commitment to transparency extend to the release of the NRC’s conclusions
regarding the Yucca Mountain Safety Analysis Report?
ANSWER:
Yes, my commitment to transparency would extend to any Commission decision to release
final conclusions in a completed Safety Evaluation Report regarding the proposed repository
at Yucca Mountain.
84. If not, why not?
ANSWER:
As noted above, I am committed to an open and transparent regulatory process.
85. If the Court requires the NRC to resume the license review, will you honor the Court’s
decision?

ANSWER:
I will await the final court decision, review it when it comes, and work with my colleagues on
the Commission to determine the appropriate next steps for the agency.
Other Questions
86. Chairman McFarlane, do you believe the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) is the “law of
the land” as it relates to the siting and licensing of geologic repositories for the permanent
disposal of spent fuel and high-level radioactive waste? Yes or No?
ANSWER:
I agree that, until it is amended or repealed, the NWPA is still applicable to the siting and
licensing of geological repositories for the permanent disposal of spent fuel and high-level
radioactive waste. However, I am advised by the NRC’s General Counsel that the NWPA is
not the only Congressional action on this topic and that Congressional appropriations
legislation also governs the agency’s activities relating to the licensing of geological
repositories.
87. Has anything changed the NWPA in terms of the NRC’s mandate that the NRC approve or
disapprove the DOE Yucca Mountain license application?
ANSWER:
As stated in response to the previous question, the NWPA is still applicable and any
requirements contained in the Act remain in effect, as do requirements imposed by other
applicable legislation, including appropriations legislation.
88. Do you believe that the NRC should continue to comply with NWPA mandate? If not why
not?
ANSWER:
I believe that the Commission should comply with its legal obligations.
a. Does the NRC have any layover funds regarding past Yucca appropriations?
ANSWER:
Yes
b. How much?
ANSWER:
See response to Question 88(c)
c. Could this money not be used to complete the technical review?

ANSWER:
The NRC currently has approximately $11.1 million in unobligated carryover funds (and
$2.5 million in obligated, unexpended carryover funds) appropriated from the Nuclear
Waste Fund. The precise portion of the $2.5 million that might ultimately become
available will not be known until the completion of the audits associated with the closeout
of certain contracts. The money could be used to fund some activities related to the
Yucca Mountain project, including the completion of the technical licensing review.
89. What will you do to bring the agency into compliance with the law, NWPA?
ANSWER:
I will await the final court decision, review it when it comes, and work with my colleagues on
the Commission to determine the appropriate next steps for the agency.
90. Do you believe that the NRC is an independent agency and that politics should not interfere
with its congressionally mandates duties and responsibilities?
ANSWER:
Yes.
91. Do you believe that your predecessor’s action to essentially suspend the licensing review of
the Yucca license application by was an administrative decision or a policy decision?
ANSWER:
I do not have personal awareness in this matter, nor the logic behind the actions of my
predecessor. As a practical matter, long before I was appointed Chairman, no new funding
was appropriated for the licensing review and consequently NRC staffing and resources
were directed elsewhere.
92. How much carry over funding for the licensing review of Yucca does your agency have
current available?
ANSWER:
The NRC currently has approximately $11.1 million in unobligated carryover funds (and $2.5
million in obligated, unexpended carryover funds) appropriated from the Nuclear Waste
Fund. The precise portion of the $2.5 million that might ultimately become available will not
be known until the completion of the audits associated with the closeout of certain contracts.
93. What are you willing to do to bring your agency into compliance with the law?
a. Request funds from Congress to complete licensing review?
ANSWER:
I will await the final court decision, review it when it comes, and work with my colleagues
on the Commission to determine the appropriate next steps for the agency.

b. Finish and issue SERs (Safety Evaluation Report) with complete with regulatory
analyses?
ANSWER:
I will await the final court decision, review it when it comes, and work with my colleagues
on the Commission to determine the appropriate next steps for the agency.
94. Do you acknowledge that repository siting is a Congressional responsibility and not an
NRC responsibility?
ANSWER:
I acknowledge that Congress has selected a site for a repository, and that the NRC has
no role in choosing a site.
95. Do you agree that the NRC’s responsibility to make a determination about the proposed
Yucca design is safe?
ANSWER:
I agree that the responsibility to make determinations concerning the safety of the
construction and operation of a proposed geologic repository belongs to the NRC.
96. Do you agree that the NRC has a substantial record before it on the safety to the Yucca
project, and a Staff safety evaluation report (SER) on the DOE design? And that the
record has been available since 2008? And that the SER has been ready for public
review since 2010?
ANSWER:
It is my understanding that in June 2008, DOE submitted its application for a proposed
geologic repository at Yucca Mountain and that once the application was docketed, the
NRC’s technical staff initiated a comprehensive review. The application is available on
the NRC’s public website. I am also aware that the NRC issued one volume of its SER
related to the “General Information” section of the DOE license application, which
contains introductory and overview information about the proposed facility and its
operation. The NRC has neither completed nor issued Volumes 2, 3, 4, and 5 of the
SER. It is my understanding that the NRC completed orderly closure of its Yucca
Mountain review activities by the end of Fiscal Year 2011. As part of orderly closure, the
NRC documented and published publicly three volumes of a Technical Evaluation
Report.
97. Would you agree that your main technical expertise relevant to service on the NRC is
your understanding of geology and particularly the geology of the Yucca site?
ANSWER:
In addition to my expertise as a geologist, I have spent most of my career analyzing
policies and technical issues related to nuclear waste and energy from a scientific

viewpoint. From 2010 to 2012 I served on the Blue Ribbon Commission on America’s
Nuclear Future, created by the Obama Administration to make recommendations about
a national strategy for dealing with the nation’s high-level nuclear waste. My research
has focused on policies and technical issues related to the back end of the nuclear fuel
cycle from a scientific viewpoint as well as other aspects of nuclear energy in general.
98. If you are confirmed to the NRC, do you agree to give Congress and the public the
benefit of your expertise by voting to restart the Yucca licensing proceeding, releasing
the SER, and participating in a final decision on the safety of the Yucca project?
ANSWER:
As I stated in my June 2012 testimony, my work in this area predates the DOE license
application for Yucca Mountain by six years. I have not analyzed the license application
or the NRC’s analyses. As Chairman, I remain impartial about whether DOE’s
application meets the NRC’s regulatory requirements. Further, I believe it is prudent to
wait for the D. C. Circuit Court’s decision before determining a course of action with
respect to these issues. Once the court renders its decision, the Commission will
determine the appropriate next steps for the agency.
Last June the Court of Appeals rejected the NRC’s updated waste confidence ruling. The NRC
had found that there is reasonable assurance that spent fuel will be removed from reactor sites
even if the Yucca repository is not licensed. Without waste confidence, there is more uncertainty
about NRC new plant licensing.
99. To restore confidence that new reactor sites will not become graveyards for spent
nuclear fuel, would you be willing to make decisions in reactor licensing cases beginning
now, before the hearings, decisions and appeals on Waste Confidence are complete? If
not, why not?
ANSWER:
The Commission formally directed the NRC staff to prepare an environmental impact
statement and updated rule to address the issues identified by the Court of Appeals.
Resolving these issues generically, through the NRC’s rulemaking process, continues to
be the shortest path to the resumption of licensing activities. However, the Commission
recognized that there could be some circumstances where a site-specific review would
be warranted, and instructed the staff to identify licensing proceedings where there is an
exceptional or compelling need for a site-specific analysis. To date, the NRC staff has
not identified any proceedings that would merit a site-specific review. The Commission is
continuing to monitor the progress of the generic environmental impact statement and
rule, which is on schedule to be completed in September 2014.
100. Well, if the NRC is not going to complete the Yucca license, is not going to act on
reactor construction, uprates, or plant life extensions, why should Congress
appropriate any funds for those activities?
ANSWER:
In an August 7, 2012 Order, the Commission directed the NRC staff to continue its
technical review of applications for initial and renewed licenses during the Waste

Confidence rulemaking proceeding, to expedite issuance of final licenses or license
renewals if appropriate, once the updated Waste Confidence rule is completed. The
Commission remains on schedule to resume licensing in September 2014, upon
completion of the Waste Confidence final rule. Based on the status of the ongoing staff
technical reviews of the applications, the Commission anticipates that there will be little
to no delay between the issuance of the revised Waste Confidence rule and the
issuance of initial and renewed licenses. Any reactors seeking renewal will continue
operating after the expiration of their initial licenses under the timely-renewal
provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act.
An IG report detailed the ways Chairman Jaczko manipulated the Commission’s decision
making process to prevent a vote on the DOE motion to withdraw and to suspend the Yucca
licensing proceeding.
101. As NRC Chair, would you be willing to have a new vote on whether to restart the
Yucca proceeding and release the Staff SER on the Yucca project?
102. Are you willing to schedule the vote before the Court of Appeals in the Aiken County
case orders you to restart the Yucca proceeding?
103. Can you offer any reason why the Commission should not release the Staff SER on
the Yucca Project?
104. Wouldn’t release of the Staff SER be in the interest of openness and science?
105. Would you have any problem or objection if a Congressional Committee released a
copy of the Staff SER?
106. If you are unwilling to schedule a vote on the Yucca license?
107. Why should the Senate schedule a vote on your nomination until there is a vote on
Yucca?
ANSWER for 101-107:
Your questions 101-107 touch on matters that are currently being deliberated in Federal
court. As I noted during my May 23, 2013 confirmation hearing with the Committee, the
agency’s actions to close the review of the Yucca Mountain license application have
been challenged in the D.C. Circuit Court. We are awaiting a decision by the
court. Once that decision is rendered, I will work with my Commission colleagues to
review the decision and determine the appropriate next steps for the agency.
New line of questions
108. Is Angela Coggins, former chief of staff to former chairman Greg Jaczko, still employed
at the NRC? If so, please indicate in which office and on what subject matter her
group works on.
ANSWER:

Yes, Ms. Coggins, a career NRC employee, has returned to the NRC’s Office of
General Counsel (OGC). Ms. Coggins is a staff attorney working in OGC’s Division of
High-Level Waste, Fuel Cycle, and Nuclear Security. This Division provides advice on
matters pertaining to high-level waste storage and disposal, transportation of nuclear
materials, fuel cycle applications and licenses, and security of nuclear facilities and
materials.
Flooding
One area at which the NRC has understandably taken a hard look as a result of the
Fukushima accident is the potential impact of a flood at U.S. nuclear power plants. I
understand that as part of this, the NRC is currently assessing the possibility and
consequences of the failure of one or more dams upstream from several nuclear power
plants. This is a subject obviously not only of interest to the NRC and its licensees, but
other federal agencies such as the Army Corp of Engineers and the Department of
Homeland Security also have a strong interest in this subject. It would appear most logical,
therefore, if all federal agencies were coordinating their efforts with respect to the upstream
dam failure issue, so that Agency A didn’t reach a completely different conclusion as Agency
B.
109. How is the NRC coordinating its research and regulatory efforts regarding upstream
dam failures with other organizations that may have an interest and expertise in the
subject so that the federal government speaks with one voice on this?
ANSWER.
I agree that coordination with other agencies is important. The NRC staff is
coordinating its efforts through the Interagency Committee on Dam Safety (ICODS) to
ensure that the federal government is aligned and speaking from one voice. ICODS
consists of the following ten federal agencies: Department of Agriculture; Department
of Defense; Department of Energy; Department of Interior; Department of Labor;
Federal Emergency Management Agency; Federal Energy Regulatory Commission;
Nuclear Regulatory Commission; Tennessee Valley Authority; and International
Boundary and Water Commission.

Proliferation
Based on your experience in international affairs and proliferation:
110. Would you agree that the best thing to do with the plutonium in spent nuclear fuel is to
bury it in a repository?
ANSWER:
The NRC’s role does not include promoting a specific national waste management
policy. Accordingly, I do not have any particular view about the “best” approach for
addressing plutonium in spent nuclear fuel.

111. Doesn’t that argue for prompt completion of the Yucca licensing process so the US
can be an example for the rest of the world?
ANSWER:
NRC policy is that spent nuclear fuel can be stored safely until a permanent solution
for disposal is developed. I do not have any particular view about what the “best”
approach is, or whether the NRC should serve as an example for the rest of the world,
and leave those judgments to Congress.
There are reports in the media that you may delay a vote on the Global Laser Enrichment
Wilmington, NC facility license in order to study its proliferation impacts.
112. Is that true?
ANSWER:
No. The NRC issued the license on September 25, 2012, without performing any
additional proliferation analyses.
113. What is the legal basis for holding up a license on proliferation grounds?
ANSWER:
The NRC in making its licensing determination must determine whether issuance
would be inimical to the common defense and security of the United States.
114. What is the factual basis for believing the facility would present a proliferation risk?
ANSWER:
After carefully examining the application, including a thorough analysis of security and
safeguards measures, the NRC concluded that construction and operation of the
facility would not be inimical to common defense and security.
115. Do you have an opinion from the NRC Office of Counsel indicating such authority
exists and that the requirement of such and impact study can be imposed on the
Wilmington applicant at this late stage of the licensing process?
ANSWER:
The NRC granted the license without performing any new proliferation-related reviews
at late stages in the license application review process.
Linear No Threshold Theory (LNT)
116. As a scientist, can you point us to any scientific evidence that supports use of the
Linear no threshold theory in establishing radiation protection standards?
a. If Yes: What evidence do you have?

b. If no: Will you order a review of NRC standards based on radiation dose levels
that have demonstrated levels of harm?
ANSWER.
The linear no-threshold hypothesis (LNT), used by the NRC, is endorsed by
organizations such as the National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements
(NCRP) and the International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP), as well as
most regulatory authorities worldwide. This hypothesis falls within the domain of the
precautionary principle, which states that if data on the harmful effects of low doses of
an agent are not available, it should be assumed that the agent is harmful, until data
show otherwise.
The NRC monitors the latest scientific information on radiation cancer risks to ensure its
regulatory programs continue to adequately protect public health and safety. Toward
that end, NRC staff participate in and monitor the activities and research efforts of
scientific and standard setting organizations—such as the National Academy of
Sciences, the United Nations Scientific Committee on Exposure to Atomic Radiation, the
ICRP, the NCRP, and the International Atomic Energy Agency. The NRC also monitors
the U.S. Energy Department’s Low Dose Program, including its epidemiological study of
one million nuclear workers, which is now underway.
Licensing
The reactor licensing process schedule continues to be unpredictable, sometimes taking 18-24
months beyond the original commitment dates:
117. If you are confirmed, what would you do as Chair to create a more sustainable,
efficient predictable process to license the remaining and expected reactor license
applications?
ANSWER:
The NRC initiated a review of lessons learned to identify potential enhancements to
our licensing process and contribute to more effective and efficient reviews of future
applications. As part of this review, the NRC conducted an extensive outreach effort to
solicit feedback from external and internal stakeholders on their experiences using the
new reactor licensing process. In April 2013, the NRC issued a report titled “New
Reactor Licensing Process Lessons Learned: 10 CFR Part 52” that describes several
planned and potential actions that can be used to enhance the licensing process and
improve the efficiency of future licensing reviews.
The NRC has also been working on a lessons learned from the first year of
construction inspection that will have implications for the licensing process. This report
is still in draft and is expected to be issued shortly. The NRC will continue to look for
efficiencies and effectiveness enhancements as we continue to license and oversee
the construction of new nuclear power plants.
Would you consider:

118.

Establishing cost effective and technology neutral standards for small and advanced
reactor designs?
ANSWER:
The NRC recently issued a proposed a design specific review standard (DSRS) for
the mPowerTM small modular reactor design for interim use and comment. The DSRS
process uses risk insights coupled with significant pre-application interactions with the
applicant to identify design details to align the review focus and resources to risksignificant structures, systems, and components and other aspects of the design that
contribute most to safety in order to enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of the
review process. The mPowerTM DSRS reflects current staff review methods and
practices based on the integration of risk insights and, where appropriate, lessons
learned from NRC reviews of design certification and combined license applications
completed to date.
The NRC continues to work with the Department of Energy for technology standards
for small and advanced reactor designs. In August 2012, the NRC issued a “Report
to Congress: Advanced Reactor Licensing.” This report addresses our overall
strategy for and approach to preparing for the licensing of advanced reactors,
anticipated over the next 1 to 2 decades, as well as potential licensing beyond 20
years.

119. Developing lessons learned from the recent licensing proceedings to improve the
quality of applications and enable more efficient reviews?
ANSWER:
As discussed in the answer to Question 117, the NRC is pursuing lessons learned
both in the licensing and first year of construction oversight of new reactor power
plants.
120. Establishing firm licensing process milestones to make the process more predictable
and progress toward completion more transparent?
ANSWER:
For each review, the NRC staff establishes interim milestones and the dates for these
milestones are made publically available. My understanding is that the NRC line
organizations take these schedules seriously. Success in meeting these established
schedules depends on resource availability and applicant responsiveness to licensing
review questions. My understanding, however, is that resolution of safety and
environmental issues raised during the application review will not be restricted by the
review schedule.
121. Creating fast track procedures for applications that have few unidentified risks, e.g.
existing sites or design changes that are not safety related?
ANSWER:

My understanding is that the 10 CFR Part 52 licensing process, which includes design
certifications, early site permits, and combined licenses, was established by the NRC
for this purpose. For example, a combined license can incorporate by reference a
certified design, thus limiting the review of the scope of information within that
certification to the site-specific information. A second example is the use of an early
site permit for early resolution of siting issues before a combined license application is
submitted.
122. Making the NRC pre-docketing review of applications more thorough?
ANSWER:
My understanding is that high-quality applications are a significant contributor to
overall project performance. To that end, the staff plans to assess the NRC’s
acceptance review guidance implementation since 2006 and the level of application
detail that assures greater acceptance review consistency. The staff will also engage
future applicants on to the best timing for pre-application audits.
123. Identifying weaknesses or inadequate documentation earlier should enable the NRC
and the applicant to manage the time and resources required to complete the licensing
process?
ANSWER:
As discussed in the answer to Questions 117 and 122, my understanding is that the
pre-application audits and a robust acceptance review will provide early identification
of weaknesses or inadequate documentation. We recognize that early identification
and timely resolution of complex technical issues can minimize impacts on the review
schedule. To that end, the staff is taking action and will also update its guidance to
more quickly engage higher levels of NRC and applicant management, when
necessary, to resolve complex technical issues.
124. Establishing a fixed fee structure for licenses to encourage more efficient reviews.
ANSWER:
The NRC annually reviews its fee structure and proposes amendments to the fee
schedule to implement the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990, which in turn
forms the basis for NRC rulemakings that implement the fee rules in 10 CFR Parts 170
and 171. The NRC believes it has established a fixed fee structure for those licensing
actions where a fixed fee structure (“Flat Fee”), is appropriate, and an hourly fee
structure where appropriate to cover the costs of inspections and applications for new
licenses, license renewals and requests for amendments.
125. Beginning preparing staff Safety Evaluation Reports (SERs) earlier in the process.
ANSWER:
My understanding is that the NRC currently prepares and issues chapters of the safety
evaluation reports early in the review process to clarify what portions of the reviews

are complete and what items remain to be addressed. Additionally, the NRC shares
the status of issues with the applicants throughout the review process.
126. Developing guidelines to incorporation of new information into the licensing process.
ANSWER:
As discussed in the answer to Question 117, timely development and maintenance of
regulatory guidance are important to support the development of a high-quality
application as well as contribute to an efficient regulatory review. To that end, my
understanding is that the staff plans to update its guidance for applicants and also
incorporate experience staff has gained since 2006 in reviewing applications, in both
the safety and environmental review areas, consistent with budgeted resources.

