
THE UTIL ITY WORKING Confer-
ence and Vendor Technology Expo
(UWC), convened annually by the

American Nuclear Society’s Operations and
Power Division, was held August 14–17 at
the Westin Diplomat Hotel in Hollywood,
Fla., ending a long run at the Amelia Island
Plantation resort north of Jacksonville. It
had been evident for some time that the
UWC had outgrown the old venue, which
offered a relaxed beachfront setting with
buildings scattered through lush groves and
connected by cart paths. By contrast, the
Diplomat is in an urban setting (high-rises
stacked along the beach on an island be-
tween the intracoastal waterway and the At-
lantic Ocean, in a city that borders Miami
and Fort Lauderdale), with the entire UWC
under one roof, the entire exhibit in a sin-
gle room, and the entire attendance able to
be seated in one room for plenary sessions
and other all-hands functions.
Since it began in 1994, the UWC has

been intended as an event for plant person-
nel, regulators, and on-site contractors to
share information on the operation and up-
keep of power reactors. The Vendor Tech-
nology Expo (hereinafter referred to as the
exhibit) gives providers of products and ser-
vices an opportunity to contact potential
buyers, thanks in no small part to the sched-
uling of meals, receptions, and snack breaks
in the exhibit hall. Attendance has grown in
recent years, with vendors and consultants,
who are looking to mingle with potential
customers, accounting for much of the in-
crease. There has been far less growth in the
attendance of plant personnel, who provide
the knowledge and experience shared in
breakout sessions and are (willingly or oth-
erwise) the potential customers at the ex-
hibit.
There were 749 attendees who registered

in advance for the meeting, up nearly 25
percent from the 600 who did so for the
2010 UWC, plus advance registrations for
101 exhibiting organizations, also an in-
crease of about one-quarter from 2010. Ad-

vance registration of utility personnel, how-
ever, was anywhere from 137 to 167, com-
pared with 147 in 2010. The uncertainty in
the actual number is the result of Exelon
Generation, owner of the nation’s largest
nuclear fleet, registering as both a vendor
and a utility. The company now offers its
services to other utilities as Exelon Nuclear
Partners, which had a booth in the exhibit.
Even if one were to assume that all of the
Exelon preregistrants were there as utility
personnel and not as vendors, the total util-
ity increase would be less than 14 percent.
In any case, from an exhibitor’s standpoint,
the UWC appears to be bringing in more
new competitors than new customers.
The growth of the exhibit may reflect the

fact that license renewal has become either
a reality or an expectation for probably
every one of the 104 power reactors now in
operation, which means that personnel at all
of those reactors foresee decades more of
operation and thus a continuing need for the
products and services vendors have to offer.
There is also, however, an air of excitement
in the nuclear industry over new reactor li-
censing and small modular reactor (SMR)
development. Some of the excitement
dimmed after the Fukushima Daiichi acci-
dent in March, but with each passing month,
events have shown that the most advanced
and most committed new reactor projects
are continuing to progress. Meanwhile, new
SMR designs continue to emerge and attract
attention. The breakout sessions in the New
Reactor track, which included two sessions
devoted to SMRs, may have been the most
heavily attended breakouts at the UWC.

This reporter wonders, however, whether
new-reactor enthusiasm fits in with the
UWC’s original mission. Not only do no
new reactors yet exist, even as full-fledged
construction projects, but only 13 utilities
are involved in them (and only one, the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority [TVA], has made
public a project to deploy SMRs). Mean-
while, the operators of the 104 power reac-
tors can always benefit from new input on
how to sustain fleet-wide capacity factors of
about 90 percent as their original equipment
approaches or passes the 40-year mark.
The move to the Diplomat provided not

only larger spaces but more of them, and the
organizers took the opportunity to add four
new session tracks: Cyber Security/ Digital
Instrumentation and Controls; Long-Term
Operation; Maintenance; and Risk Man-
agement. Coverage of the Maintenance
track is provided in an article on page 81, 
in this issue’s Special Section on Nuclear
Power Plant Maintenance.

Rowe’s valedictory
Each year the planning of the UWC is

overseen by a different utility, and for 2011
this role was filled by Exelon Generation.
The heavy involvement of Exelon and its
personnel in the meeting—including, as
noted earlier, the presence of Exelon Nu-
 clear Partners in the exhibit—carried over
into the program. The first key note address
came from John Rowe, who is soon to re-
 tire as chairman and chief executive officer
of Exelon. He titled his talk “My Last Nu-
clear Speech.” His spoken remarks differed
somewhat from the prepared text that was
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The move from the northern end of Florida to
nearly the southern tip provided more options for
organizers and attendees, but day-to-day concerns
at operating plants may have drawn less interest
than new reactors—even small modular ones.
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made public by Exelon (and which drew ex-
tensive commentary from Internet ob-
servers, including pronuclear ad vocates),
but the general tenor was the same in both
versions.
Rowe declared himself to have been a

proponent of nuclear power throughout his
career, dating back roughly 40 years to
when he was an outside attorney for Com-
monwealth Edison Company (a forerunner

of Exelon), working
on the licensing of
Dresden-2 and -3. “I
am a nuke,” he stat-
ed, but he added that
any interest in nu-
clear power must be
“harnessed to facts.”
(His resumé also in-
cludes involvement
with utilities that de-
cided, among other

things, to cut investment in the Seabrook
power reactor during construction—it has
now operated for more than 20 years—and
to accept the closure of the Maine Yankee
power reactor with about 15 years left on its
original license.) He expressed little confi-
dence in the near-term prospects for new
power reactor construction in the United
States, coming back repeatedly to his con-
viction that the price of natural gas will re-
main close to its current level (below $5/
million Btu) for at least 10 years and per-
haps 20—a level against which new nuclear
generation cannot compete economically.
He also said that electricity demand

growth had dipped along with the economy,
and he projected that it would not return to
the level of 2007–2008 until roughly 2013
to 2015. He gave four preconditions for new
nuclear power in the United States, only one
of which he believes has been met: the ar-
rival of new reactor technologies. Rowe
said that without the other three require-
ments—a solution to high-level nuclear
waste disposal, a need for new generation,
and either higher prices or reduced avail-
ability of natural gas—he does not expect
much progress for new nuclear.
(During Rowe’s tenure as CEO of Ex-

elon, he and other company officials stated
often that Exelon would not seek to build
new nuclear capacity until there was a clear
resolution of the HLW issue, but in 2008 the
company followed the trend of the other
large fleet operators by applying to license
new reactors. This project, to be sited in
Texas, where Exelon has no current nuclear
operations, was later scaled back, and an
application for an early site permit is now
in the technical review process at the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission.)
Rowe also declared that in the aftermath

of the Fukushima Daiichi accident, polls
have shown that public support for nuclear
power has declined “something like 20 per-
cent.” (The prepared text cited “nearly a 20-
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point drop,” which is not necessarily the
same thing; a 20 percent drop from 60 per-
cent would be a decrease of 12 points, to 48
percent, while a 20-point drop would be to
40 percent. In major polls carried out in late
March, the largest decline was 13 points,
from 52 to 39; this can be interpreted as a
25 percent drop in that poll.)
Based on data included in bar charts that

he used in his presentation, Rowe said that
Exelon has concluded that because of
changes in conditions from 2008 to 2010,
new nuclear would break even only with a
carbon tax of $100 per metric ton, which is
comparable to the range for wind power
(with solar not even close to being worth-

while economically). The company, Rowe
said, has decided that the cheapest option is
the retirement of old coal plants, and that
most energy efficiency initiatives and pow-
er reactor uprates “remain attractive.”
He stated that the United States is now

the second-largest producer of natural gas
after the Middle East, and that this will keep
prices low for a long time. While there are
environmental concerns over the “fracking”
process for extracting gas from shale, he
said that Exelon agrees with others that
while additional regulations would increase
the price, they “will not destroy the cost.”
Low gas prices and reduced electricity de-
mand resulting from the economic slow-
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down in much of the world “have dramatic
impacts on the need and costs of building
any new generation.”
The closest Rowe came to a positive nu-

clear message was a statement of high re-
gard for nuclear professionals. He said that
he thinks the odds of a nuclear renaissance
are “about five to four against,” but he told
his audience that the nuclear field remains
“a career choice for bright, talented people.”
He noted that his analysis of nuclear pow-
er’s prospects is not the only one, and that
there are “equally informed and reason-
able” forecasts indicating many worthwhile
opportunities for new nuclear power. “I
have every confidence that each of you is
tough enough to make it regardless of what
the future holds for new nuclear.”
When the floor was opened to questions

from the audience, Rowe was asked about
spent fuel reprocessing. He said flatly that
nobody would pay for it, that there is little
short-term demand and insufficient assur-
ance of nonproliferation, and that it would
not change the need for HLW disposal.
Asked about public-private partnerships to
boost new nuclear, he said that the private
side is always the junior partner. He also
noted that while utility executives may be
politically conservative, they still yearn for
government support. He argued that one can
believe in markets or in mandates, but not
in both at once.
Asked when there could be decisions on

seeking license renewals out to 80 years of
service, Rowe said that this could depend
on the Fukushima aftermath, adding that
Exelon’s Dresden and Quad Cities reactors
(boiling water reactors with Mark I con-
tainments, like the damaged reactors at Fu-
kushima) seem “more than a year older to-
day than they were a year ago.” While he
was not challenged on Exelon’s plan to
close Oyster Creek in 2019, only halfway
through the term of its renewed license,
Rowe brought it up himself in response to
a question about Entergy’s Vermont Yankee
plant. Rowe said that Exelon believes that
three-quarters of the remaining value of

Oyster Creek would be realized within the
first 10 years of the renewal.
In response to a question on whether

SMRs might add to the prospects for new
nuclear in the near term, Rowe said that he
was not convinced that they would. In his
view, the economics would still favor the
purchase and construction of multiple re-

actors at a single site, and the issue of sev-
eral reactors at one site has become thornier
because of what happened at Fukushima.

Other general sessions
Speaking at the Tuesday plenary session

was James O. Ellis, president and CEO of
the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations
(INPO). As was the case with so many oth-
 er presentations at the UWC, Ellis’s talk had
the perspective of the aftermath of Fuku shi-
ma Daiichi, although the speech was main-
ly about the creation of INPO after the ac-
cident at Three Mile Island-2. He said that
an INPO team has been gathering data and
providing advice at Tokyo Electric Power
Company (the operator of Fukushi ma Dai-
ichi) since March 18.
Ellis stressed the importance to the nu-

 clear community of the response after Three
Mile Island—not only the formation of
INPO and its accomplishments in helping
reactor owners improve safety and perfor-
 mance, but the development of a culture in
which such improvements became possible.
He said that a similar response is needed
again, after Fukushima (hence the title of
his speech, “Once Again . . . Let’s Do the

Right Thing”). This
time, he said, the fo-
cus may be more on
an organization in
which INPO partici-
pates, the World As-
sociation of Nuclear
Operators (WANO),
which was created in
1989 following an-
other power reactor
accident, at Cher-

nobyl-4 in what is now Ukraine.
Ellis noted that despite the overlap be-

tween INPO in the United States and
WANO worldwide, WANO is much more
limited than INPO in what it can do. That,
he explained, is because in order to gain the
participation of every power reactor owner,
WANO could go only as far as the least ea-
ger of those owners was willing to go. Since

Fukushima, he said,
many WANO mem-
bers (and the organi-
zation itself) are
looking at ways to
make WANO more
like INPO, with its
extensive access to
reactor data and per-
sonnel and its influ-
ence over owner be-

havior through its uncompromising (and
confidential) plant performance assess-
ments.
During the question-and-answer period,

Ellis was asked what missions WANO
should take on. He noted that WANO has
unique challenges and will make its own
decisions, but he added that he thinks

WANO should stop using cultural differ-
ences as an excuse to let some owners and
countries continue to operate as they always
have. Ellis said that the culture of nuclear
safety should be universal. Another attendee
posed the question that if WANO becomes
more like INPO, should the International
Atomic Energy Agency become more like
the U.S. NRC? Ellis noted that President
Eisenhower, in his Atoms for Peace pro-
gram, had wanted the IAEA to have more
influence over nuclear programs than it ul-
timately was given, and national sover-
eignty limits the authority that the IAEA
can exert in any country, member or non-
member. Ellis said, however, that he thinks
there can be “a confluence of standards”
across national borders. INPO is learning
from the post-Fukushima “stress tests” be-
ing conducted at European power reactors,
he said, but most of the IAEA’s budget con-
cerns nonproliferation, and only 8 percent
is for reactor safety. As such, Ellis said,
there is not a high probability of the IAEA’s
setting up a formal structure to regulate
power reactors.
Like most nuclear gatherings since this

spring, the UWC devoted general-session
time to the Fukushima Daiichi accident.
The presentations, however, did not include
reports from Japanese participants or ob-
servers on the status of the recovery work.
Rather, the reports focused mainly on the
response to the accident within the nuclear
community in the United States. These pre-
sentations were delivered on Wednesday af-
 ternoon, at the end of the meeting.
Amir Shahkarami, CEO of Exelon Nu clear

Partners and general
chair of the UWC,
spoke on the ANS
Spe cial Committee on
Fu kushima, of which
he is a member. The
pur pose of the com-
mittee, he said, is to
“pro-vide a clear and
concise ex planation
of the events sur-
rounding the acci dent

to the gen eral public and U.S. lead ers.” This
mission will be ongoing for some time.
While it is often said that a nuclear acci-

 dent anywhere is an accident everywhere,
affecting all nuclear power programs re-
 gardless of their actual involvement, Shah -
ka ra mi stated his view that not every nu-
 clear program is necessarily a hostage to all
other programs worldwide. Thus far, some
countries (such as Germany and Switz er-
 land) have taken steps that could close out
their nuclear power involvement altogeth-
 er, but others, including the United King-
dom and the United States, are still taking
steps toward building new power reactors.
Shahkarami’s last slide contained what

he said were the contents of an e-mail he
had received, not endorsed by the ANS
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committee or necessarily by Shahkarami
himself, but in presenting it, he asked (per-
haps rhetorically) whether it should be in-
cluded in the general post-Fukushima dis-
cussion. Shahkarami did not disclose the
author of the e-mail; the message ques-
tioned whether the light-water reactor
(LWR) community was being unfairly crit-
icized and penalized because of Fukushi-
ma, whether expensive and unnecessary
upgrade requirements are in the offing, and
whether nuclear or-
ganizations are will-
ing to resist them.
Shah ka ra mi titled
this slide “Time to
be assertive.”
There was some

overlap in the pre-
sentations, with two
of them having the
phrase “the way for-
ward” in their titles, and the Nuclear Ener-
gy Institute (NEI) noting INPO directives to
U.S. reactors, while INPO delivered infor-
mation on work at Fukushima Daiichi itself.
(Nuclear News currently has a policy of not
repeating in meeting coverage information
on Fukushima Daiichi that has already been
covered, and sometimes superseded, in news
reportage in this and earlier issues of the
magazine; the most recent information can
generally be found in the International or
Late News sections of the latest issue.)
Tony Pietrangelo, senior vice president

and chief nuclear officer of NEI, said that
the immediate re sponse of the U.S. in dustry
included the INPO directives men tioned
above, referred to as incident event reports.
Power reactor owners were re quired to take
 actions to ver ify that all crit ical safety com-
 ponents, pro cedures, and staffing are in
place to mitigate potential damage from
earthquakes, floods, large fires, and explo-
 sions; to add backup cooling water sources

and additional water
level monitoring for
spent fuel pools; to
as sess the effective-
ness of operator fun-
damentals and train-
ing; and to assess the
ability to maintain
safety systems if all
AC power is lost for
24 hours. On the
same day as this pre-

sentation (August 17), NEI noted these di-
rectives in a press release, along with three
others: to evaluate emergency operation
guidelines, to complete a detailed evalua-
tion of the Fukushima Daiichi accident so
that the facts of the event and the respons-
es to it are understood, and to evaluate re-
gional staging of equipment and supplies
available to any nuclear facility operator to
provide a centralized rapid-response capa-
bility.

Martin Virgilio, the NRC’s deputy exec  -
utive director for reactor and preparedness
programs, summarized the agency’s re-
 sponse to the accident. The most significant
recent development was the issuance in July
of the report from the NRC’s Near-Term
Task Force on the accident and lessons to
be learned from it, and much of Virgilio’s
presentation was on this report and its rec-
 ommendations. (See NN, Sept. 2011, p. 27,
for detailed coverage of the task force re-

port, and also page 63 of that issue for what
the commissioners then assigned the staff
to do to explore the issues further.) He then
stated that he believes that the commis sion-
ers will set up a steering committee made
up of the directors of various NRC of -

fices (including some
not directly involved
with reactors) and
also a panel of exter-
nal stakeholders.
Virgilio said that

there could be an ad-
vance notice of pro-
posed rulemaking on
station blackout, not-
ing also that INPO is
looking at having li-

censees ensure that they can cope with a
loss of off-site power for at least 24 hours.
He said that he also expects actions to re-
visit current requirements in seismic and
flooding vulnerability, mitigation of the ef-
fects of fire and explosions on large plant
areas, hardened containment vents, and the
consolidation of industry-developed severe
accident management guidelines and NRC-
regulated extreme damage mitigation
guidelines and emergency operating proce-
dures. Virgilio added that all of this activi-
ty, in an agency with constraints on its bud-
get and resources, probably means that the
NRC will proceed more slowly on tasks that
the industry wants done, such as the pro-
cessing of applications for license renewals
and power uprates.
For the final keynote speaker on Wednes-

 day morning, UWC organizers reached en-
 tirely outside the nuclear realm by inviting
Charles J. Camarda, senior advisor for in-
 novation to the Office of Chief Engineer at
the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
 min istration’s Johnson Space Center (and
a for mer astronaut). He had been invited
before the Fukushima Daiichi accident oc-
curred, but in the aftermath, the organizers
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decided that it would
be especially appro-
priate for Camarda
to relate his experi-
ence with the space
shuttle program, es-
pecially in response
to the Challenger
and Columbia acci-
dents. If the organiz-
ers’ intent, however,
was that Camarda

could show how the resumption of shuttle
flights after the two tragedies could be an
example for the nuclear community after
Fukushima, what he presented may have
been an example of what not to do. Camar-
da remains critical of the agency’s response
to the Columbia incident, in which the
cause was traced to damage to the leading
edge of the shuttle’s left wing from the im-
pact of insulating foam that separated from
the booster rockets during the launch.
Camarda said that NASA was too slow to

accept that foam separation was a poten-
tially fatal problem for every shuttle flight.
Asked later by an attendee whether it was
appropriate to retire the shuttle (the final
flight had recently taken place), Camarda
said that he thought it was time for that to be
done. In his view, the wings’ leading edges
still posed a problem: 12 panels on the
edges of the shuttle fleet’s wings had to be
changed out.

New reactors, including SMRs
Despite what I wrote earlier, questioning

the pertinence to this meeting of new reac-
tor licensing, there can nonetheless be news
value in any technical session on new reac-
tors. As noted earlier, the breakout sessions
on new reactors were heavily attended, in-
dicating that despite the fact that few utili-
ties are involved in new reactors (and even
fewer in SMRs), new reactors apparently
interest meeting attendees whether the sub-
ject is relevant to their current job descrip-
tion or not. Thus, here is a distillation of
presentations in the
New Reactors track.
Because the first

projects are getting
close to license is-
suance, a great deal
of attention is now
being paid to inspec-
tions, tests, analyses,
and acceptance crite-
ria (ITAAC), which
are to be carried out
by a licensee be-
tween the receipt of a combined construc-
tion and operating license (COL) and the
NRC’s permission to load fuel and begin
power operation, and the Construction 
Reactor Oversight Process (cROP), the 
construction-related counterpart to the pro-
cess that the NRC has used since 2000 in

the regulation of operating reactors. The
NRC, license applicants, and the industry
in general (through NEI) have been jointly
preparing for ITAAC and cROP for the past
two years, and they will be tried out on a pi-
lot basis at Southern Nuclear Operating
Company’s Vogtle-3 and -4 project, which
is in line to receive the first COLs, perhaps
in February.
From the NRC’s standpoint, ITAAC and

cROP come under the larger heading of
construction inspection, which also in-
cludes vendor inspections because of the
modular assembly processes called for in
the new reactor designs. The NRC is re-
sponsible for verifying that ITAAC issues

are closed and their
require ments satis-
fied. Laura Dudes,
director of the Divi-
sion of Construction
Inspection and Oper-
ational Programs in
the NRC’s Office of
New Re actors, said
that the guidance for
industry ITAAC clo-
sure has been ex-

panded to aid in the verification of closure
by the NRC. She also stated that rigorous
vendor oversight is crucial to ensuring the
integrity of the sup ply chain, and more gen-
erally to ensuring reactor safety.
Chuck Pierce, the AP1000 licensing

manager at Southern Nuclear, has been in-
volved in the progress of the Vogtle-3 and 
-4 project, which is now waiting for the
NRC to finish the certification of the
AP1000 design, conduct the mandatory
hearing, and issue the COLs. Among the
lessons he has learned, he said, are the need
to define clearly the relationship between
Southern Nuclear and all of its contractors,
with the owner holding the final responsi-
bility; to maintain the licensing and design
bases at all stages of the project; and to de-
velop a robust corrective action program.
He said that a single corrective action pro-

gram for the entire project is probably best,
because contractors arrive with their own
programs, and these must be integrated for
trending and ITAAC management.
Tom Houghton, director of safety-

fo cused regulation at NEI, presented a flow-
 chart showing the intricate relationship of

Dudes
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Rigorous vendor oversight is
crucial to ensuring the
integrity of the sup ply chain,
and more generally to
ensuring reactor safety.
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actions within the cROP. The NRC will con-
duct four kinds of inspections of con struc-
tion projects: reac tive, vendor, pro gram, and
ITAAC-related. The evaluations of these in-
spections, and the li censee’s ITAAC close-
out submittals, will then be used by the NRC
to verify ITAAC closure.

The NRC’s Center for Construction In  -
spection is based at the agency’s Region II

Office in Atlanta. Jim Moorman, director of
the center’s Division of Construction Proj-
 ects, said that current “challenge areas” for
the NRC include the extent to which li-
 censees maintain oversight of vendors; the
dedication of commercial-grade parts, equip-
ment, and materials for nuclear- grade use;
and design control and configu ration man-
agement, which includes cor rectly translating
codes and standards into de sign documents.
Moorman showed the ITAAC document

for the waterproof membrane to be used un-
 der each nuclear island basemat at Vogtle.
The design commitment is for a friction co-
 efficient to resist sliding of 0.7 or greater. Un-
der the heading Inspections, Tests, and Analy-
 ses, the document states that the mudmat-
waterproofing-mudmat interface will be
tested to confirm that the coefficient is suffi-
cient, and under Acceptance Criteria, that a
report exists to document that an acceptable
coefficient has been demonstrated through
material qualification tests. (The waterproof
membrane ITAAC is one of three that have
been carried out at Vogtle under the site’s
limited work authorization [LWA]; the test-
ing on the membrane has been completed.)
More than one speaker called attention to

the fact that ITAACs do not occur at a
steady pace during construction, partly be-
cause tasks are completed at different rates
and different times during the project. Russ
Bell, NEI’s director of new reactors,
showed that the number of ITAAC closure

letters is ex pected to peak at more than 300
per year at about the three-year mark in
construction for an AP1000, and for twin

reactors paced about
a year apart, the peak
is expected to be
more than 600 per
year at roughly the
three-and-a-half-year
mark. Bell said that
NEI is working with
the NRC in a number
of areas on ITAAC,
including an effort to
mitigate this “surge.”

Randy Johnson, Southern Nuclear’s vice
pres i dent for quality and compliance on
Vogtle-3 and -4, assessed ITAAC readiness
and lessons learned from the LWA. He said
that the engineering reports used to closeout
ITAAC need to be clarified; that closure, re-

 lated to as-built con-
ditions, should be
clear in the perfor-
mance and documen-
tation plans; that clo-
sure package docu-
mentation should
include corrective ac-
tion reports and non-
conformances; and
that Southern Nu-
clear will increase
its oversight, partici-

pating in vendor qualification audits by the
reactor vendor (Westinghouse) and the 
engineering/ proc urement/ con struc tion con-
tractor (the Shaw Group).
David Matthews, director of the Division

of New Reactor Licensing in the NRC’s Of  -
fice of New Re actors,
added to his most re-
 cent presentation on
lessons learned (NN,
Sept. 2011, p. 50). He
repeated that some
applicants have used
analytical methods
that are too simple
(for example, lumped
mass, rather than
finite-el  ement), but
add ed that there is a

potential for com-
mon-cause failure in
dig ital instru men ta-
 tion and controls,
and that issues relat-
ed to potential sump
strainer blockage in-
clude fiber debris by-
pass amount, uncer-
tainty evalua tion for
fuel assembly head
loss measurement,

and localized fuel pin heat transfer analy-
sis. He also noted that challenges in the con-
struction phase include maintaining the de-

sign basis after the issuance of exemptions
and amendments.
Mark McBurnett, senior vice president of

Nuclear Innovation North America (NINA),
recounted his company’s progress to date
with the COL application for South Texas-
3 and -4. (NINA is continuing to pursue the
COL despite the fact that NINA’s majority
owner, NRG Energy, has stated that it in -

tends to spend no
more of its own mon-
ey on the project.)
Among other things,
he said that the in-
volvement of the
U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE)
in the environmental
review merits close
attention from appli-
cants. He said that

the USACE’s position has changed from
not needing to issue its own permit to re-
quiring the permit, which could not be is-
sued until after the final environmental im-
pact statement. McBurnett advised that the
USACE is not a monolithic agency and that
its regional offices are largely autonomous
and make their own decisions.
Douglas J. Rosinski, an attorney with the

firm of Ogletree Deakins, looked at whether
the 10 CFR Part 52 licensing process now
being used for large LWR certification and
licensing is suitable for SMRs. He noted
that TVA’s Clinch River project is aimed 
toward a traditional 10 CFR Part 50 appli-
cation for a construction permit, then a
10CFR52 certification application by reac-
tor vendor Babcock & Wilcox, and then an
operating license application from TVA. In

addition, Rosinski noted that apart from
major industry firms such as B&W and
Westinghouse, most of the organizations
developing SMR designs are not rich, and a
great deal of money is needed to apply for
design certification and then respond to the
NRC’s requests for additional information,
of which there could be thousands.
Catherine Haney, director of the NRC’s

Office of Nuclear Materials Safety and
Safeguards, advised SMR developers and
customers to address fuel cycle issues,
along with their regulatory implications,
early in the development process. Haney
was later asked how the NRC would 
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Apart from major industry
firms such as B&W and

Westinghouse, most of the
organizations developing
SMR designs are not rich.

The NRC will conduct four
kinds of inspections of 
con struction projects: 

reactive, vendor, program,
and ITAAC-related. 



ap proach the fuels
and materials licens-
ing issues of SMRs
in which fuel would
be sealed in the reac-
tor at the factory and
remain there until the
reactor is returned to
the manufacturer at
the end of its operat-
ing life. She said that
NRC officials have

discussed this, mostly in relation to the fuel,
and initially there is a belief that this could
work. The technical staff, she said, is main-
ly con cerned about the fuel being secured
in a reactor moved to and from the user’s
site because the reactor itself must be certi-
fied as a transport package, unless another
package is placed around it. She encour-
aged developers of these kinds of SMRs to
meet with the NRC early on.
Virtually every SMR design is said by its

developer to have inherent safety and effi-
ciency features that should make some of
the regulatory requirements imposed on
large LWRs unnecessary. The NRC has
maintained for years that it favors a “tech-
nology neutral” approach to licensing and
design approval, but the burden is still on
the developer to show that existing require-
ments need not apply to an SMR. Michael
Mayfield, director of the Advanced Reactor

Program in the NRC’s Office of New Re ac-
tors, described the issue identification and
ranking process (IIRP) the agency is using
to address SMR policy and technical issues.
While it will not resolve any of the issues,
he said, the IIRP is intended to show the ar -
eas of greatest concern and whether appro-
 priate remedies for SMRs need legislation,

regulatory changes,
or further research.
According to May-
field, the IIRPs for
emergency planning
and control room
staffing have been
completed, and the
ones for source term
and security were to
be completed in Au-
gust. An IIRP on

cross-organizational issues (among the of-
fices within the NRC) was due for comple-
tion in September.
Randy Douet, vice president for business

development at Entergy Nuclear, addressed
the Department of Energy’s Next Genera-
 tion Nuclear Plant (NGNP) project. Feder-
al legislation established the effort to design
and build a very-high-temperature gas-
cooled reactor at Idaho National Laborato-
 ry. Entergy, 11 other companies, and the
Electric Power Research Institute partici-
pate in the NGNP Industry Alliance, and

while the intent is for
the NGNP to pro-
ceed as a cost-shared
public-private part-
nership, Douet said
that the DOE has not
yet formed the part-
nership to make cost-
sharing possi ble.
Douet also stated that
siting the project in
Idaho would not take

advantage of the NGNP’s potential cogen-
eration of process heat for industry, while
Entergy’s service area in Louisiana includes
several potential customers, such as the
petrochemical industry.
Douet was asked later whether Entergy

wants to host the NGNP. He said that the al-
liance, including Entergy, wants the NGNP
to be sited where there are end users, and
he said he believes that the site should be
chosen by the alliance, and not by the DOE.
Entergy submitted two COL applications

to the NRC in 2008—one for Grand Gulf,
in Mississippi, and the other for River Bend,
in Louisiana—but suspended them after ne-
gotiations with GE Hitachi Nuclear Energy
broke down over the pricing of the ESBWR
reactor. The example Entergy used as a pos-
sible base of NGNP heat customers is the
vicinity of Entergy’s Waterford site in
Louisiana.—E. Michael Blake

Haney Douet

Mayfield

MEE T I N G S

96 N U C L E A R N E W S October 2011




