NRC Commission Meeting 5/12/11
My sketchy notes-- these are not comprehensive.  I missed the beginning because it took quite awhile to connect to the webcast. My comments are in highlighted in red. Barbara Warren
While this was supposed to be related to Fukushima, this was more about what NRC is doing post Fukushima to address safety. 
NRC made an earlier request to operators related to fires, explosions and maintenance. This is related to 9/11
A more recent request was made to operators related to Fukushima. It asks for recommendations and framework for proceeding including spent fuel pools.

NRC Current Assessment- "No issues yet identified that undermine their confidence in safety and emergency planning." They must be asleep or drugged. I am pretty anxious about the current situation and I am not in charge of 100+ nuclear reactors.
NRC is asking for safety reviews of Beyond Design Basis, Extended Station Blackouts, and NRC is also examining internally within the agency what they are doing. Earlier Damage mitigation guidelines did not consider spent fuel pools- so they are going to look at this. They want to integrate all emergency response activities-- rather than treat each separate event.  It sounds like they have been handling all of these scenarios as isolated events. This is a stunning admission-- worst case scenarios are supposed to consider multiple interacting events, yet they are saying they look at single events only. I would appreciate clarification from someone who knows about this. One Commissioner was very concerned about safety and asked a lot of good questions-- George Apostolakis. He thought there should be concern about more than just the early releases in an accident -- that as we see with Fukushima, releases are ongoing for a long time. He added that multiple units and spent fuel pools all need to be looked at. The staff present agreed.  Is it true that analyses of accidents only focus on initial releases?
George was asking for a Level 3 Risk Assessment, that is site specific. NRC said they are looking at this. He expressed concern about providing operators too much freedom and repeatedly expressed concern about voluntary efforts. 
Another Commissioner emphasized the need to study performance of workers under stressful conditions--- that actual conditions are very different from what is in a manual. 

Of serious concern to me -- NRC's view of command and control: "We put a lot of onus on the control room operator" !!!! Emphasis is mine. They reiterated their assessment that they are comfortable with what we have in the US.  The Onus has to be on top level management of a company-- that way they ensure that operators are adequately trained, etc.  Putting onus on the operator puts responsibility off the company.
However NRC noted that in emergencies-- NRC has authority to order various actions. Staff added that in Discussions with licensees, plant managers would have authority over emergency.  

This particular discussion was very alarming to me. In emergencies you need a notification plan and a plan for involving emergency personnel from various agencies. You also need a plan for  who is making decisions, so you don't have utter confusion in an emergency. The fact that NRC was saying they have authority to order various actions AFTER an emergency was alarming. If the NRC does not already have a plan for how and when it assumes control of an emergency from a private operator -- we are in big trouble.
Look how long we allowed BP to manage its disaster. Fukushima had a similar problem with TEPCO.
A report is being prepared and will be available in 30 days. 

