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1. Request For Action 

Shenvood Martinelli, stakeholderlpetitioner living within three miles of the aging [I], 
brittling [2] and fatally flawed reactors [3] known as Indian Point Reactors 1, 2 and 3 and 
the individual and organizational petitioners identified on the attached page (collectively, 
Petitioners) hereby respectfully request, pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206 and 2.202 and 2.802, 
that the United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission take the following immediate 
actions: 

A) In the past few years, specifically since 9/11, DOE, NRC, FEMA, AND DHS have 
embraced as a primary strategy for protection of the general 
public, the concepts and principles of sheltering [4] in place should there be a terrorist 
attack and/or incident that resulted in the release of nuclear material [S], particulates, 
plumes [6] or matter into the general public beyond the defined property lines of licensed 
nuclear facilities [7]. 

B) The constitution of the United States, as well as codified rules and regulations of the 
NRC, DOE, FEMA, and DHS charge the Federal Government and it's multitude of 
organizations, departments, agencies and commissions with protecting human health and 



the environment [S]. In carrying out this charge, the NRC's rules, regulations and 
policies have created a situation where protection of human heath and safety has taken a 
back seat to the task of protecting and maintaining the nation's nuclear energy supply as 
risk assessment [9] has taken a wrongful front seat ahead of efforts that properly prepare 
communities for consequences [lo]. Far too much emphasis has been placed on risk 
assessment, rather than adequate attention to CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION 
OF SAME SHOULD THERE BE AN INCIDENT OR TERRORIST ATTACK AT A 
NUCLEAR FACILITY [l  11. (EMPHASIS ADDED) In short, the NRC and other 
departments, agencies, organizations and commissions have embraced a risk assessment 
mitigation method (Sheltering In Place) without any financial mechanisms put in place 
for the citizens to have the proper tools and shelters to actually take protective actions in 
the case of a significant event. This amounts to a cold, calculated, negligent and 
egregious case of Economic Racism [12], even class based genocide [13] ... it is pointed 
out here for the record, that Vice President Dick Cheney, at tax payers expense, has been 
afforded the ability and space in which to shelter in place [14]. 

C) A cursory review of the check lists found on NRC, FEMA, DHS and other 
Preparedness web sites hosted by and funded by the government of the United States, 
coupled with pricing studies conducted by the petitioner(s) make it abundantly clear that 
the average citizen would need to spend (on average) $50,000 dollars (not counting any 
legal and/or licensing fees for local zoning board approvals) to build and adequately 
supply a personal shelter[l5] should "sheltering in place" become necessary. To be 
properly prepared, this is a front Ioad expenditure that most host communities [16] cannot 
afford. Further, maintenance and management of this home shelter, as well as potential 
increased property taxes could add a yearly up keep charge to the scenario of $2,500. 
Building these shelters, being prepared for a consequence are steps that need taken before 
one of these unlikely events occur, not afterward when it is too late to mitigate the h a m  
to human health and safety. NRC's steadfast refusal to mandate that their licensees afford 
citizens of communities being forced to accept license renewals the necessary funding 
needed to prepare for sheltering in place 1) abridges and negates our basic constitutional 
rights to protection of our health and safety, 2) denies those unable to afford the costs of 
the basic tools needed to protect home and family the right to the peace of mind that 
comes with having a workable plan in place that has a high ratio of success in the case of 
a major nuclear incident [17]and/or terrorist attack of a nuclear facility, and 3) makes 
one's chance of survival greatly dependant on their ability to buy the best protection 
money can by. Surely, if a shelter is good enough for Dick Cheney [IS], it is good 
enough for ALL AMERICANS? 

For the reasons above, and because citizens are being ordered to play host to unsafe, 
brittling [19], and environmentally damaging nuclear reactors (through a license renewal 
process which is rigged, and stacked in favor of GUARANTEED LICENSE RENEWAL 
FOR THE LICENSEE [20]), and because our Federal Government (DOE, NERAC, 
GNEP, NRC, DHS, FEMA, George Bush [2 11 and Dick Cheney, as well as various 
members of the House and Senate) have, it is believed, colluded with lobbyists, the NEI, 
and the Nuclear Industry to create and bring about a Nuclear Renaissance [22] through 
the use of deceit, trickery, lies and public propaganda campaigns [23], using all forms of 
press and media so that a whole new generation [24] of reactors can be built, placing an 



ever growing portion of the American public at risk should a Nuclear Incident Occur the 
petitioner(s) herein petition the NRC for the following changes in the 10 CFR Rules and 
Regulations which govern all facilities involved directly and/or indirectly in the nuclear 
fuellenergy cycle process [25], including, but not limited to all currently operating 
reactors licensed by the NRC, all fuel processing facilities [26], including those operated 
by USEC, all facilities accepting waste of any kind (low or high level) from the nuclear 
fueVenergy process, as well any and all facilities envisioned for and/or built and/or 
licensed in the future. 

I. Any NRC licensee (collusion) 1271 and its host community which has an emergency 
plan in place that includes as a part of said plan criteria for, or steps for citizens to Shelter 
in Place will be entitled to an Independent Safety Assessment [28] on a bi-yearly basis 
at the request of any stakeholder[29] living within 10 miles of said NRC licensed facility. 
In the event no stakeholder requests said bi-yearly Independent Safety Assessment, which 
will include as a part thereof a full PUBLIC REVIEW AND TEST OF BOTH ONSITE 
SECURITY [30], AND OFF SITE EVACUATION PLANS [3 11, the 10 CFR Rules and 
Regulations shall make an Independent Safety Assessment mandatory every five years 
during the time period a license remains in effect. 

2. To make human health [32] and safety the TOP PRIORITY that it must be, 10 CFR 
Rules and Regulations are to be amended in such a fashion that the Licensee and/or the 
federal government provide all adequate funding necessary for every family living within 
a ten mile radius of a nuclear facility to build, stock and maintain a personal family 
shelter. In the case of those living in multiple dwellings (such as apartments, townhouses 
or condo) the building owner will be awarded any and all funds necessary to build, stock, 
manage and maintain a shelter of adequate size to protect all residents and/or staff of the 
building that might/would need sheltering in the case of a nuclear incident and/or attack. 

3. To protect human health and the environment, it is imperative that host communities 
for nuclear facilities (issues) [33] have state of the art communications systems for 
citizens, and the first responders we are counting on should a nuclear incident and/or 
terrorist event take place. For this to occur, we satellite communications systems for 
EVERY NUCLEAR REACTOR COMMUNITY, with the costs of same born by, and 
paid for by the nuclear industry, and their licensees. This assures host communities of 
proper communications access, even if terrestrial infrastructure is damaged, destroyed, or 
over loaded. 

2. Further Request For Action: 

Shenvood Martinelli, stakeholderlpetitioner living within three miles of the aging, 
brittling and fatally flawed reactors[34] known as Indian Point Reactors 1 , 2  and 3 and 
the individual and organizational petitioners identified on the attached page (collectively, 
Petitioners) hereby respectfully request, pursuant to 10 CH2 2.206 and 2.202 and 2.802, 
that the United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission take the following immediate 
actions: 

1. Renewal of the Price Anderson Act[35] has unfairly released all current and future 
NRC licensees from their financial obligations in the event of a significant event or 



terrorist at a nuclear facility involved in the nuclear fuellenergy cycle here in American, 
as the financial set asides on the part of licensees is woefully inadequate to cover the 
estimated damages and financial losses should a major nuclear incident occur. In fact, 
NRC's own studies indicate damages and financial loses as a result of a significant 
incident at Entergy's brittling, aging reactors known as Indian Point, which are already 
suffering from cracks in the reactor domes, failing welds and a dismal over all safety 
record while also leaking strontium 90 and tritium into the Hudson River could run as 
high as $750 BILLION DOLLARS. A part of protecting members of the general public, 
especially in communities FORCED TO PLAY HOST (which is every community where 
and NRC Licensee is being given a RUBBERSTAMPED [36] license renewal of at least 
20 years) is protecting our financial holdings, such as our homes. Further, the NRC and 
other governmental agencies own studies admit that the average home owner would only 
get back pennies on the dollar if a major nuclear incident or attack were to occur, and this 
tragic rape of Americans citizens must be corrected[37] before any further movement on 
GNEP [38], or the Nuclear 2010 [39] agendas are allowed to move forward in any 
fashion. 

2. Consolidation of America's reactor ownership, coupled with the wrongful use of 
LLC's by nuclear licensees to protect and hide their assets has placed stake holders in 
host communities in an even greater peril, as these LLC's greatly eliminate corporate 
financial responsibility, and allow parent companies to escape ALL RISKS by simply 
placing the holding company for a reactor license into a Chapter Eleven Bankruptcy 
proceeding. Companies such as Entergy, in this petitioner's opinion, have set up a 
PONZI SCHEME wherein they are assured of always winning, while host communities 
are left in the Enron like position of losing everything, including in some cases our lives. 
Companies like Entergy have even stooped to stealing money paid into decommissioning 
funds by we the rate payers, and that should not be allowed, as those earmarked funds 
should rightfully belong to the communities that paid them, rather than being changed 
over into wind fall profits with the stroke of a pen. 

3. Subpart E--Extraordinary Nuclear Occurrences (140.8 1 - 140.85 inclusively) have been 
written in such a fashion that they provide no assurances and/or protections for host 
communities should a major nuclear incident occur. 

4. It is impossible for any American to purchase insurance to cover their losses from a 
nuclear incident and/or attack. 

For the reasons above, and because citizens are being ordered to play host to unsafe, 
brittling, and environmentally damaging nuclear reactors (through a license renewal 
process which is rigged, and stacked in favor of GUARANTEED LICENSE RENEWAL 
FOR THE LICENSEE), and because it is believed that our Federal Government (DOE, 
NERAC, GNEP, NRC, DHS, FEMA, George Bush and Dick Cheney, as well as various 
members of the House and Senate) have colluded with lobbyists, the NEI, and the 
Nuclear Industry to create and bring about a Nuclear Renaissance through the use of 
deceit, trickery, lies and public propaganda campaigns, using all forms of press and 
media so that a whole new generation of reactors can be built, thus placing an ever 
growing portion of the American public at risk should a Nuclear Incident Occur the 
petitioner(s) herein petition the NRC for the following changes in the 10 CFR Rules and 



Regulations (specifically 140.81-140.85) which govern all facilities involved directly and 
or in directly in the nuclear fuellenergy cycle process, including, but not limited to all 
currently operating reactors licensed by the NRC, all fuel processing facilities, including 
those operated by USEC, all facilities accepting waste of any h n d  (low or high level) 
from the nuclear fueyenergy process, as well any and all facilities envisioned for and/or 
built andor licensed in the future to read as follows: 

Subpart E--Extraordinary Nuclear 
Occurrences 
5 140.81 Scope and purpose. 
(a) Scope. This subpart applies to applicants for and holders of licenses authorizing 
operation of production facilities and utilization facilities, and to other persons 
indemnified or not with respect to such facilities, including all stakeholders both 
individually and collectively. 

(b) Purpose. One purpose of this subpart is to set forth the criteria which the Commission 
proposes to follow in order to determine whether there has been an "nuclear occurrence." 
The other purpose is to establish the conditions of the waivers of defenses proposed for 
incorporation in indemnity agreements and insurance policies or contracts furnished as 
proof of financial protection, and to assure that all citizens and stakeholders are made 
whole should a nuclear occurrence transpire. 

(1) The system is to come into effect where the discharge or dispersal constitutes an off 
site migration of source, special nuclear or byproduct material, or has caused elevated 
radiation levels offsite. The various limits in present NRC regulations are not appropriate 
for direct application in the determination of a "nuclear occurrence," for they were 
arrived at with other purposes in mind, and those limits have been set at a level which is 
liberally arrived at by incorporating an ever decreasing and insignificant safety factor. 
Thus, a discharge or dispersal which exceeds the limits in NRC regulations, or in license 
conditions, is a cause for serious concern, it is one which could potentially be expected to 
cause substantial injury or damage. Accordingly, in arriving at the values in the criteria to 
be deemed "elevated" it is not appropriate to adopt values separate from NRC health and 
safety regulations. An elevated discharge, for purposes of the criteria, represents a 
perturbation of the environment which is clearly above that which could be anticipated 
from the conduct of allowable licensee activities. The criteria are intended for the 
purposes of administration of the Commission's statutory responsibilities under Pub. L. 
89-645, and also intended to indicate a level of discharge or dispersal at which damage to 
persons or property necessarily could occur, or a level at which damage is likely to occur, 
or even a level at which some type of protective action is indicated. It should be clearly 
understood that the criteria establish or indicate that there is a specific threshold of 
exposure at which biological damage from radiation will take place. It cannot be 
emphasized too frequently that the levels set to be used as criteria for the first part of the 
determination, that is, the criteria for amounts offsite or radiation levels offsite which are 



elevated, are meant to indicate that, because such amounts or levels are determined to be 
substantial for purposes of administration, they are also "substantial" in terms of their 
propensity for causing injury or damage. (emphasis added) 

(2) It is the purpose of the second part of the determination that the Commission decide 
whether there have in fact been or will probably be catastrophic damages to persons 
offsite or property offsite. The criteria for catastrophic damages will be formulated, and 
the numerical values selected, on a wholly identical basis from that on which the criteria 
used for the first part of the determination with respect to elevated discharge were 
derived. 

(3) The first part of the test is designed so that the Commission can assure itself that 
something has occurred; that something untoward and unexpected has in fact taken place 
and that this event is of sufficient significance to raise the possibility that some damage to 
persons or property offsite has resulted or may result. If there appears to be negligence on 
the part of the licensee, the waivers will not apply because the Commission will be 
unable, under the second part of the test, to make a determination that "substantial 
damages" can be made whole. If damages have resulted or will probably result, they 
could vary from de minimis to serious, and the waivers will not apply until the damages, 
both actual and probable, are determined within the second part of the test. 

(4) The presence or absence of an off site nuclear occurrence determination does not 
concomitantly determine whether or not a particular claimant will recover on his claim. 
In effect, it is intended to remove potential obstacles to recovery from the route the 
claimant would ordinarily follow to seek compensation for his injury or damage. If there 
has been an offsite nuclear occurrence determination, the claimant must proceed (in the 
absence of settlement) with a tort action subject to whatever issues must be met, and 
whatever defenses are available to the defendant, under the law applicable in the relevant 
jurisdiction. If there has been an offsite nuclear occurrence determination, the claimant 
must still proceed (in the absence of settlement) with a tort action, but the claimant's 
burden is substantially eased by the elimination of certain issues which may be involved 
and certain defenses which may be available to the defendant. In either case the 
defendant may defend with respect to such of the following matters as are in issue in any 
given claim: The nature of the claimant's alleged damages, the causal relationship 
between the event and the alleged damages, and the amount of the alleged damages. 

(5) In case of negligence on the part of the NRC and/or their licensee(s), all damages in a 
successful tort action shall be quadrupled so as to be punitive in nature and scope. 

8 140.82 Procedures. 
(a) The Commission must initiate, on its own motion, the making of a determination that 
there has been an off site nuclear occurrence. In the event the Commission does not so 
initiate the making of a determination, any affected person, stakeholder, or any licensee 
or person with whom an indemnity agreement is or is not executed or a person providing 
financial protection will petition the Commission for a determination that there has been 
an off site nuclear occurrence. If the Commission does not have, or does not expect to 



have, within 3 days after it has received notification of an alleged event, enough 
information available to make a determination that there has been an off site nuclear 
occurrence, the Commission must publish a notice in the Federal Register setting forth 
the date and place of the known andlor alleged event requiring any persons having 
knowledge thereof to submit their information to the Commission. 

(b) When a procedure is initiated under paragraph (a) of this section, the Commission 
will designate members of the principal staff to begin immediately to assemble the 
relevant information and prepare a report on which the Commission must make its 
determination. 

5 140.83 Determination of extraordinary 
nuclear occurrence. 
When the Commission determines that one or both of the criteria set forth in $9 140.84 
and 140.85 have been met, it will make the determination that there has been an off site 
nuclear occurrence. When the Commission publishes a notice in the Federal Register in 
accordance with 5 140.82(a) and does not make a determination within 90 days thereafter 
that there has been an off site nuclear occurrence, the alleged event will be deemed to be 
an off site nuclear occurrence. The time for the making of a determination may be 
extended by the Commission by notice published in the Federal Register, not to exceed 
30 days 

5 140.84 Criterion I--Off Site discharge of 
radioactive material or measurable 
radiation levels offsite. 
The Commission will determine that there has been a off site discharge or dispersal of 
radioactive material offsite, or that there have been levels of radiation offsite, when, as a 
result of an event comprised of one or more related happenings, radioactive material is 
released from its intended place of confinement or radiation levels occur offsite or if 
either of the following findings are also made: 

(a) The Commission finds that one or more persons offsite were, could have been, or 
might be exposed to radiation or to radioactive material associated with any actions (or 
failures of same) by a licensee. 

Exposures from the following types of sources of radiation shall be included: 

(1) Radiation from sources external to the body; 

(2) Radioactive material that may be taken into the body from its occurrence in air or 
water; and 



(3) Radioactive material that may be taken into or touch the body the body from its 
occurrence in food or on terrestrial surfaces. 

(b) The Commission finds that: 

(1) Surface contamination of at least a total of any 10 square feet of offsite property has 
occurred as the result of a release of radioactive material from a production or utilization 
facility, or 

(2) Surface contamination of any offsite property has occurred as the result of a release of 
radioactive material in the course of transportation. 

5 140.85 Criterion 11--Substantial 
damages to person's offsite or property 
offsite. 
(a) After the Commission has determined that an event has satisfied Criterion I, the 
Commission must determine that the event has resulted or will probably result in 
damages to person's offsite or property offsite if any of the following findings are made: 

(1) The Commission finds that such event has resulted in the death or hospitalization, 
within 40 years of the event, of one or more people located offsite showing objective 
clinical evidence of physical injury from exposure to the radioactive, toxic, explosive, or 
other hazardous properties of source, special nuclear, or byproduct material; or 

(2) The Commission finds that $2,500 or more of damage offsite has been or will 
probably be sustained by any one person, or $50,000 or more of such damage in the 
aggregate has been or will probably be sustained, as the result of such event; or 

(3) The Commission finds that $50 or more of damage offsite has been or will probably 
be sustained by each of 50 or more persons, provided that $50,000 or more of such 
damage in the aggregate has been or will probably be sustained, as the result of such 
event. 

(b) As used in paragraphs (a) (2) and (3) of this section, "damage" shall be that arising 
out of or resulting from the radioactive, toxic, explosive, or other hazardous properties of 
source, special nuclear, or byproduct material, and any actionsldamages responding to 
and/or remediating same, and shall be based upon estimates of one or more of the 
following: 

(1) Total cost necessary to put affected property back into use, if possible, regardless of 
cost and/or inconvenience 

(2) Loss of use of affected property, including temporary housing costs, and mortgage 
payments during the time property is being remediated, and fit to live in. 

(3) Pre-incident value of affected property where not practical to restore to use, plus the 



value of home contents at full replacement value, and a relocation allowance not to 
exceed $100,000.00 

(4) Financial loss resulting from protective actions appropriate to reduce or avoid 
exposure to radiation or to radioactive materials, including pre incident costs for the 
construction, stoclung and maintenance of a suitable underground shelter for all citizens 
living within a ten mile radius of any licensee facility associated with the nuclear 
fuellenergy cycle, not to exceed $50,000 per verified house hold. 

The Interests of Petitioners 

Petitioner(s) Shenvood Martinelli is a stakeholder being negatively impacted whose 
mission is to protect the environmental, recreational and commercial integrity of the 
Hudson hver ,  and to safeguard New York City's and Westchester County's drinking 
water supply specifically, and generally to protect the environmental, recreational and 
commercial integrity of all NRC licensee host communities here in America, or if 
applicable around the world. Petitioners together and independently state that they are 
personally affected and aggrieved by the continued operation of nuclear fuellenergy cycle 
licensees without the specific financial, safety and security measures identified in this 
request. 

Section 2.206(a) and 2.802 of Title 10, CFR, states that [alany person may file a request 
to institute a proceeding pursuant to 2.202 to modify, suspend, or revoke a license, or for 
any other action as may be proper. Shenvood Martinelli and all other petioners hereby 
submit this petition identifying the very real potential threat of a terrorist attack, or a 
nuclear incident onlat nuclear fuellenergy cycle licensed facilities including Entergy's 
Indian Point facility as a new hazardous condition that is larger and more dangerous than 
previously considered in the licensing and the design basis threat, that must be remedied 
in a fashion that eliminates economic racism visited upon host communities, and rewrites 
the regulations in a way that do not endorse societal genocide based on financial class 
status should and event or attack occur. 

Critical New Information Constituting the Basis for This Request 

A. Nuclear fueVenergy cycle licensees are a Plausible Target of Future 
Terrorist Actions. 

The United States is currently facing a heightened state of security related to the terrorist 
attacks against infrastructure targets in New York City and Washington D.C. As 
political, judicial, and military operations against suspected terrorist organizations 
continue and George Bush continues to make matters in Iraq worse, civilian and military 
establishments within the United States remain probable targets of future terrorist attack. 
New York City and other nuclear facility host communities remains a primary terrorist 
target. As nuclear facility host communities are a terrorist target, so too are nearby 
industrial facilities that, if compromised, could cause devastation to the populace, 
environment, and economy. No other facilities in the country, let alone in New York, 
poses as great a risk to as great a number of people as the Indian Point nuclear power 
plant, but all communities being forced through a rigged relicensing process to play host 



to aging, brittling, unsafe reactors are at great risk. Expecting these communities to risk 
everything including their lives and homes in the name of NUCLEAR INDUSTRY 
PROFITS is morally repugnant to any God believing person. 

B. Actual Threats Against Nuclear Power Plants Have Been 
Documented. 

The imminent threat of a terrorist attack on a nuclear power plant is evidenced in news 
and in government statements. On November 3, 2001, Daniel Rubin reported in his 
article, Nuclear Terrorism Threat Growing: [tlhe vulnerability of power plants moved to 
center stage after last Sunday, when Canadian authorities monitored a phone call from an 
alleged al-Qaida member to Afghanistan. Two targets, he said, would be attacked this 
week down south, including an unnamed nuclear facility. 

Shortly following the attacks on September 1 1,200 1 the Three Mile Island nuclear power 
plant received a credible threat on October 17, prompting officials to shut down two 
nearby airports and dispatch military aircraft to protect the facility. 

On November 1, 200 1, Moharned ElBaradei, Director General of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) warned that there is "the potential of terrorists targeting 
nuclear facilities. Mr. ElBaradei also stated that the "safety and security of nuclear 
material is a legitimate concern of all States" and that "[tlhe willingness of terrorists to 
commit suicide to achieve their evil makes the nuclear terrorism threat far more likely 
than it was before September 11. 

On November 1,2001, the Washington Post reported: "Nancy Savage, an FBI agent in 
Eugene, Ore., who is president of the FBI Agents Association, said the biggest concerns 
for investigators include airports, power plants and other key infrastructure points." 

On July 4,2001, the New York Times reported that an Algerian man, Ahmed Ressam, 
convicted of attempting to carry out a terrorist attack in Los Angeles, testified that he was 
trained in an Afghanistan camp run by Osama bin Laden and received training in how to 
blow up "the infrastructure of a country." Ressarn described how he was among 50 to 100 
men at the camp who were being trained in "urban warfare." Ressam stated that power 
plants were targets as they were labeled "enemies installations." 

On October 21,2001, the Sunday London Times reported that the FBI is studying a 
report that the four terrorists who seized Flight 93, which crashed near Pittsburgh, may 
have been targeting a nuclear power plant. The Federal Aviation Administration 
established a no-fly zone around nuclear power plants. On October 30,2001, the 
Washington Post reported on an interview with a jailed disciple of Osama bin Laden who 
said there are more important places, like atomic plants and reactors that may have been 
more appropriate targets than the World Trade Center. 

The NRC admits the threat against nuclear power plants, as evidenced by the agency's 
move to shut down its website within weeks after the September 11 attacks. NRCs 
website is back up but with limited access to sensitive infoimation, raising the question of 
whether terrorists already have downloaded and made use of information that has since 



been removed from the website. The United States remains on high alert in anticipation 
of additional terrorist attacks. 

C. Nuclear Facilities Are Currently Vulnerable to Catastrophic 
Terrorist Attack. 

1. While Operational, Nuclear Facilities Unnecessarily Vulnerable. 

a. Risks from Takeover of or Damage to Control Rooms, Or a Terrorist using Shoulder 
Mounted Rockets From Across a River Or Lake to Blow up And Clog Water Intakes. 

As long as these facilities remain operational, the control rooms are a likely and 
vulnerable target for terrorist attack. Seizure or disability of the control rooms would 
dramatically increase the potential for the intentional or accidental destruction of the 
reactor core. A terrorist attack on the control rooms of a facility would cause a loss of 
control of Reactor Units. Disruption of the off-site power supplied to Indian Point or an 
on-site cutoff of power directly to the control room could render the control room 
inoperable. Back-up diesel generators are also vulnerable and sometimes unreliable. An 
on-site fire affecting the control room could render the control inoperable or ineffective, 
as technicians would be forced to leave or die. A properly functioning control room and 
control staff is necessary to ensure safe operation of an active reactor core. Absent proper 
control of plant operations, the risk of a reactor core melt-down or spent fuel storage 
incident rises precipitously. Evacuation in a FAST MOVING EVENT will not work, 
leaving sheltering as a community's only hope, yet where is the NRC's guidelines to fund 
family shelters. 

b. Breach of Operating Reactors Creates Greater Danger of Catastrophic Contamination. 

Reactor containment walls were not designed to withstand the accidental or intentional 
crash of fuel Laden jetliners. The incidents of September 11,2001, have introduced the 
likelihood that such an aircraft may be used against high-risk infrastructure facilities. The 
dangers posed by a breach of the containment domes of any reactor would be reduced by 
a cold shut down of these reactors. In particular, de-powering the reactors would reduce a 
potential release of high-risk radio-nucleides, thereby lowering long-term impacts such as 
childhood thyroid cancers of the type encountered in the wake of the Chernobyl accident. 
If the NRC is going to use a corrupted relicensing process to allow dangerous reactors 
built with antiquated technology to continue operation for 20 more years, then it is 
imperative that host communities be afforded more before hand protections in the way of 
shelters, and be granted FULL ASSURANCES by our government and the NRC that we 
will be made fully and completely whole should such and incident occur. 

c. Operational Facility Creates Multiple Vulnerable Points in Plant Security. 

Because reactors are operational, the licensees must extend full security measures to 
ensure protection of the control rooms and to guard against strikes that threaten the 
structural stability of the containment domes. While shutting down the reactors will not 
remove the need for such security, the reduction in threat would allow the licensees to 
focus their protective efforts on the more critical areas of the facility, especially the spent 



fuel storage areas. The licensee would be able to shift some security personnel away from 
low risk areas, concentrating resources where they are most valuable and most likely to 
protect effectively against the deadliest attack. 

D. Vulnerability of the Spent Fuel Storage Facility 
Terrorist action against spent fuel storage facilities could result in a catastrophic failure of 
the containment system. NRC has never established that spent fuel storage facilities are 
secure against foreseeable attacks. Likewise, the Commission cannot be certain that the 
structure of the storage facilities are sufficiently sound to preclude the possibility of a 
spent fuel fire in the event of an airborne, land, or water based assault. 

NRC has not properly evaluated the consequences of terrorist attack on the spent 
fuel storage areas of nuclear plants. In a study conducted by the NRC in October 2000, it 
stated that: 

The risk analysis in this study did not evaluate the potential consequences of a sabotage 
event that could directly cause off-site fission product dispersion, for example, a vehicle 
bomb driven into or otherwise significantly damaging the SFP [Spent Fuel Pool], even 
after a zirconium fire was no longer possible." 

A likely result of an aircraft crashing into a spent fuel storage facility, or of a truck bomb 
explosion similar to that which destroyed the Alfred E. Murrow Federal Building, would 
be a precipitous loss of cooling water in the spent fuel pools. During the course of normal 
operation, the presence of cooling water reduces heat produced by the decaying fuel rods 
and minimizes the potential for fire in the fuel cladding. In the absence of cooling water, 
adequate air circulation through the spent fuel storage racks is necessary to prevent such a 
fire. Partial dewatering of the storage pools will block this air flow, especially if the racks 
are damaged or obstructed by falling debris or the force of an explosion or as is the case 
with most spent pools, they have been re-racked into a over crowded configuration. 

A reduction of cooling water in the spent fuel pools could lead to a catastrophic release of 
radiation. As the water in the fuel pool is reduced the remaining water will heat up and 
evaporate. This could expose the zirconium cladding which surrounds the spent fuel rods 
to oxygen and steam, resulting in an exothermic reaction that will lead to a spent fuel rod 
assembly fire. This event would release deadly amounts of radiological material and toxic 
fumes. The NRC October 2000 report stated: 

This reaction of zirconium and air, or zirconium and steam is exothermic (i.e., produces 
heat). The energy released from the reaction, combined with the fuels decay energy, can 
cause the reaction to become self-sustaining and ignite the zirconium. The increase in 
heat from the oxidation reaction can also raise the temperature in adjacent fuel assemblies 
and propagate the oxidation reaction. The zirconium fire would result in a significant 
release of the spent fuel fission products which would be dispersed from the reactor site 
in the thermal plume from the zirconium fire. Consequence assessments have shown that 
a zirconium fire could have significant latent health effects and resulted (sic) in number 
of early fatalities. 



A Department of Energy report indicates that such a fire would release considerable 
amounts of cesium-137, an isotope that accounted for most of the offsite radiation 
exposure from the 1986 Chernobyl accident. Another report, authored by NRC, 
concludes that, in the event of a pool fire approximately 100 percent of the pools 
inventory of cesium would be released to the atmosphere. 

The emission of radioactive particles from a spent fuel pool accident would lead to 
horrific consequences. The NRC study stated that human fatalities within the first year 
of such an event can be as large as for a severe reactor accident even if fuel has decayed 
several years. The radioactive fallout from this type of release could also make tens of 
thousands of acres of land uninhabitable. Which is why the NRC's callous disregard to 
the issue of financing FAMILY SHELTERS is so shoclung. 

An uncontrolled fuel rod fire in one pool could quickly cause fires in other pools where 
water loss is occurring at multiple reactor sites such as Entergy's trouble plagued Indian 
Point facility. In the October 2000 report, the NRC stated that if the fuel handler fails to 
respond to the alarm or is unsuccessful in extinguishing the fire within the first 20 
minutes, the staff assumes that the SSP cooling system will be significantly damaged and 
cannot be repaired." In short, worse case scenario CHINA SYNDROME, and families 
without adequate in home shelters because of government lies, and corporate greed. 

In addressing catastrophic events such as an earthquake, the report stated that the spent 
fuel pools "are also subject to unpredictable changes as a result of the severe seismic, 
cask drop and possibly other dynamic events, such as spent fuel rods brealung apart and 
crashing to the bottom of pools, which could rapidly drain the pool." A terrorist attack is 
one such dynamic event, but sadly with these leaking, aged buildings, not the only one. 

The spent fuel storage buildings are not capable of withstanding a partially successful 
terrorist attack. The roofs on some are made partly out of pretty insubstantial metal, like 
sheet metal, according to the Nuclear Energy Institute (lobbying arm of nuclear industry 
given far too much sway with the NRC, and Congress). This type of inadequate 
construction, coupled with relatively thin walls, is insufficient to protect against large 
vehicles or medium sized aircraft. The storage facilities are highly vulnerable to a 
ground-based attack of only several individuals or to a car and/ or truck bomb. 
Compromise of the storage facility would pose an immediate health threat to workers and 
residents within close proximity (10 miles) of a nuclear facility since radiation levels in 
the spent fuel storage facility can be five times higher than radiation levels in the 
containment area. 

The spent fuel storage areas are highly vulnerable to an air attack and mitigation and 
control of damage from such an attack is highly improbable. An NRC report stated that 
an aircraft crashing into the spent fuel storage area could seriously affect the structural 
integrity of the spent fuel pool or the availability of nearby support systems, such as 
power supplies, heat exchanges, or water makeup sources, and may also affect recovery 
actions. The NRC study goes on to estimate that 1 or 2 aircrafts are large enough to 
penetrate a five foot thick reinforced concrete wall. The conditional probability that a 
large aircraft crashing penetrate a 5-foot-thick reinforced concrete wall is taken as 0.45. 
Problem is, storage pool buildings do not have five foot thick walls ... again, the NRC 



gives far to much weight to the risk assessment side of the equation, AND DONE TO 
THE COST OF CONSEQUENCES SIDE, and gleefully expects us to accept their 
accepted level of risk for our communities with no real off site protections, and no real 
plans to make us whole should a nuclear incident occur. 

This probability is based on the occurrence of catastrophic damage to the spent fuel pool 
where "the pool is so damaged that it rapidly drains and cannot be refilled from either 
onsite or offsite resources." Such an impact could cause a catastrophic event. The report 
estimates that a worse case scenario radiation release from a spent fuel rod fire will cause 
a 4.3 percent increase in early fatalities among those who are late to evacuate ... The 
individual risk of latent cancer fatalities from a worse case scenario release would be 
8.42% higher. 

E. Economic Loss Data ... Based on Entergy's Failing and Antiquated 
Indian Point Reactors Should A Terrorist Attack, or Major Incident 
Occur. 

A NRC study reveals that a terrorist attack on the Indian Point Unit Two or Three 
reactors that lead to a meltdown would cause $274 billion (1982 dollars) in property 
damage, and $314 billion (1982 dollars) in property damage respectively. In terms of 
2000 dollars, property damage from a Unit Two meltdown would be estimated 
conservatively at $500.5 billion, and property damage from a Unit Three meltdown 
would be estimated conservatively at $573.5 billion -- figures based solely on inflation 
without factoring the substantial rise in metropolitan area real estate values. Data from 
the New York State Office of Real Property Services show that property values in 
Westchester County and NY State in general, have increased four-fold since 1982. 
Compounding this economic disaster would be the tremendous loss of both personal and 
corporate equity, and the loss resulting from uninsured and unrecoverable defaults on 
mortgage loans resulting from property loss. In short, a major incident at Indian Point 
would result in damages running into TRILLIONS OF DOLLARS. 

An economic loss of this magnitude for the City of New York would have devastating 
consequences on our nation's entire economy. IT WOULD NOT BE OVERLY 
PESSIMISTIC TO SAY, THAT SUCH AND EVENT WOULD INSTANTLY THROW 
AMERICA INTO ANOTHER GREAT DEPRESSION. 

The NRC Has Broad Discretionary Powers to Order and Implement 
Petitioners Requests. THOUGH SADLY, most times they choose not to 
use it, wanting instead to protect their licensees (and in some cases their 
own investments) at all costs, even if it means risking the heath, safety 
and financial well being of host communities. 

Pursuant to 10 CFR 2.202(a) the Commission has authority to institute a proceeding to 
modify, suspend or revoke a license or to take such actions as may be proper. In 
upholding its duty to protect the public, environment, and property, the NRC has broad 
discretionary powers to grant Petitioners requests. Which is why included herein, as a 
part of the relief sought in this rule making petition, we additionally seek and order 



staying all relicensing proceedings during the pendency of this rule malung petition, 
including but not limited to court appeals. We further request the NRC's office of 
inspector general to open up and investigation (with the GAO as lead agency) into a 
charge of possible collusion between various parties including but not limited to the 
NRC, DOE, NEI, CASEnergy, Entergy, Nuclear Entergy, Exelon and Nuclear Industry to 
rig the relicensing process against host communities, and to use whatever means 
necessary, including public propaganda campaigns to bring about George Bush's Nuclear 
201 0 plan and a global Nuclear Renaissance. 

Section 161(b) of the Atomic Energy Act empowers the Commission to establish ruleEs], 
regulation[s], or order[s] to protect health or to minimize danger to life or property. The 
NRC's authority to protect the public cannot be read simply to permit the Commission to 
provide adequate protection; another section of the Act requires the Commission to do 
that much. We therefore must view section 161 as a grant of authority to the 
Commission to provide a measure of safety above and beyond what is adequate. The 
exercise of this authority is entirely discretionary. If the Commission wishes to do so, it 
may order power plants already satisfying the standard of adequate protection to take 
additional safety precautions. 

In addition, the Code of Federal Regulations, in Title 10, Sections 2.200, 2.204, 2.206, 
and 73.55, as well as other authority, authorizes the NRC to take the specific actions 
requested herein. 

The Actions Requested Are Necessary and Appropriate to Protect the Safety of the 
Twenty Million People Living in the Vicinity of Indian Point, and the 50 percent of 
American Society living within 50 miles of the aging relics that are the nuclear 
industry's legacy to us. 

Petitioners have properly set forth the facts that constitute the basis for [this] request 
pursuant to 10 CFR 2.206, and have properly identified "the potentially hazardous 
conditions" as required by 10 CFR 2.202(a)(l), specifically the threat of a terrorist attack 
and/or nuclear incidents at aging antiquated nuclear facilities across America. The NRC 
should take immediate action in response to Petitioners request. 

The threat of terrorism on a scale of the September 1 lth attacks, and including assaults 
from the air or water, has not been previously considered in the licensing andlor design 
basis threat of the reactor facilities that for the most part are almost 40 years old, 
therefore, this request is proper and demands NRCs immediate attention and action. The 
Atomic Energy Act commands the NRC to ensure that any use or production of 
nuclear materials provide[s] adequate protection to the health or safety of the 
public, and granting every single license renewal that comes across your desks, 
regardless of the real risks it poses to host communities and their environment 
shows you failing miserably at the task. As of September 11,2001, this duty has taken 
on a new dimension: the protection of the public from threat of a major radiological 
release resulting from a terrorist attack. Given that NRCs paramount responsibility [is] 
protection of the public health and safety and the environment, the NRC should 
immediately order the actions requested herein and more fully articulated below. 



A. The NRC Should Order An Immediate, Temporary Suspension of Operations at all 
nuclear reactors, and Conduct a Full Review of The Facilities Vulnerabilities, Security 
Measures and Evacuation Plans. No licensee should be allowed to begin further 
operations, until they had provided adequate funding for the relief sought in this petition. 

Title 10, Section 2.202 of the Code of Federal Regulations authorizes the NRC to modify, 
suspend, or revoke a license, or [take] any other action as may be proper. The NRC 
should immediately order all nuclear reactor licensees to suspend operations, revoke their 
operating license, or adopt other measures resulting in a temporary shutdown, as per 10 
CFR 2.202, and to conduct a full review of these facility's vulnerabilities, security 
measures and evacuation plans for the following reasons: 

First, as explained above, as operating facilities, even new reactors are unnecessarily 
vulnerable to risks from takeover of or damage to control rooms. As long as the aging 
reactor facilities remain operational, the control rooms are a likely and vulnerable targets 
for terrorist attack. Seizure or disability of the control rooms would dramatically increase 
the potential for the intentional or accidental destruction of the reactor core. Because 
none of these facilities, nor the NRC have given adequate attention to consequences, nor 
provided adequate protection from said consequences, all nuclear facilities should be 
closed down until such time as adequate public protections, including family shelters are 
both implemented and deployed in all host communities. 

Second, because the reactor containment walls were not designed to withstand the 
accidental or intentional crash of fuel laden jetliners, a breach of operating reactors 
creates a significantly greater danger of catastrophic contamination. The danger of a 
potential release of high-risk radio-nucleides would be reduced by a temporary de- 
powering and cold shut down of these reactors until such time as shelters to house 100 
percent of host community citizens are in place, and the NRC and/or Congress have come 
up with a plan, and put it into operation which guarantees citizens of host communities 
will be made financially whole in the case of a nuclear incident and/or attack. 

Third, operating facilities create multiple vulnerable points in plant security. While 
shutting down the reactors will not remove the need for security, the reduction in threat 
would allow the licensee to focus its protective efforts on the more critical areas of the 
facility, especially the spent fuel storage areas, thereby concentrating resources where 
they are most valuable and most likely to effectively protect against the deadliest attack 
while the NRC takes step to address their over sights in adequately addressing 
consequence mitigation efforts. 

Nuclear facilities and NRC personnel and resources confront dual challenges when 
ensuring security at an operational facility. Currently, employees at these nuclear 
fuellenergy cycle facilities must ensure both the safe and stable generation of power and 
create a heightened security environment. Simultaneously, NRC personnel are tasked 
with overseeing the ordinary operations of the plants, while also ensuring protection 
against foreseeable threats. Resources of both the agency and the licensee are stretched 
thin by this double-tasking, and combined with egregious licensee actions like spending 
$1.5 Billion to buy back their own stock while failing to provide adequate host 
community protections should be criminal. 



Finally, shutting down these reactors creates a far more secure environment though many 
risks remain as long as the NRC and DOE fail in their empty promise to deal with the 
lethal waste streams sitting in failing, lealung spent fuel pools across America. Spent fuel 
security has never been demonstrated at Indian Point or any other reactor site. A 
provisional shut down of these plants is needed to allow the licensee and the NRC to test 
critical security provisions for their facilities. "Business as usual" operation of nuclear 
power plants provides no incentive for the plant's owner and the NRC to remedy this long 
overlooked vulnerability. The time has come to put much needed efforts and money into 
the consequences of the nuclear equation. 

For all of these reasons, an immediate, temporary shutdown of the operating reactors 
across America is necessary and prudent. 

B. The NRC Should Require the Licensees to Provide Information Documenting 
That Existing Security and Financial Measures Are Sufficient Against Plausible 
Threats of Terrorist Attacks/Nuclear Incidents, and that Communities Can Be 
Made Whole Should Such Event(s) Occur. 

Title 10, Section 2.204(a) of the Code of Federal Regulations authorizes the NRC to 
demand information from a licensee. The NRC should immediately demand that Entergy, 
Exelon and other reactor owners/licensees provide information documenting the existing 
and readily attainable security and financial measures which provide the facilities with 
protection against land, water, and airborne terrorist attacks are in place, and that they 
have workable plans including family shelters in place to adequately protect human 
health and safety, including a families financial well being, even if Price Anderson Act is 
outlawed to do it, and licensees are stripped of their ability to hide behind LLC's. Such 
information must provide, at a minimum, sufficient basis for the Commission to 
determine that physical barriers, intrusion alarms, and other measures are in place or may 
be easily constructed to meet plausible threats, funding has been set aside for 
construction, supplying and yearly maintenance of family shelters adequate to house all 
populations within ten miles of these facilities, including the homeless, and to show 
adequate funds to rebuild communities to being whole for the following reasons: 

Actual threats against nuclear power plants have been documented and reactors like 
Entergy's Indian Point facility are a plausible target of future terrorist actions. However, 
as explained above, the design-basis threat for Indian Point and the other 102 reactors 
now operating in America did not consider the possibility of an intentional terrorist attack 
from the air or water, or a suicide attack from any front. Security forces at nuclear power 
plants have repeatedly failed to repel mock terrorist attackers. Moreover, most of these 
aging, brittled reactors with failing welds, and significant cracks have a long history of 
safety problems related to the inability to respond to emergency situations. Entergy as 
one example, has a demonstrably poor security record and it is clear from Entergy7s 
history of violations that its ability to protect its facilities against a terrorist attack is 
questionable at best. Further, aging issues coupled with a never ending stream of human 
errors make a significant event at a nuclear reactor a question of when, not if. 

Because a terrorist attack was not considered in these plants design basis threat, because 
mock attacks at nuclear plants are rarely thwarted by security forces, and because these 



facility and their operators have notoriously poor security histories, the NRC should 
immediately demand all information necessary to determine whether any reactor in 
America is, or can be secured against a land-, air- or water-based terrorist attack. 

Faced with these catastrophic threats, the NRC should, at a minimum, take action to 
obtain the following security and safety measures: 

1. A permanent no-fly zone within 25 nautical miles of all nuclear facilities; 

2. A defense and security system sufficient to protect and defend the no-fly zone; and 

3. A defense and security system sufficient to protect the entire facility, including the 
containment and spent fuel storage buildings, control room and electricity equipment, 
from a land- or water-based terrorist attack. 

4. Require licensees to provide adequate funding for the construction of, supply of, and 
maintenance of family shelters for all citizens living within ten miles of a nuclear 
fuellenergy cycle licensee. 

These measures are necessary to comply with the requirements of 10 CFR 73.55 
regarding physical protection of licensed activities in nuclear power reactors against 
radiological sabotage, and to fulfill the governments moral and ethical obligations to 
protect human heath and safety from the consequences of a nuclear incident andfor 
attack. . 

D. The NRC Should Order the Revision of all Nuclear Licensee Response Plans and 
Radiological Emergency Response Plans in Order to Account for Critical New 
Information and Prepare for Possible Terrorist Attacks, and To Require Adequate 
Funds To Cover All Citizen Costs in Preparing To Shelter In Place. ..to do otherwise 
is Economic Racism, Providing True Protection Of Human Health and Safety To 
Only Those Who Can Afford The Luxury. 

CONCLUSION 
The NRC is confronted with new challenges: how to protect the nations densely 
populated areas and the environment from the threat of terrorist attackslnuclear incidents 
at aging, failing nuclear facilities such as Entergy's Vermont Yankee and Indian Point, 
and balancing corporate greed against human health and safety, with more emphasis in 
being prepared for consequences, rather than using skewed risk assessments as excuses 
for not having adequate protections in place ... the Nuclear Renaissance cannot, and must 
not move forward until this disparity is righted. While this may be a challenging and 
daunting task, the NRC must react quickly and in a determined manner. The temporary 
shutdown of these facilities will significantly reduce the potential catastrophic 
consequences if any one of them experiences a terrorist attack or nuclear incident, and 
send a clear message to the Nustart's of the nuclear industry that the free ~ i d e  at the tax 
payers and host community's expense is over. As the potential harm resulting from such 
attacks and incidents is reduced with facility closures, reactors become less of an 



attractive target to terrorists during the time of transition. Therefore, the temporary 
shutdowns and increased protections of these facilities until the protection called for in 
this petition for rule making are implemented, is the most logical action to be taken to 
protect public health and minimize danger to life and property. 

The NRC should order their licensees and local municipalities to review and update their 
emergency response plans in consideration and response to both terrorist threat, or 
nuclear incident since: (1) the threat of a large, highly coordinated terrorist attack has not 
been previously considered in the licensing or the design basis threat of these facilities; 
(2) it also has not been considered in the development of emergency response plans; and 
(3) it has not been considered in the Radiological Emergency Response Plans developed 
by local municipalities, and 4. no plans adequately fund real time sheltering costs or 
provide adequate mechanisms for a community to rebuild, with no clearer example of this 
reality than the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina. If Entergy, Exelon, other key nuclear 
industry players andfor any municipality determines that it is infeasible to develop a 
Emergency Response Plan or a Radiological Emergency Preparedness Plan to meet this 
new threat of aging or a terrorist attack, is not willing to fund the necessary steps to fully 
protect the health and safety of citizens, then the NRC should order the shutdown of the 
facility, deny a license for a new facility until the site-specific, hazardous condition is 
abated in such a fashion that provides maximum protection for the citizens of a host 
facility. 

Petitioner's requests are for reasonable and achievable measures that should be supported 
and implemented by the NRC. This is the only way NRC may uphold its congressional 
mandate to protect the lives, the environment and the property of the people of the United 
States of America. 

Finally, in accordance with the Commissions petition guidance, Petitioners request a 
technical review meeting with the Petition Review Board (the PRB), including 
representatives of the Commissions Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research responsible 
for the reactor licenses at the earliest possible time and before any action is taken on this 
Petition. 
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http://www.nei.org/documents/EPRINuclearP1antConsequencesStudy20032.pdf 
Example of deck staclung. Of course the industry's lobbying group is going to design a 
study in reactor owners best light, and why were federsl funds used to pay this BIASED 
group for a biased study? Surely stake holders deserve INDEPENDENT STUDY? 



http://~~~.iht.com/articles/ap/2006/12/05/america/NA~GEN~US~Nuclear~Reactor.php 
Safety concerns at several campus reactors recently prompted -the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission to review security measures at the sites, which typically keep low profiles, 
rely on campus security guards and can often be found near dormitories and 
classrooms. 

http://www .cybertrn.demon.co.uk/atomic/shelters/main. htm 

http://www.textfiles.com/survival/firehous THIS SHELTER HAS ONE MAJOR 
TECHNICAL DRAWBACK: IT WON'T WORK IF IT ISN'T BUILT. 



[I61 
http://www.nukebusters.org/72.O.html?&tx~ttnews%5Btt~news%5D=8&tx~ttnews%5Bb 
ackPid%SD=l8&cHash=5d5e67 1 bdl Hearings are now at the whim of NRC, fast tracked 
without the ability for people to get effective discovery, cross examination of witnesses 
or access to justice. 

http://www.ucpress.edu/books/pages/2839/2839.ch09.html "The ultimate power in a 
democracy rests with the people . . . the Nuclear Regulatory Commission cannot impose 
something that the voters really don't want." We don't want your stinkmg, aged 
reactor, and it is criminal that the NRC has RIGGED the rrelicensing process ... we need a 
RICO investigation. 

2002 - The Nuclear Regulatory Commission issues Orders to all 104 commercial nuclear 
power plants to implement interim compensatory measures for the high-level terrorist 
threat environment. Included in these Orders are items addressing Emergency 
Preparedness in the post-911 1 environment. Security is still deplorable at reactor sites. 
A terrorist could easily park his car across the river from Indian Point (where no 
security exists) and easily blow up the water intakes. Put that to a force on force 
test. 

2004 - Following the events of September 11,2001, the NRC identifies the need for 
increased communication of its emergency preparedness activities with internal and 
external stakeholders, including the public, industry, the international nuclear 
community, and Federal, State and local government agencies. As a result of this 
increased awareness of the importance of emergency preparedness, the NRC creates the 
Emergency Preparedness Directorate (EPD). The function of the newly created 
directorate is to develop emergency preparedness policies, regulations, programs, and 
guidelines for both currently licensed nuclear reactors and potential new nuclear reactors. 
We have the same NON WORKABLE EVACUATIONS PLANS WE HAD 
BEFORE 911 1. 

http://www.app.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?A=/2OO6O2l3/SPECIALO6/lO 1 1000 1 1 
If there were a major reactor accident at the Oyster Creek nuclear plant, chances 
are its most critical radiation barrier would fail. 



NRC Chairman Nils Diaz said that the NRC's current design basis threat is the maximum 
threat against which a private security force should protect. Nuclear plant security 
regulations should remain stable (Stable at inadequate levels to protect host 
community is unacceptable.), allowing the industry and the government to focus on 
seamless integration of private and government resources in the event of a major security 
incident. As stakeholders, we should have a right to know A) true risks we are 
facing, B) Just what protections we really have in this security plan. 



http://www .nrc.gov/reading-ddoc-collections/gen-comdgen- 
letters/1988/g18801 l.html Based on calculations reported in the Regulatory Analysis, a 
number of reactor vessels will reach the screening criterion sooner, using Revision 2,and 
in a few cases that date will precede the end of license. 

http://a257.g.akamaitech.net/7/257/2422/200 10800/edocket.access.gpo.gov/2003/0 
3-17960.htm The proposed action would exempt the licensee from the requirements of 10 
CFR part 50, section 50.60(a) and Appendix G, which would allow the use of American 
Society of Mechanical Engineers Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code (ASME Code) Code 
Case N-641 as the basis for revised reactor vessel pressure and temperature (P-T) curves, 
and low temperature overpressure protection system setpoints in the D. C. Cook 
Unit 1, technical specifications. So, they cannot meet specs, so the NRC exempts them, 
so that relicensing can occur. Where is that in the best interest of public health and 
safety? 

The regulation, at 10 CFR part 50, section 50.60(a), requires, in part, that except where 
an exemption is granted by the Commission, all light-water nuclear power reactors must 
meet the fracture toughness 
requirements for the reactor coolant pressure boundary set forth in Appendices G and H 
to 10 CFR part 50. Appendix G to 10 CFR part 50 

The underlying purpose of Appendix G, is to protect the integrity of the reactor 
coolant pressure boundary (RCPB) in nuclear power plants. 

http://www .nrc.gov/reading-nn/doc-collections/commissiodspeeches/2006/s-06- 
034.html As Chairman of the NRC, I cannot take a position either for or against the 
expansion of nuclear power. It is my job to ensure that those who either run existing 
reactors or propose new ones design, build and operate them in a way that assures public 
health and safety, preserves the environment and promotes security. Sounds good, but it 
is a lie ... everyone on the commission has a DANGEROUS BIAS in favor of 
perpetuating nuclear energy, and if the NRC re-licensing process were not rigged, 
213 of the currently operating reactors could not be re-licensed, as they could not 
pass a full ISA that evaluated, safety, security, leaking fuel pools, and tritium 
contamination of the nations waterways. 

My vision for the NRC is that we will be a strong regulator. We will hold our licensees 



accountable. We will articulate our requirements clearly. We will be demanding and we 
will be responsive to their legitimate needs and concerns. All stakeholders - the nuclear 
industry, the financial community, and especially the public - must be made aware of the 
status and progress of issues of interest to them. If this were true, why have spent fuel 
leaks, water contamination, security concerns regarding a terrorist attack, and 
thermal shock due to brittling all been eliminated from the license renewal process, 
and why are communities that no longer want these aging reactors being forced to 
take them through a RIGGED license renewal process? Further, if nuclear is so 
safe, how come stake holders cannot buy nuclear incident insurance from the 
Federal Government, and why was it necessary to renew the Price Anderson Bill 
that in effect grants nuclear licensees financial immunity from damages caused in a 
major nuclear incident, such as a catastrophic spent fuel fire and/or core meltdown? 

http://www .researchandmarkets.com/reports/34480l/us~nuclear~power~2006~a~renaissa 
nce-in-the.htm The US nuclear industry is in the midst of a rebirth. Safety concerns, 
once a primary obstacle to the further development of the industry, are being 
overshadowed by the need for reliable, clean and cost effective electric power. 

http://www.cleansafeenergy.org/AbouttheCoalition/About/tabid/136/Default.aspx List of 
politicians and companies involved in the'Nuclear Renaissance scam on America, 
including Jeb Bush. 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=~cZqtrvDIVs Ellary Clinton says one thing to 
citizens living around Indian Point, then sells us out in South Carolina ... but then, she's 
taken money from Entergy executives, so this should not surprise us. 

http://neinuc1earnotes.b1ogspot.com/2006/10/1i~en~e-rene~a1-a1erthtm1 Just how are they 
getting this inside information? Does this make you think they SHOULD NOT PLAY A 
PART IN THE FORCE ON FORCE SECURITY TESTS AT REACTOR SITES? They 
more than likely are passing along inside info from the NRC to assure passing of reactor 
force on force tests. 

Value of Nuclear License Renewal To date, 3huc lea r  reactors have received 20 year 
license extensions. 12 other reactors have filed for an extension and another 27 which have 
announced intentions to do so. If all 103 nuclear reactors in the U.S. receive a 20 year extension, and 
the industry anticipates they will, the first retirement will not be until 2029. The industry COULD 
N O T  AN7'ICIPArrE THIS UNLESS THE SYSTEM WERE RIGGED, WHICH IT IS. 

http://www.nuclearalliance.com/index.asp?catnum=4&catid=255 As nuclear power plants 



reach the end of their 40-year licenses, their capital costs are essentially paid off. 
Nuclear fuel costs are low and relatively stable. Under renewed operating licenses, 
these plants will be extremely profitable for their owners. I'll say more about license 
renewal in a moment. a company's profits should not be placed ahead of a host 
communities wishes, nor ahead of our health ancl safety. 

The people who really count, and who have a stake in the issue-the local residents-were outraged 
by the activities of these outsiders. They stood up for their plant-and for the company that has 
operated it safely in their midst for so many years. Tbe citizens who count do not want Indian Point, 
nor Vermont Yankee, nor Millstone ... why is the NRC not hearing our toices? 

http://www.world-nuclear.org/sym/2006/pdWwhiteppt.pdf Industry Propaganda 

http://www.usec.codv2001~02/E-ITML/AboutusecBOD.asp W. Henson Moore was named president 
emeritus of the American Forest & Paper Association in August 2006 after serving as president and CEO 
since 1995. He also served as president of the International Council of Forest & Paper Associations from 
2002 to 2004. Mr. Moore served as deputy secretary of energy from 1989 to 1992, and in 1992 became 
deputy chief of staff for President George Bush. A member of Congress from 1975 to 1987, he represented 
the sixth congressional district of Louisiana. 

Joseph F. Paquette, Jr. was chairman and CEO of PECO Energy Co. from 1988 until his retirement in 
1997. Prior to that, he held positions with Consumers Power Company as president, and as senior vice 
president and CFO, and with Philadelphia Electric Company as CFO. Mr. Paquette also serves on the hoard 
of directors of CMS Energy Corp. 

Last month, nuclear industry executives and U.S. government officials got together in Washington, D.C. 
for a conference called "The Nuclear Renaissance"-- a gathering boosting a comeback of commercial 
nuclear power in the U.S. 

"Renaissance" has replaced "revival" as the word being used by nuclear proponents in the U.S. and around 
the world to describe their desired recovery of the nuclear industry. There has not been an order of a new 
nuclear power plant in the U.S. since the 1979 Three Mile Island accident shattered public trust in nuclear 
technology. The 1986 Chernobyl nuclear disaster damaged confidence in atomic energy worldwide. But the 
nuclear industry and its allies in government are back for a "renaissance." 



In March 2003 there will be a Nuclear Renaissance Forum in Chicago sponsored by the nuclear plant 
manufacturers Framatome and Westinghouse. A few days before last months Washington meeting, the 
World Nuclear Association Annual Symposium in London featured a session on "Nuclear Renaissance." 

NEW YORK (Reuters) - Limited supplies of uranium fuel for nuclear power plants may thwart the 
renewed and growing interest in nuclear energy in the United States and other nations, according to an 
industry expert at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 

http://www.prwatch.org/node/4435 The NEI Propaganda Machine-"The nation's nuclear-power industry is 
set to roll out a multiyear advertising campaign to build public support for a generation of new plants," 
reports the Wall Street Journal. The ad campaign, run by the PR firm Hill & Knowlton for the industry 
group Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI), promotes a "nuclear renaissance." NEl's Scott Peterson said the goal 
is to "build a broader base of bipartisan support, both in Washington and across the country." Last week, 
NEI selected Alex Flint as its new head lobbyist. Flint will remain at his current job, as the majority staff 
director of the U.S. Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee, until ioininu NEI in April 2006. 
OrDwyerS reports that Weber Shandwick is promoting British Nuclear Fuels' move to sell Westinghouse 
Electric to Japan's Toshiba for $5.4 billion. U.S. Commerce Secretary Carlos Gutierrez had lobbied British 
officials in favor of General Electric's bid for Westinghouse. 

http://neinuclearnotes.b1ogspot.com/2005/08/jo~eph-mangano-and-art-of-de~eptionhtml NEI's Propaganda 
Blog that also makes a regular habit of attacking those against nuclear energy..with the NRC's blessing? 

http://www.prwatch.org/node/5325 Hired GUN of NEI Patrick Moore (also Christine Todd Whitman- 
CASEnergy) 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/APlOOO Developed WITH OUR TAX DOLLARS 



On September 30, 1999, a criticality accident occurred in a precipitation tank at the JCO Inc. facility 
located at Tokai-mura, Japan. The accident resulted in elevated radiation exposures to several hundred 
workers and members of the public, including three workers who received large exposures, one of whom 
has since died from a radiation dose of about 16 gray (1600 rads). 

A perfect example of the NRC in bed with industry, renewal at all cost, all in the name of GNEP and the 
Nuclear Renaissance. 

http:/lriverkeeper.org/campaign.php/indianpoint~risks/the~facts/1253 

http://www.traprockpeace.org/nuke~notes/index.php/2006/03/1 llnew-york-nuclear-plants-to-get- 



2. Many employees say there is fear among the staff of making a mistake, leading to a growing "cyan 
mentality. 

2a. Employees report that communicating problems results in a "shoot-the-messenger" syndrome. 

3. Employees are experiencing increasing workloads, decreasing staffing levels and little prioritization by 
management. 

4. Many managers lack broad management skills and training. Additional training is needed for managers 
to become better leaders according to staff. 

5. NRC's technical prowess will be significantly impaired due to retirements. Very little "new blood" is 
coming into the agency with technical expertise. 

6. Employees describe the NRC as having a very hierarchical, top-down management approach. Employees 
report increasing levels of micro-management. They feel this reflects a lack of respect and trust in their 
depth of knowledge and expertise. 

How BIG of a BRIBE did this take, who was bought off? 

http://energycommerce.house.gov/reparchives/l08/Hearings/03252004hearing1240/Diaz 1908.htm Yet 
more twisting of facts ... the materials will be NO SAFER IN YUCCA than sitting outside the mountain on a 
concrete pad, while the DOE and NRC try to rape Nevada in the name of a Nuclear Renaissance. 

http://nrc-stp.od.gov/materials/nmp~progress~report~O217.pdf Example of NRC mitigating REAL public 
involvement. 

http://www.prwatch.org/prwissues/2005Ql/nuke1 .html Entergy and Burson-Marsteller have implemented 
nearly every type of corporate PR and marketing to curry favor with elected officials and their constituents. 
They have invested heavily in radio, television and print advertising. They have also spent substantial time 



and energy creating a chimera of community support, including a phony "grassroots" base, a business 
coalition and free advertising gimmicks typically associated with grassroots movements such as yard signs, 
bumper stickers, refrigerator magnets and lapel pins. In addition, Entergy hired New York's 911 1 hero, 
Rudolph Giuliani, as a paid security consultant, despite his lack of expertise in nuclear power plant 
security. 

http://www.ufocasebook.com/indianpointl984.html How come you people refuse to release the security 
records and video from these incidents? Were Indian Points guards on acid, or did it happen? 

http://www.nei.org/index.asp?catnum=4&catid=482 Scientifically Based, Tested Emergency Plans Protect 
Residents Near Indian Point Energy Center 

WASHINGTON, D.C., Feb. 25,2003-Emergency preparedness plans for commercial 
nuclear power plants have been developed based on scientific studies and are exercised 
regularly to protect nuclear power plant workers and residents near the nation's 103 
reactors, an industry leader said in testimony prepared for the U.S. House of 
Representatives. A table top dungeons and dragons dice evacuation game is NOT AN 
ADEQUATE TEST ... LETS DO A LIVE TIME RUSH HOUR TEST. 

http://npj.goinfo.com/lVPJMain.nsf/O/Ob98fl64857e30dc86256d7a00737853?0penDocument&Cli 
ck= What else would you expect the representative of the company who owns Indian Point to 
say? The truth would have been nice, but instead the NRC lets the nuke industry send straw men 
to testify before Congress. 

[31] http://www.lcgcommunications.com/archive-item.asp?id=66 Five years later, still no public support 
that the plan will work. NRC and Entergy content to let some of us die in the event of a major nuclear 
incident. 



http://www.forbes.com/feeds/ap/2007/04/06/ap359O752.html An electrical fault and fire in a 
transformer forced the automatic shutdown Friday of the Indian Point 3 nuclear power plant, 
officials said. What about the electrical wiring hazards related to the control room, and 
inadequate insulaion and fire proofing? Employees do talk out side of the plant. 

http://www.nrc.gov/NRR/OVERSIGHT/ASSESS/2005q4/ip3pim.pdf New NRC go easy 
regulation plan lets Entergy get way with murder. 

http://~~~.ip~ecinfo.org/2007~articles. htm 

http://www.dec.state.ny.us/website/dcs/eisanddp/lndianPointSPDES.pdf New YORK STATE 
COULD SLlE Indian Point now, but rumor on street has said NRC is muscling them not too. 

http://www.nyjournalnews.com/apps/pbcs.dIl/article?A1D=/20070331/NEWS05/703310348 By 
who's standards? Not the community ... we want them CITED AND FINED SO THE TRUTH OF 
THE INDIAN POINT IVIGHTMARE IS KNOWN. 

http://www.legislativegazette.com/letters.php?letid=199 STOP giving Entergy preferential 
treatment because one of their VP's is on NEl's board, and one of their companies does work for 
the NRC. 



http://www.ipsecinfo.org/Leak~Sept~2005. htm 

http://www.wnpj.org/node/4153 Why ios the NRC trying to hide all these tritium leaks until after 
license renewals? What about the 112 million gallons of water sitting UNDER the Indian Point 
reactor, making its base suspect? Want to discuss dome cracks of these reactors, and the NRC 
attempts to hide them as a license renewal issue by saying they are a part of an eventual design 
and reactor re-configuration scheme? 

ALERT!! Alert!! Chernobvl on the Danube - Forums powered bv ... Had such a huge 
leak been released from ANY US or W. European reactor, the thing would have been ... Nobody 
off-site suffered from acute radiation effects. .. 
uplink.space.com/showflat.phpCat=&Board=environment&Number=608201 &page=3&v ... 

A Close Call with Catastrophe in Sweden? 

An observer has called last week's mishap in Sweden the worst incident to befall a nuclear power plant 
since the accident at Chernobyl. Nobody was injured, but for 22 minutes, workers had no idea what was 
happening in the reactor's core. Swedish officials have taken half the country's nuclear power plants offline 
until it can ensure their safe operation. 

WASHINGTON - The nuclear industry took steps Tuesday to head off a growing public relations - if not 
health - problem, promising to closely monitor leaks of slightly radioactive water into groundwater at 
power plants. NRC willing to play Russian Roulette with our health in the name of a Nuclear 
Rnaissance..it sure appears that way. Promise us you will look into it, then start pushing renewal 
permits through? 



http:/lseiu23 .advocateoffice.com/verticaVSites/ (2FDAD06E-E7D3-4DEO-AEF2- 
OC787424C292}/uploads/{86E08E92-2AA4-4C57-9747-F8358B59ClE8].PDF Are not these the same 
folks NEI uses in force on force tests at reactors? 

http://www.eveonwackenhut.com/index.asp?Ty~e=B BASIC&SEC={7D2BE776-2BF5-4D80-B 134- 
536DAAlCA42B) Yet another reason that the NRC's simulations may not be adequate is that the NRC has 
allowed the nuclear industry to hire Wackenhut Corporation, the nation's largest security provider, to 
provide the offensive force teams ... 

http://seiu23 .advocateoffice.codvertical/Sites/{2FDAD06E-E7D3-4DEO-AEF2- 
OC787424C292}/uploads/{CDDOEA22-A7E5-4698-A7DC-60E5AF2Cl lES).PDF Looks more like you 
took security off the table to hide the fact that we host communities ARE NOT WELL PROTECTED, and 
the NRC is fine with. Must be one of those cost benefit rubs where we as a community are expendable? 

http://cryptome.org/~c030607.htm The NRC and the DHS recognize that certain portions of the 
information exchanged pursuant to this Memorandum of Understanding may be Safeguards Information in 
accordance with section 147 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended; classified information; or 
other sensitive information that must be properly identified and protected from public disclosure in 
accordance with applicable requirements. So, DHS and the NRC know a potential host community will 
face certain TERRORIST RISKS if they host a nuclear facility, but you will not tell us what they 
are? How can the NRC, the government ask us to accept an unknown risk? 

http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-col1ections/commissiospeeches/2003/s-03-019.pdf Diaz encouraging 
professionals to make data fit his desires? 



http://www.ncwarn.org/docs/news/NR-10-05-2005-FireTestFails.htm Why are fire issues being hidden at 
Vermont Yankee, Pilgrim, Millstone, Indian Point and other reactor sites? 

http://www.ncwarn.org/Programs/PlantSecurity/Security%20at%20Shearon%20Harris/Safety%20summary 
%20May%2023%202006.pdf Curious here ... how many Generic Safety Issues are now out standing at 
Americans ging nuclear reactors, and why do you keep issuing more, or sweeping known problems (tritium 
leaks) off into committees? 

htt~://www.davistownmuseum.org/cbm/Rad8a.html#safet "The GAO report finds that: some utilities 
do not have current and accurate design information for their nuclear power plants needed for the 
risk-informed approach, and, neither the NRC nor the industry has standards that define the quality 
or adequacy of the risk assessments that utilities use to identify and measure risks to public health 
and the environment." (The Energy Report, 27(17), April 26,1999). 

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission. (December 1998). Draft regulatory guide 
DG-1074: Steam generator tube integrity. Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research, U.S. 
NRC, Washington, D.C. http://www.nrc.gov/NRC/RG/DG/1074/DG- 1074.html. 

"Concerns relating to the integrity of the tubing stem from the fact that the SG tubing is subject to a 
variety of corrosion and mechanically induced degradation mechanisms that are widespread 
throughout the industry. These degradation mechanisms can impair tube integrity if they are not 
managed effectively." 

Santana, H., Stryker, W.J. and Childs, J.E. (December 31, 1998). Ofice of the Inspector 
General event inquiry: NRC staffs handling of harassment and intimidation (H&I) 
complaints at Millstone: Case No. 99-01s. OIG Report 99-01s. Office of the Inspector 
General, U.S. NRC, Washington, DC. http://www.nrc.gov/OPA~reports/oig9901s.htm. 
Why has the NRC made this embarrassing document vanish? 

SEABROOK -- Problems with welds in the cooling system of a nuclear reactor in Kansas prompted the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission to require better monitoring of leaks at 40 nuclear power plants around the 
country, including Seabrook Station."These plants will either have to make repairs or demonstrate that they 
have an effective monitoring system (to ensure the integrity of reactor cooling system welds)," said NRC 
spokesman Neil Sheehan. So, why has Neil Sheehan and Region 1 ignored many of my complaints 
about failing welds at Indian Point, and why are failing welds at Indian Point and other reactors 
OFF THE TABLE IN LICENSE RENEWAL PROCESS? 



http:Nwww.ornl.gov/-webworks/cpr/pres/l06157.pdf Gee, signs of aging and degradation of these 
reactors was noticed TWENTY YEARS AGO! But you want to grant licensees a license renewal if 
they submit a maintenance plan of questionable integrity? 

http://www.nea.fr/html/nsd/docs/2005/csni-r2OO5-8.pdf If these aging effects were not part of design stage, 
shouldn't they be ripe now during license renewal hearings? 

http://www.nytimes.com/2OO7/O4/O9/nyregiodO9empirezone.html?r=l&oref=slogin Seems Entergy and 
the nuclear industry can buy everyone off if they pay for enough trips, and throw enough money 
around. 

A Win for Nuclear Interests 

Governor Spitzer's original budget proposal called for charging New York's 
nuclear power plants $13 million to help pay for the costs the state incurs 
from using its National Guard to provide extra security at the plants. But 
the energy companies that own the plants are major campaign contributors, 
and employ well-connected lobbyists in Albany to protect their interests. 

The proposal was killed by the Legislature. 

"This proposed fee places a financial burden on nuclear power companies for 
doing business in New York State," Senator James W. Wright, an upstate 
Republican who is chairman of the energy committee, said in a statement 
celebrating its defeat. "Energy rates in New York State are already too 
high. The creation of this tax would have encouraged these companies to take 
their investments, jobs and power to other states." 

Since 2004, Enpac, the political action committee of the Entergy 
Corporation, which owns the Indian Point nuclear power plant, has 
contributed more than $130,000 to state and local politicians and parties, 
campaign finance filings show. Of course, contributions do not always 
guarantee success: While the filings show that Enpac contributed to Senator 
Wright, they also show that it contributed to Governor Spitzer, above. 
MICHAEL COOPER 

http://www.nirs.org/factsheets/priceandersonactfactsheetlOOl .htm Does this not amount to a defacto 
TAKING by the federal government? Does not the constitution give us guaranteed due process of law, 
and the right to redress? 

What does this mean? It means that individual members of the public are prohibited from purchasing 
protection from a nuclear accident. The insurance industry--the professional-risk assessor--recognized from 
the start that nuclear power was too dangerous to fully insure. The government realized that no utility 
would ever build an atomic reactor because no utility would ever open itself to the potential consequences 
of an accident. So the federal government and the nuclear industry lobby found someone else to foot the 
rest of the bill: the public. Through the Price-Anderson act, nuclear utilities can afford insurance that they 
could never obtain in real market circumstances. Moreover, Price-Anderson has a liability cap well below 
the compensation needed to cover most nuclear accident consequences. 

http:/ /www.animatedsoftware.com/environ~eds2OOla.htm 2) Ongoing GENERIC ENDEMIC 
massive FRAUD by nuclear utilities, their vendors, their contractors, their suppliers, and with complete 



collusion of NRC and DOE!!! 

The Politics of Nuclear Power: A Subgovernment in Transition 
James R. Temples 
Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 95, No. 2 (Summer, 1980), pp. 239-260 
doi: 10.2307/2149366 

http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-co11ections/commssiotr/2000/20000502a.htm1 Slide 12, please. In 
conclusion, all of the aging 

6 management issue and identification of time-limited aging 

7 analysis have been resolved as documented in NUREG 1723, and 

8 on the basis of its evaluation of the Oconee license renewal 

9 application, the Staff concludes that the standards for 

10 issuance of a renewed license as specified in 10 CFR 5429, 

11 have been met, which are summarized on this slide. 
Sounds as if NEI, DOE, NRC and their licensees figured it all out ahead of time? Why bother even 
having public hearings on re-licensing if the process is already rubber stamped? 

April 27,2006 

A "procedural" error at the Palisades nuclear plant along Lake Michigan near South Haven is raising 
questions about the plant's renewal process. The exposure, caused by a mishandling of a two-part 
underwater storage container, resulted in six to ten cvositers he in^ exposzd to I-adiation when a portion of 
the container rose above the surface. According to preliminary reports the workers were exposed to 50 
millirems where the annual federal limit is 5,000 with no reported health affects. A company spokesperson 
dismissingly Iikzned the expctsure t.o having three chest s-rays in a recent media report. 

Despite evidence dating to 1994 that terrorists wanted to strike nuclear power plants, the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission kept a study in its public reading room that identified in precise detail the 
vulnerabilities of U.S. reactors to a jetliner crash. 

The 119-page report was still available for public inspection this month, long after the Sept. 11 hijackings 
prompted increased security across America. 



The 1982 study by the Energy Department's Argonne National Laboratory detailed the likely 
damage that a jetliner at certain speeds could inflict on the thick concrete containment walls 
protecting reactors. Though it addressed only accidental crashes, it included a chart that identified the 
speeds at which a jetliner would begin to transfer its force into the primary containment wall and interior 
structure of a nuclear reactor. 

The NRC won't factor in the health risks associated with living near Oyster Creek. 

It won't consider the plant's vulnerability to terrorist attacks from the ground or from the air. 

It won't take into account the plant's emergency preparedness, or the ability of the local road system to 
hsndle a mass evacuation. 

It won't consider the effect a major reactor accident at Oyster Creek would have on the more than 3.5 
million people living within 50 miles of it, or on the tourism, fishing and agriculture industries. 

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has never ordered a Nuclear Power Plant to be 
permanently shut down, no matter how unsafe. 

"The thing is, these plants were originally licensed for 40 years, and only in recent years have they dared to 
get these 20-year license extensions that the NRC hands out like candy. It's a rubber stamp process," said 
Kevin Kamps, who opposes the license renewal. 

Watchdogs say the Nuclear Regulatory Commission compromised public safety with its decision late last 
month to grant long-term renewal of the operating licenses for the Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant in 
southern Maryland. 

http://www.westchestergov.com/WhatsNew/Press/ipappeal.htm Dismayed that the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission has rejected Westchester's request for broader criteria when considering the relicensing of 
Indian Point, County Executive Andy Spano has filed a petition with the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
Second Circuit, asking for review of the December determination of the NRC. 

"We gave the NRC a detailed petition as to why we feel its re-licensing criteria should be updated," Spano 
said. "It was summarily rejected, basically because they said they changed the criteria in 2000 and nothing 
had happened since that would cause them to revisit the issue. Did they forget September 11" ever 
happened?" 

http://www.dwmi.homestead.com/ Another Entergy rubber Stamp Case ... they must do good bribe? 

[37] http://www.ne.jp/asahi/mh/u/INSCAP/Pubund.html Institutional processes that 
involve greater voluntariness on the part of the affected public, perhaps even going so far 
as to share decision-making power with an affected community, is one of the key actions. 



Increased individual control can be accomplished by providing for community 
participation and monitoring, by establishing community advisory boards with authority 
to shut down non-conforming facilities, by equipping the public with the means to detect 
radiation (Geiger counters) and protect itself from some of its effects (potassium iodide 
tablets), or other similar means. 

Addressing equity issues requires processes to deal with impacts and their distribution 
relative to the distribution of benefits. Impact management programs that involve the 
coordinated application of mitigation, enhancement, compensation, monitoring and 
contingency measures can contribute to the acceptance of locally unwanted facilities. 
Guaranteeing property values is one such impact mitigation technique. 

Steps can also be taken to increase public trust in the institutions that manage and 
regulate nuclear power. Such steps will usually involve much more open decision- 
malung, and a responsiveness to public concerns that goes far beyond technical and 
economic optimization. 

The imposition of a decision, or the taking away of individual or local control, are huge 
multipliers of perceived risk, each increasing the perception of adverse risk about one 
thousand-fold. When there exists such a perception of extreme risk, it poses an almost 
insurmountable barrier to communication. 

It might have been much more productive to institute a process at the beginning to 
determine the public's true preferences, and then work to make those solutions as safe as 
possible. 

"Decide, Announce, Defend" 

The public is typically not involved until a final list of sites has been selected, and then 
primarily in a procedural way. But it is apparent that high levels of local concern at sites 
are forcing procedural innovations, extraordinary measures, and, in some cases, broader 
institutional changes. 

One method of siting already used successfully in a number of countries is the expansion 
of facilities or the location of additional facilities at existing nuclear sites. This approach 
has met with some success but is not always practical because the site may not have 
adequate room for additional facilities or may fail to meet other technical or safety 
criteria. 

A second siting option being investigated is to seek out an area with a depressed local 
economy and high rates of local unemployment. Such communities are more likely to 
appreciate the economic development and employment opportunities associated with a 
nuclear facility, and therefore to evaluate the risks of the facility somewhat more 
objectively. 

http://a4nr.org/old~newsl2005.05.2 1 -brattlebroinformer Rob Williams, spokesman for 



Vermont Yankee, said the charge was "totally unacceptable and unfair." "It's unfair on all 
levels," he added. Host communities od nuclear reactors NEVER AGREED TO ACT 
AS LONG TERM WASTE STORAGE FACILITIES ... THIS AMOUNTS TO A 
NEW AND SIGNIFICANT RISK FOR A HOST COMMUNITY, SO WHY 
SHOULDN'T WE BE ALLOWED TO IMPOSE SUCH PENALTIES IF WE ARE 
FORCED TO ACCEPT SAID RISKS. Further, such new potential risks should 
require new EIS's, as some sites deemed suitable for the building of reactors, are not 
suitable as long term waste storage/disposal facilities. Removing waste 
streamslstorage pools from the re-licensing process violates numerous 10 CFR rules 
and regulations for the reasons laid out above. 

http://www.springerlink.com/content/g6553x4147261170/ In this paper the economic 
analysis of accident law is used to examine the liability for nuclear accidents. It is argued 
that the classic system of individual liability of a nuclear power plant operator with a 
financial cap on compensation and individual insurance by national pools is not effective. 
The current system leads to a too low compensation for victims and lacks an adequate 
internalization of the nuclear risk ... 

http://www.upi.com/Energy/view.php?StoryID=20061020-041832-8032r That can be 
seen in the breakdown of the more than $289,500 in campaign contributions the NEI 
doled out since Jan. 1, 2005. Thirty-nine percent went to Democrats, a growing share, 
which Slominski said is a "mirror" for their support of the nuclear industry. 

http://www.eu-energy.com/Export%20Credit%20Agencies%20-%20Nuclear.html 
Without new orders the nuclear infrastructure will collapse. One visible sign of this is the 
decreasing number of nuclear construction firms due to mergers and acquisitions. 

American Tax Payers are defacto being forced (due to improper pressure from 
nuclear industry and their lobby) to fund a One World Nuclear Order. 

In the rest of the world the era of blind faith in the promises of the nuclear industry has 
passed. Nuclear power now has to compete in the global marketplace like other 
technologies. The result of this competition is clear, as there are fewer reactors under 
construction. To counter this, the nuclear industry has used its political influence to 
develop large, unnecessary and dangerous projects, like that for Russian Mox, to enable 
multilateral funds to be put together to subsidise the use of plutonium fuels. The industry 
also relies on Government credits and financial assistance to export reactors around the 
world. 

http://www.greens.org/s-r/ll/ll-lO.htm1 At the dawn of the nuclear age the public was 
promised "energy too cheap to meter." However, the rosy picture painted by nuclear 
proponents has not come to pass. Rather than providing an inexpensive source of 
electricity, nuclear power has proven to be an extremely complex and costly means of 
boiling water. Meanwhile, the NRC has refused to implement the needed geothermal 
studies to ascertain what effects/contributions to global warming come from the 



trillions of gallons of heated water the nuclear industry is dumping into the world's 
lakes, rivers and oceans on a weekly basis. We demand such studies be implemented 
into all licensing and re-licensing procedures and risk studies. 

As this report shows, we are living in a different world now, yet the NRC's insulated 
environment sees them rubber stamping license renewals, insisting nothing has 
changed, and are insistent in their decision to refuse host communities their right to 
question risks, and security around reactors in the re-licensing process because of 
their own bias against true public involvement. Diaz and others have allowed their 
NUCLEAR RENAISSANCE AGENDA to become more important than human 
health and safety, and they are relying on their financial might to carry the day, as 
they know most communities to not have the funds to wage a proper legal battle in 
our federal court system. 

NRC rules and regulations coupled with the Price Anderson Act leave host 
communities in a situation where being made whole after a nuclear disaster is 
totally dependent on the political will and whimsy of the politics of the moment, and 
that is unacceptable. 

Has the NRC decided it is cheaper to play GOD with our lives in host communities, 
rather than deny 103 aging, brittling reactors a license renewal? Have we become 
expendable? 

Obviously an expensive and experimental program of this nature can expect to  
encounter significant delays (not to mention cost overruns). Even optimistic 
estimates have the first test machines starting to  operate around 2014 to 2019, so 
this will not solve the growing high- level waste problem, which is already preventing 
the U.S. nuclear industry from expanding. 

GNEP is nothing more than a government/industry SCAM to 
reclassify waste as potential future use resources as was done 
by DOE with spent uranium. 

The IAEA has a major conflict of interests. In order to continue to be funded, albeit not 
very well funded, it must be seen to act in the interests of its member states and to abide 
by its statute, which stipulates the promotion of nuclear energy. This puts them in the 
contradictory position of trying to explain just how dangerous the technologies and 



materials in the nuclear cycle are and why they need to be pedantically safeguarded, 
meanwhile claiming that nuclear energy can be used "peacefully" and continues to be the 
energy of the future. 

Ill-conceived new plans would create multiples of this amount worldwide. The 
Department of Energy is proposing to bring this waste to the U.S., possibly Tennessee or 
Kentucky, for dangerous and dirty reprocessing. Long-term storage is at least 20 years 
away, and the proposed solutions remain highly controversial. 

Implementation of the GNEP plan could result in Tennessee highways and rails carrying 
a high volume of spent reactor fuel in casks that have never been tested in real-world 
crash, fire or immersion tests. The previous plan, transporting the waste to Yucca 
Mountain, Nev., has estimates of 108,500 shipments; six a day for 38 years. And that 
estimate does not include the imported waste. 

Shipping is one of the most vulnerable links in the nuclear fuel cycle. Spent fuel is much 
more radioactive than the original because of the buildup of fission and transuranic 
elements. One truckload has 40 times the long-lasting radioactivity released by the 
Hiroshima bomb; a rail cask has the radiation of 200. During transit, nuclear material 
comes closest to the public while under its lowest levels of security. 

The above explains why the NRC was involved in the cover up and exclusion zone 
thrown up around a truck accident wherein radioactive waste from Japan tipped 
over! God forbid GNEP gets that kind of publicity, or that Americans know the 
truth ... curious, who killed the CNN coverage and chased their news crews away? 
Will the NRC and Global Nuclear Fuel share the truth...how come the container was 
whisked out of site and to the facility with no public inspection of the container? 

[39] http://www.ne.doe.gov/nerac/ntdroadmapvolumel.pdf Raises questions of industry 
government collusion. 


