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U.S. NRC Blog 
Archive file prepared by NRC 

The Relative Calm After the Storm -- UPDATED 

posted on Thu, 01 Nov 2012 19:27:50 +0000 

�������������������������������  Credit: NASA/NOAA
11/2/2012 -- Update: Here is some additional information that might be of interest: Circulating-water pumps at Salem Unit 1 were 
affected by the storm and taken out of operation, but they were not damaged. When several of the pumps were no longer able to perform their 
function because of high river levels and debris in the waterway, the plant operators followed procedures and manually shut down the 
reactor. Once the reactor was off-line, the plant operators followed procedures and used back-up systems, including atmospheric steam 
dump valves, to deal with residual heat. The plant was safely shut down. The NRC worked to provide regular updates on the situation at 
Salem Unit 1 and other affected plants via press releases, our blog and Twitter. The Oyster Creek nuclear power plant did not, at any point, 
lose the ability to pump cooling water from the intake canal. The concern was that the motors for the pumps could be rendered inoperable if 
water levels in the water intake structure rose too high. That did not happen, however. Also, plant personnel stationed a portable pump at the 
intake structure as a precaution in case the pumps were impacted. As such, the ability to continue to keep the fuel assemblies in the spent fuel 
pool cool was at no point compromised. The NRC strives for openness and transparency and will continue to do so as we gather additional 
information about plant performance during this historic storm.   There’s a feeling of normalcy in the NRC’s Region I today. After days of 
tracking Sandy and assuring the nuclear power plants in the Northeastern U.S. were in a safe condition, the storm is now out of the area and 
we’re open and back to business as usual. Beginning last week – well in advance of the storm - nuclear power plant workers in the potential 
path of the storm took steps to prepare the site, such as tying down loose equipment, removing debris that could become projectiles, and 
topping off water and fuel tanks. NRC inspectors assured they took all of the appropriate steps. As Sandy made its way toward the coast, the 
agency stationed inspectors around the clock at all of the plants that could experience effects of the storm, and agency response experts 
monitored the storm from our emergency response centers, and tracked it as it traveled inland. While a number of plants reduced power or 
needed to shut down, all plants made it through the storm safely. Oyster Creek, which declared an Alert Monday night when a combination of 
a rising tide, wind direction and storm surge caused water level to rise in the intake structure, exited the Alert early Wednesday morning. The 
plant also regained off-site power, which it had lost during the storm. (Emergency diesel generators provided back-up power in the interim.) 
Three nuclear power plants shut down during the storm. Indian Point 3 and Nine Mile Point 1 due to grid disturbances, and Salem Unit 1 due 
to high water level and debris affecting the circulating water pumps. Preparations are underway at each of those sites to return them to 
service. The plants that reduced power, Millstone 3, Limerick Units 1 and 2, and Vermont Yankee are at or near full power today. The NRC 
and the nuclear plant operators worked hard to assure that the plants were safe over the weekend. In all, dozens of NRC staff members spent 
days preparing for and responding to the storm. While our thoughts are with those who have lost so much to the storm, we are satisfied that 
we did our jobs to respond quickly and effectively to the challenges the storm posed to the nuclear power plants we regulate.  
Diane Screnci 
Senior Public Affairs Officer 
Region I 

Comments 

comment #23279 posted on 2012-11-05 10:50:36 by LillyMunster in response to comment #22773 

comment #23278 posted on 2012-11-05 10:49:18 by LillyMunster in response to comment #23095 

comment #23857 posted on 2012-11-07 14:12:43 by LillyMunster in response to comment #23659 

comment #23620 posted on 2012-11-06 13:50:04 by Moderator 

There are two separate reports of pump damage at Salem

Another news outlet is reporting in detail about pump damage at Salem. : "But just after 4 a.m. Tuesday morning, while Sandy’s eye 
was barreling down on the Jersey Shore, the high waves in the river swamped four of the six massive pumps in a building along the 
river’s edge which pull in the water through a 40-foot wide conduit jutting into the river. The loss of these pumps caused a chain 
reaction of events: The loss of river water meant the steam in the secondary loop was no longer being condensed, sending hot steam 
back into the carefully calibrated system. The added work load, coupled with accumulating junk clogging Salem’s underwater intake 
pipe, caused the two remaining pumps to fail. With its cooling system compromised, operators stopped the fission process by 
slamming the boron control rods into the reactor." Could someone please give a straight answer on what went down at Salem. If the 
wave damaged the pumps and they had to fix them as the operator is admitting just say so. The public deserves details and the 
comments (not from the NRC) that people should just shut up and stop asking questions is inexcusable and are quite obviously from 
nuclear industry people. We deserve clear details. It seems the worry is it might expose a weakness that needs to be dealt with at a 
plant. If there is so be it, if it is a considerable risk it should be talked about. If it isn't and it is routine repair, damage, clean up just 
give people the details and there would be far less worry. The lack of information has caused more anxiety for people in the region 
than the actual information that has come out.

Please could we skip the lame talking points? They don't help the understanding of the technical issues where people had questions. 
The NRC isn't responsible for the oil or coal industry. Nuclear technology has a number of risks that are unique to that industry. If 
your worried about the risks from the oil and coal industry please lobby congress to have more oversight put on those industries. This 
argument about other industries explained here: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/False_equivalence

Here is updated information on what happened to the circulating-water pumps at the Salem Unit 1 nuclear power plant during 
Hurricane Sandy on Oct. 29: The Salem Unit 1 plant is equipped with six circulating-water pumps, which supply cooling water to the 
plant’s condenser from the Delaware River. At the plant’s water intake structure, there are screens to strain out debris and keep such 
extraneous material from entering the plant. After the storm passed, the screens had to be inspected. Damage was identified to two of 
six screens. Divers recovered grating that was displaced by wave action and fell into the water just in front of the screens. Again, none



comment #23529 posted on 2012-11-06 09:46:55 by LillyMunster in response to comment #23372 

comment #22915 posted on 2012-11-03 14:19:19 by Webermax 

comment #23357 posted on 2012-11-05 15:59:55 by Moderator in response to comment #23095 

comment #23372 posted on 2012-11-05 18:42:14 by David Andersen in response to comment #22773 

comment #23371 posted on 2012-11-05 18:36:11 by nuclear guy in response to comment #23278 

comment #23628 posted on 2012-11-06 14:49:01 by LillyMunster in response to comment #23620 

comment #22827 posted on 2012-11-03 02:37:25 by megacenter city mark 

comment #22773 posted on 2012-11-02 17:33:15 by David Andersen in response to comment #22731 

comment #22770 posted on 2012-11-02 17:10:43 by nuclear guy 

comment #23659 posted on 2012-11-06 15:23:54 by James Greenidge 

comment #22731 posted on 2012-11-02 12:04:21 by LillyMunster 

of the circulating-water pumps was damaged by the storm, but they could not be restarted prior to the inspection and repair of the 
screens. To reiterate what happened during Sandy, the pumps were removed from service in response to the clogging of the screens. 
That clogging prevented sufficient water from flowing from the river to these large-volume circulating-water pumps. Plant operators, 
following procedures for such situations, manually tripped, or shut down, the reactor when these conditions presented themselves. As 
of this morning (Nov. 6), Salem Unit 1 was back at 100-percent power.

PSEG didn't give the impression to Platts that it was major damage. They initially were shooting for about 24 hours to get repairs 
done per their quote at Platts. I could find nothing on PSEG's website about any of this over the last week. They certainly get a "fail" 
on communications.

Yes, additional data would be fine, but nevertheless: Good news!

The NRC requires U.S. nuclear power plants to have at least one emergency generator (and most have two of equal capacity) per 
reactor; these generators, diesel-powered in all but one case, can power all the systems needed to safely shut a reactor down and keep 
it in a safe state. The diesel generators are regularly inspected, maintained and regularly torn down and rebuilt to ensure their 
reliability – if an inspection shows a diesel is unavailable, a plant would have to shut down until it was again ready to do its job. U.S. 
nuclear power plants must have an onsite fuel supply to run all of a site’s diesels for several days, as well as reliable means of 
resupplying the fuel. Oyster Creek’s diesels ran without a problem until the plant’s grid connection was fixed. All U.S. plants also 
have additional portable generators capable of powering key safety systems until a regular electricity source is available. Oyster 
Creek had its backup generator ready but it wasn’t needed. Every U.S. nuclear power plant practices emergency procedures with 
local, state and NRC officials, with detailed plans to take the actions to protect the population within 10 miles of a plant. Repeated 
analysis of accident scenarios shows people in the 10-mile zone can be protected, and the emergency plans can then be expanded to a 
larger area in the unlikely event that’s necessary. The NRC does practice carrying out its mission without the resources of our 
headquarters complex in Rockville, Md., (many miles from both the Chesapeake Bay and Atlantic Ocean). In fact, NRC Headquarters 
was closed to all but emergrency personnel on Oct. 29 and 30, with many NRC staff working from home, in conjunction with staff in 
the regional offices, to monitor U.S. nuclear power plants in the area potentially affected by Sandy.

Apparently if there was damage to the circulators it was minor since as of today Salem Unit 1 is at 100% power. PSEG does do a 
pretty lousy job of communicating though.

I think the reports are pretty clear. The non-safety circulating water pumps were clogged and tripped due to lack of suction (NPSH). 
As a result, they were on the verge of losing condenser vacuum (due to loss of condenser cooling), and manually shut the plant down. 
Injection was provided by aux-feedwater and heat removal was provided by atmospheric steam dumps, both of which are safety-
related. The plant was well within its operational design criteria. Clogging of intake structures has occurred about 3-4 times in the last 
year and has all progressed similarly to Salem. Circ water pumps are non-safety and the loss of them, while it does cause a transient 
on the plant, does not impact safety of the facility. Circ water pumps are not used for any safety related cooling of the facility, as 
typical of PWR plant designs.

Thanks for continuing to follow up on this. The additional information is appreciated. PSEG's statement that pumps were damaged is 
problematic, if the NRC's explanation is what happened. There is a significant difference between what PSEG told Platts and what the 
NRC is saying is the detail of the situation, that pumps were pulled out of service and needed inspection. I'm pretty sure the NRC 
can't tell the operators how to run their public communications department but the operators miss-communication and discrepancies 
caused considerable problems. People were worried and the inconsistent information (or lack of information) added to that. The NRC 
could have updated people faster, I think that would have helped. The operators really need more honest, detailed & timely public 
communications. The operators don't seem to care if they cause an additional problem by their actions or lack of actions. If the 
operators refuse to do so maybe the NRC needs more latitude and funding to make up for the need for communication the operators 
are failing to provide. Or maybe there needs to be some "ground rules" for public communication for all parties involved?

Thanks for share.Could the NRC please provide specific data rather than “assurances”? There were a number of specific questions 
posted about the ongoing status of specific pieces of equipment at both Oyster Creek and Salem during the events.

Since there is no reports of any pumps being damaged it would seem that none need repair. Oyster Creek is in a refueling outage and 
will restart when refueling is completed along with the requisite post refueling testing. Salem will probably restart when there is a 
need for it's output, right now there isn't much demand with all the outages in New Jersey.

Another +1 for the NRC posting specific details regarding Salem and Oyster.

Do you think your local gas or oil or coal-fired facility or chemical plant feels obliged to hand you machinery 
maintenance/malfunction reports, even though those energy sources have killed and injured far far more combined than nuclear plants 
ever has worldwide in over sixty years? James Greenidge Queens NY

Yes please. Could the NRC please provide specific data rather than "assurances"? There were a number of specific questions posted 



The Palisades’ Shutdown Explained 

posted on Tue, 06 Nov 2012 20:03:38 +0000 

comment #22502 posted on 2012-11-01 17:16:19 by Nancy 

comment #23095 posted on 2012-11-04 18:01:35 by Keith 

comment #23112 posted on 2012-11-04 20:11:48 by LillyMunster 

about the ongoing status of specific pieces of equipment at both Oyster Creek and Salem during the events. Could the NRC please 
provide more information on the water pump damage at Salem? Have any pumps been repaired yet? Do they have an ETA on a 
possible restart or testing?

We are all looking for data and details. When will it be coming ?

Ah, once again we find ourselves at the crossroads of a major nuclear enigma. Unfortunately as we all know there is a significant 
nor'easter heading for the shores of the Atlantic and once again, Oyster Creek — one of the world's oldest nuclear facilities (2 years 
senior to Fukushima) — is at risk. So now we must ask ourselves a few questions: 1. When the plant inevitably loses off-site power 
how much fuel do you have to continue running those old diesel generators? 2. How many generators are there? (i.e. how many 
redundant sources of power do we have)? 3. How will you alert the 1.5 million people who live in a 50 mile radius of the plant? 4. G-
d forbid there was a need for an evacuation; what are your procedures for evacuating the most populated state in the nation? 5. Are 
you equipped to handle these issues in the off chance that your headquarters (ironically located along the shore in Rockland, 
Maryland) are closed? You're the professionals of course, and I'm sure all of these issues are being discussed privately with the help 
of our generous tax funding. Good luck to us all and thank you for your continued cooperation. We will be looking for prompt and 
relevant updates during the next few days. This issue is being watched. Thank you for your time.

Could someone comment on the discrepancy between what PSEG told the media and what the NRC is reporting. Platts quotes a 
PSEG official as saying this: "Ralph Izzo said during a press teleconference Wednesday morning. One of five pumps has been 
repaired, and the other four are expected to be repaired Wednesday, Izzo said." Repaired implies broken. Not taken out of service as a 
precaution. Why would the operator be admitting the pumps needed repair if they didn't? re·pair 1 (r-pâr) v. re·paired, re·pair·ing, 
re·pairs v.tr. 1. To restore to sound condition after damage or injury; fix: repaired the broken watch. 2. To set right; remedy: repair an 
oversight. 3. To renew or revitalize. 4. To make up for or compensate for (a loss or wrong, for example). Izzo a PSEG official says 
the PUMPS needed repair, not unclogging the intakes or resetting equipment etc. in order to restart. When I looked last night Salem 
was still at 1% so it looks like they are still dealing with whatever the storm did. This discrepancy is disturbing as is the one seen with 
Oyster Creek reporting where the operator, Exelon cited 7.4 feet surge (to Reuters) at the intakes but the NRC documents 6.8 feet. It 
doesn't make sense that the operators would both be over stating conditions to the negative to the media. It would really be nice if this 
was cleared up. I do appreciate the NRC responses and trying to get the public more information.

The Palisades         nuclear plant in Michigan shut down Sunday after workers noticed steam 
leaking from a drain valve on the piping from one of the reactor’s two steam generators. The shutdown was uneventful, and the NRC has no 
immediate safety concerns with this issue. Here’s what happened: The workers were touring the plant’s auxiliary building when they noticed 
the leak early on Sunday. The leak was in the “secondary” part of the steam generator, not part of the reactor coolant system. Because the 
valve could not be isolated from the rest of the steam generator system, the steam generator had to be declared inoperable. The plant’s 
technical specifications require the licensee, Entergy, to shut down the reactor within six hours when a steam generator is inoperable. Plant 
operators completed the procedure by 4:30 p.m., meeting this requirement. The NRC’s resident inspectors responded to the site, observed 
portions of the shutdown, and made sure there was no impact on other plant equipment. As the plant cooled, pressure dropped within the 
steam system, and that stopped the leak. The steam condensed, and the water was collected. It contained small amounts of radioactive tritium, 
but at levels far below regulatory limits. It will be disposed of as low-level radioactive waste. After shutting down, plant operators vented 
steam from the same system into the atmosphere through an established monitored release path. This is a common procedure used to help the 
plant cool down in order to begin repairs. Palisades remains in cold shutdown while Entergy workers repair the leaky valve. NRC’s 
inspectors will monitor and assess the repairs, which are expected to take a few days.  
David McIntyre 
Public Affairs Office� 

Comments 

comment #25223 posted on 2012-11-14 18:39:26 by JT 

comment #24314 posted on 2012-11-09 10:50:03 by Moderator in response to comment #23795 

comment #23795 posted on 2012-11-07 11:57:16 by Joffan in response to comment #23757 

That's nice. What happens if there's a Carrington Event solar flare?

When steam is condensed, contamination levels are concentrated in the resulting water form. The water is collected and stored in the 
tanks that are part of the radioactive liquid processing system. After water is treated through the radioactive liquid processing system, 
it is sampled and analyzed. If the samples demonstrate that the concentration is below the regulatory limit the contents of the tank are 
released through an NRC authorized discharge path that includes in-line radiation detectors as a back-up function to the sampling 
program. The contents of each radioactive liquid (and gaseous) release is recorded and reported annually. The NRC makes all of the 
reports available to public. The amount (becquerels) of tritium in this steam release is under review.



Be Prepared is Also the Motto of U.S. Nuclear Plants 

posted on Wed, 07 Nov 2012 19:04:02 +0000 

comment #23757 posted on 2012-11-07 08:09:40 by Ted Jordanobiwantedj 

comment #23818 posted on 2012-11-07 12:55:27 by obiwantedj in response to comment #23795 

comment #23905 posted on 2012-11-07 16:32:43 by Moderator in response to comment #23795 

comment #23633 posted on 2012-11-06 15:12:25 by James Greenidge 

comment #23942 posted on 2012-11-07 21:10:57 by Ace Hoffman 

Ted, tritium has a half-life of about 12.3 years. That's why it is used to power self-illuminating exit signs. But I still don't understand 
any need for special disposal of the slightly-tritiated water. It could just be put into the lake without any ill-effects to people or 
environment. Why not indeed, when the trace radioactivity is "at levels far below regulatory limits".

I don't understand disposing of water containing tritium as low-level radioactive waste. Tritium has a half-life of less than 13 days. 
Most likely, the water will not be radioactive by the time it could be 'disposed of'.

Yes, I just looked it up. It is years not days. My mistake,

Tritium is a radioactive type of hydrogen that occurs both naturally and during the operation of nuclear power plants and has a half-
life of 12.3 years. Tritium is regulated like other radioactive materials regardless of the half life. Effluents containing tritium at 
nuclear power plants are controlled and monitored before releasing to environment. Additionally, the quantities of radioactive 
material released must be reported. These releases are inspected by the NRC to protect public health and safety.

Excellent report and heads' up, but you ought make it a lot plainer and straight that this had NOTHING to do with the reactor, unlike 
most nuclear biased/science illiterate media outlets which don't discriminate and throw any nuclear plant malfunction under the same 
ominous "Nuclear Reactor In Peril" FUD umbrella. What would the equivalent malfunction be in a oil or coal or gas-fired plant? 
Most people can get a grip on non-techie explanations like that. James Greenidge Queens NY

Tritium was disposed of as low level waste? Does that mean "stored in a bucked until it evaporated" or "poured down the drain slowly 
so it was diluted with other waste water" or what? This was the same fluid that, while hotter, was simply vented as steam elsewhere in 
the operation? Was THAT also considered to have been diluted to below regulatory concern? How many becquerels got out this time?

           Hurricane Sandy devastated 
homes, but did not damage nuclear power plants in its path. Photo: Courtesy of FEMA[/caption] Whenever severe weather events occur – 
such as last week’s Hurricane Sandy – it always prompts questions about how nuclear power plants are prepared to handle them. The answer 
is always the same: Every U.S. nuclear plant has a list of severe weather conditions that require it to shut down as a precaution. But because 
these plants are built robustly, and built to withstand the expected forces of nature in the area, they don’t necessarily have to shut down in the 
face of severe weather. It all depends on their specific criteria. For example, forecasts of hurricane-force winds within 24 hours or expected 
storm surges greater than a given height may trigger a plant’s shutdown criteria and allow them time to get backup systems ready. But even if 
an area experiences strong or damaging storm conditions, a plant in that area may be designed to continue operating to help the electric grid 
power essential services such as hospitals and police and fire stations. However, plants would shut down or reduce power if the electric grid 
was damaged. In addition to protections again wind, every U.S. nuclear plant is designed to withstand severe flooding (and storm surge for 
coastal plants), and key components and systems are protected by watertight buildings capable of withstanding major hurricane-force winds 
and flooding. Sandy is just the latest storm to pass near nuclear plants without significant impact. For example: • In 2005, the Waterford 3 
plant in Louisiana remained safe after Hurricane Katrina knocked out the plant’s connection to the electric grid. Waterford ran its safety 
equipment on emergency diesel generators and remained safe once it reconnected to the grid four days later. • In 2004, both reactors at the St. 
Lucie site in Florida remained safe after Hurricane Jeanne knocked out the plant’s grid connection. The plant’s staff manually shut down the 
reactors properly and all emergency equipment, including the diesel generators, ran as expected to keep the plant safe. • In 1992, both reactors 
at the Turkey Point site in south Florida remained safe after Hurricane Andrew, one of the most powerful hurricanes to hit the United States, 
passed directly over the plant and knocked out the area’s electrical infrastructure. Turkey Point’s emergency diesel generators ran for six 
days. NRC regulations ensure that nuclear power plants can remain safe even during a hurricane and loss of outside power to run safety 
systems. The sites keep about a week’s worth of diesel onsite for the emergency generators, and the utilities typically have agreements in 
place that give them priority in getting more diesel to the sites if necessary. The diesel generators sit in buildings designed to safely withstand 
just as much punishment as the reactor safety systems. These regulations were enhanced after 9/11, when the NRC required U.S. plants to put 
in place additional portable generators and pumps. During Sandy, the Oyster Creek plant had those additional resources available but ended 
up not needing them. In the wake of Fukushima, the NRC has ordered the plants to obtain even more portable equipment and make sure it’s 
protected from severe weather and other events. All of this effort helps ensure that the public remains safe even if a hurricane, nor’easter or 
blizzard affects a nuclear power plant near you.  
Scott Burnell 
Public Affairs Officer 

Comments 

comment #23871 posted on 2012-11-07 14:33:08 by LillyMunster 

Thanks for providing this information. Do all plants keep about 1 weeks worth of diesel or is this a heightened measure for those in 



comment #27596 posted on 2012-11-24 19:14:33 by Larry butler 

comment #27593 posted on 2012-11-24 19:03:11 by Larry butler in response to comment #23915 

comment #23856 posted on 2012-11-07 14:12:31 by fresh 

comment #23861 posted on 2012-11-07 14:14:48 by Nancy 

comment #23915 posted on 2012-11-07 17:38:44 by nuclear guy in response to comment #23856 

comment #23917 posted on 2012-11-07 17:51:58 by nuclear guy in response to comment #23871 

comment #24135 posted on 2012-11-08 11:52:16 by Moderator 

comment #24188 posted on 2012-11-08 18:09:06 by Nancy in response to comment #24135 

comment #28850 posted on 2012-11-30 14:17:56 by nuclear guy in response to comment #27596 

comment #28851 posted on 2012-11-30 14:20:51 by nuclear guy in response to comment #23915 

hurricane areas? Is there a way to inform the public about how many total diesel generators a given plant has on site? That could 
considerably help people understand things when conditions at a plant become a concern for some reason. I had a couple of people 
ask me very worried about generators at Oyster Creek. At one point the number of generators was finally listed either by the NRC or 
by the operator to the media. That let people know there was more than one generator available there. Updating people about the 
successful addition of some of this new post-fukushima equipment or things like more batteries being installed could help those near 
the plants know where things are progressing. Someone asked me about battery inventory improvements and I really wasn't sure 
where any of the plants were in that process.

I live 100 miles downwind of the Plant Vogtle Nuclear Disaster on the Savannah River. I'm in Charleston, SC, home of the left over 
Polaris nuclear weapons dump noone else wants in their back yard. The NRC regional inspector has assured me Plant Vogtle's 2 old 
reactors have "several days" of diesel fuel for the 4 gensets when, not if, another Hurricane Hugo, which destroyed Charleston in 
1989, passes over Plant Vogtle. Hurricane Hugo took MONTHS to clear the roads so a refueling tractor trailer rig could get anywhere 
near this plant build in dense forest, that, I promise you, will be blown away by another Cat 5 like Hugo. I passed right through the 
eye of Hugo and watched 100 ft pine trees blow down our streets. I've asked Southern Co how much wind heavy with trees, cars, 
houses, boats, and anything else that's not heavily anchored those VITAL cooling towers at Vogtle can handle in a Hugo that blew the 
swing bridges off their foundations. They wouldn't answer. They don't know. This is so important as the slow flowing Savannah 
could never provide the huge amount of water to col the plant, which is why they have cooling towers open to the air....even worse 
when the two new AP1000 monsters are also hot and demanding cooling water in addition to the old plant reactors. Comments?

....and their failure rate of the 1 to two year tests is?...

That doesnt make sense "allows them time to get backup systems ready" Sheesh, if its a backup system, it ought to be ready 24/7 I 
heard your EDGs don't get tested under load and operating the actual emergency circuits they would need to operate in practice. 
Please comment on this.

Thank you for the information. It has been reported that the NRC is also requiring additional stocks of gasoline at reactors in case 
more time is needed to keep backup systems in operation during emergencies. Is that correct?

EDGs have multiple sets of testing requirements. The main ones are a monthly test requirement where the generator is slow started, 
placed on the regional power grid, and gradually increased in power to prove that it can handle full load. The next main requirement 
is for (roughly every 1-2 years), the generator to actually undergo a cold quick start where it has to rapidly come online and begin 
loading within its ECCS time requirements. There is also a requirement to do a 24 hour uninterrupted run on each generator, and I 
think it is on a similar 1-2 year frequency.

Hey Lily, if you don't mind me answering again, the requirements are different from plant to plant. You can see them on the operating 
license for each plant on the NRC web page. Start here (http://www.nrc.gov/info-finder/reactor/index.html), pick a plant, then go to 
Plant Opearting License. It is in the technical specifications appendix, usually in the Electrical Systems section under the title Diesel 
Oil Storage or something. Some plants only list the amount of fuel required in gallons, but the tech spec basis (sometimes included in 
the license) will tell you how many days that equates to. Some older plants, like Oyster, are only required by operating license to have 
3 days of fuel per generator. I know Oyster also has a large fuel storage tank with over 2 weeks total, but it is not an operating license 
requirement (may be some other commitment that requires them to have that, like station blackout requirements or PRA/risk 
requirements). Many plants conform to reg guide 1.137 (http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML0037/ML003740180.pdf), which endorses 
ANS standard 59.51 which requires a minimum of 7 days of fuel OR the minimum amount required until a fuel supply can be 
arranged, whichever is greater. Many plants also have allowances to go below 7 days (down to 6 for example), provided they are only 
down to 6 for testing purposes, and they have fuel shipments ordered which will arrive on site within some time period (usually 24 
hours of the test run). This allows plants to do their 24 hour test runs on the generator without having to enter their operating license 
limiting conditions.

Each reactor must have redundant emergency power sources to run all safe shutdown equipment – in other words, more than one 
emergency diesel generator. Many plants have two diesels per reactor, and there are cases where single emergency diesels at two co-
located reactors are both supported by a third or “swing” diesel. Beyond that, each reactor has a “station blackout” generating source 
that steps in if the grid and “regular” diesels are unavailable at the same time. For example, during the August 2011 Virginia 
earthquake, the North Anna plant brought its station blackout diesel generator online as a redundancy after the quake when one of the 
site’s four emergency diesels was shut down as a precaution. To clarify other comments regarding emergency diesel generator 
inspection and maintenance requirements, the NRC’s guidance shows diesels are regularly tested “under load” to confirm they can 
meet all the power needs of safe shutdown equipment. For more information: http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/reg-
guides/power-reactors/rg/01-009/01-009.pdf

So each reactor at all US plants has a weeks worth of diesel on site now according to the new NRC guidelines. Is that right?

The cooling towers do not provide safety related cooling and are not required to function during plant accidents or loss of power. 
Emergency cooling water is directly drawn and discharged from the local water source (river I believe). So yes, those cooling towers 
are assumed to be destroyed during accident analysis. They are only there to cool the condenser (non-nuclear) side of the plant.



Honoring Veterans This Weekend – And Always  

posted on Fri, 09 Nov 2012 19:58:07 +0000 

Reactor Operators: What it Takes To Do This Important Job 

posted on Wed, 14 Nov 2012 14:23:21 +0000 

Failure rates are vital to a plant's safety analysis. It determines how much additional testing the diesels need, and also is part of what 
determines how long a plant is required to survive without electrical power (Station blackout per 10CFR50.63 and its associated reg 
guides). I would have to do some searching to find allowable failure rates and requirements, but it comes out to above 95% success on 
diesel starts for each individual diesel.

We at the NRC would like to take this time to thank the men and women of the Armed 
Forces – past and present – for the contribution they have made to our country. We held a 
ceremony at our HQ building today to honor veterans and, of course, our staff will have 

Monday off as a federal holiday. We are proud that at least 20 percent of the NRC’s employees are veterans, and the NRC has special hiring 
authority to appoint veterans under certain circumstances. You can also learn more about the agency’s Veterans’ Employment Initiative here: 
http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1010/ML101090332.pdf Please join us this weekend in remembering all our veterans, and in personally 
thanking the veterans in your lives.  
Bill Borchardt 
Executive Director for Operations 

Comments 

comment #27901 posted on 2012-11-26 09:15:54 by Flavius 

comment #24810 posted on 2012-11-12 16:19:23 by Only Bail 

comment #27661 posted on 2012-11-25 04:52:43 by Donald Walubengo 

I have worked with great people on the battlefield. Thank you for all your help and salutatation to all from Camp Lemonnier. Take 
care.

God Bless america. I am so thankfull for all of our veterans this thanksgiving week. Take care and thank you for serving our country.

Our veterans are our heroes,please connect some to me.God bless them in a mighty way.

At first glance, the list seems surprising: Among professions that can earn $100,000 a year 
without a college degree are massage therapists, personal trainers, executive pastry chefs and nuclear reactor operators. The list from 
PayScale.com has been touted in several NBC News reports. These reports stressed that all of the professions required extensive training and 
certification as well as years of experience before anyone could expect a six-figure salary. But what does that mean specifically for reactor 
operators? The NRC issues two types of licenses to control room personnel qualified to operate a commercial nuclear power plant facility – 
i.e., the nuclear reactor. These are reactor operators (ROs), responsible for manipulating the controls of nuclear reactors, and senior reactor 
operators (SROs), who direct the licensed activities of ROs. Applicants for an RO license must have at least three years of power plant 
experience, including at least six months at the plant where they are currently employed (and seek a license) and at least six months as a non-
licensed operator. SRO applicants also must have at least 18 months experience as a qualified non-licensed operator or as a plant staff 
engineer or manager involved in the daily activities associated with operating a commercial nuclear power plant facility. RO candidates are 
not required to have a college degree, as long as they have the necessary experience and training. A college degree in engineering, 
engineering technology, or related sciences is typically required for anyone testing directly for an SRO license – with the exception that with 
at least one a year of active experience as a RO at a commercial power reactor facility they may take the SRO exam, whether or not they have 
a college degree. Applicants for both licenses must complete rigorous training provided by the facility licensee (utility) before taking the 
NRC’s hours-long written examination and operating test. Once licensed, there are continuing training requirements per the facility’s NRC-
approved requalification training program. ROs and SROs must pass a facility-administered operating test every year and a written 
examination every two years to maintain their license status. Some of these experience requirements can be met through military service – in 
general, an applicant can receive six months credit for every year’s experience working at a military propulsion plant such as a nuclear-
powered warship. It’s also important to note that reactor operators work for the commercial nuclear power plant owners, not the NRC, 
although it’s the NRC license that makes them eligible to do the job. The licensing process for reactor operators is described in detail on the 
NRC website. So while you don’t need a B.S. in Physics or a B.E. in Nuclear Engineering, to become a licensed nuclear reactor operator, you 
do have to meet extremely tough standards in experience and knowledge before being able to take the controls of a nuclear power plant as an 
RO or SRO.  
John Munro 
Senior Reactor Engineer 

Comments 

comment #25432 posted on 2012-11-15 15:44:01 by Jeff Walther 

comment #27598 posted on 2012-11-24 19:41:52 by James Greenidge 

I think this is a great article and fulfills NRC's duty to help keep the public accurately informed. The folks who have objected in these 
comments seem to all be the type of person who is fanatically opposed to nuclear power and should be ignored at every turn.



comment #25894 posted on 2012-11-19 00:56:16 by List Building Software in response to comment #25459 

comment #25190 posted on 2012-11-14 13:58:25 by Moderator in response to comment #25144 

comment #25442 posted on 2012-11-15 18:21:47 by LillyMunster in response to comment #25432 

comment #25459 posted on 2012-11-16 00:18:31 by George Carlin in response to comment #25146 

comment #25975 posted on 2012-11-19 09:47:10 by Moderator 

comment #25589 posted on 2012-11-16 14:57:09 by LillyMunster in response to comment #25459 

comment #27495 posted on 2012-11-24 10:06:10 by John Wheeler 

comment #27494 posted on 2012-11-24 09:55:31 by Rod Adams (@Atomicrod) 

comment #28375 posted on 2012-11-28 14:56:11 by Video=xuxnr2 

comment #25144 posted on 2012-11-14 10:36:30 by Lilly 

comment #25146 posted on 2012-11-14 10:46:05 by Fred Stender 

Er, tell me Lily, do you want them to cough up all their manuals and training textbooks to you too? How many industries or 
government entities would do that? Why do you think that they're obliged to just to placate your frets? Believe it or not, you don't 
need a high school diploma to fly a 747. Just training and a simulator. Some Korean jet aces came from WWII combat high-school 
free. We're asking operators of complex equipment to be able and resourceful technicians, not overkill scientists. It's worked rather 
well overall that you don't need a PhD to pump you gas which could incinerate your car and family in seconds. BTW, there are LOTS 
of live agents and places far more lethal than a nuclear plant, like good old mundane chemical plants. Just ask the people in India 
among some. Too many fearful in this country are honing axes after the wrong trees. I've none to grind. James Greenidge Queens NY

Great question, can you clarify?

This blog post was written to respond, albeit belatedly, to a report by PayScale.com, which generated some media reports implying 
that reactor operators may be under-educated. We felt some explanation would be worthwhile. Our post is unrelated to any 
promotional material produced by the industry.

So any concern or criticism no matter what means your a fanatic. Got it. Very mature. BTW, I agreed with the general premise of the 
NRC informing people about the process just not the tone and quoting, it ended up going beyond their scope.

Could you elaborate on how a nuclear reactor is the most dangerous thing on Earth? Surely it is not more dangerous than coal which 
causes the deaths of more people per month than nuclear has in its 50 years of existence.

Stay tuned. We have a YouTube video on "A Day in the Life of a Resident Inspector" in production!

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/False_equivalence = The "coal" nonsense. More on the exam process or what types of things operators 
are expected to understand would be interesting, or how the NRC oversees the process. These kinds of things help public 
understanding of the whole process. Something else that might be useful along these lines would be to explain the resident inspectors 
role and their typical day.

I applaud the NRC for highlighting this topic! It is in public's interest to have an ample supply of dedicated, well-trained operators for 
our nation's nuclear energy facilities. Increasing awareness of these great career opportunities is a wonderful public service! I spent 
many years as a Senior Reator Operator, and training operators for both the US Navy and commercial nuclear power plants. Working 
in a nuclear control room with a team of fellow operators is an interesting and rewarding career. One thing that is unique about this 
group of people is the diversity of their formal education and training. Some operators get their start right out of high school working 
at their local nuclear plant in entry level positions. Others start with an associates degree and a first job as an equipment operator in a 
nuclear plant and later move up to become a reactor operator or senior reactor operator (check out "Nuclear Uniform Curriculum"). 
Members from another group have engineering or science bachelors or masters degrees. A final group receives their initial training in 
the US Navy and transition into the commercial industry after their commitment to the military is complete. Another group . Some of 
the best teams have members with a mix of backgrounds because different backgrounds helps bring different perspectives and ideas 
to team problem solving. One thing the NRC did not mention is while historically nuclear operations was dominated by males, more 
and more women are choosing this rewarding career path. On another note, I think it is disingenuous for people who are obviously 
actively opposed to nuclear energy to attempt to highjack this comment thread or criticize the NRC for sharing this information.

There is no conflict of interest between regulating nuclear energy to ensure that it is safe and enabling nuclear energy production by 
ensuring that the public understands how they are being protected. Too often, people misunderstand Congress's intent, which was 
clearly established by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 and continued even with the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 as amended. 
When they passed those laws, our democratically elected representatives understood that Americans enjoy the benefits of reliable 
energy and that it contributes a great deal to our common prosperity and ability to influence world events. It is not the NRC's assigned 
mission to bend over backwards to appear to be agnostic about nuclear energy; they are required to be safety conscious and fair in the 
way that they enforce the regulations. The NRCs mission is to contribute to the safety and security of the nation by enabling nuclear 
energy production, not to bend to the will of people who seem to believe that the only safe nuclear plant is one that is not allowed to 
operate.

Heya i am for the first time here. I found this board and I find It truly useful & it helped me out much. I hope to give something back 
and aid others like you aided me.

Informing people about the reactor operator's role & training is a good thing. They frequently do a demanding job while the power 
company pushes for longer hours and is frequently fighting with the union to take away their job benefits as happened at least twice 
this year. What is really concerning is that two sections of this post are taken from a recent nuclear industry media campaign. A 
number of different nuclear industry groups were pushing the "100,000 a year jobs with no college" promotion in recent months to 
encourage people to consider jobs in that industry. This is just providing free advertising for the industry's existing media campaign 
on the topic. Since the NRC is supposed to be a regulator not a promoter of nuclear technology and is a government agency this 
seems inappropriate. The same article could have easily been done without the promotional aspect.



“Government-to-Government” -- Recognizing Tribal Interests 

posted on Fri, 16 Nov 2012 18:51:38 +0000 

Surveys Help the NRC Assess Itself 

posted on Tue, 20 Nov 2012 20:54:05 +0000 

comment #25198 posted on 2012-11-14 14:42:54 by Ellen Hassett in response to comment #25190 

comment #28572 posted on 2012-11-29 11:35:15 by Lilly in response to comment #27598 

Indeed, operating the most dangerous thing on earth should only be dealt with by the best in class.

Perhaps then a more appropriate response might be to simply say reactor operators are vetted and employed by plant owners yet 
licensed by the NRC and then cite the link to the NRC licensing process. There is too much at stake, with great conflict of interest, for 
the NRC to say more.

The plethora of defensive, insulting and nasty statements by people who admit they work in the nuclear industry here is exactly WHY 
the public needs an NRC that is both objective and independent. The NRC works for the people (they are a govt. agency), not at the 
behest of nuclear power company employees who are intent on squashing any public conversation or open discussion. More 
disclosure to the public is desperately needed about technical details and conditions at specific facilities.

November is Native American Heritage Month, so it seems a suitable time to highlight the 
NRC’s current efforts to develop a Tribal Policy Statement and improve our interactions 
with Native Americans. Throughout the regulatory process, the NRC works in cooperation 
with other governmental entities, including federal, state and local governments – and 
tribes. This cooperation helps to ensure effective communication and to promote greater 
awareness of the policies, activities and concerns of all parties involved. Native American 
tribes have a unique relationship with the NRC and the federal government. There are 566 
federally recognized tribes that are “sovereign”— that is, they have the legal authority to 

govern themselves. As a result, when the NRC meets or consults with tribal representatives, it does so on a “government-to-government” 
basis, much as it does with the leaders of foreign countries. The NRC recently published a draft Tribal Protocol Manual to provide more 
clarity, and to obtain feedback, on how the agency conducts its meetings with tribes. The manual, originally developed as an internal 
document to provide guidance to NRC staff participating in tribal consultations and interactions, has been published to explain how the NRC 
conducts these consultations. It will help to create more open and productive working relationships between the NRC and tribal governments. 
It will also serve as a starting point for the staff to develop a policy statement on tribal consultations. The manual contains information NRC 
staff collected from many sources, including Native Americans, NRC staff with experience in interacting with tribes, and other federal 
agencies with established tribal outreach programs. It will help NRC staff to work more effectively with Native American tribes by providing 
both sides with a clear roadmap to the regulatory process and the opportunities for interactions within it. Anyone interested in NRC’s 
interactions with tribes is invited to comment on the draft and to provide input to the policy statement. For more information, see the NRC 
website.  
Michelle Ryan 
Project Manager 
Intergovernmental Liaison Branch 

Comments 

comment #26916 posted on 2012-11-23 00:37:10 by Loren M. 

I couldn't agree more that its good to have the Tribal Policy Statement to improve and develop the relationship with Native Americans 
and community.

Recently, the NRC’s Inspector General released the preliminary findings of an internal “safety culture and climate” 
survey that canvassed employee opinions on a wide range of workplace issues. This survey is conducted every three years by an independent 
consulting firm. While the survey answers are still being analyzed, the results are generally positive—especially in the categories of workload 
and support, and training opportunities. The quality of internal communications also scored well, although it seems we have more work to do 
explaining why decisions were made. We have also identified areas where the agency slipped compared to recent years, and will require 
special attention. These include: the ability to raise different professional opinions or challenge the prevailing view; recognizing and 
respecting the value of human differences; and developing people to their full potential. I do want to emphasize that while we are identifying 
areas for improvement, the overall results for the NRC are above industry and national norms. These findings generally confirmed what we 
have learned so from the government-wide Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey—conducted earlier this year. According to the preliminary 
results, the NRC ranks first among federal agencies in both Leadership & Knowledge Management and Talent Management; second in Job 
Satisfaction; and third in Results-Oriented Performance Culture. Like the internal safety culture survey, there are also areas we are identifying 
for focused improvement. The details of both surveys will continue to emerge during the next several months. The agency’s senior managers 
will be assessing the information in a coordinated manner to identify specific focus areas. Agency-wide action planning has already begun, 
and office and regional level action planning will begin at several “Results to Action” workshops in mid-January. The bottom line for me and 
the other managers at the NRC—no matter how well the agency does on surveys—is to keep examining how to improve as leaders in this 
agency and, ultimately, as government civil servants entrusted with a serious and important role in the safety and security of this nation.  
Bill Borchardt 
Executive Director for Operations 

Comments 

comment #26435 posted on 2012-11-21 07:22:11 by Private investigator Robin Vadra 



The Mystery of the Atomic Energy Commission Trowel -- Part I 

posted on Mon, 26 Nov 2012 15:55:11 +0000 

comment #26537 posted on 2012-11-21 14:22:46 by Nuclear guy in response to comment #26352 

comment #26498 posted on 2012-11-21 11:33:37 by CaptD 

comment #26352 posted on 2012-11-20 23:47:51 by HelpAllHurtNeverBaba 

comment #27263 posted on 2012-11-23 14:06:44 by Moderator in response to comment #26498 

comment #26832 posted on 2012-11-22 17:29:53 by HelpAllHurtNeverBaba 

Nice Article. People have gained lots of knowledge from your article. Thanks for sharing.

I see your strategy of throwing lots of facts and numbers to present some kind of case, but let's talk safety analysis of your highly 
improbable scenario. First, main steam line break outside containment is a postulated limiting fault. It is not expected to occur during 
plant life. So this in and of itself is extremely rare. (generally less than 1e-7 per year) Second, failure to isolate. You will get isolations 
(during main steam line break) on high streamline flow (instantaneously- and requires multiple sensor failures in order for this to not 
trip as there are typically 4 sensors on each main steam line), high steam tunnel temperature, high turbine area temperature, or high 
radiation detected. You would need either all of these to fail, again multiple sensors, OR you would need both the inboard and 
outboard MSIVs to fail close. Not only is this beyond design basis, but it is extraordinarily unlikely. There is no common mode of 
failure for both the inboard and outboard MSIV. So as of this point we require at least 3 failures, 2 of which are not expected to occur. 
(we are well below 1E-7 now) So now, even if we assume all of these extremely unlikely beyond design basis events happen to occur 
simultaneously, and we assume that your theory of tube damage is correct, the leakage of primary coolant from the reactor is less than 
the worst case LOCA analysis for the plant, meaning all ECCS systems will be able to recover the plant even without operator 
intervention. The high head and safety injection systems will protect the core until the core pressure blows down, an automatic reactor 
scram will occur, low pressure safety injection will come in as the reactor cools down, and once sufficiently depressurized, you can 
maintain core cooling using decay heat removal pumps and coolant release stops. There is no meltdown issue here. The only issue I 
could come up with, is this might challenge iodine exposure to operators during the event due to the massive discharge of reactor 
coolant, but it would not adversely affect the health and safety of the public. That is, unless you have some actual insight on reactor 
safety analysis and know something that disproves all existing reactor safety analysis.

Mr. Bill Borchardt It is no joke, that many would love to help the NRC to access itself... Internal surveys are helpful if they actually 
change the workplace environment, otherwise they become yet another topic for discussion that usually leads nowhere and too often 
leads to employee frustration, especially if those that took the time to responded in great detail, feel that their suggestions fell on deaf 
ears or worse, ran counter to what their supervisors believe is right. One suggestion (no pun intended) is to monitor the number of 
suggestions submitted monthly (by Region) along with what if anything was done once they were received, then do a yearly analysis 
of all suggestions (by Region) and I predict that it will "open your eyes" as to how acceptable change is received, not only by the 
NRC, but by the individual Regions that make up the NRC. Another suggestion is that it would be smart for the NRC to survey the 
general public to develop a better picture of how good a job the public feels the NRC is doing and especially identify any areas where 
the public feels that the NRC is failing its mission. A good example is the upcoming meeting on Friday, November 30, 2012, (which 
will be held in a room with only about 300 seats, between 6 and 9 p.m. (PDT) at the Hills Hotel, 25205 La Paz Road in Laguna Hills, 
Calif.), the choice of location and seating capacity may seem like small issues to the NRC but to all those forced to travel great 
distances in rush hour, on a Friday, to attend this meetings and or having to arrive many, many hours ahead of the meeting in order to 
get "a seat" creates Unnecessary frustration, especially when interested locals have urged the NRC to use larger less expensive 
venues. If the NRC actually wants public involvement, then they have to do a much better job making it easier for the public to 
actually take part, instead of just being spectators.

Dear Mr. Bill Borchardt, A NRC Branch Chief gifted with MIT Intelligence, Intuition and a Sixth Sense, who is an acquantaince of 
mine, said to an anonymous participant at an Industry Conference, "Sir, to resolve any complex technical problem and understand 
unclear regulations, you have to, 'Read and reread in between the lines', use, 'Critical questioning and an investigative attitude' and 
'Solid Teamwork & Alignment." San Onofre Unit 2 Replacement Generators in the "As designed and Degraded Configuration", if 
allowed to restart, will cause a nuclear meltdown due to a Potential Non-Isolable Main Steam Line Break Outside Containment with 
failure of MSIV to close. The SGs have numerous tubes with low clearances some as small as 0.05 inches, NO in-plane support 
protection, degraded AVBs with more than 2000 wear indications, 5 Active with TTW ranging from 21-28%, 500 plugged/stabilized 
tubes, and retainer bars, which will vibrate with large amplitudes due to low natural frequency. Due to 100% voiding in the entire 
degraded U-tube bundle, fluid elastic instability, flow-induced vibrations and MHI Flowering Effect, Feedwater Flashing to Steam, 
these degraded tubes will hit each other violently and leak/rupture other degraded tubes like crackers. Due to radiation/steam 
environment, sonic booms due to steam line ruptures, difficulty in operator communication, no operator action is assumed to 
pressurize the degraded generator. San Onofre is an INPO 4 Plant, with the worst maintenance, nuclear and fire safety, and 
emergency preparedness record. The public perception is that NRC Region IV has historically not provided a very good oversight of 
San Onofre. NRC has very smart and talented Engineers. May be you can intervene to stop this catastrophe for 8.4 Million Southern 
Californians by having another region independently Review the SCE SONGS Unit 2 Restart Plan. Thanks, just trying to be of help to 
the Public, NRC and Nuclear Industry.... Sincerly Help All Hurt Never Baba

The NRC always appreciates suggestions to better improve the working environment of its employees. As an example, all of the 
regions (and many offices) have either formal or informal methods of collecting comments and suggestions from their employees. 
Although no annual assessment is done, the entire agency, as well as the regions, participate in annual OPM surveys, as well as the 
triennial survey performed by the OIG via an independent contractor. Public comments are analyzed annually through meeting 
feedback forms distributed at every public meeting, and changes to our processes have been made often in response to these 
comments. In addition, a number of surveys and focus groups have been performed over the years with specific stakeholder 
populations in activities such as emergency planning, and the readability of NRC documents and web pages. We will continue to seek 
opportunities to obtain feedback from our employees and our stakeholders as part of our normal efforts toward continuous 
improvement. Bill Borchardt

Dear Mr. Bill Borchardt, HAPPY THANKSGIVING TO ALL OF THE NRC STAFF FAMILY. Please remember. " Life is a Unique 
Opportunity for the USNRC Staff to ensure the safety of the American Society."



The Mystery of the Trowel – Solved 

posted on Wed, 28 Nov 2012 13:17:55 +0000 

“Is it radioactive?” That’s not a typical question your spouse asks when you come home with 
your winnings from a silent auction. But Joe Ball, of West Caldwell, New Jersey, wasn't holding a set of steak knives or a reservation for a 
time-share in Reno. The innocuous looking mason’s trowel he won had links back to the very beginning of the atomic age. While attending 
his class-of-1972 reunion for the now defunct Eisenhower College in Seneca Falls, New York, old items from the college were sold to the 
alumni at a silent auction. Ball's trowel sat inside a well-constructed Plexiglas display case appointed with fine velvet and a handsome 
wooden box. A plaque claimed that the trowel was one of three copies made for Dwight Eisenhower to use on November 8, 1957, to lay the 
cornerstone for the new Atomic Energy Commission building in Germantown, Md. The trowel's parts were full of symbolism, the plaque 
reported. The blade was made from uranium taken from the CP-1 reactor, which, under Fermi, achieved the world's first sustained chain 
reaction at the University of Chicago on December 2, 1942. The handle was crafted from wood taken from Chicago's Stagg Field under 
which the reactor was built. The zirconium ferrule and stem came from the first fuel assembly of the Navy’s revolutionary nuclear powered 
attack submarine, the Nautilus. At some unspecified date, the AEC and Argonne National Laboratory donated the trowel to Eisenhower 
College, where it made its way to Ball – who won it with a $10 bid. Many of his fellow alums were wary the trowel might be radioactive or 
doubted it was real. One quipped it would be hard to get the case through airport security. Ball eventually called the NRC’s Office of Public 
Affairs to check out its safety and authenticity. He was particularly concerned about mysterious black shavings scattered about inside the 
display case. OPA knew I’d be interested in the historic background of the trowel, and so I got involved. First, I directed him to the New 
Jersey Department of Environmental Protection to have the case and shavings surveyed. They found the shavings were uranium, but detected 
no radiation coming from the display case. I was intrigued. Given the trowel's use and composition, this was an extraordinary, museum-
worthy find. I drove up to Joe's home, took photos, and went to work researching the trowel's history. I located one of the other trowels on 
display at Argonne Lab’s small museum. Its plaque was virtually identical to Ball's, except that it claimed there were only two copies. The 
Eisenhower Library in Kansas, however, reported that it too owned a trowel from the dedication ceremony. Having three trowels made sense 
since Eisenhower was assisted in the ceremony by AEC Chairman Lewis Strauss and Congressman Carl Durham of North Carolina. But not 
all of the details about the trowel were so easily reconciled. Uranium metal was at a premium in 1942. Why was this uranium not reused in 
later reactors? Why did the detailed news accounts of the ceremony make no mention of the unique features of the trowels? Eisenhower’s 
itinerary for the ceremony reported that the president would use a “silver-plated trowel” to lay the cornerstone. Neither Ball’s nor Argonne’s 
trowel was plated. Were they fakes? If so, why did the New Jersey radiation office confirm that the shavings were uranium? I realized there 
was a hidden story behind the one written on the plaques. . . . Wednesday, we’ll have the rest of the story for you!  
Thomas Wellock 
NRC Historian 

Comments 

Uncovering the real story of Joe Ball's trowel required research at the Department of Energy's 
archives, where I could get more information about the AEC’s move from Washington, D.C., to Germantown, Md., in 1957. The AEC's 
move was precipitated by the Soviet Union development of thermonuclear weapons. To survive a 20 megaton blast over the capital mall, 
AEC offices needed to be at least 20 miles away. Germantown was selected over 50 other sites. This Cold-War move coincided with new 
initiatives by the AEC to promote civilian nuclear power plant construction. Thus, the dedication ceremony became a chance to highlight the 
atom's contribution to national defense and its potential peaceful applications. The AEC created a ceremony heavy in symbolism. Electricity 
from batteries charged by eight military and civilian power reactors lifted a curtain on a commemorative plaque in the new building lobby. A 
time capsule was placed behind the cornerstone packed with military and civilian artifacts, such as pictures of the Nautilus and scraps of linen 
wrappings for the Dead Sea scrolls dated by radiocarbon techniques. As I found out from the DOE archives, AEC Chairman Lewis Strauss 
wanted even more symbols for the dedication ceremony. He asked for a trowel with some historical significance and Argonne National 
Laboratory obliged, including, as mentioned in Part I, creating a blade made from uranium. AEC officials liked the trowel and planned on 
giving speeches about its symbolism to local groups. But there was a problem. The uranium metal had been reused for many years in other 
experimental reactors, most likely in the CP-2. The uranium was still radioactive, enough that an Argonne official told the AEC to use only 
the handle and not touch the blade. Hoping to preclude objections from the White House, the AEC medical staff reassured the Secret Service 
that the trowel was a “unique opportunity” for Eisenhower “to demonstrate under completely safe conditions the proper way to perform an 
operation involving radioactive material.” AEC assurances didn't work. Ike's staff refused to allow the president to touch anything 
radioactive. Stymied, the AEC substituted three silver-plated trowels. The uranium trowel was dropped from the ceremony and the silver-
plated trowels that history records were used instead. The fate of the symbolic trowels – of which there were either two or three – were 
mostly lost to history, with one spending decades in storage at Eisenhower College's old campus. Joe Ball's unusual auction win find reminds 
us why we love artifacts—their stories are fun. They teach us about the society that made them. The CP-1 trowel was born out of an optimism 
in the possibilities of the atomic age, but even in the 1950s radiation concerns proved powerful. Today most people likely sympathize with 
the White House's fear of radiation, and the trowel probably seems like a questionable use of radioactive material. And so Argonne's creation 
reminds us how the nation had changed in the last half century in shifting to a more sober attitude toward nuclear hazards. Joe Ball has 
graciously agreed to loan the trowel to the NRC , where it is now displayed in our lobby. 



NRC’s New “What We’re Doing” InfoGraphics  

posted on Mon, 03 Dec 2012 13:23:30 +0000 

Tom Wellock 
NRC Historian 

Comments 

comment #28280 posted on 2012-11-28 08:29:37 by James Greenidge 

comment #28284 posted on 2012-11-28 08:44:36 by Martha Wilhelm 

comment #28330 posted on 2012-11-28 11:42:36 by Ben Hoganson 

comment #28412 posted on 2012-11-28 18:41:40 by jtinaustralia 

comment #28397 posted on 2012-11-28 17:01:13 by fresh 

comment #28399 posted on 2012-11-28 17:03:11 by fresh in response to comment #28280 

comment #28575 posted on 2012-11-29 11:57:17 by LINDA SEELEY 

comment #28579 posted on 2012-11-29 12:32:40 by Moderator in response to comment #28412 

comment #28581 posted on 2012-11-29 12:37:24 by Moderator in response to comment #28575 

comment #28632 posted on 2012-11-29 17:32:11 by James Greenidge in response to comment #28399 

comment #29791 posted on 2012-12-05 17:47:56 by Sonal Patel 

Good educational article! Re: "To survive a 20 megaton blast over the capital mall, AEC offices needed to be at least 20 miles away. 
Germantown was selected over 50 other sites." I'm truly trying to understand the rationale for that. If we reach a point where an H-
bomb explodes over Washington D.C., the location of other federal offices would seem the last concern in anyone's mind. I really 
believe a hint of nuclearphobic jitters had a hand in that site decision, very much along the lines of why another major federal agency, 
the Center of Disease Control was hauled away clear to Atlanta; you still hear rumors that it was because pols in Washington got ansy 
about a "bug house" being in the neighborhood. James Greenidge Queens NY

Thank you for your research and story of the trowel!

Good work on this research!

This is an amazing and fascinating story - perhaps someone from the NRC could post a follow up explaining why the trowel was no 
longer radioactive, for the non-scientists among us. Thank you to Mr Wellock for the diligent research and let's have more of this on 
the NRC blog in the future!

What is the radioactivity level of the trowel? Proceeding without data is just foolhardy.

Separation of risks is a very logical strategy. Just like nuclear plants shouldn't be located next to each other. Fear of a justifiable risk is 
not a "phobia", its good thinking.

where's the radioactive trowel?

Thanks for your interest in this story. At this point we assume that the trowel is radioactive, but that its beta radiation is blocked by 
the Plexiglas display case. The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection took readings outside the display case and found 
no detectable radiation. So the trowel is safe for display purposes. Mr. Ball did not remove the Plexiglas cover to have the trowel 
surveyed directly, but the trowel blade is likely still emitting low levels of beta radiation. Since Argonne has a duplicate copy of the 
trowel in their museum, I contacted them to find out the radioactivity of their trowel. They had taken a survey of it in 2010. At that 
time, it registered 40 millirems per hour of beta on direct contact with the blade and 2.5 millirems when measured about one foot 
away. Tom Wellock Historian

The trowel is currently displayed in the lobby in the NRC Headquarters Two White Flint building in Rockville, Md.

Sorry, don't get it.

Excellent. Thanks for those--there must be treasure trove of great historical stories like these; keep these coming.

By now, you’ve probably noticed the new infographic panel on the NRC public website’s 
revolving section of news and events photographs. Complementing the agency’s efforts to be more transparent and broaden our public 
outreach, the infographic panels serve as a visual representation of “What We’re Doing.” We have added hyperlinks to the images directing 
viewers to web pages with further information on the topic discussed. The first infographic panel showed that we provide public access to 
over 40,000 web pages of information with a hyperlink to our “What’s New on the Web” page. Others will highlight our other 
accomplishments. A different infographic panel will appear weekly through December; they will also be available through the Flickr NRC 
Photostream. Let us know with your comments below or send us an email at opa.resource@nrc.gov .  
Ivonne L. Couret 



EXIT -- A Good Sign of Radiation 

posted on Wed, 05 Dec 2012 16:18:38 +0000 

Public Affairs Officer 

Comments 

comment #29368 posted on 2012-12-03 09:12:34 by GarryMorgan 

If you believe in open government why are the sessions concerning geological, hydrological, seismic and other safety descriptions of 
Small Nuclear Reactors(SMR) conducted in secret, behind closed doors? There is nothing concerning "proprietary confidential" 
information related to public safety unless there is something to hide. You state you are open, but practice an entirely different open 
government philosophy which benefits the nuclear industry instead of the public's health and welfare relating to the SMR issue. Open, 
transparent government is your responsibility and .important for our Republic's freedoms and liberty. Info Graphics is a smoke screen, 
a delusion as it relates to SMR's and other issues such as the safety of elevated cooling pools of the GE Mark 1 & 2 dangerously 
defective nuclear reactors. Open your closed processes relating to citizens safety and risks and maybe the info graphics will have 
meaning. There is the appearance of openness as reflected in the info graphics displayed; reality of actions for the SMR and defective 
nuclear reactor systems is a different situation. Your secrecy and closed processes are appalling and negligent. Your responsibilities 
relating to health and safety are to the citizens, not the nuclear industry's bottom line. Frankly, after several years of close scrutiny of 
the NRC's operations of regulating the nuclear industry you are a disappointing Federal Regulator whose efforts seem to be pointed at 
support of the nuclear industry and not the health and safety of U.S. citizens. Garry Morgan, U.S. Army Medical Department Retired

Most people know that radioactive energy can be harnessed to provide electricity and even to diagnose and treat certain 
illnesses. But would it surprise you to learn that radioactive materials also perform an important safety function by lighting emergency EXIT 
signs? Look for the EXIT sign the next time you go to work, school, a sporting event, religious service, the movies, or the mall. If the sign 
glows green or red, chances are it contains a radioactive gas called tritium. The tritium, a radioactive isotope of hydrogen, is sealed into glass 
tubes lined with a chemical that glows in the dark. Tritium emits low-energy radiation that cannot penetrate paper or clothing and even if 
inhaled, it leaves the body relatively quickly. As long as the tubes remain sealed, the signs pose no health, safety, or security hazard. NRC 
estimates there are more than 2 million of these signs in use in the United States. To ensure safety in handling and the manufacturing process, 
NRC and its Agreement State partners regulate the manufacture and distribution of tritium EXIT signs. Companies have to apply for and 
receive a license before they can manufacture or distribute one of these signs. But because the signs are designed to be inherently safe, NRC 
does not require any special training before a building can display the signs. Users are responsible for meeting the requirements for handling 
and disposal of unwanted or damaged signs and for reporting any changes affecting the signs. Proper handling and disposal is the most 
important safety requirement for these signs. A damaged sign could contaminate the immediate area and require an expensive cleanup. That 
is why broken or unwanted signs must be return to a licensed manufacturer, distributer, radioactive waste broker or radioactive waste disposal 
facility. Tritium EXIT signs are one of several types of radioactive consumer products that NRC allows. These products can be produced and 

sold ONLY if they have a benefit that outweighs any radiation risk. See our earlier blog post for more information on 
how we regulate these products.  
Maureen Conley 
Public Affairs Officer 

Comments 

comment #29729 posted on 2012-12-05 11:38:13 by Ace Hoffman 

comment #30214 posted on 2012-12-07 03:20:15 by Rod Adams (@Atomicrod) 

comment #29741 posted on 2012-12-05 12:23:35 by James Greenidge 

This is one of the most insidious uses of radiation in the environment. Since it's impossible for the NRC to keep track of two million 
tritium-laced exit signs, each one a radiological hazard, it has been decided that the users will all take care of them properly 
themselves. This sort of preposterous thinking is typical for the NRC. Notice that no mention of the actual quantities of tritium 
involved and its potential for danger appears in this blog, other than an admission that a broken tritium exit sign would be a 
significant (described as "expensive" but it much worse than merely being expensive!) environmental clean-up problem. I've already 
written extensively about tritium, here's one URL: http://goo.gl/KfcUs

Some numbers would be informative. They might help people understand more about the exceedingly low hazard of tritium, despite 
all publicity to the contrary in an attempt to make nuclear plant operators look bad. A typical exit sign might contain 7 curies of H3 
(tritium is just hydrogen with two extra neutrons). Though Arnie Gundersen loudly criticized Vermont Yankee for leaking tritium to 
the environment from their off gas system, the TOTAL quantity of tritium that entered the ground underneath the plant was 
approximately 0.35 curies and that material was diluted in 138,000 liters of water. I wrote a blog post for Atomic Insights that showed 
the math to support that statement. You can find it with a search; the title of the post is "How much tritium leaked from Vermont 
Yankee before the leak was stopped?" In other words, a typical tritium sign contains about 20 times as much radioactive material as 
was leaked into the environment from a very well-publicized, slow leak from a licensed nuclear power plant. It would be wonderful if 
the NRC communications branch would provide these kinds of numbers to enable the public to understand the relative risks of 
something that is routinely accepted versus something that is blown way out of proportion for nefarious reasons. Instead, the NRC’s 
reaction was to have the Chairman sit down with people like Gundersen to show how concerned the NRC was about the very minor 
leaks. Not only that, but the NRC forced the plant owners to engage in time consuming and expensive remediation efforts that cost 
several millions of dollars that could have been spent for far more productive purposes other than digging up and moving what was 
essentially clean dirt.

Ace: "Insidious"? PLEASE! I can show you high class pottery shops here in NYC that hawk artsy pieces glossed with uranium oxide 
paint. You can have lots of fun hearing your geiger counters tick away in Grand Central Terminal and Empire State Building's lobby 
here thanks to their beautiful radioactive granite walls and not one radiation warning sign in the place, and that doesn't even include 
thousands of as built structures here or rocky vistas out west. You're apparently also clueless of the near bunny-suit hassle the 
maintenance crews at my city workplace have to go through to clean up and dispose of damaged mercury lamps under EPA rules, and 
you're squawking over a "hazard" which isn't that much beyond wearing a radium dial watch which fanatically low rad tolerance 
Japanese airports will senselessly stop you if they detect you wearing one! Get a grip! Radioactivity isn't any-touch-lethal evil poison 
out to get us -- it's been PART of our environment for eons and our biology has long adjusted to that. Worry more about the soot and 



Sandy Update: The Last of Three Shutdown Plants Back to Full Power 

posted on Thu, 06 Dec 2012 21:01:06 +0000 

comment #29767 posted on 2012-12-05 15:01:58 by Joffan 

comment #29768 posted on 2012-12-05 15:11:34 by Kurt in response to comment #29729 

comment #29787 posted on 2012-12-05 17:32:58 by nuke roadie in response to comment #29729 

comment #29790 posted on 2012-12-05 17:46:22 by nuke roadie in response to comment #29741 

comment #30897 posted on 2012-12-09 14:50:02 by Nancy 

comment #31147 posted on 2012-12-10 13:20:33 by Lilly 

comment #31088 posted on 2012-12-10 10:26:16 by jmdesp in response to comment #29768 

airborne pollutants tearing down your lung cells every day more instead of going on a radiation witch hunt for imperceptible blue-
moon exposures barely beyond background (and we can easily live through FAR FAR more than that!), as the local realm around 
even Fukushima is revealing so by respectable authorities. James Greenidge Queens NY

This is an excellent example of the benefits we can realize from use of radioactive materials. The gains in safety by having assured 
emergency lighting are definitely worthwhile. The effect of accidental breakages are negligible, overstated here by the NRC, since 
tritium is an isotope of hydrogen and released hydrogen will rapidly disperse naturally, posing no threat to anyone. Probably broken 
glass would be the biggest true hazard.

What's more insidious is when people knowingly lay out and radiate their bodies with God's natural sunlight. What's even more 
insidious is when people pay to lay under the canopy of a tanning booth for the same reason. It is preposterous to think that mankind 
will ever avoid the hazards of life.

Isn't tritium also a naturally occurring element ? Insidious use ? That seems a little over the top, are you also against the peaceful use 
of dangerous chemicals like teflon in pans or mercury in compact flourescent lights ? Should we ban everything that has any potential 
for harm or simply understand that the benefits outweigh the potential risks.

But..but..its RADIOACTIVE. Everything I see on the news or the internet says that's bad. But maybe I'm wrong to listen to all the 
gloom and doom from a bunch of fanatics or talking heads , maybe Helen caldicott is wrong when she says there is no safe dose since 
we are all living on a radioactive world . Maybe I should look at this with a clear and rational mind set and realize that there is risk all 
around us and this one is acceptable. Pros and cons come with everything. Normal people weigh them then make the greater good 
decision. Others will never see past their fears or biases and let them rule their decisions.

Ummm....when some out of control car runs into one of these signs and the debris is scattered some of you proponents better be first 
on the list to clean it up. Please do it right and don't just bury it in some child's sandbox. The dangers are real.

As far as the tritium signs. The problem is they are ubiquitous and most people do not realize they have a regulated substance inside 
of them. So the signs do not always get handled as they should. There are more modern options that could replace the tritium signs. 
They probably should be phased out, It is just an unnecessary regulatory hassle. What is far more interesting than the signs is this 
bizarre trolling by a group of nuclear industry bloggers on anything the NRC posts. Would it be appropriate for Pfizer to be disrupting 
FDA public communications? Probably not. The public has a right to ask questions or communicate with government agencies. It 
should not be under constant disruption or intimidation by people who are well known to be in the employ of the industry that the 
NRC regulates. Even worse when I see these nuclear industry employees posting technically inaccurate information in the comments. 
That seems to be running counter to what the NRC seems to be trying to do with some of these posts to educate the public.

The radiation you receive by laying out and exposing to sunlight does indeed not only include a non-zero number of gamma x-rays, 
but also is identified as one of the major long term cause of cancers in the US. The notion of relative risk is essential and should be 
better outlined by the NRC. Maybe physicians should be enrolled to ensure the message is perfectly correct wrt the current state of 
medical knowledges.

         

 Credit: NASA/NOAA[/caption] Just over 
five weeks after Sandy battered the Northeast, all three of the reactors that experienced a shutdown as a result of the storm are now back at 
full power. Two of the affected reactors, Salem Unit 1 and Indian Point 3, returned to service not long after Sandy struck on Oct. 29. Indian 
Point 3, the Buchanan, N.Y., reactor that experienced an automatic shutdown due to grid fluctuations, was back at 100-percent power as of 
Nov. 3. Salem Unit 1, the Hancocks Bridge, N.J. reactor that was manually tripped by operators after high water levels and debris impacted 



There’s a long way to go on San Onofre restart review 

posted on Tue, 11 Dec 2012 17:37:11 +0000 

the plant’s circulating-water pumps, was once again at full power as of Nov. 5. Nine Mile Point Unit 1 was the last of those units to return to 
full power output. That unit, located in Scriba, N.Y., was automatically knocked out of service during the storm after a lightning arrestor pole 
fell over in a switchyard, temporarily preventing the plant from sending power out to the grid. Although the unit had restarted shortly after the 
storm, it experienced an automatic shutdown on Nov. 3 after a feedwater pump tripped, causing a lowering reactor water level. It restarted on 
Nov. 9, but vibration issues involving the turbine lube oil system led to a manual shutdown on Dec.1 to address the problem. With the 
necessary repairs now completed, Nine Mile Point Unit 1 achieved 100-percent power once again on Dec. 5. NRC inspectors kept close tabs 
on developments at all of the affected sites before, during and after the storm, and they were satisfied any related issues were satisfactorily 
addressed prior to the units restarting. Oyster Creek, a plant out of service at the time of Sandy because of an already under-way refueling and 
maintenance outage, is also now back online. The Lacey Township, N.J., plant restarted on Nov. 30 and was at full reactor power once again 
as of Dec. 5. The plant saw high water levels in its water intake structure during the storm, prompting first an “Unusual Event” declaration 
and later an “Alert” declaration. The Alert was terminated at 3:52 a.m. on Oct. 31 when the water level dropped sufficiently and off-site 
power that was disrupted by the storm was fully restored. The NRC on Nov. 13 began a Special Inspection at Oyster Creek, the focus of 
which was to review the circumstances surrounding the event declarations and other storm-related developments at the site. Once the 
inspectors have completed their reviews, a report summarizing any findings will be issued within 45 days.  
Neil Sheehan 
Public Affairs Officer 
Region I 

Comments 

Given the interest in the NRC’s San Onofre-related meeting in Maryland next week, it’s a good time 
to step back and see where things stand in reviewing the plant’s restart request. Of course, the San Onofre nuclear power plant has been safely 
shut down for almost a year now, after the plant discovered unexpectedly advanced wear in its steam generators. In March of this year the 
NRC told Southern California Edison the plant will remain safely shut down until the utility does several things to show an appropriate 
response to what’s caused the wear. A vital part of SCE’s response is a detailed plan on safely restarting the plant in light of the steam 
generator wear. SCE delivered that restart plan about two months ago, and the NRC’s experts have begun reviewing the plan and have 
repeatedly discussed the situation publicly in meetings near the plant. It’s important to remember the NRC’s review will take many months to 
complete -- we’re still in the early stages of that process. That brings us to next week’s meeting. The staff, as part of their usual process, isn’t 
accepting SCE’s plan at face value. The staff has provided additional technical questions on Nov. 30 and Dec. 10 for the utility to answer; the 
meeting allows a public, open discussion of both the staff’s understanding of the plan and their new questions. While SCE might need to 
discuss some information in a non-public part of the meeting, all the staff’s questions will be part of the public session. The NRC wants to be 
perfectly clear here – this is only one step in a long process, and a final decision on whether San Onofre can restart is months away. Each 
year, the NRC’s well-established review process includes having hundreds of this sort of public meeting on a variety of highly technical 
matters at agency headquarters. It’s not possible to bring all these meetings to the communities near the plants in question, but the staff is 
making sure a webcast and phone line are available for this meeting so that people near San Onofre can observe the review process in action 
and ask the NRC staff questions. The NRC expects to hold at least one more meeting near the plant and there will be additional opportunities 
for input prior to any final restart decision.  
Scott Burnell 
Public Affairs Officer 

Comments 

comment #32305 posted on 2012-12-14 10:32:14 by James Greenidge in response to comment #32059 

comment #32248 posted on 2012-12-14 08:38:07 by Moderator in response to comment #31754 

comment #33864 posted on 2012-12-19 09:23:17 by in response to comment #31793 

What name calling? I always call it like it lays, and you sound a beaver eagerly lining up bullets for a firing squad. You keep ignoring 
the fact that this SONGS defect was discovered by engineers long before failure, not after one. Give their inspection and pro 
perspectives some credit -- and I'm pretty sure they want to fix it right for themselves, pride, career and families, far more than you 
do. What Fukushima showed was that even a older non-updated plant -- even if incompetently run and unprepared -- could weather 
about the worst mother nature could do outside an asteroid strike (should I be giving you any ideas?) without tweaking one life. I wish
oil and gas and air travel incidents were so resilient -- and forgiving! You also willfully ignore that the "thousand year event" hadn't 
injured anyone or damaged outside the related buildings while fossil fuel incidents without the help of nature almost occasionally put 
away scores of people and demolish neighborhoods without any squawk from the greens -- who also diss mentions of historic 
millions of fossil fuel aliments too numerous and obvious to be documented while you have to hunt far and wide for any nuclear ones. 
I call that royal hypocrisy, especially when it's a phobia intent on fanning a clueless hysteria into driving the rest of us into a dirtier 
CO2 future and a continuation of past fossil aliments. Yet you want to condemn an entire power source based on a "what might 
happen" that didn't even in its rare worst days? I don't know what's gotten to you to want to banish nuclear energy so fervently with 
"ifs" "maybes" and speculations for ammo, unless you're making bucks like Arnie and Helen are or out to avenge Hiroshima souls, 
but if not, you ought heed what FDR said about fear. It makes for a bad obsession. James Greenidge Queens NY

In response to the follow-up question: Southern California Edison bears the responsibility for demonstrating it properly replaced the 
steam generators using the “50.59” portion of the NRC’s rules, regardless of how “like-for-like” the new generators were. The 
Friends of the Earth petition argues the utility failed to follow the 50.59 rules. The Commission’s Order says on page 4: “the NRC 
staff is already evaluating whether these SCE actions required a license amendment. We therefore deny Friends of the Earth’s request 
and refer this portion of Friends of the Earth’s petition to the EDO for consideration as a petition under 10 C.F.R. § 2.206.” This 
means the staff’s review is ongoing; the NRC will only have an answer on its own determination when the staff completes the 2.206 
process. Scott Burnell



comment #33356 posted on 2012-12-17 18:04:19 by CaptD 

comment #31797 posted on 2012-12-12 21:04:47 by CaptD in response to comment #31455 

comment #31796 posted on 2012-12-12 21:00:17 by CaptD in response to comment #31754 

comment #31795 posted on 2012-12-12 20:58:56 by CaptD in response to comment #31510 

comment #33918 posted on 2012-12-19 11:54:30 by Myla Reson in response to comment #33864 

comment #32091 posted on 2012-12-13 17:48:43 by nuclear guy in response to comment #31973 

comment #32092 posted on 2012-12-13 17:51:44 by nuclear guy in response to comment #31507 

comment #32094 posted on 2012-12-13 17:53:54 by nuclear guy in response to comment #31510 

comment #32059 posted on 2012-12-13 15:41:29 by CaptD in response to comment #31496 

comment #31648 posted on 2012-12-12 11:07:12 by Myla Reson 

comment #31973 posted on 2012-12-13 11:40:34 by Ray Lutz 

Some parts of the commission have gone out of the way to include the public lately. Good for them. But it was clear from the Dec. 18 
meeting on the potential restart that others are comfortable with industry only and see the public--many of whom have spent an 
enormous amount of time in self-education--as unworthy. Make an attempt to mingle a little more, hey.

The 78 page technical document includes 14 questions that affect US Reactor SAFETY, that the NRC, NRR and RES Regulators 
need to ask SCE to answer at their Dec 18, 2012 NRR/RES Meeting. http://decommission.sanonofre.com/

Joffan The inspections that were done with low tech instrumentation and all tubes have not been visually inspected and especially the 
insides have not been inspected for fatigue cracking which is most important since they have already been over stressed... The 
manufacturer even advised SCE to plug all tubes that have wear... and that has not been done...

Thanks Scott, that will be a very interesting discussion...

Because "minimal increase" is not more SG tube, less tube to tube clearances, taller tube heights and no in-plane support just to name 
some of the changes, all of which doomed the $680 million dollar RSG to failure! Nice try....

I watched the Dec 18th meeting and was troubled that Ray Lutz seemed to be cut off during the public comment period. I called 
afterwards and he confirmed that he did not leave the NRC public meeting call voluntarily and was not allowed to ask his final 
question. Shame on who ever made the decision to cut him off. Was it the facillatator who made that decision?

Fire watch rounds != ECCS. Fire watch is a compensatory action which involves verifying a fire does not exist and does not mean 
your ECCS is inoperable. Also "a safety battery", what are we talking about here? The entire DC power system, which has dozens of 
massive batteries? A single emergency power light? A UPS for a device? There's no context, and it also does not mean ECCS is 
inoperable, on the contrary it would imply that ECCS was still OPERABLE, because all ECCS systems (with the exception of BWR 
HPCI systems) function on AC electrical power. A battery is DC power, therefore not related. As for 50.59, that is used for DESIGN 
CHANGES. The fact that the actual delivered product is not conforming to plant design does not mean the DESIGN is wrong, it 
means the part is a non-conforming part. The DESIGN for the station is still correct, but the installed part is not right, and as such it 
needs to be evaluated for use as is. Use-as-is evaluations DO require 50.59, but JUST BECAUSE SOMETHING IS DIFFERENT 
DOES NOT MEAN YOU NEED A LICENSE AMENDMENT. If you can show that the non-conforming part does not result in more 
than a minimal increase of the risk of an accident, and does not require a tech.spec. change (which the use-as-is likely would not), 
then you do not need a 50.59. Changing parts does not immediately mean you need to do a license amendment. In fact, you can even 
change parts of your safety analysis report, your plant procedures, major programs, and sometimes even major equipment, without a 
license amendment or in most cases without even a full 50.59 evaluation. I'd be happy to talk more about how 50.59 actually works. 
I've written a number of 50.59 evaluations and have had extensive training in this area.

Call it what you want, but the important thing is the actual technical, scientific, and engineering basis. Just because they have more 
damage does not mean they cannot be operated in a safe manner, and that is what the extensive evaluations that SONGS is doing is 
about. Have you read the SONGS documents which are posted on the front page of www.nrc.gov?

Actually....when you evaluate the accident scenario, are the offsite consequences worse or better? Steam generator tube failure was 
already assumed in plant analysis. So given this new information, is the radiation release to both the public and to the operators within 
the previous limit of acceptability? If it is, then there is no more than a minimal increase in an accident. Now there is a caveat to that. 
If this change causes a drastic increase in the probability of the accident, the criteria for acceptable radiation release may change, and 
that's a large part of what SONGS needs to address before the NRC should allow restart. The fact that components are degraded does 
not necessarily on its own mean the consequence or risk of the accident is worse.

James Forget the name calling, these facts are nuclear engineer reviewed, "not shut-em-all-down talk"! San Onofre had 8 RSG tubes 
that failed in-situ testing, that is (also) something that never happened before in the entire US nuclear fleet, many NRC professionals 
have warned about a "cascade" of tube failures yet the NRC has glossed over that accident scenario as something that could not occur, 
that is until now! San Onofre will now cause the entire Industry to take another HARD look at just what could happen if FEI or other 
beyond basis event happens with or without a large Earthquake and or tsunami causing a major loss of core coolant... Fukushima 
proved that Nature can destroy any land based nuclear reactor, any place anytime 24/7/365! Remember a once in a thousand year 
event can happen tomorrow as easy as it can happen in 999 years, and the USA cannot afford a Trillion Dollar Eco-Disaster at any 
time! Read the Big Number 1 [condensed version (13 pages) or technical version (36 Pages)] 12-10-04 and the Big Number 1 
Attachment Notes - Updated 12-10-29 which are all posted here along with the rest of the San Onofre Papers: 
https://docs.google.com/folder/d/0BweZ3c0aFXcFZGpvRlo4aXJCT2s/edit

Question for Scott Burnell: [Restated for clarification] Has the NRC ever made the determination that Southern California Edison’s 
replacement steam generators are like-for-like replacements of the original SONGS Unit 2 and Unit 3 steam generators?

nuclear guy says: "Also can you please link where San Onofre did not have “properly connected” ECCS systems???" First hit on 
google search. You can do your own research next time. http://www.voiceofsandiego.org/government/article_f61ecbd8-d06a-11e1-



comment #31453 posted on 2012-12-11 13:44:31 by CaptD 

comment #31436 posted on 2012-12-11 12:58:11 by Joffan 

comment #31455 posted on 2012-12-11 13:56:13 by CaptD in response to comment #31436 

comment #31470 posted on 2012-12-11 14:54:25 by Ray Lutz 

comment #31754 posted on 2012-12-12 16:37:05 by Moderator in response to comment #31500 

comment #31492 posted on 2012-12-11 16:26:12 by CaptD 

comment #31496 posted on 2012-12-11 16:52:53 by James Greenidge 

comment #31500 posted on 2012-12-11 17:06:47 by Myla Reson 

comment #31768 posted on 2012-12-12 17:30:46 by James Greenidge 

comment #31507 posted on 2012-12-11 18:07:23 by nuclear guy in response to comment #31496 

adc1-001a4bcf887a.html "San Onofre’s safety problems began drawing attention in 2007. A fire prevention specialist responsible for 
hourly patrols around the plant had deliberately falsified inspection records for years. In 2008, a safety battery was discovered to have 
been disconnected for four years." I understand those batteries are required for proper start of backup generators, required for plant 
cooling in a disaster. The proof that 50.59 was not respected is in the pudding. The new generators failed with only 5% of their 
advertised life. Therefore, they were different. QED.

Good News for Southern California (SoCal) because SCE's poorly redesigned SONGS replacement steam generators (RSG's) are 
already heavily damaged and would NEVER survive a main steam line break (MSLB) or other Beyond Basis accident because its SG 
tubes not only have far more damage than any other RSG's (except for failed SONGS Unit 3 which will not be used again unless 
completely rebuilt) in the US nuclear fleet but SCE has yet to fully visually inspect ALL THE RSG tubes with state of the art 
technology because they will then be forced to plug and or stabilize even more SG tubes which will then exceed the NRC SG tube 
plugging limitation, making it unable to be restarted! It is time for the NRC to demand SCE provide answers of how they would be 
able to deal with cascading RSG tube failures due to a MSLB and or other Beyond Basis accident, which would drain the reactor core 
coolant before the control room crew could do anything about it and cause a nuclear incident or worse a nuclear accident that would 
destroy the economy of the USA, like Fukushima's nuclear accident is doing to the Japanese!

Ridiculously slow. Reviewing a plan should not take as long as the original planning. It's not like there are any real safety 
implications to a restart, especially as proposed. The steam generators have been thoroughly tested and any possible problem tubes 
dealt with. A short operating cycle will allow more inspection and better understanding. A future steam generator leak would be 
quickly detected - as it was previously, indeed - and safely responded to. The NRC appears to have forgotten its safety mission and 
branched off into some obstructionist agenda.

Jofffan, you better read up on what exactly SCE did, they have not throughly inspected the RSG. The majority of RSG tubes have 
NOT been visually inspected using state of the art inspection techniques, nor has SCE taken all the steps that MHI has suggested! 
More info here: https://docs.google.com/folder/d/0BweZ3c0aFXcFZGpvRlo4aXJCT2s/edit?
docId=0BweZ3c0aFXcFT1ItZkhiaWp0VzA

Any restart of this plant with these failing steam generators is completely premature. The changes to the steam generators in Unit 2 to 
allow it to run, i.e. adding cables to the inside of many tubes to try to get them to stop vibrating, amounts to a change to the design 
that is beyond the limits imposed by 10 CFR 50.59, and a license amendment should be required by the NRC. Furthermore, the NRC 
should not allow SCE to claim that failure data is "secret" to avoid embarrassment. Let's get all the facts on the table and make sure 
this is done right this time. That means complete openness, and therefore a license amendment process to insure everything is 
adequately reviewed.

In responding to the Friends of the Earth petition regarding San Onofre, the Commission directed the staff to consider this very 
question under the agency’s enforcement petition (or “2.206”) process. The staff is currently carrying out the Commission’s 
instructions. More information is available here: http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/commission/orders/2012/2012-
20cli.pdf . Scott Burnell

Edison’s Claims About SONGS Unit 2 Pressures Are Erroneous http://decommission.sanonofre.com/

"...which would drain the reactor core coolant before the control room crew could do anything about it and cause a nuclear incident or 
worse a nuclear accident that would destroy the economy of the USA," like Fukushima’s nuclear accident is doing to the Japanese!" 
Wow, Capt! What all the reactors around the world over 50 years I don't think I ever heard that happening by equipment defect or 
human error. Of course there's Fukushima and it took a rare superquake and tsunami to do that -- with zero casualties to boot (if only 
even minor oil and gas accidents were so merciful -- like the ones in Tokyo weren't in the same quake!) Why not let the engineers 
determine what needs fixing and what the bill is instead of nuke-fear knee-jerk politicians and armchair implacable shut-them-all-
down-no matter-how-safe nightmares -- er, expertise? James Greenidge Queens New York

Question for the NRC: Has the NRC ever make the determination that Edison's replacement steam generators are like-for-like 
replacements of the old steam generators?

" it because the industry is now worried that the tide has turned and such meetings only reveal that the industry in INHERENTLY 
unsafe." "Inherently unsafe"? After 50 years of operation under different companies worldwide with a score of ultra-rare fatalities -- 
including worst accidents -- that can fit in one bus? Are you blind to the tens thousands of certified mortal victims of fossil fuels and 
certified millions of fossil aliments or do you just have some implacable philosophical beef with the atom? Mister, there are 
neighborhoods near oil refineries and chem plants who'd happily swap them for a clean quiet nuke down the block. But your pious 
passion for SONG management to get everything right and safe even exceeds the concern and experience of the engineers on the job, 
uh? How bloody concerned of you and Lily M. Really, to be a public health and safety advocate who shuns the near nil 
mortality/damage tally nuclear plants have compared gas and oil facilities makes you an instant hypocrite. The only reason the public 
has been tepid about U.S. nuclear is because the nuclear industry has been total slackards at public education and FUDites and 
sympathetic media rushed in to fill the void and poison the perception of power plants which have injured less people in their whole 
existence than just one year's tally of just one of its rivals. To deny such facts, yes does make one a FUD-laced hypocrite. James 
Greenidge Queens NY
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This guy mixes multiple beyond design basis events, most of which are not ever expected to occur once during the life of the plant, let 
alone occurring simultaneously. Additionally he doesn't credit many things like ECCS, or most ESFs for the facility, all of which 
would mitigate even the combination of events he keeps proposing.

"which would drain the reactor core coolant before the control room crew could do anything about it " FYI: ECCS automatically 
starts and injects into the core within seconds of accident signals being detected. It would completely prevent draining of the core. In 
fact, your steamline break combined with tube failure, combined with failure of main steam lines to isolate (both inboard and 
outboard) which are all either expected to never occur, or expected to only occur once in plant life, all of those things would just 
reduce reactor pressure faster and allow ECCS to inject quicker. You really need to do some work on your nuclear safety analysis 
before you make such claims.

I'm curious, why is making a change that does not result in more than a minimal increase in the chance of an accident require a 
license amendment? Is there some basis I'm missing?

Mr. Brunell, Thanks for your reply. FOLLOW UP QUESTIONS FOR NRC: After reviewing the November 8, 2012 Memorandum 
and Order to which you linked I found no specific instruction from the Commission to NRC staff to consider whether or not Southern 
California Edison’s replacement steam generators are LIKE-FOR-LIKE replacements of the original SONGS Unit 2 and Unit 3 steam 
generators. I would appreciate clarification. I'm hoping to understand your reply and would appreciate a YES or NO response to the 
initial question restated here: At any point in the process did the NRC EVER make a determination that Southern California Edison’s 
replacement steam generators are LIKE-FOR-LIKE replacements of the original SONGS Unit 2 and Unit 3 steam generators? I gather
from your reply that the Commission has instructed NRC staff to consider whether Southern California Edison’s replacement steam 
generators are like-for-like replacements of the original SONGS Unit 2 and Unit 3 steam generators. Is that correct? I would like to 
know whether NRC is revisiting the question after previously determining the RSGs to be like-for-like replacements OR whether no 
determination was previously made by NRC. Thanks in advance for clarification speaking directly to the use of the term LIKE-FOR-
LIKE. Myla Reson

The anti-nuclear gambit of posting irrelevant links as though they contain some definitive information has not abated, I see. 100% of 
San Onofre steam generator tubes have been inspected. http://www.nrc.gov/info-finder/reactor/songs/tube-degradation.html

Nuclear guy is living in nuclear denial*, SONGS NEW in-house designed RSG have more damage that the REST OF THE US 
NUCLEAR FLEET COMBINED, plus 8 tubes failed in-situ testing in Unit 3, something that even the NRC says is unprecedented 
and a major safety concern, yet you say no big deal... and that does not address the tube in Unit 2 with 90 wear that was still in 
service. Ha Ha Ha Better read some of those San Onofre Papers and find out what is really going on at SONGS! * 
http://is.gd/XPjMd0

Revised Notice of 12/18/12 Meeting with Southern California Edison to Discuss its Response to NRC's Confirmatory Action Letter 
and Return to Service Report for San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Unit 2 (TAC No. ME9727). Meeting Date & Time 12/18/12 
01:00PM - 04:00PM http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1234/ML12347A066.pdf SCE is going to get grilled by the NRR and the NES, 
I can't wait...

SONGS Steam Generator Diagrams, Images and Details https://docs.google.com/file/d/0BweZ3c0aFXcFbDJyV2lXQ3ZGZTQ/edit

But Edison has not posted the wear maps so we can even look at them. What do they have to hide? Inspecting tubes does not mean 
they are safe to use. There has been no third party review of their proposals. The steam generators have not been thoroughly tested, 
they have not even been thoroughly simulated. What makes you think Edison can get it right this time, when they blew it with a bad 
design, wasting over a billion dollars on their first design? Are you happy that this is how we are now working, with crappy steam 
generators jury-rigged to get them to work? I think we should send a roll of duct tape. They are probably running out.

Yeah, I guess Fukushima proves your point. All the nuclear safety analysis and Probability risk assessments are based on failure 
scenarios that are within a very small set. How about a mag. 9 earthquake? ECCS may not work. The emergency pumps still have to 
run, and they were connected improperly at San Onofre for four years. Those pumps also automatically shut down if they start to 
vibrate. OMG, earthquakes vibrate too, so they pumps may be shut down before they can start to cool the core. THE CORE MUST 
STILL BE COOLED! Even in "cold shutdown" it puts out the same heat as a 160,000 HP engine. Nuclear safety analysis is only 
worth as much as the assumptions it is based on. And those assumptions may all be wrong. Are you employed by the nuke industry, 
nuclear guy? Are you being paid to post here?

Of course the NRC should not take SCE's claims without checking them themselves. Japan's new nuclear regulator was confronted 
with just such a situation this week. Do they blindly take the operator's word for it or review it themselves, ask questions and make 
their own determination? The NRA stated the operators inherent conflict of interest even when the operator employs a expert to work 
for them requires the regulator to do their own due diligence on the situation. This obviously should not be rushed. I big design 
mistake was made, luckily it was caught before it became a big accident. There should be much more public disclosure. SCE should 
be compelled to make all of their data and analysis on this public. The trade secrets or security excuse is really not applicable. This is 
a very old technology, the design of PWR steam generators are well known and MHI's "design" for the failed units is not a secret 
anyone wants to rip off, if anything it could make a good textbook of what not to do. :-)
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Because Edison has already proven that their ability to evaluate their design is faulty. They spent nearly a billion dollars, all told, on 
their big steam generator mistakes. These replacement steam generators SHOULD have had a full license amendment, with the hope 
that it might allow many eyes to look at their design and perhaps this would have revealed that their design did not incorporate any 
supports against in-plane vibration. The steam generator replacement project was huge, and they modified the design substantially. 
The claim that they were like-for-like, we now know, was incorrect. Thus, with 20-20 hindsight, we know that a license amendment 
SHOULD HAVE BEEN required for the steam generator replacement project. If you make lots of small changes, you can add up all 
those minimal increases and you can get a lot. Plus, what is the harm in having more review? Is it because the industry is now worried 
that the tide has turned and such meetings only reveal that the industry in INHERENTLY unsafe. The mindset you represent is 
haunted by a common defect: The human mind is constantly too confident that it can get everything right. The failure in design was 
not due to earthquake or tsunami... it was due to a defect in the design, and a thought that designers can get it right. I'm an engineer, 
and I have no confidence that with the complexity of these plants, that they can be run safely.

So what I'm hearing is you have no proof that the 50.59 rule was improperly applied? The size of the change does not matter to 50.59. 
50.59 only cares if there is more than a minimal increase in an accident. It's not a matter of "hindsight".

Don't get paid to post anywhere. Also the failure of ECCS and the heat removal system was not due to the earthquake but instead due 
to the loss of electrical power. It's a big difference, as the electrical systems could have been protected from flooding and werent. 
ECCS pumps are designed to survive earthquake conditions and are actually tested for it. They have to be in order to be classified as 
safety related. Also can you please link where San Onofre did not have "properly connected" ECCS systems???

In response to the question about the meeting: The meeting facilitator repeatedly noted the meeting discussion, as well as the 
comments, were limited to the staff’s requests for additional information. The facilitator gave callers an opportunity to speak to the 
meeting’s topic, and if they were unable to do so the next caller was given an opportunity to ask a question. At that point the Verizon 
operator would queue up the next caller, and previous callers were always able to rejoin the queue. At the end of the meeting the 
facilitator asked for additional callers and neither Mr. Lutz nor anyone else had rejoined the queue. As the facilitator pointed out 
during the meeting, the staff will entertain any additional questions submitted using the NRC meeting feedback form. Scott Burnell

                         

 NRC Chairman Allison Macfarlane and 
other NRC officials in the darkened interior of Reactor 4 at the Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear complex northeast of Tokyo Dec. 13.[/caption] 
NRC Chairman Allison Macfarlane stood before plant workers at the Fukushima Dai-ichi and Dai-ni sites Thursday, praised their efforts after 
the March 2011 earthquake and tsunami, and said the global nuclear community must learn the lessons unfolding from the tragedy. 
Macfarlane, who is leading a delegation of high-ranking U.S. officials to a meeting in Japan on improving nuclear safety, toured the stricken 
complex and praised assembled employees “for the creative and selfless actions” during and after the crisis. “You are true heroes,” she said. 
The tour of the facility helped offer a “sense of what you went through” and “what you learned. All regulators need to learn these lessons,” 
she added. Macfarlane was accompanied by several senior NRC officials on the site visit, along with U.S. Embassy officers and others. All 
donned layers of protective clothing and full-face respirators – the same as worn by plant cleanup workers – for the tour of the facility. 
Stepping into an industrial elevator for the four-floor ride to the top of the spent fuel pool at reactor 4, heavily damaged by one of several 
hydrogen explosions to rip through the complex, the visitors stood by the thick steel plates covering the pool. They then descended narrow 
stairs to view work undertaken by TEPCO to provided added strength to the pool structure. Reached by a three-hour train and bus journey 
from Tokyo, the NRC team approached the site through empty villages in which weeds grew in vacant parking lots in front of storefronts 
with broken windows and interiors littered with debris. The visit came on one of the rare days displaced residents were allowed back to their 
homes. The U.S. Delegation will meet with leaders of the new Japanese nuclear regulatory counterpart to the NRC on Friday, then take part 
in the gathering of global nuclear regulatory officials in Koriyama City over the weekend. Here is the text of a statement issued by 
Macfarlane after her Fukushima tour: Today’s visit to the Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear power plant, nearly two years after the devastating 
earthquake and tsunami that caused the nuclear accident, was a deeply moving and thought-provoking experience. We commend the people 



of Japan for their courage in working to mitigate the effects of the accident in the face of tremendous obstacles at great personal risk, 
especially in the first few weeks after the disaster. There are a number of lessons that have come from this tragic accident that are important 
for all countries with nuclear power reactors including: the importance of an independent regulator that operates in an open and transparent 
manner; the need for measures to prevent and mitigate severe accidents that displace people or contaminate land; and the significance of 
international cooperation to share experience and expertise to strengthen nuclear safety and security worldwide. The accident has profoundly 
changed the nuclear safety landscape and brought a new urgency to improving nuclear safety worldwide. We’ve learned a considerable 
amount from the accident, identified numerous specific technical issues that require renewed attention, and made measurable progress in 
implementing improvements. But there is more work ahead and we are committed to working with Japan and other international partners to 
ensure long-term sustainability in the nuclear safety enhancements made since the accident.  
Eliot Brenner 
Director, Office of Public Affairs 

Comments 

comment #32256 posted on 2012-12-14 08:50:26 by LillyMunster in response to comment #32083 

comment #32265 posted on 2012-12-14 09:09:41 by Ace Hoffman 

comment #32324 posted on 2012-12-14 11:22:32 by Aladar Stolmar in response to comment #32077 

comment #33029 posted on 2012-12-15 17:22:25 by CaptD in response to comment #32133 

comment #33028 posted on 2012-12-15 17:20:12 by CaptD in response to comment #32130 
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There are multiple eye witnesses to major quake damage to at least one of the reactors before the tsunami hit. Steam pipes broke and 
there was at least one explosion inside unit 1 as workers fled the building during the quake. Claiming "numerous examples" of 
nuclear plants surviving quakes is like having a tiger repelling rock. Fukushima should serve as a very clear warning that the design 
and engineering of nuclear plants worldwide can not survive a major quake. As we are now finding out, many reactors sited using 
1950's and 1960's understanding of risks from natural forces were insufficient. They are subject to flooding and active faults that were 
not fully understood when the plants were built.

The rape of Fukushima Dai-ichi... 12/13/2012 Dear Readers, Dressed all in white from head to toe (including a respirator), it was a 
shotgun wedding. Or worse, a rape. But one way or the other, U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission officials were out to force 
themselves and their radiation on a helpless Japan -- again. Hiroshima and Nagasaki, 1945. More than a hundred thousand dead, 
perhaps as many born deformed, or stillborn. Then there was Monju in 1995, and Tokaimura in 1997, and again in 1999. And then 
Fukushima Dai-ichi, 2011. And now they're back. The NRC delegation wants Japan to restart more of its nuclear reactors. They've 
been pushing Japan for more than a year, but the citizens of Japan have been opposing restart vehemently. American nuclear officials 
toured the stricken Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear power plant. NRC Chairman Allison Macfarlane, who led the delegation, praised the 
"courage" of the Japanese nuclear workers at the Fukushima Dai-ichi and nearly-as-damaged Fukushima Dai-ni nuclear power plants. 
The delegation took an elevator to the top of the spent fuel pool at Fukushima Dai-ichi Unit 4, the most dangerous place on earth. 
They called the accident a tragedy, and said all countries need independent regulators, who need to operate in an "open and 
transparent manner." We, the citizens of California who live near the also-not-operating San Onofre Nuclear Power Plant, can tell the 
Japanese people exactly what that will mean. We've been fighting for "open and transparent" nuclear regulation, and independent 
regulators, for decades. So we can tell the Japanese people that the #1 obstacle we have faced in achieving that -- is the NRC itself! 
And although MacFarlane hasn't been in office long, there's no reason to expect a change. No changes appears in the offing here in 
California, where the next NRC meeting about San Onofre will be held with the pubic in absentia -- 2700 miles away, in Maryland. 
The NRC continues to work in collusion with the nuclear industry to keep old, dilapidated nuclear power plants open forever -- 20 
year licenses automatically become 40, then 60, then who-knows-what. It doesn't seem to matter to the NRC that everywhere they 
look, reactors are leaking tritium. It doesn't seem to matter that there is a "waste confidence" issue that federal judges have ruled 
needs to be resolved. And it doesn't seem to matter that all over America, nuclear power plants are crumbling due to age. Parts are 
rusting out and failing abruptly (Davis-Besse's "hole in the reactor pressure vessel head" in 2002 is a classic example, and Vermont 
Yankee's collapsed cooling system in 2007 is another). Major components have failed at numerous nuclear power plants, and it's only 
a matter of time before there's a U. S. meltdown. Will it be San Onofre? And what will Macfarlane and the NRC do when there is a U. 
S. meltdown? Mitigate! Mitigate? What does THAT mean? Those who have been following nuclear issues for decades (like myself) 
know it means NOTHING. After a nuclear accident, the poisons blanket the area, thousands of lethal doses per square mile, maybe 
tens of thousands, maybe millions. Accidents displace people and contaminate the land. Hundreds of square miles around Fukushima 
Dai-ichi are no longer inhabitable. So what does "mitigation" mean? Nothing. Imagine if we were to lose ALL of Southern California 
due to ONE industrial accident! That's what happened in Japan. San Onofre could make Los Angeles AND San Diego, and all points 
in-between, uninhabitable for generations in just a few hours. Fukushima is still spewing poisons into the air and water -- hence the 
white suits and respirators for the visitors and workers. San Onofre can do the same thing. Macfarlane said the Fukushima accident 
"profoundly changed the nuclear safety landscape and brought a new urgency to improving nuclear safety worldwide." But here in 
Southern California, the NRC won't force San Onofre to stop trying to restart a broken, old, dilapidated, nuclear reactor! And there is 
NO transparency, no openness, no independence! Citizens cannot speak to regulators in an adjudicatory process, that is: They can be 
lied to. No official records of the meetings and hearings are kept, no one is under oath. Promises are made and broken. Nothing 
changes. Macfarlane said we've "learned a considerable amount" since the 3/11/11 accident. Have we? Here in California is a perfect 
opportunity to shut down a dangerous old reactor near numerous earthquake faults AND in a tsunami inundation zone. But instead the 
utility is trying to spend billions of dollars (of ratepayer's money) to keep San Onofre operating. And meanwhile, the utility actively 
blocks or delays numerous renewable energy projects in order to appear to "need" San Onofre. And the state regulators have no 
shame: They give San Onofre everything it needs. Friday Macfarlane will meet with Japanese regulators and then, this weekend, with 
officials from around the "global nuclear regulatory" community. Let's hope when she gets back to America, she converts lip service 
into action. Sincerely, Ace Hoffman Carlsbad, CA

NRC is the regulatory body, not allowing to take into consideration the zirconium-steam firestorm in the core -I told. Once the NRC 
allows the consideration of the real process, the zirconium firestorm in the core, reducing the steam and generating large amount of 
hydrogen, it will become pressing that the steam bubble covering of the fuel has to be avoided at any cost. Which is possible by 
venting and depressurizing the reactor and providing sufficient water reserves for gravity injection. Worldwide – including Japan. 
And the nuclear power plants could operate safely. At the present? And the Fukushima Daiichi plant was supplied by GE, which is a 
US company - and NRC is responsible.

Money powers the nuclear industry, not SAFETY... Ask The Japanese!

Great Comment... Salute!
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lily, first there are several documents which describe the various decontamination methods and their decontamination factors. water 
spray has a decontamination factor of at least 2. wet scrubbing using the suppression chamber has a DF of over 1000. I'll see if I can 
find a link for this study. Also can you please link whatever you have regarding this? I'm always interested in having more data to 
look at and ensure I'm seeing all information out there. as for unit 2, there's speculation that there was gross failure of a part of the 
conatinment, potentially in a flaw which was never fixed in the containment itself (the report i read did not specify PCV or torus). I 
don't know if water was missing or not, but i definitely agree that there was a large release of unscrubbed material, and a filtered vent 
would not have prevented that, as the failure occurred at a non-vented point. So here's where the filter discussion gets interesting. GE 
BWR containment design forces any material released from the core to be scrubbed by the suppression chamber prior to being vented. 
If your containment boundary is intact, and you are venting, then you are going to be venting scrubbed pressure, and it is going to be 
affected by that 1000 DF. Now the "filters" we are talking about, are going to be very similar to the suppression chamber. It's going to 
be a pool of water outside of containment that steam can pass through. But here's the issue, you've already scrubbed the material using 
the suppression chamber, so the improvement here in decontamination factor is minimal. This of course assumes containment 
integrity and assumes that you have no bypass leakage from containment to environment or containment to torus/pool atmosphere 
without scrubbing. In the case of containment failure, your filter wouldn't have helped you in the first place. In the case of a "bypass", 
that implies gross structural failure of a containment component, and likely wouldn't help. The exception is certain mark II 
containments (i think columbia is one of them) who have a sump directly below the reactor following a core melt, so that plant at 
might actually be beneficial for a passive filter. Anyways....so here's where it gets weird. If you are venting in the first place, it is to 
ensure that you can inject water to containment and to keep the suppression chamber cooled. This in turn allows the chamber to keep 
scrubbing. As long as you have scrubbing, then an external filter provides relatively minimal improvement in DF. If you had a failure 
where your suppression chamber lost its water, well your vent is useless, because whereever the water went is where containment 
pressure is going to go, and that failure point is not going to go through the vent. Using fukushima unit 2 as an example, a filter would 
not have helped there with the radiation release, as it passed through a breach in containment. A hardened reliable vent WOULD have 
helped though, since that would have prevented the breach from occurring in the first place. After all that is considered, the industry 
believes that strategies which emphasize DF should be used, rather than a filter mandate which is not going to realistically be of any 
benefit in the majority of fukushima type accident scenarios. ACRS agrees with this position. the NRC staff agrees that ACRS 
position is acceptable as well. so it's not just the industry who's trying to push a method through which avoids paying money, its 
because emphasizing a DF performance criteria allows designs which have the most beneficial impact for the greatest number of 
accident scenarios.

Lilly – which US reactors do you feel are susceptible to 45 foot subduction-zone tsunamis? Can you point me to the nuclear PR effort 
that you find so objectionable?

actually lily if you read the source i posted, and if you read official reports from that oddly named group "The National Diet of Japan" 
or whatever, they make it very clear that there is no evidence that suggests a large or even medium break loca. There are multiple 
sources confirming this. Now small break loca, what they do say, is there is no data that rules it out, but there is also no data that 
explicitly rules it in. i've been following technical documents both inside the industry and outside since the accident happened. reports 
of pipe breaks do not define which pipes they were, where they were. there's no information to go off of. Which is why a source like 
the one i linked is important, because it uses actual plant data to come up to its conclusions.

Cascading SG tube failures must now be re-examined in light of the SONGS multiple tube failures, especially since it would spell 
disaster if it occurred with a MSLB or other beyond basis event. This 78 page technical document includes 14 questions that affect 
US Reactor SAFETY, that the NRC, NRR and RES Regulators need to ask SCE to answer at their Dec 18, 2012 NRR/RES Meeting. 
Then the Regulators need to address the implications of such an event before it leads to a Fukushima-type disaster here in the USA. 
Just wishing it does not occur during anyones time at the helm of the Nuclear Fleet is not acceptable any longer! 
http://decommission.sanonofre.com/

The "lethal" levels they may have been referring to could be the fact that the chronic exposure in both the Chernobyl and Fukushima 
evacuation zones can lead to death (cancer and other health problems). Just because someone isn't dropping dead from radiation 
exposure doesn't mean there is no health risk or danger. There is a reason both governments have declared these places off limits. The 
Fukushima evacuation zones are above international standards for exposure. Many parts of Fukushima City and Koriyama City far 
outside the evacuation zone are over the ICRP exposure dose limits and people are still living in those areas. The govt has been slow 
to try to clean up those areas and most are unable to leave even if they wanted to. I find it odd you assume anyone posting is of a 
"side" maybe you just consider everything in your world to be an "us vs. them" game towards anyone who doesn't adopt your specific 
world view. If you consider yourself such an expert at least try to do a better job at providing technically and scientifically sound 
information.

Re: "After a nuclear accident, the poisons blanket the area, thousands of lethal doses per square mile, maybe tens of thousands, maybe 
millions." "Lethal doses" uh? Someone forgot to tell that to the communities around TMI and the wildlife and ex-evacuees sneaking 
back into their Fukushima homes under dead of night. Things are even growing healthy around Chernobyl, thank you. The ONLY 
reason that region is called "uninhabitable" is because of Japan's absurd rad exposure minimums that'd stop you at their airports 
wearing a radium watch. There's no "lethal" or any rad hazard there as determined by renown international authorities and institutions 
-- not green-research lackies with axes to grind. Heck, has Fukushima real estate values nose-dived? Why not? If the Japanese gov't 
felt they'd a Forbidden Zone from the Planet of the Apes in their hands why not just write it off and issue a wavier for free 
homesteading and corporate relocation there? Won't happen because half the region who didn't drink the anti-nuke Kool-Aid would 
be piling in there. Their gov't is forestalling resettlement to save face from having knee-jerk evacuated people who didn't need to be. I 
hate off-the-wall FUD solely designed to alarm and mislead than truthfully educate. It's tantamount to crying fire in a theater to 
recklessly achieve a nightmare phobia's own ends with unsubstantiated assertions and vaporware proof. James Greenidge Queens NY 
atomicinsights-com site for truth, no bull

On Sun, Dec 16, 2012 at 8:02 PM, Bill Hawkins wrote: NRC Chairman Allison Macfarlane stood before plant workers at the 
Fukushima Dai-ichi and Dai-ni sites Thursday, praised their efforts after the March 2011 earthquake and tsunami, and said the global 
nuclear community must learn the lessons unfolding from the tragedy. The tour of the facility helped offer a “sense of what you went 
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through” and “what you learned. All regulators need to learn these lessons,” she added. Here is the text of a statement issued by 
Macfarlane after her Fukushima tour: There are a number of lessons that have come from this tragic accident that are important for all 
countries with nuclear power reactors including: the importance of an independent regulator that operates in an open and transparent 
manner; the need for measures to prevent and mitigate severe accidents that displace people or contaminate land; and the significance 
of international cooperation to share experience and expertise to strengthen nuclear safety and security worldwide. Question people of 
Southern California need to ask NRC Chairman Dr. Allison Macfarlane is why NRC Region IV is trying to defend the actions of an 
Inefficient, Negligent and Retaliating Utility like Edison, which puts Profits/Production over Public Health and Safety? TEPCO 
collusion with Japanes Regulators caused Fukushima. Permission by NRC Chairman Dr. McFarlane without a formal/thorough 
License Amendment and Evidentiary Public Hearings to Restart SONGS Unit 2 will be percieved by the People of Great State of 
SCal as NRC Region IV collusion with Edison, which can result in Potential Trillion Dollar Fukushima in their Backyards.

nuclear guy your claim is technically wrong in a number of ways. Water injection does not "scrub" the vents that need to happen to 
lower pressure. Even the vent operations at Fukushima that were done through the torus released considerable amounts of radiation. 
There is also some speculation that the torus water may have already been gone by then. Unit 2 had to be vented directly from the 
containment structure rather than the torus and resulted in the largest release of radiation during the early days of the disaster. NEI is 
trying to end the idea of filtered vents. The "performance based approach" in the manner they presented it is the same regulatory 
capture nonsense that they always attempt to do. Giving some latitude for installation and design differences is one thing. Letting the 
industry have 104 different filter ideas is a joke. It would also make the NRC's job much harder and not lead to better public safety. 
There should be a proven design concept for filtration and only if an operator can prove a viable reason that design won't work in 
their situation should an exception be considered. This is all about money. NEI and the operators don't want to install vents because 
the will cost money. So they look for any way to cut corners. This time wasting "performance based" excuse is just that. As always 
profits come before public safety.

Nuclear Guy, that is not correct. There are a number of sections of critical piping that are outside of containment and have been 
inspected by both humans and bots inside unit 1 at Fukushima. There were multiple workers inside unit 1 that saw pipes break as they 
fled. One train of the isolation condenser failed and they are still trying to sort out exactly why. All of the actual data collected from 
the progression at unit 1 points to a LOCA. I wish people who only have a passing understanding of the details of the accidents at 
Fukushima would quit making technical declarations about the accident when you are clearly not familiar with the details.

James that IS False Equivalency go look it up. It is a failed argument. Issues in one industry don't excuse issues in another. This is a 
common PR tactic. Get a better argument. Your entire reasoning was to claim it isn't false equivalency then repeat the exact same 
argument..that is an argument of false equivalency.

Atomic Rabbit, you don't need a 45 foot tsunami to cause a SBO, a LOCA or a catastrophic multi failure accident. The US also has 
seriously outdated quake standards and reviews on nuclear plants. There are also a number of likely potential serious natural events 
that are not being anticipated yet scientists consider them quite likely. If your looking for corporate propaganda you could look in the 
mirror or the IAEA provides a nice outline of the "game" 
http://www.iaea.org/INPRO/5th_Dialogue_Forum/Wednesday,_29.08.2012/Session_III_Stakeholder_Involvement_and_Public_Communication/2._Kelle_Barfield_USA_0829.

You are wrong and it is very obvious you do not fully understand the accident progressions at Fukushima. Unit 2 was vented via the 
drywell causing the massive radiation release, this is in the accident progression records. Unit 2 also suffered a containment cap 
gasket failure but it wasn't the bulk of the radiation release. This failure has been visually documented by TEPCO and has been finally 
admitted by TEPCO and confirmed by a number of researchers including JNES. Most of the torus situations at 1-3 were likely already 
boiled off or turned to steam rendering the water filtration idea useless. The suppression chambers were already failed by the time 
they tried to vent. This is why filtered vents are needed. The US industry refuses to do them because they are expensive and they have 
quite clearly admitted to the media multiple times, this is the basis for their resistance. You really need to do more research into the 
accident. You have so many basic and well known aspects of this disaster wrong. Or just stop pretending you know everything and 
spreading incorrect information.

Wrong this IS based on plant data and other research including JNES concurs that a pipe break is quite likely involved in the failures 
of unit 1. The Diet report is one of many that look at the actual data. I have been working this industrial accident since March 11th 
2011 in depth. It gets really old that some nuclear blogger who only reads newspaper articles thinks they have all the definitive 
answers when they simply are not putting in the hours and the in depth work needed to make those definitive statements. I see some 
very basic assumption mistakes made by industry issue bloggers all the time. It is because of their limited information sources and 
limited time actually researching the disaster, causing them to miss key critical information about the disaster that they make these 
mistakes. Limited second hand sources is not a replacement for first hand sources and in depth analysis.

Lilly and Nuclear Guy, are You knowingly want to deal with the accident after the fuel already was damaged or You want to prevent 
that? If we will depressurize the reactor quickly and provide sufficient water reserves for gravity injection we will be able to prevent 
the zirc-water firestorm and the core damage. Therefore there is no need for vent, filtered or not. And the DF is irrelevant. The public 
will be safe. However NRC has to change its attitude toward the zirconium-steam reaction, has to admit its significance, decisive roll 
in all of the nuclear reactor accidents. Or even in the washing vessel incident in Paks.

This Article has received a LOT of attention, and there are some excellent facts presented here. With that said, here is a documentary 
from NHK that describes the situation, including the Earthquake effects. I expect this comment and the video to be deleted here. 
Actually, I will be surprised if it even posts. https://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=vpA0TOgB9-o#!
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There is much the US needs to learn from this. Sadly the US industry seems more intent on PR and keeping the status quo rather than 
any honest effort to learn from Fukushima. The fact that US reactor owners are fighting filtered vents the NRC wants to implement is 
a prime example. The venting of unit 2 at Daiichi was the largest release event of radiation during the initial disaster. People still 
trying to evacuate 5km away were showered in this. Any sane person would see installing vents is an obvious needed system after 
what happened. The industry doesn't want latitude to design vents as needed, they don't want to install them at all. Why? Money.

Every time you show up here (or anywhere else I happen to see) peddling this False Equivalence industry BS I will call you on it. The 
fossil industry has nothing to do with nuclear power and Denver has nothing to do with Fukushima. Please stop spreading such junk 
science. COSMIC radiation seen due to the altitude of Denver is not the same as living in heavily contaminated areas of Fukushima 
where both internal and external contamination from completely different types of radiation sources are involved. What is painfully 
obvious is that a few people like James in the nuclear power industry have no shame and will say anything anywhere to try to buffalo 
the public.

"Many believe the quake was responsible,if true .." then you use this unsubstantiated comment to show the vulnerability of SONGS 
npp. When you base your argument on speculation or assumptions it crushes its validity. I can't think of one nuclear meltdown 
resulting from an earthquake in nuclear's history. I can find numerous examples of nuclear plants that have withstood one though. I 
may be wrong but I don't believe so. This whole strategy of blaming the quake and not the tsunami smacks of desperation , as if you 
are looking for any ammo to use in your quest to end nuclear energy.

Lily, first off, there's no way they could know if safety critical piping failed. The majority of that is inside concrete or inside 
containment (which has no oxygen and is sealed during operation). Second thing is that there are many reports such as this one: 
http://icanps.go.jp/eng/02Attachment1.pdf which clearly show that there was no major damage to structures, systems, or components, 
due to the earthquake.

Actually NEI's position is that the NRC should take a performance based approach. One that involved meeting minimum required 
decontamination factors, rather than having a dictated "everyone shall install filters" issue. Performance based requirements are 
consistent with NRC agency policy and many other regulations regarding nuclear safety requirements. The advisory committee for 
reactor safeguards also agrees with this position. The staff has some level of agreement with it, but sees complications with 
implementing performance based standards in a timely manner (which was an 'edict' regarding the filtered vent implementation). For 
some reasoning as to why filters are not required, the use of vents in the first place is to allow water injection. Water would provide 
the majority of the scrubbing and decontamination that takes place, and as such, by adding water and venting so that water injection 
does not stop, you gain no real benefit from having filters on your vents. Similarly, you would have a greater benefit by having more 
water injection systems, more places and ways to spray inside, dedicated scrubbing tanks for radioactive materials, etc. Filters do 
have an advantage that they are passive and do not require action to function. They are also "Easier" for the regulatory to determine if 
the requirement was met (either filters were installed or they werent), vs having to go over plans, procedures, and designs for all 
plants to determine if they actually met the required decontamination factor. tl;dr, both the industry and NRC agree that 
improvements are needed, but there are differences all around with regards of how it should be done, and there is more than 1 way to 
make those improvements.

The nrc is a united states nuclear regulatory body that has no jurisdiction in Japan. How are they responsible for fukushima ?

Conspiracies are always useful when you find you have no real arguments.

Note: The NRC is not the regulatory agency responsible for oversight of nuclear power plants in Japan.

It really would be nice if NRC would take responsibility for the accident, since NRC is the regulatory body, not allowing to take into 
consideration the zirconium-steam firestorm in the core. Whitewashing is not working anymore!

We are VERY lucky that the new Chairman of the NRC is a highly respected Geologist because the NRC needs to start giving much 
more importance to potential Earth Quakes than they have in the past, illustrated by the fact that US reactors are not build to 
anywhere near the degree of Earth Movement standards as the ones in Japan and we all know how Fukushima faired when struck by a 
BIG Earth Quake... BTW Many in Japan and elsewhere believe that the Quake not the Tsunami was the true cause of the Fukushima 
triple meltdown; which if true would be yet another reason to NEVER allow SORE (San Onofre Reactor Emergency) to ever be 
restarted! http://wp.me/pDwKM-2Cx Ever wonder why can't the UN get involved in radioactive issues, Here is the answer: READ 
Nuclear Controversies http://is.gd/9wfPeU snip In 1995, the Director General of WHO Dr. Hiroshi Nakajima, tried to inform on 
Chernobyl by organizing in Geneva an international conference with 700 experts and physicians. This tentative was blocked. The 
International Agency for Atomic Energy blocked the proceedings, which were never published. The truth on the consequences of 
Chernobyl would have been a disaster for the promotion of the atomic industry. This film shows the discussions at the following 
WHO- congress in Kiev in 2001, that lead to the fatal disregarding of internal radiation consequences throughout the nuclear world. 
The full transcript can be found here: www.vivretchernobyl.blogspot.com/2008/06/w-tchertkof-nuclear-controversies.html

Here are some of the actual US NRC emails made after 3/11/11, they give a great insight into just how "bad" things were at the time, 
note that sometimes they started speaking in Spanish and or "code" to remind each other that they should watch what they say, 
knowing that these emails might be made public... http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1117/ML11175A278.pdf IMO They were more 
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concerned about PR "damage control" than anything else! There was a later directive for people working in other US National Labs to 
not get involved unless they had permission (Hint: Don't say or volunteer)...

Nice info brief. I only wish the Oil and Gas industries as deeply reviewed and built on all the studies and findings of the much truer 
mortal catastrophes and tragedies of their far more destructive accidents -- which continue to occur again and again. I hope the 
Japanese government lets the Fukushima population return to their homes to stay as they should've long ago, or maybe we ought take 
a cue from their excessive caution and evacuate Denver. James Greenidge Queens NY

It sounds like a useful and worthwhile trip. Fortunately the lessons mentioned here were always strengths in the US system. Updates 
to make accident responses robust in the face of other competing problems are welcome. There are other important lessons that 
perhaps do not reflect current US processes: - clear allocation of responsibilities in a crisis - independent (ie. non-NRC or equivalent) 
assessment of holistic health and societal risk, potential or actual. arising from accidents and responses - the relative strength of spent 
fuel pools compared to risk models among others.

Oh yea, forgot. I was never in the nuclear industry or organizations. Wish I was! James Greenidge Queens NY

Er, sorry, you have it backward. Your side is the one that has to cough up certifiable figures in your flippant allegations. Nothing I 
mention is a "false equivalency" unless you can't grasp logic. Any junior high student can add up that less than hundred total fatalities 
involving nuclear power plants over 50 years worldwide is a heck of a lot better than ten thousand documented work/public deaths 
and millions of respiratory aliments incurred by fossil fuel production during the same period. After all, aren't health and mortality 
rates the very core of your rant against nuclear power over other energy means? I mean you DO prefer the historically safest most 
reliable way of generating electricity -- even in the worst of rare accidents, right? And you'd best bone up from independent 
authorities -- not your fear-riddled green friends -- on exposure readings at Fukushima as compared other more intense background 
inhabited sites around the world. If you want to deny all this then take your "fact" challenge up to the NRC or the pros of the nuclear 
advocacy blogs. They'd be happy to service your qualms, since you seem to have more than fright of nuclear power under your 
bonnet; it smells like one seething grudge. James Greenidge Queens NY

������  Janine Dehn receives her 
award.[/caption] One of our employees, Janine Dehn, was recently honored with the “Patriotic Employer Award” for “contributing to 
national security and protecting liberty and freedom by supporting employee participation in America’s National Guard and Reserve Force.” 
Janine was nominated by Guard and Reserve Specialist Christian Rivera prior to his deployment to Egypt. Janine hired Christian as an 
administrative assistant in the Office of New Reactors (NRO) where he provided administrative support wherever needed. During his time 
there, he was temporarily assigned to two different branches to which he provided direct support. A large part of his time was spent working 
on the Vogtle, Levy, and Summer licenses, as well as AP1000 design control documents and design certification amendments. It was up to 
Christian to ensure that each chapter of the safety evaluation reports was edited and formatted properly, grammatically correct and issued in a 
timely manner. Christians’ extended period of military training in preparation for deployment caused him to spend a great deal of time away 
from the office. Janine consistently showed concern for Christian's situation and she created an environment that facilitated both his military 
and NRC career. Christian noted that set him up for success in every way imaginable, and went above and beyond his expectations of a 
supervisor. As a result of Janine receiving the “Patriotic Employer Award,” the NRC received the “Above and Beyond” certificate of 
appreciation for “outstanding service and continued support to the national defense effort.” This certificate is issued by the Department of 
Defense on behalf of the men and women of the National Guard and Reserve forces. The NRC is dedicated to hiring skilled people -- and 
who better than our veterans? Veterans, such as Christian, are well-trained, loyal and dedicated to getting the job done. Their commitment to 
the government has already been tested by service in the all-volunteer military. NRC has special authority to appoint veterans if they meet 
one of the following: -Veteran Employment Opportunity Act of 1998; -Veterans Recruitment Appointment; -30% or More Disabled Veteran; 
and -Military Spouse. Check out the “Employment” page of the NRC web site and click on the Feds Hire Vets icon on the right for more 
information. Right now about 21 percent of the NRC workforce falls into the “veteran” category.  
Kimberly English 
Outreach and Recruitment Branch 
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Seasons Greetings! Good work, NRC! It'd be neat to know whether you also issue scholarships or grants to Vets interested in 
pursuing careers in nuclear energy as well. James Greenidge Queens NY

War Veterans and American Soldiers should be provided and deserve the Maximum Generous Assistance Possible by Federal, State 
Goverments and other Charitable/Corporate Organizations without any Questions at Home and Abroad... Thanks



Recapping a Year’s Worth of Fukushima-Related Work 

posted on Wed, 19 Dec 2012 15:50:38 +0000 

comment #34138 posted on 2012-12-20 09:54:25 by Moderator in response to comment #33991 

The NRC does not offer grants or scholarships directly to students. The NRC does offer a Nuclear Education Program which includes 
Scholarship Fellowship and Trade School and Community College Scholarships in which funding includes support for education in 
nuclear science and engineering, to develop a workforce capable of supporting the design, construction, operation, and regulation of 
nuclear facilities and the safe handling of nuclear materials. NRC only awards grants directly to accredited U.S. institutions of higher 
education and does not award individual scholarships or fellowships. Individual students cannot apply directly to NRC for 
scholarships or fellowships. For more information on the NRC Grants program please visit http://www.nrc.gov/about-nrc/grants.html. 
Kim English

To implement what we’ve learned from 2011’s Fukushima Dai-ichi accident, the NRC in November 2011 
created a group of more than 20 full-time employees focused exclusively on these activities. This Japan 
Lessons Learned Project Directorate is now a year old, and everything it’s accomplished to date highlights 
our dedication to enhancing U.S. nuclear power plant safety. The directorate’s initial focus, with support 
from across the NRC and other federal agencies, was issuing orders and requests for information in March 
2012 that address many of the lessons we’ve learned. The Mitigation Strategies order ensures that U.S. 
reactors will have additional emergency power supplies and other equipment to safely handle extreme 
natural disasters. The Reliable Hardened Vents order ensures U.S. reactors similar to Fukushima will have 
more robust systems to vent pressure and hydrogen, helping avoid the explosions we saw during the 
accident. The Spent Fuel Pool Instrumentation order ensures U.S. reactors will be better able to monitor 
how much water is in their spent fuel pools during an emergency. The information requests have plants 
reconsidering their earthquake and flooding hazards in light of the latest information, and also ask plants 
to consider their emergency plans for such situations. Our work on these issues in fiscal year 2012 
included 82 public meetings, and the entire agency devoted 51,203 person-hours to Fukushima-related 
activities. That’s the equivalent of 43 full-time staff members working on these improvements. Across the 
country nuclear power plants are responding to our efforts; all 104 U.S. reactors have performed two 
walkdowns per reactor, one for earthquake issues and one for flooding. The plants have sent us hundreds 
of updates, covering issues such as the status of newly purchased equipment for safely handling a 

prolonged blackout and new spent fuel pool instrumentation. We’ve also created this logo to 
help you identify our work on implementing the lessons we’ve learned. The bonsai tree represents Japanese culture, with the green foliage in 
the shape of Japan’s islands representing hope and growth. The red sun comes from Japan’s flag, and the base of the logo represents a solid 
foundation of cooperation and understanding. It’s important to remember that the NRC’s work on Fukushima-related matters applies only to 
U.S. reactors. Japan’s decisions on issues, such as restarting reactors, are entirely that country’s and independent of the NRC’s activities. All 
the work we’ve completed this past year sets the foundation for several additional years of action on the orders and requests for information. 
We expect to get the first sets of flooding and seismic re-analyses next year, as well as every plant’s integrated approach to complying with 
the orders. We’re also planning several long-term activities looking into other aspects of what happened at Fukushima, so keep an eye out for 
further developments.  
Scott Burnell 
Public Affairs Officer 
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The agency’s Fukushima-related actions are separate from the ongoing effort to improve safety culture at NRC-regulated facilities. 
More information on the NRC’s Safety Culture Policy Statement process, which significantly predates the events of March 11, 2011, 
is available here: http://www.nrc.gov/about-nrc/regulatory/enforcement/safety-culture.html Scott Burnell

I'm not sure how you are going to gravity flood into a BWR....there are no existing above reactor pools which have available water 
capacity (they are for spent fuel protection)...nor are there valves or hookups. And NOTHING in nuclear is a "simple" change.

Anti-nukers; Do try cough up all your allegations and “proof” in black and white, which otherwise is disingenuous. You’re act like 
you’re more knowledgeable and concerned than the engineers and technicians involved in this issue, and slyly trying to make the 
NRC and nuclear plant operators appear evasive by making unreasonable demands no industry would stoop to. What — you want any 
member of the public peering over the shoulder of each nuclear worker turning a wrench to placate your qualms? Ain’t going to 
happen like your local restaurant letting you in the kitchen to oversee the cook. It’s one thing to provide sincere constructive criticism 
and inquiry, but your intent is simply to carp and flail hatchets against nuclear energy with death-by-a-thousand-cuts nitpicking and 
exaggerations of known and addressed issues. There’s NO amount of perfected design and preparation or historic safety and health 
record of nuclear plants and their communities that will ever placate your implacable industrial health/safety hypocrisy and irrational 
philosophical beefs and eternal nightmares of mutant monsters or atom wars, so trying to educate and reassure you is a lost pointless 
cause. I only regret that you’re all running amok spreading FUD to the science illiterate and clueless who will suffer the historically 
and globally documented and recorded health and environmental consequences of fossil fuel use if rabid fear triumphs reason and 
fact, and who need well-rounded info on this issue than one-sided emote-grabbing Doomsday trolls who chicken from real debate. 
Again, cough up your specific and certified evil-atom proof and maybe I’ll think different. Seasons Greetings All! James Greenidge 
Queens NY
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Adding valves and hookups is simple, after You got the NRC approval. In the Fukushima Daiichi case the venting of exhaust of 
RHIC not into the torus' pool would prolong the sufficient cooling of the reactor core. And have dedicated manual valves for steam 
routing on and off the RHIC with the knowledge that the operators have to prevent the ignition of zirc water firestorm in the core for 
any cost and adding an easy replenishment capability to the torus seems to me is sufficient. Is there a will in the NRC? The plant 
specific actions demonstrate a face saving effort, not a solution of the problem.

It would be extremely useful for the public to be able to see the progress at each nuclear plant. A website documenting the proposed 
changes and those that have been completed at each unit would give an easy to understand visual for the public to see where things 
are at. I get asked frequently does such and such reactor have an upgraded item off the list of proposed changes yet? Something along 
those lines would allow the public to better understand what is already accomplished and also what is in the works at each location.

This blog addresses the technical issues we looked at. What about their safety culture? What advances have been made in that area?

NRC: I'm surprised you haven't mentioned this on this blog! Shining example of the example you're showing to others! Good work! 
http://thehill.com/blogs/e2-wire/e2-wire/273729-interior-to-demand-safety-culture-among-offshore-drillers James Greenidge Queens 
NY

My only hope that in the long-term activities the issue of rapid depressurization and gravity flooding of reactor core becomes number 
one priority. Unfortunately the sweeping under the rug of the real key process in all the severe accidents, leading to fuel damage, - the 
zirconium reaction with the super-heated steam - did not stop yet. Without recognizing this key phenomenon the NRC (and IAEA) is 
not helping the development of unquestionably safe nuclear reactors. Please, stop the face-saving and whitewashing! All the PWRs 
and BWRs could be made safe by providing means of rapid depressurization and gravity flooding, which should be activated in any 
case if (1) the state of the reactor becomes questionable, (2) the forced circulation of coolant through the core is lost or (3) the 
connection to the heat-sink, the transfer of heat from the reactor core to the ultimate heat-sink is severed. Most of the plants already 
have the means to do that, only rewriting of operating manuals and some modifications are necessary. And the knowledge that the 
operators have to prevent the ignition of zirc water firestorm in the core for any cost!

���  NRC Chairman Allison 
Macfarlane exchanges documents after a signing ceremony with her counterpart Chairman Shunichi Tanaka of the new Japan Nuclear 
Regulation Authority. The documents establish, among other activities, a joint steering committee between the two regulatory agencies.
[/caption] This past weekend I had the honor of leading a delegation of U.S. officials to an international conference in Japan designed to keep 
up the global momentum of enhancing nuclear safety after the Fukushima accident. We met in Koriyama City, some 30 miles west of the 
scenic Japanese coast, where recovery work continues on the four Fukushima Dai-ichi reactors that were damaged by tsunami-induced 
flooding and the explosive force of pent-up hydrogen. In my remarks to our counterparts in the newly installed Japanese Nuclear Regulation 
Authority (JNRA) and to the roughly 400 delegates at the conference from across the globe, I stressed that national nuclear regulatory bodies 
must be independent and buffered from political winds and whims. And at each opportunity, our delegation said that a regulator’s work 
should be carried out in an open and transparent manner so all can see the reasoning behind decision-making, and that regulators should be 
funded and staffed at a level to get this important work accomplished. One of the more important sessions I held was with the newly 
appointed chairman of the JNRA and three of his Commissioner colleagues. We discussed the challenges ahead as the JNRA embarks on the 
demanding task of creating an effective independent nuclear regulatory program for Japan. This will be a major undertaking, not easily 
accomplished. If asked, the NRC will enthusiastically assist JNRA. I am confident that other nations and non-governmental organizations 
with nuclear experience and expertise will also step forward if their help is requested. On our first day in Japan we visited the crippled 
reactors at Fukushima Dai-ichi. We approached the scene through silent villages, devoid of people, with weeds growing in abandoned 

parking lots, and now-empty crop fields. I saw the immense beauty of the countryside and the Japanese coastline. This 
striking land is now empty and may be unusable for a considerable period; 160,000 people are displaced because of the radiation that escaped 
these reactors. We stood atop the No. 4 reactor at the Fukushima site, next to the now-covered spent fuel pool. We witnessed the progress 
made by a full contingent of cleanup workers in remediating the site, a testament to the resilient spirit of the people of Fukushima and Japan. 
This said, immense work is still ahead at the Fukushima site and the surrounding areas – work that will take decades to complete. On 
reflection, I can’t help but be reminded of the important role the NRC performs for the nation; the work we have underway to further enhance 
reactor safety; and the renewed importance of ensuring no accident like this happens in the United States. I want to be sure that we continue 
to take the steps necessary to be certain that communities surrounding nuclear reactors are protected and that we've done all we can as 



regulators to prevent and mitigate severe accidents that displace people and contaminate land.  
Allison Macfarlane 
NRC Chairman 
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I come from Australia ... we know a thing or two about cancer here being world leaders in a few! Compare us with Chernobyl 
contaminated Russia, Ukraine and Belarus. Over the past 25 years, those countries have had about 14 million cases of cancer (based 
roughly on current Globocan rates), including some 6000 from radiation resulting from the Chernobyl accident. Sure. Bad accident. 
Solution? Change reactor design ... check ... done. If Russia, Ukraine and Belarus had had Australian cancer levels for the past 25 
years, they'd have had 20 million cases of cancer. Not 6,000 extra cases but SIX MILLION extra. Similarly, Helen Caldicott is fond 
of telling people not to eat Turkish apricots, because of the contamination. Really? Clean, green, non-nuclear Australia has about 
double the age standardised rate of cancer as Turkey. Consider bowel cancer. Japan used to have about 20,000 cases of colorectal 
cancer annually. That's about the normal rate in countries with mainly plant based diets. When she westernised her diet, that rose to 
over 100,000 cases per annum. That's 80,000 extra bowel cancers EVERY SINGLE YEAR. So tell me, which is more dangerous: 
Chernobyl sized accidents or red meat? http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17059355 And I'm not just talking about low level 
radiation. Consider the atomic bomb survivors. How much did the solid cancer rate rise in people getting more than 2 Sv? About 
61% ... http://www.rerf.jp/radefx/late_e/cancrisk.html Is 5 times more bowel cancer bigger than 61% rise in solid cancers caused by a 
whopping 2 Sv dose? Nuclear power is way safer than red meat and I haven't even bothered with all the other red meat cancer risks, 
just bowel cancer, for which the causal relation is rock solid (World Cancer Research Fund position). You could have a Chernobyl 
style accident every year in Japan and not come even close to causing the kind of additional cancers that adding red meat to the diet 
has caused. The evacuation caused both deaths and suffering ... including many animals left to starve. This suffering and death is 
clearly the doing of those advocating an evacuation which clearly did way more harm than good. It's time the anti-nuclear movement 
paid for the immense harm and damage it did with forcing this evacuation in Japan. It's time the anti-nuclear movement paid for 
delaying effective action on climate change by 2 decades. If the nuclear roll out of the 1970s/80s had continued we'd all be producing 
electricity for 90 grams-co2/kwh like the French instead of 450 grams-co2/kwh like the Germans (after 12 years of rolling out their 
little renewable toys) or 860 g-co2/kwh like clean green non-nuclear Australia! Ignorance kills and the debt from anti-nuclear 
irrationality just keeps rising.

Several comments to add to the discussion. I have several issues with the following statement: "This striking land is now empty and 
may be unusable for a considerable period; 160,000 people are displaced because of the radiation that escaped these reactors." I agree 
that the effect of the tsunami on the Fukushima complex was the initiating event that required people to leave their homes where, (key 
point here), the tsunami had not already destroyed the local infrastructure. However I disagree that the radiation cleanup efforts are 
entirely the cause for keeping people from their homes at this time. Current policies regulating the access to the Fukushima district 
were developed during a period of understandable fear within the moment partly caused by lack of good communications due to the 
enormity of the tsunami itself, partly due to the lack of good data about the status of F-D complex at that time, and partly due to the 
lack of an effective emergency oriented organizational structure within the Japanese nuclear industry. The development of the current 
set of policies regulating access to the Fukushima area were also influenced by various anti-nuclear groups that were poised to take 
advantage of a nuclear crisis to further their own political aims. Additionally, the current policies were affected by the effects of the 
tsunami itself which caused far greater damage and loss of life then the loss of the F-D reactors. I also submit that the current 
Japanese policies regarding access were affected by the extremely ill-advised, ill-timed and suspect technically accurate 
proclamations of the previous NRC chairman. One of the major benefits of having a strong regulatory system is that we have so few 
accidents to investigate unlike natural gas pipelines, oil refineries, natural gas power generation facilities where accidents happen far 
too frequently. The entire nuclear industry should take advantage of this situation to ensure that all policies relative to the low level 
radiation issues are not developed to address politically expedient concerns but are developed based on sound engineering and 
scientific assessments. My point is that we have a perfect opportunity for reasonable engineering assessments and scientifically based 
reviews of the Fukushima data juxtapositioned with the current Chernobyl and TMI data. As an industry, we should now be in a 
position to effectively evaluate that data from our current level of knowledge as well as a historical perspective due the decades of 
safe nuclear power plant operation which includes decades of safe use of medical radioactive equipment. This review is needed as the 
current updating the cancer research being conducted with the NAS starts Phase 2. This review ultimately could lead to a change in 
mindset and to the governmental policies that were developed post-WWII and were more based on nuclear weapons data not data 
from operations of commercially viable nuclear power plants if the scope of the study does not become unwieldy. This review of the 
Fukushima and Chernobyl radiation data should also be used to educate the populace that shares the area around the many nuclear 
power plants in the United States with the goal of explaining the risks relative to other risks that are surrounding us at all times. 
People want facts not fear induced diatribes about how the plant will kill them, and future generations, if the slightest level of 
radiation or contamination is released. The other comment I would like to make concerns the following statement: "I stressed that 
national nuclear regulatory bodies must be independent and buffered from political winds and whims" I would expect that the NRC 
continues works to maintain its neutrality on the issue of regulating commercial nuclear power plants. This does not just mean 
regulating nuclear power for the public safety concerns but it also means regulating nuclear power taking into consideration that both 
sides, pro-nuclear AND anti-nuclear have agendas they would like to have met. The NRC must maintain its neutrality and 
independence from both sides while ensuring public safety and maintaining commercially viable power plants.

See this: http://blogs.wsj.com/japanrealtime/2012/12/28/u-s-sailors-file-suit-against-fukushima-nuclear-plant-operator/ Must have 
been to high radiation from Fukushima for men let alone kids or unborn and they were only exposed to radiation.

Well now .1 microSv/h living in an area for 5 years is over 4 Sv and 10 years is almost 9 Sv. They have other problems with the 
Alpha, Bata, Gama mix because of the plutonium in the mix, it is not near the same as studies in the past assumed they had, this must 
worry everyone when there is new radiation of low amounts, most hand held meters do not show Gama radiation. I cannot blame the 
people of Japan from being paranoid and with animals and plants dyeing and hospitals filling up, the doctors in Japan ask for doctors 
around the world to help, I haven’t read any blogs saying doctors have come to their aid. They are on their own good luck cleaning 
when radiation is still spewing into the air past plant dropping to the ground several miles away and into ocean and other countries 
and radiation moving from mountains to major cities. It will take 5o years or more, how many times will they have to clean areas as 
radiation moves around.

NRC should urgently convene with appropriate DoE and other bodies (DHS?) to consider how to avoid the unnecessary evacuation 
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undertaken in Japan. Clearly this should not be an NRC decision, although some NRC inputs and advice would be needed for 
decision making, and should definitely not be left to the politicians. The Japanese evacuation was characteristic of an imposed risk 
scheme, completely failing to allow the local people to make their own judgments and evaluations of the relative dangers of 
abandoning their homes, communities and economies compared to whatever health risk can be assessed from radioactive material. 
And that health outcome should include both worst case and most-likely estimate, the latter of which has been startlingly absent from 
discussion. A large proportion of the evacuated area has been reopened - much too slowly. Recent monitoring figures from Japan's 
new NRA show the most heavily contaminated area, Iitate, at only 35 mSv/yr (worst case), and most other areas well below 10mSv/yr
- all of which figures are well within world-wide variations in natural background, and have no evidence of health impact.

The land that the Chairman saw is beautiful and fit for human habitation. The reason it is empty is that people with various motives, 
some of which include enormous sums of money, have worked really hard for many decades to spread irrational fear of low level 
radiation and its health effects. There are several places in the world where people have been living for millennia that have naturally 
occurring background radiation levels that are higher than those in the most "contaminated" regions of Fukushima outside of the 
power plant gates. There is no evidence that those populations have experienced any negative health effects, in fact, there is a growing
body of evidence indicating that there are health benefits associated with radiation levels below about 100 mSv (10 REM) per year. 
That level is five times the level at which Japan's antinuclear government ordered forced evacuations and 100 times the level that they 
are trying to achieve through an incredibly wasteful clean up effort that is removing valuable soil and calling it radioactive waste. 
Regulators may need to be "buffered" from political winds, but they need to be fully subjected to the pressure of scientific and 
engineering truth and cannot be allowed to make decisions or order actions that are "independent" of facts. They cannot be allowed to 
push rules that are aimed at addressing emotional feelings and reinforcing irrational fears. The reactors that we built and licensed 40 
years ago might be vulnerable to being destroyed by severe natural disasters but the scientists and engineers who licensed them were 
not short-sighted or lacking in imagination. Instead, they understood that human designed equipment can fail no matter what the 
designers do. Their response to that fundamental knowledge was to require multiple, resilient barriers that allowed them to be 
comfortable with the probability of failing equipment, knowing that the public health would still be protected. The Chairman needs to 
curl up this holiday season with a copy of a report that her own agency released in final draft form soon after Fukushima - The State-
of-the-Art Reactor Consequences Analysis. Here is a brief summary of the effort that supports that report: "NRC initiated the State-
of-the-Art Reactor Consequence Analyses (SOARCA) project to develop best estimates of the offsite radiological health 
consequences for potential severe reactor accidents. SOARCA analyzed the potential consequences of severe accidents at the Surry 
Power Station near Surry, Va. and the Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station near Delta, Pa. The project, which began in 2007, 
combined up-to-date information about the plants’ layout and operations with local population data and emergency preparedness 
plans. This information was then analyzed using state-of-the-art computer codes that incorporate decades of research into severe 
reactor accidents." Here is the (somewhat buried) bottom line from that report: "The individual early fatality risk from SOARCA 
scenarios is essentially zero. Individual LCF risk from the selected specific, important scenarios is thousands of times lower than the 
NRC Safety Goal and millions of times lower than the general cancer fatality risk in the United States from all causes, even assuming 
the LNT dose-response model."

You may have missed the blogs in May, 2011 when a American ship went near Fukushima and were told by Japan officials that 
radiation was not very high and the US naval commander sent several men by chopper to visit the Japanese vassal and when they 
returned they scanned the men and found very high readings on their boots and pant legs which caused friction between the two. They 
scouted around the plant at sea and found out that the winds carried radiation their direction. For a naval personnel to sue a company 
in another country is serious and I am sure that if they go forward their careers are ended and the US gov. will put an end to it soon. 
They must be sure that they can win or are stupid.

Alert: Fear Mongering Above Have any sources for the increased thyroid growth? Maybe this one: 
http://www.japanprobe.com/2012/07/21/more-anti-nuclear-fearmongering-thyroid-growths-in-fukushima/

Richard, how does 8 sailors trying to scam money off TEPCO support anything you say? There is no evidence of the alleged "lifetime 
of radiation poising". I always thought nuclear powered vessels monitored radiation levels. Do you have any data of the dose they 
received?

Wow Richard. Please, just please stop commenting if you are so ignorant to how radiation works. EVERYTHING is radioactive to an 
extent. There is no difference between "natural" radiation and "man-made" radiation. It is the same process. Plant life etc. becomes 
more radioactive after radiation releases from a nuclear plant because it adds a small amount more to that area of the environment 
than there was before (through spreading of radioactive particles). If you drink a large amount of water quickly your body will be 
more radioactive for a short amount of time (water has a natural concentration of radioactive tritium). Dose counts. You don't seem to 
grasp hat concept.

Yes that’s the point, if we keep increasing the back ground radiation soon we will need lead suits to go outdoors as each hour that we 
are exposed to it increases our health problems. I do not see why we need this product that is turning out to be very costly monetarily 
and health wise. Hear in central Canada rain had up to 1.4 microSv/h from Fukushima and Regina Saskatchewan was hit hardest in 
Canada, these readings were from civilians driving across Canada when US and Canada turned off the national monitoring sites 
because the counts were going over 50. Before they turned it off Vancouver was over 50 pulses. We thought Chernobyl was bad and 
what is to happen may make 3/11 look like a firecracker. They are finding that workers have sabotaged the plants in the past. Where 
does it end. What havent the nuclear industry made public that may concern us all, these plants pushing into 50 and 60 years when 
built to last 20 to 40 years, how can inspections catch deep faults when stressed like berried pipe etc. If Fukushima would have been 
in central America it would have been twice as bad as the ocean to the east of Japan toke the brunt. I just cannot trust anyone in the 
nuke industry.

Their still a huge number with thyroid problems, it is not common, I or anyone I know have never heard of anyone under 20 years old 
having thyroid problems and I am 65 years old, It may change some of the numbers. See: http://enenews.com/now-35-8-of-
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fukushima-children-have-thyroid-cysts-or-nodules breakdown by size of cysts [...] • Of 38,114 examined, 24,730 (12,890 boys and 
11,840 girls) had no cysts.. • 12,414 had cysts smaller than 5.0 mm. • 969 had cysts graded A2, smaller than 20.0 mm. • 1 had cysts 
graded B, larger than 20.0 mm. Surely any scanning equipment will show up cysts larger than 5.0 mm, you can feel them their so big, 
would be sizes from a pee to a man’s nuts. Ha Ha. So would be about 0 to 969 after Fukushima 3/11.

Please stop the deceit originating from the NRC about how nuclear power is safe and has never taken a life in our nation. Just last 
month one of your administrators deceived the public during a NRC inspection event regarding Browns Ferry Alabama. He stated 
incorrectly, "there have been no adverse health effects as a result of the Fukushima accident." How are members of the public 
supposed to trust a regulator whose officials intentionally deceive the public with propaganda via intentional deceit or ignorance.. 
Every nuclear reactor utilizes nuclear fuel and there have been thousands of deaths and sickness from the nuclear fuel cycle according 
to Department of Labor statistics. Those statistics do not include all fuel facilities or nuclear power production plants.

Very insightful report. Let's hope they get those residents back in there ASAP and hang with the fanatically conservative minimum 
rad readings which other places on Earth happily prosper in. Seasons Greetings James Greenidge

Prevent and mitigate, prevent and mitigate. These two words are forever linked together now. That's a new phenomenon post-
Fukushima (it should have been post-Chernobyl, or sooner). But mitigation is a lie! 160,000 people who can't go home for 
generations to come is not mitigation, it's utter failure! San Onofre needs to be closed, not "fixed" and restarted! NRC helping Japan's 
nuclear regulators is like the pot calling the kettle black. The management / worker problems at San Onofre are as much NRC's fault 
as anyone's. NRC does not know how to mitigate a nuclear disaster, nor how to prevent one. Human nature being what it is, and 
nature being what IT is, these old reactors don't stand a chance. New designs are marginally better in some ways -- perhaps -- but 
have at least one fatal flaw: They generate more waste. Give it up, NRC. Nuclear power is a failure everywhere. We've come close to 
disaster many times in America, and the inevitable meltdown, which could be 100 times worse than Fukushima was, is coming. It 
doesn't take a Mayan calendar maker to set the date, just a rational person looking at the history of nuclear power around the world 
and at their local power plant. The more you look, the worse nuclear power looks. After we ("the activists") warned the world for 
years of the dangers of tsunamis and coastal nuclear power plants, it happened. What's next? Here's my own report on your visit to 
Japan: http://goo.gl/QWzxB

Dear Pauline, I can feel your anger and fear in your post and I feel for you. But the remarks about Airforce pilots navigating by the 
radiation that would come from Indian Point, does tell me something. I think you've been had by someone's joke (or that someone 
else had, and was retelling it completely serious) and you took it for truth because it ties in with your ideas about the danger of 
radiation and nuclear power. Similar with the idea that millions of deaths would happen if a serious nuclear accident would take place. 
Please (for your peace of mind) don't concentrate only on info that tells you how bad anything nuclear is but find info too that tells 
you otherwise. I came from a position similar but less fervent than yours, mildly anti-nuclear to my current pro one by reading on the 
subject a lot since Fukushima. I was dissatisfied with the quality of the news I saw and wanted to know more. It was the start of a 
journey that gave me much to think about and led me to revice many of my earlier ideas.

No one has responded to my statement of 4 Sv radiation with .1 microSv/h, thought someone would have, I know your calculation is 
right 9 milSv using .1 microSv but I am stressing that meters are not accurate (manufactures state + or – 50% and more if not used 
properly) and published lower then actual and how high are radiation that meters cannot read or show the mix. How many types of 
radiation are not known about. Again the assumption of the mix based on past accidents maybe all wrong especially comparing it to 
bomb tests as the radiation particles were smashed into fine particles and would mix well but nuke plants was not as violent and larger 
variety of partial sizes floated a round getting into lungs and stomachs, especially plutonium particles (very small partial in one’s 
body with moisture is not good). Please respond as I believe nuclear power is needed but I need it to be safer then what has been done 
so far or is less destructive to the world, how will it look when our descendents 1000 year from now come into this world after 50 
melt downs (many plants may not survive a sun burst like a 100 years ago that melted large transformers).

richard: Firstly radiation levels found around Fukushima are typically 1-3 MICRO Sieverts per hour, that's uSv/hr not Sv/hr. There's a 
huge difference. A micro Sievert is one millionth of a Sievert. There are some hotter spots that need cleaning up, but cleaning up 1 
uSv/hr, is just silly. That's like decontaminating a street after a bus goes along it. Yes, there are diesel fumes, yes they are 
carcinogenic, but the effects are way to small to waste resources on. There are plenty of homeless people in Japan as a result of the 
tsunami and quake, spending precious dollars on decontaminating 1 uSv/hr areas is very insulting to the people who badly need help. 
So your numbers are out by a factor of a million. 1 uSv/hr over a year of continuous exposure is 1*24*365 ... about 9 milli Sieverts. 
Even if delivered all at once, it would do near enough to nothing not to worry about. Secondly, you probably got your 61% from my 
post below. Did you read it? Do you eat red meat or feed it to your children regularly? Do you care about their health? Please 
compare the risk of regular red or processed meat eating with tiny amounts of radiation, the former fills bowel cancer wards, the latter 
does half of bugger all.

Funny how you don't give a damn about all those natural gas pipeline explosions you have been having that ACTUALLY killed 
people (by roasting them alive) and ACTUALLY destroyed entire neighborhoods. Not worried about that though. Or those Oil 
refinery fires you've been having. You don't care about them either. Do you even know what a carcinogen is? Notice the Oil & Gas 
infrastructure failed to survive the mag 9 Earthquake. The Chiba Oil refinery near Tokyo erupted into a giant 10 day long inferno due 
to the Tohoku Earthquake. The heat was so intense that firefighters couldn't get close enough to put the fire out, so it basically just 
burned itself out. This is a massive failure of Oil Infrastructure FAR from the epicenter of the quake. And of course plastics, mercury, 
lead, antimony, cadmium, PCBs, asbestos and a hundred other deadly toxins were vaporized and released into the atmosphere to settle 
all over the countryside. Every citizen in Japan, is eating, drinking and breathing those deadly Mutagens, Carcinogens, Teratogens, 
Neurotoxins, Embryotoxins and Endocrine Disruptors. Transformers filled with PCB's are converted into some of the most deadly 
carcinogens human civilization has ever created, like Polychlorinated dibenzofurans, 0.1 gms is a fatal dose for an adult. If the Wind's 
had been in the right direction, if Tokyo had been damaged more, if the Fire trucks and services were disrupted or frozen waterlines, 
if other gas pipelines had exploded, then a Firestorm could have been started that would have destroyed Tokyo, and killed almost 



comment #36902 posted on 2012-12-26 19:09:12 by Geoff Russell in response to comment #35779 

comment #35451 posted on 2012-12-22 18:59:15 by richard123456columbia in response to comment #34653 

comment #35450 posted on 2012-12-22 18:56:55 by richard123456columbia 

comment #36816 posted on 2012-12-26 12:03:21 by richard123456columbia 

comment #36817 posted on 2012-12-26 12:05:00 by Mitch B in response to comment #35779 

comment #34653 posted on 2012-12-22 01:54:06 by fresh 

comment #34519 posted on 2012-12-21 17:05:00 by american 

comment #34508 posted on 2012-12-21 15:47:48 by richard123456columbia 

comment #34512 posted on 2012-12-21 16:23:33 by Aladar Stolmar 

comment #34503 posted on 2012-12-21 15:30:29 by CaptD 

comment #35563 posted on 2012-12-23 19:06:47 by Simon Filiatrault 

everyone. And released MILLIONS OF TONS of deadly carcinogens into the air, land & water. Protect against that risk. permanent 
evacuations are a Mud Volcano caused NG drilling in Indonesia, 13000 families already have had their homes buried to the roofs with
another 80 years of Mud flow. Radioactive Mud flow. And historic towns in Germany that are being forcibly evacuated and destroyed 
to make way for giant Coal Strip Mines. And large areas, much larger than Fukushima evacuation zone, permanently evacuated of 
more persons, for a smaller energy production from Hydro Reservoirs in many places around the World. And giant Coal Ash ponds 
and spills covering vast areas of land. Get some perspective dude.

Germany didn't get 50% of its power from solar last year. Where did you hear that? Please check things before you rush into 
commenting. According to Wikipedia http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Solar_power_in_Germany Germany got 3.2 % of energy from 
Solar last year ... 19 terawatts. And for that the German Government will pay 100 Billion Euros over the next 20 years ... locked in 
feed in tariff. http://www.spiegel.de/international/germany/germany-s-nuclear-phase-out-brings-unexpected-costs-to-consumers-a-
837007.html Please, I'd suggest you check everything you have written. You might be able to stop worrying about things that are 
really much safer than you think.

You hit the nail on the head, I hope it snaped off.

You say the people should go back that radiation is not harmful, tell that to the over 100,000 parents that have growths on their 
thyroids, the radiation is either much higher than stated by pro-nukes or the reported amount has adverse health effects, no matter the 
radiation they have been exposed to is harming humans and all life.

Statement made: And I’m not just talking about low level radiation. Consider the atomic bomb survivors. How much did the solid 
cancer rate rise in people getting more than 2 Sv? About 61% But most did not live on radiated land for long, the area radiated highest 
was flattened and they received a short period of radiation and did not eat food and water and breath air particles that are radiated. 
Most studies do not include the intake of radiation, only exposure and a one dose not low dose over years. Most studies are for 
grownups and not many for less than 9 years old, they will use a group of 18 and under using more older kids to skew the study, do 
not give results per age and numbers of results. Most studies only look at cancers or cancers in thyroids only. Remember this if you 
have a reading of 1 Sv/h at 3 feet the children playing on the ground are exposed to over 64 Sv/h or over 64 times the radiation at 3 
feet.

Re: "I’ve been told by Airforce pilots that they navigate by the radioactivity it gives off" My nephew is a pilot in the New York Air 
National Guard, served in Iraq, and he laughed his socks off when I mentioned this. This calls into question ANYTHING you say.

I don't know it just sounds like "keep up the momentum" is a promotion of nuclear, as opposed to talking about safety. That don't 
smell right.

Yes, nuclear power takes lands of milk and honey, and turns them into lands of radioactive milk, and radioactive honey. You know, 
the NRC itself speculated the core of reactor 3 was ejected. The video showing the dirty brown mushroom cloud with debris falling 
back out of it advertised the fact it was not merely a hydrogen explosion, but here we see talk about the hydrogen explosion damage, 
nothing about spent fuel blasted into the air and spread for a mile or more. Nothing about how many people are headed toward cancer. 
Nothing about how many people might have nuclear fleas in their lungs now, around the northern hemisphere. Nothing about young 
people in Japan who have died of cesium heart attacks.

There is no amount of safety practices that will stop future meltdowns, too many types of accidents to allow for and some cannot be 
prevented like the surges from the sun, employees sabotage, objects falling out of the sky (meters, planes, bomb and missals). The 
more likely event is what happened to the buildings at the twin towers. It seems that the waste fuel is not very well protected from 
damage. For anyone to say they can prevent another plant from melting down are out of their minds.

The term "Pent-up" is an unusual choice of wording but I understand what you mean. It means to store up as gas is in a gas cylinder. 
Pent-up usually applies to ones emotions which are pent-up, or held in check. Mine are... Reflecting on the fact that if NRC would 
accept the real process producing that Hydrogen it could be prevented quite easily. Once the NRC allows the consideration of the real 
process, the zirconium firestorm in the core, reducing the steam and generating large amount of hydrogen, it will become pressing 
that the steam bubble covering of the fuel has to be avoided at any cost. Which is possible by venting and depressurizing the reactor 
and providing sufficient water reserves for gravity injection. Worldwide – including Japan. And the nuclear power plants could 
operate safely. At the present?

The Chairman of the NRC has now seen first hand how administrative decisions that favor the Industry over scientific LOGIC can 
lead to a Trillion Dollar Eco-Disaster like Fukushima! Most of the NRC decision makers are in nuclear denial* and that in itself is 
something that must change before any meaningful changes in how the NRC governs the Big Utilities can be made! Good Luck to 
US... * http://is.gd/XPjMd0 The illogical belief that Nature cannot destroy any land based nuclear reactor, any place anytime 
24/7/365!

There's radiation eveywhere, therefore we should all be dying of cancer... Right? I started measuring radiation levels a few months 



comment #35574 posted on 2012-12-23 21:42:32 by David Andersen. in response to comment #35348 

comment #35581 posted on 2012-12-23 23:08:53 by richard123456columbia 

comment #35582 posted on 2012-12-23 23:11:04 by richard123456columbia 

comment #35779 posted on 2012-12-24 08:45:32 by Pauline 

comment #35978 posted on 2012-12-24 15:58:59 by Torgen Johnson 

comment #38020 posted on 2012-12-31 11:57:50 by richard123456columbia in response to comment #37660 

ago and documenting it. Judge by yourself. http://radio-activity-studies.blogspot.ca/

Would you care to provide the source for these statics? I have searched through DoL and could not find anything like those stats

They say the people should go back that radiation is not harmful, tell that to the over 100,000 parents that have growths on their 
thyroids, the radiation is either much higher than stated by pro-nukes or the reported amount has adverse health effects, no matter the 
radiation they have been exposed to is harming humans and all life.

have no idea how you think that the radiation from nuke plants are no worse than the same amount of back ground, the background 
radiation has to be different or distributed deferent other wise how come the plants, animals and humans become more radioactive 
after a plant blows up. How stupid do you think we are to believe this. I have never seen anyone else making this statement.

Dear RNC, it is abundantly clear that your concern for safety is simply words. I live 15 miles from Indian Point in NY on the Hudson 
river that over the years has had repeated problems, leaks, shutdowns, (I've been told by Airforce pilots that they navigate by the 
radioactivity it gives off), is about to reach its age limit capacity and only provides 5% of energy for the region. The fact that there is a
"mere" risk that could affect tens of millions of lives (by killing them-there is no escape route) and the loss of billions of dollars in 
lost property that would leave urban and agricultural land uninhabitable for centuries seems not to bother you. The word on the street 
is that you plan to renew the license for this bomb waiting to go off. Even though the citizens pay for it in every way, without getting 
any benefit from it. We take all the risk, while Entergy laughs all the way to the bank... The insanity of the fact that there is no 
effective evacuation plan, doesn't even play a part in your decision making. Astounding. Insane! Like something out of a Batman 
movie... We citizens have subsidized this insane energy experiment for 3 decades, an energy source that is expensive to mine, 
transport and develop, wholly unnecessary (Germany got 50% of its power from solar last year), dirty beyond belief and 
exponentially dangerous (you admit it needs a high degree of safety oversight!), uninsurable by any insurance company, and darling, 
3 decades is long enough of this madness. It astounds me that even the slight risk of death and destruction to so many and so much 
cannot put reason in your heads. Meanwhile I live in a little town in Westchester that is gravely concerned that my four little chickens 
I have on my 1/3 acre will cause health issues, lower property values and an entire panel must be formed to review the situation and 
decide on my appeal for a variance. It's highly likely that they will prevent me from being able to keep my four little "girls"... But 
Entergy, thanks to nuclear lobbyists and powerful interests, will get to keep on boiling water with its time bomb that threatens tens of 
millions of lives... Too bad Indian Point doesn't look like a chicken, there might be more concern about safety issues then... How have 
we come so far from common sense that we cannot see the forest for the trees? Chairman/woman Macfarlane, as you walk through 
the fallout of Fukushima spouting about their regulatory "independence" and offering your so called "assistance", I hope you realize 
the insanity you perpetuate on the world and on New Yorkers and that if and when the time comes, we will remember who put the 
nail in our children's coffins with your lies... Parents never forget who murdered their children and destroyed their land.... And when 
the day comes that Indian Point becomes our Fukushima or Chernobyl, we will have nothing left to lose... But you folks at the NRC 
will have everything to lose and we will make sure you do. I swear this as a mother and a land owner.

Chairman Macfarlane, the lesson of Fukushima is that a severe nuclear accident at a nuclear power plant that, just hours earlier, was 
operating in seemingly sound condition, plunged an entire country into economic chaos and uncertainty. The accident bankrupted the 
fourth largest power utility in the world, contaminated tens of thousands of square kilometers of land in Japan, and spread radioactive 
contamination as far as the Western United States in just six days. Ironically, it is the public that is the main stakeholder and financial 
support of the civil nuclear power industry yet the public is afforded no voice in decisions that involve nuclear power’s risk to the 
public’s safety. Where were the key stakeholders and independent experts from fields outside of the nuclear industry, on your visit to 
Fukushima? Did you venture off of the official path and schedule ordained by the nuclear industry in order to engage the real 
Japanese public that is bearing the full impact of that accident? Did you speak to the families who have lost their homes and 
businesses and now anguish about the health of their children who continue to inhale, ingest, and urinate radioactive contamination? 
The main stakeholder in nuclear power is the public, and as such it is a moral impearative that the public be included in ALL key 
NRC decisions regarding the public risks of nuclear power. Due to the immense size, timeframe, and danger of nuclear disasters, 
anything less is tyranny. Your responsibility as the head of the only U.S. regulatory agency with jurisdiction over nuclear safety, is to 
the public you serve, the ones who will have their lives, families, and communities uprooted, and who will face financial ruin as a 
result of a severe nuclear accident in the U.S. As a Harvard trained urban planner I have found that the San Onofre Nuclear 
Generating Station in North County San Diego, California has uncanny similarities in seismic and tsunami conditions to Fukushima 
Daiichi, but the NRC's response to these well documented dangers is unconscionable. Edison, and the NRC, are planning to restart the 
most damaged nuclear reactor unit, by far in the U.S., without fixing it first. The damaged reactor unit sits upwind of the eighth 
largest economy in the world, and 8.4 million people within 50 miles who have been criminally misinformed by the Inter-
jurisdictional Planning Committee on the immense and unavoidable dangers of severe nuclear accidents. As a result, the public and 
emergency responders are ill prepared for a severe nuclear accident at San Onofre. By allowing restart of San Onofre's damaged 
reactor Unit 2, the NRC has effectively shut out all meaningful public input into this restart decision, with the exception of pitifully 
token public meetings. Shame on the NRC for allowing Edison to willfully endanger millions of its loyal customers downwind of San 
Onofre. Numerous cities surrounding the power plant oppose the restart and their city councils have written to you directly. Did you 
receive their letters? Chairman Macfarlane, please do the right thing and demand that the reactor Unit 2 restart decision be brought 
before a fully transparent adjudicatory hearing and full license amendment process with independent expert testimony and cross-
examination under oath. The decision to restart damaged reactor Unit 2 is far too important for Southern California to be left to an 
opaque decision making process in the hands of an NRC Region IV staff member and Edison management.

If the Wind’s had been in the right direction, if Tokyo had been damaged more, if the Fire trucks and services were disrupted or 
frozen waterlines, if other gas pipelines had exploded, then a Firestorm could have been started that would have destroyed Tokyo, and 
killed almost everyone. And released MILLIONS OF TONS of deadly carcinogens into the air, land & water. Protect against that risk.
Bringing up wind direction, how bad would 3/11 be if the winds would have blown south and the plant would have been on the west 
side of the island, how bull shit lucky that 100 or more times of the radiation went out to sea. Are these plants still spewing radiation 
into the air and sea and when will it stop, now in north America we receive radiation in the wind and rain intermit as high as 1.4 
microSv/h, do we get much carcinogens material here, is it still spewing like 3/11. I know nuke plants produce well when running 
without problems and would be the solution for the worlds energy requirements but we are finding out with difficulty that the owners 
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are too greedy and demand the manufactures and service industry to keep costs low enough to be competitive and able to make a 
profit on the huge upfront cost which now is as low as it ever will be because interest is very low not like several years ago when it 
was 8% and higher with short terms for renewals. The info on the net has persuaded me to use solar, the problem is the cost of storage 
for night production, this seems to be a problem yet the cost to deal with nuclear waste is higher so for me use solar. What would it be 
like if solar was the only energy for every requirement, no oil required equals no middle east conflicts with distant countries 
(BILLONS saved on armament, lose of life and health compared to the damages with other energies). I emagen pumping water from 
existing salt and fresh lakes or seas to a higher elevation where life is sparse like mountain and desert areas creating great living areas 
and abundant life around water soars. The new water sources are then fed back to the source, generating electrical power. This will 
also reduce the water levels around the world. I cannot see a better out come for the world and it is possible at a price we can live 
with.

But at Fukushima they have Plutonium mixed with the radioactive fuel, add a few snow flake size plutonium particles in to your cup 
of tea and drink it! This is a big problem compared to nuclear bombs that smashes the few pounds of bomb material compared to a 
plant blow up with a few tons of fuel of all sizes getting into everything, take your chances ever day for years. Not many meters read 
Plutonium and alpha producing radiation or do not tell you the percent that is Plutonium in the tested area or object. Meters can be + 
or – 100% (check manufactures user guide). The lies and deceit with TEPCO leads me to believe that they maybe comparing meters 
performance to select the ones that reads the lowest, do they make readings over hard surface that clean easy, we know about some 
metering sites deliberately put the battery in front of the sensors to read far less than actual, do they look for windblown hard surfaces, 
do they prewash the area, do they take an average of several readings or do they publish the lowest reading, when they get a low 
reading at first do they stop and if high take more readings to average it lower, do they use a clear tape over sensors to reduce the 
reading of Alpha particles, do the staff lie to make their industry look good so they have a good job, do they meter at high ground 
level where decree is washed away with rain, how many other thing can reduce the meter readings. Most of these listed have been 
done before, so how many times higher is the actual reads that are published. After seeing the miss use, it would not surprise me that 
meters that are bought in bulk or destined for Nuke plants are set to read as low as they can get away with, so that their product will 
be on a favored list of products. If some of these are not done, their past actions have made us dist trust them forever and ever. I sure 
wish that they would have built plants in proper location and to handle natural and manmade mistakes, how long before a drugged up 
or mental case person causes a meltdown. This is enough for now, thanks listening.

The terms “chilling effect” or “chilled work environment” are important ones for the NRC. 
And they’re not referring to the winter weather. At the NRC, “chilled” refers to a perception that the raising of safety concerns is being 
suppressed or discouraged – either outright with discrimination -- or by a slow or no response. Depending on whether this perception is held 
by one person or a group of employees determines whether this is “an effect” or a “work environment.” In either case, the NRC takes any 
allegation regarding the suppression of safety concerns seriously. Recognizing that licensees have the first responsibility for safety and are in 
the best position to respond promptly to a safety matter, the NRC encourages workers to first raise safety concerns with their management. 
For this to happen, workers must feel free to raise potential safety issues directly to their management. The NRC recognizes that if workers 
are subjected to harassment, intimidation, retaliation, discrimination, or other discouraging behaviors by management for reporting safety 
concerns, a “chilled” work environment may be created that could inhibit workers from reporting additional safety concerns. If this happens, 
a valuable source of information for maintaining and improving safety is lost. In its simplest sense, it’s a major red flag if a worker at a 
facility the NRC regulates (or who works in connection with licensed materials) chooses to submit an allegation to the NRC rather than with 
their employer -- or has raised the issue with their management but was unsatisfied with the outcome. For this reason, the trending of 
allegation information can provide the NRC with insights into the work environment of our licensees, including whether they are providing a 
safety conscious work environment. For more information about the NRC’s allegation process visit our website at http://www.nrc.gov/about-
nrc/regulatory/allegations/what-is-allegation.html .  
Maria E. Schwartz 
Sr. Program Manager 
Concerns Resolution Branch 
Office of Enforcement 
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I work at a plant and it is always cold in the office building I'm I'm lol.

Yes, a chilled work environment is a serious issue. Like the one that Greg Jaczko created at the NRC. Any chilled environment, no 
matter the motivation, is at the expense of safety, because the characteristic effect is to suppress alternative views. The people who 
refuse to hear arguments to restart San Onofre, for example, are endangering safety by forcing other, less closely monitored forms of 
generation into use.
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First of all, aren't most workplaces "chilly"? Even when I worked as a custodian and needed a cleaning supply management did not 
want to hear that. That said, why doesn't the NRC shut San Onofre down if it has such bad management and shouldn't the customers 
have some say as to how their electricity is created? Or are you afraid of creating massive unemployment?

What about when this happens inside the NRC? There were a number of whistleblower incidents in 2012 including one at Ft. Calhoun 
involving NRC inspectors and another over the dam failure flood risk study.

SONGS has the worst Nuclear Safety Retaliation Record despite certification by NRC of Zero Findings. See My email to the 
Whitehouse below Friday November 30, 2012 Good Morning Mr. Jeremy Bird National Field Director Obama for America When a 
powerful corporation and their attorneys are trying to block all the doors of Government Agencies trying to help the case of a 
Harassment, Discrimination, Retaliation & intimidation of an Injured Minority Professional Engineer in a Democratic Society led by 
His Excellency Barack Obama, The Greatest People's President and the Mightiest Man on Planet Earth, who should this person 
appeal to for justice. Can You Please help and advise.. Sincerely Good Bless His Excellency and His family

The terms “chilling effect” or “chilled work environment” are descriptive ones for the NRC relation to the zirconium firestorm in the 
steam. It could be traced back to 1970-ties. And still reflected by Brian Sheldon's research program. I ran into it in 1987, when I filed 
a safety concern relating to the Hydrogen re-combiners, ordered BY NRC based on the erratic representation of cladding-coolant 
interaction, disregarding the real firestorm of zirconium in super-heated steam. So what is the procedure now? After Fukushima 
Daiichi? Whitewashing and face-saving...

The Salem nuclear power plant’s Unit 1 “tripped” on Dec. 21st. Brown’s Ferry Unit 2 tripped 
the following day. In both cases, something happened that caused the reactor to automatically shut down to ensure safety. In other words, a 
trip means a plant is doing what it’s supposed to do. Let’s look at the term a bit more closely. Key operating parameters of a nuclear power 
plant, such as coolant temperature, reactor power level, and pressure are continuously monitored, to detect conditions that could lead to 
exceeding the plant’s known safe operating limits, and possibly, to damaging the reactor core and releasing radiation to the environment. If 
any of these limits is exceeded, then the reactor is automatically shut down, in order to prevent core damage. In nuclear engineering terms, 
the automatic shutdown of a nuclear reactor is called a reactor trip or scram . A reactor trip causes all the control rods to insert into the reactor 
core, and shut down the plant in a very short time (about three seconds). How do control rods do their job? The control rods are composed of 
chemical elements that absorb neutrons created by the fission process inside the reactor. They are placed methodically throughout the nuclear 
reactor as a means of control. For example, as the control rods are moved into the reactor, neutrons are absorbed by the control rods and the 
reactor power is decreased. Inserting them all at the same time shuts down the reactor. Control rods can also be inserted manually, if 
necessary. The plant operator then determines the reason for the trip, remedies it and, when it’s determined to be safe, restarts the reactor. So, 
while not common, a reactor trip is an important way to protect the components in a nuclear power plant from failing or becoming damaged.  
Samuel Miranda 
Senior Reactor Systems Engineer 
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Do you think a coal/gas/ fuel oil burning power plant has the capability of making an area the size of New York City uninhabitable 
for hundreds of years in the case of a catastophic accident? Or, do you believe a station blackout as a result of a catastrophic disaster 
will never occur at a U.S. nuclear power facility?

"Praying for disaster," you are wrong Mitch B., just expressing concerns.

As part of each plants USAR, if you go into chapter 3, each reactor vessel is rated for a certain number of scrams in its lifetime. 
Generally the number I've ipseen for a BWR is about 120 scrams. This doesn't put a hard limit on the life of the reactor, but it is what 
the core is designed for, after which you would need to do extensive analysis to determine embrittlement and shifting of your reactor 
Tndt (nil ductility temperature). There are limits to nil ductility temperature as part of each plants technical specifications (operating 
license).

Standard BWR reactor protection system trip signals. High pressure, low water level 3 (the point where steam can skip the steam 
separator and wet steam can get into the turbine), high containment drywall pressure (indicative of a loca accident), high neutron flux 
(118%) (instantaneous overpower), high power without enough flow, high scram hydraulic discharge water level (ensures scram 
hydraulic system will function), turbine control or stop valve closure (loss of heat sink can cause a pressure spike, this limits that 
spike by reducing power through scram), main steam valve closure, and high power during startup on the IRMs or SRMs. Placing the 
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mode switch into shutdown or arming and depressing the manual scram buttons also works. Scram logic for almost all us bwrs is "1 
out of 2 taken twice". This means there is an a1,a2, b1,b2 channel. If you get any A channel AND any B channel the scram occurs. 
This means A1 and A2 won't cause a scram, but A 1 and B2 will. This is to ensure a single equipment failure doesn't cause 
unintended scrams, but also protects you from a single equipment failure from preventing a scram to occur when required. Hope some 
people find this useful or interesting

You sound like someone praying for disaster to vindicate your fears, as did many others disappointed with Fukushima.

"Disappointed with Fukushima"?! What kind of thinking leads one to the conclusion that anyone would think that three melt downs 
and four threatened spent fuel pools wasn't enough????

"Something happened that caused the reactor to... trip" - an over simplification in the attept to downplay the event. Faulty cabling 
according to Ray Golden, TVA's Nuclear Spokesperson, caused the trip. Is this like the faulty, numerous antiquated power supplies 
which caused a control room fire earlier in the year? How many feet of faulty cabling are in Browns Ferry? How many beyond life 
expectancy analog electronic components are in Browns Ferry and the other defective, dangerous GE Mark 1 type of nuclear reactors 
around our nation? The Browns Ferry nuclear reactors have had many emergency shutdowns, SCRAMS. Each time a scram occurs 
the reactor pressure vessel's primary metal containment becomes embrittled, embrittlement is the degeneration of the metal's 
molecular structure, as a result of the rapid cool down and neutron flux. How long will it be before the "ax-man cometh" for the final 
cut in the GE Mark 1's sortid history? Y'all are playing the odds and the rules of probability say you will eventually "crap out" if you 
play long enough. Particulary if the play goes beyond the engineered life expectancy of the reactor, that is the case with the Browns 
Ferry GE Mark 1 defective design. You can not engineer your way out of unexpected and unintended consequences after a disaster.

Good timely article. It'd also help dispel fretful exaggerations of the situation by posting what the equivalent event/status would be in 
a coal/gas/oil fired plant. Have a Happy New Year! James Greenidge Queens NY

You say "praying for disaster," shame on you "Mitch B" for your low life attempt at reader manipulation structured in the form of a 
personal attack. I'm expressing serious concerns regarding aging and defective nuclear reactors. Concerns about nuclear power safety 
and the "personal reliability" of those managing and regulating the industry is also an issue. Your style of attack is an insignificant 
example of the threats and intimidation wagged against those who bring forward serious issues and questions within the nuclear 
industry. You have said nothing in regards to the issue brought forward - SCRAMS and safety of aging nuclear reactors.

Hiddencamper, thank you for your informative reply and the reply below. Obviously you are an educated individual about the 
intricate engineering systems of a nuclear reactor and the reactor's safety systems. A concern which has been expressed to the NRC 
concerning the GE Mark 1 reactor types are the number of beyond life expectancy electronic components in the GE Mark 1 type of 
reactors. One of these components (a capacitor which had an 8 year life-apparently installed in the late 1970's) caused a small control 
room fire in an annunciator panel at Browns Ferry in January of 2012. The NRC has admitted this is a problem but the operators of 
the plant, TVA, have not identified the specific numbers of "antiquated" components. Apparently these old-beyond life expectancy 
electronic components could number in the thousands. The problem extends to relays, capacitors, fuses etc. This has a serious 
implication as to safety of the system and the management of the safety systems and identification of limited life components. 
Unfortunately this problem is not being assigned a high priority. What are your thoughts on beyond life expectancy components in the 
GE Mark 1 reactors?

First, a disclaimer. While I am an unabashed advocate of nuclear energy for electrical energy production, I have no practical 
experience in GE Mark 1 reactors, or commercial nuclear power generation at all. My experience (~35 years) has been all US Navy 
(Pressurized Water Reactors - PWR), and with non-reactor nuclear facility operations and nuclear safety within the US Department of 
Energy. Finally, my PWR experience is very outdated (last time I operated a PWR was prior to Three Mile island!). However, I do 
have some thoughts that may still be germane to this discussion. First, in my opinion HiddenCamper seems to know what he/she is 
talking about. Reactor shutdown systems are rightfully complex, and factor in a number of input signals. Logic circuits are used to 
handle the tough job of ensuring the reactor is shut down quickly when needed, while simultaneously screening out signals that come 
from normal errors, equipment failures, etc. These decisions must be made quickly and without human intervention, to protect against 
the kind of rapid power excursions that are possible if certain conditions are met. One might ask, why not just shut the reactor down 
on any signal, just to be safe.? Well, the reasons are twofold: First, cycling the reactor systems needlessly does stress them (thermally, 
physically, chemically, etc.). While I would defer to the appropriate qualified experts on Garry Morgan's specific statement: "Each 
time a scram occurs the reactor pressure vessel’s primary metal containment becomes embrittled", he is undoubtedly correct in that 
these cycles do stress the affected systems. I suspect HiddenCamper is right when he/she states that each reactor vessel is designed for 
a certain number of scrams in its lifetime. Since the GE Mark I's are older (about 40 years on average, i think) , it is true they likely 
have components, electrical and otherwise, that have exceeded their design life. Some, perhaps many, of those components have been 
replaced throughout the lifetime of the reactor plant, as a normal part of operations and maintenance. For other components, the task 
of replacing would not be so easy. In such cases, I would expect that compensatory measures are required, have likely been 
implemented, and are under frequent review, testing, and monitoring by the plant operator, as well as the NRC. Part of that 
monitoring and testing process probably includes consideration of how those components are affected by plant transients such as 
trips/scrams. I say probably because I don't know from my own personal experience, but I strongly suspect (based on my similar 
experience in non-commercial nuclear work) that I am pretty close to being accurate. The second reason (lets be honest) is economics. 
It costs a lot of money to have a reactor plant down, since the utility still needs to meet the power demands of its customers. That is 
not immoral. Plant operators have a duty to their stakeholders to produce a profit, and tough decisions must be made or there is no 
reason to have the business at all. All this is one reason why, in my opinion, we would be much better served as a nation to move on 
with building newer reactors - ones whose designs have benefited from multiple decades of operating experience gained from the 
older designs. In many of these newer designs, concerns about a station blackout are vastly reduced due to increased reliability on 
natural circulation and other passive safety features. Do I believe a station blackout is possible at a US reactor due to a catastrophic 
disaster - yes. Is it likely? Not so much due to a number of reasons. But if one does occur, I understand the newer designs (the so-
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called Generation III, III+, IV designs) are much more capable of managing such a situation safely. In summary, I believe Gary 
Morgan has raised a legitimate concern that bears a reasoned and thoughtful reply. We in the nuclear community (yes, I know its a 
stretch to include me in that community!) are most helpful when we recognize and respect these type of questions, and give them a 
careful and honest answer. I don't know if TVA or NRC have acted (or failed to act) as Gary alleges. And, the answer is likely not 
simple or easy, but rather complex and hard to communicate. But I believe his question is reasonable. No energy source is totally 
without risk. Yes, nuclear can have more significant adverse impacts that other energy sources. Can those risks be properly managed? 
I believe they can (and must) be. Are the risks associated with nuclear power so high that we should abandon it as an energy source? I 
don't believe we should. Thoughts from the peanut gallery.... Thanks for reading!

The NRC’s public comment period on the scope of an environmental impact statement for the 
waste confidence decision and rule ends January 2. The waste confidence decision and rule is related to the safety of spent fuel storage. So 
far, we have received more than 400 wide-ranging comments and suggestions on issues we should cover in this important document. Several 
more are anticipated before the deadline. In addition to the hundreds of thoughtful comments on the scope of the environmental impact 
statement, we received much criticism on the scoping process itself, in particular with regard to the length of the scoping period, the January 
2 deadline, how the notice was phrased, and whether the NRC was in compliance with its regulations. These concerns have been reviewed 
and considered by the NRC staff and the Commission. NRC Chairman Allison Macfarlane also responded in a letter earlier this month to 
some of the overarching concerns that have been raised. The Commission maintained the original 70-day formal comment period, as it 
provides in its judgment sufficient time for the public to develop thoughtful comments. This period is also consistent with, or longer than, 
most other comment periods for other NRC actions. The scoping notice was published on October 25, 2012, and the NRC has held four 
public meetings to date. The NRC will take into consideration all of the comments received and develop a draft environmental impact 
statement and proposed rule by August 2013. The public will also have an opportunity to comment on these documents. We plan to hold a 
number of regional public meetings across the U.S. after their issuance. For more information about the NRC’s ongoing efforts to develop a 
generic environmental impact statement to support a revised Waste Confidence Decision and Rule, please visit the NRC’s website. While 
there, you can also sign up for automatic updates.  
Keith McConnell 
Director, Waste Confidence Directorate 
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Everyone that has an idea or suggestion should take the time to submit them before the end of the comment period. This is an 
opportunity that should not be wasted...


