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P R O C E E D I N G S 1 

  LYNNE FINCH:  Good afternoon.  Thank you for participating in this 2 

meeting to discuss the 2.206 petition my name is Lynne Finch.  I’ll be your 3 

facilitator today.  I’m being assisted by Lance Rakovan who’s currently in the 4 

booth.  I apologize that we’re getting started a couple moments late.  We were 5 

having some issues with the bridge line, but we should have everything set and 6 

ready to go.  Before we get started with the meeting, if you would, please take a 7 

moment and make sure your cell phones are on silent or vibrate; appreciate that.  8 

And if you are dialed into the bridge line, if you could please make sure that your 9 

phone is on mute.  If you do not have a mute function, star six will allow you to 10 

mute and unmute your phone.  Also, if -- for those in the room, if you have not 11 

done so, there is a sign-in sheet near the door; if you could please ensure that 12 

your name and who you’re representing is on there.  With that, I would like to 13 

introduce Mr. John Lamb. 14 

  JOHN LAMB:  Good afternoon.  My name is John Lamb.  I am 15 

Seabrook and Oyster Creek senior project manager.  We’re here today to allow 16 

the petitioners represented by Mr. Paul Gunter of Beyond Nuclear to address the 17 

petition review board, PRB, regarding the 2.206 petition, dated March 21st, 2013.  18 

ADAMS’s session number M, as in Mike, L, as in Lima, 13085A -- as in alpha -- 19 

218.  The PRB Chairman is Jack Davis.  As part of the PRB’s review of this 20 

petition, Mr. Paul Gunter has requested this opportunity to address the PRB.  21 

This meeting is scheduled from 1:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. Eastern Time.  The 22 

meeting is being recorded by the NRC operations center and will be transcribed 23 

by a court reporter.  The transcript will become a supplement to the petition.  The 24 

transcript will also be made available to the public.  I would like to open this 25 
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meeting with introductions.  As we go around the table, please be sure to clearly 1 

state your name, your position, and the office that you work for within the NRC 2 

for the record.   3 

  I will start off once again.  I am John Lamb, senior project manager 4 

for Oyster Creek and Seabrook and the Division of Operating Reactor Licensing, 5 

DORL, and the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, NRR.   6 

  JACK DAVIS:  And I’m Jack Davis.  I’m deputy director in the 7 

Division of Safety Systems, and I am the PRB chairman. 8 

  BOB DENNIG:  I’m Bob Dennig.  I’m the branch chief of 9 

Containment and Ventilation Systems in DSSNRR. 10 

  LEE BANIC:  Lee Banic: 2.206 petition coordinator, NRR. 11 

  MINA KHANNA:  Good afternoon.  Mina Khanna, chief of the -- in 12 

the Division of Operating Reactor Licensing. 13 

  ROB TAYLOR:  Rob Taylor, deputy director at the NRC’s Japan 14 

License Learn Project Directorate, NRR.   15 

  JOHN LAMB:  Okay, we have complete introductions at the NRC 16 

Headquarters.  At this time, are there any NRC participants from Headquarters 17 

on the phone or participants from the regional office?  Okay, due to the large 18 

number of people, for any licensees or members of the public that are on the 19 

phone, I would appreciate if you could send me an email to john.lamb@nrc.gov 20 

as confirmation of your participation by phone.  My email address is also located 21 

on the public meeting notice under meeting contact.  I would like to emphasize 22 

that we each need to speak clearly and loudly to make sure that the court 23 

reporter can accurately transcribe this meeting.  If you do have something that 24 

you would like to say, please first state your name for the record.  Mr. Gunter, 25 
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would you like to introduce yourself for the record? 1 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Yes, my name is Paul Gunter.  I’m director of the 2 

Reactor Oversight Project at Beyond Nuclear in Takoma Park, Maryland.   3 

  KEVIN KAMPS:  Yes, my name is Kevin Kamps, and I serve as 4 

radioactive waste specialist at Beyond Nuclear.   5 

  JOHN LAMB:  Okay, thank you.  At this time I’ll turn it over to the 6 

PRB chair, Jack Davis. 7 

  JACK DAVIS:  All right.  Well, welcome to this meeting regarding 8 

the 2.206 petition that was submitted by Mr. Paul Gunter of Beyond Nuclear, and 9 

the other significant number of petitioners that had joined him in this concern.  So 10 

that all participants are aligned today on where we are, I want to just go over the 11 

background a little bit -- the process, petition summary, and activities to date, and 12 

I’ll take a few minutes to do this.  I know some of this will be a little bit redundant 13 

for you, but I think for everyone that’s here, it will be important.  So, section 2.206 14 

of 10 CFR, Code of Federal Regulations, describes the petition process.  It’s a 15 

primary mechanism for the public to request enforcement action of the NRC.  16 

This process permits anyone to petition the NRC to take enforcement action 17 

related to NRC licenses or license activities.  Depending on the results of the 18 

evaluation, NRC could modify, we could suspend, or we could even revoke 19 

license, or take other appropriate actions to ensure public health and safety. 20 

  The NRC staff guidance on the 2.206 process is in management 21 

directive 8.11.  This is also available to the public.  This is in ADAMS.  It’s 22 

ML041770328.  So, the purpose of today’s meeting: this is to give the petitioners 23 

an opportunity to provide any additional explanation or support for the petition 24 

before the PRB that we might consider.  It’s important though to recognize this is 25 
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not a hearing, nor is it an opportunity for you all to challenge us on the merits of 1 

the process, or any of those types of issues.  No decisions will be made in this 2 

meeting.  However, following this meeting, we’ll consider the additional 3 

information you’ve provided us.  And after those deliberations, we’ll share that 4 

with you, and that will also be made publicly available.   5 

  The PRB typically consists of a chairman.  That’s usually a 6 

manager at the SES level; that’s a Senior Executive Service level.  It has a 7 

petition manager and a PRB coordinator.  Other members of the board are then 8 

determined based upon the technical needs of the petition and what types of 9 

folks we need for that.  For this particular one, I’m the chairman, as I’ve already 10 

mentioned.  John is the petition manager.  Lee Banic is the PRB coordinator.  11 

The technical staff is Mina Khanna, as you already met.  Bob Dennig, Rob 12 

Taylor, and one additional person is Wayne Schmidt.  He is the senior reactor 13 

analyst in Region One, Division of Reactor Safety.  We also obtained OGC 14 

support on this, and that is represented by Mr. Christopher Hair.   15 

  So, now I’m going to cover a few -- summary of the petition and the 16 

activities that have been going on to date.  On March 21st, 2013 Mr. Gunter of 17 

Beyond Nuclear and the other petitioners submitted to the NRC a petition under 18 

the 2.206 process regarding General Electric Mark I and Mark II boiling water 19 

reactors.  The petition has requested that the NRC revoke the operating licenses 20 

for these GE Mark I and Mark II BWRs.  Now, due to the length of -- the petition’s 21 

quite extensive.  I’m just going to summarize the key points here, but I refer 22 

anyone who wants to look at the full petition, it’s dated March 21, 2013.  It’s in 23 

ADAMS, and the number is ML13085A -- as in alpha -- 218.  So, the petitioners 24 

state that the GE Mark I and Mark II BRW containments are, number one: highly 25 
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unreliable, and therefore unsafe as a reactor protective systems [spelled 1 

phonetically] by design, construction, and operation under certain to be 2 

anticipated accident conditions.  Number two: in violation of licensing agreements 3 

governing license conditions that requires safe operation and reliable 4 

containment.  Three: do not comply with general design criteria 10; this is general 5 

design criteria for reactor design margin.  Four: do not comply with GDC 16 6 

which is -- basically deals with leak-tight containment design.  Five: need filtered 7 

vents.  Six: need to order filtered vents installed.  Seven: need to install hardened 8 

vents.  Eight: there is no consensus on staff requirements memorandum SECY-9 

12-0157; and nine: there is a lack of timeliness on the part of the NRC regarding 10 

an enforced -- and enhanced, reliable vent.   11 

  And then finally, here, I’ll just summarize what has occurred 12 

between email exchanges between the parties up until now.  Email dated April 13 

3rd, 2013, which is ADAMS ML13112A279, the petition manager contacted Mr. 14 

Paul Gunter to discuss the 10 CFR 2.206 process, and to offer an opportunity to 15 

address the PRB either by phone or by public meeting.  Mr. Gunter requested to 16 

address the PRB in a public meeting prior to our internal meeting to make the 17 

initial determination on whether to accept or reject the petition for review.  The 18 

PRB met internally on April 8th of 2013 to review the petition to determine if any 19 

immediate NRC action was needed, and the PRB determined that NRC 20 

immediate action was not needed on the basis that there was no immediate 21 

safety concern to the licensed facilities or to the health and safety of the public.   22 

  Mr. Gunter was informed of this in an email dated April 17th, 2013.  23 

That is located at ADAMS ML13112Alpha584.  There were several email 24 

exchanges between the petition manager and Mr. Gunter regarding the logistics 25 
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of today’s meeting.  These are dated April 3rd, April 8th, and April 12th; there 1 

were two emails on April18th and an additional email on April 22nd.  And these 2 

are all publicly available in ADAMS.  I’m going to go through the numbers just so 3 

anyone that wants to look them up can; that is ML13112A356, ML13112A404, 4 

ML13112A529, ML13112A646, ML13112A709, and ML13112A767, respectively.  5 

So, now I’ll turn it over to you, Paul, and you can coordinate on your end the 6 

presentation you’d like to present to us. 7 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Okay, thank you.  We have a total of 14 8 

scheduled speakers.  We’ve provided a roster, and I’ll call them off as we 9 

proceed through.  But, my name is Paul Gunter, and I’m with Beyond Nuclear, 10 

based in Takoma Park, Maryland.  Post Fukushima, the Mark I and Mark II 11 

boiling water reactor containments are demonstrated to have a 100 percent 12 

failure rate: three of three operating units under severe accident conditions with 13 

catastrophic releases of radiation.  In 2012, the NRC staff recommended to the 14 

commission that the agency issue an immediate order to require operators to 15 

install severe accident-capable vents on containment with engineered radiation 16 

filters.  The hardened vents are designed to manage the controlled release of 17 

extreme heat, high pressure, and explosive hydrogen gas while the radiation filter 18 

is proposed to restore some reasonable measure of containment integrity during 19 

venting operations.  20 

  By majority vote, on March 19th, 2013, the Commission failed to 21 

support their staff’s technical judgment and recommendation.  The Commission 22 

vote approved the development of an order to install the vent but defer action on 23 

the radiation filter, pending a lengthy and contentious rule-making.  In the public’s 24 

view, this is a Fukushima lesson unlearned.  Next slide, please.   25 
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  As part of the licensing agreement, the NRC’s general design 1 

criteria provides the license design -- the criteria and performance requirements 2 

for systems, structures, and components important to safety so as to provide 3 

reasonable assurance that the reactor operates without undue risk to public 4 

health and safety.  The petitioners have charged that the operators of 31 Mark I 5 

and Mark II units are currently in violation of general design criteria 16, which I’ll 6 

focus on today.  Next slide. 7 

  Criterion 16 for containment design reads that the reactor 8 

containment and associated systems shall be provided to establish an essentially 9 

leak-tight barrier against the uncontrolled release of radioactivity to the 10 

environment, and to assure that the containment design conditions important to 11 

safety are not exceeded for as long as postulated accident conditions require.  12 

Next slide.   13 

  It has come to our attention that a potential bypass pathway exists 14 

for Mark I wetwell suppression containment component that introduces significant 15 

uncertainty to current activity to install the hardened vent without any provision 16 

for an engineered radiation filter.  The torus drywell vacuum breakers in the 17 

diagram at about the 10:00 position are components of the reactor containment 18 

system.  The vacuum breakers are installed to limit the differential pressure 19 

between the suppression pool components for the wetwell air space and the 20 

drywell air space during an overpressure accident.  If a pipe connected to the 21 

reactor vessel breaks, stream jets into the drywell.  The drywell pressure 22 

increases, forcing steam and non-condensable gases -- nitrogen -- through vents 23 

from the drywell to the wetwell.  This steam flow is released below the water line.  24 

The steam is condensed by the suppression pool water, and non-condensable 25 
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gases collect in the wetwells’ air space.  After this initial blowdown phase, the 1 

containment structure runs the risk of implosion.  If drywell spray causes steam 2 

to condense, its inventory -- initial inventory of nitrogen gas was carried off to the 3 

dry -- to the wetwell during the blowdown.   4 

  The wetwell vacuum breakers are open to allow non-condensable 5 

gas to flow back into the drywell from the wetwell air space.  However, if one or 6 

more of these vacuum breakers sticks open, it creates a pathway for flow from 7 

the drywell to reach the wetwell air space without first passing through the 8 

suppression pool’s water, resulting in an unfiltered radiation release contrary to 9 

design requirement.  Petitions -- the petitioners request that the NRC respond to 10 

this potential Mark I suppression pool bypass without filtration in context of the 11 

current order without an engineered filter and general design criteria 16 12 

requirements.  Next slide. 13 

  General design criterion 16 Mark II suppression pool bypass: Both 14 

the Electric Power Research Institute and the NRC have identified an unresolved 15 

containment failure mode for Mark II units as the result of containment over-16 

pressurization with suppression pool bypass due to the failure of in-pedestal 17 

drain lines and drain plate covers shortly after vessel breach, resulting in an 18 

unfiltered radiation release, and as we characterize, a violation of General 19 

Design Criterion 16.  The NRC staff identified in SECY 20120157 that given a 20 

severe accident involving chord damage, there is only a -- roughly a 50/50 21 

chance of recovering from the nuclear accident within the pressure vessel with 22 

no significant radioactive release from containment.  If the vessel fails, according 23 

to 05 -- 0157, there is only a 25 percent chance that the operators might cool the 24 

molten core inside the containment with no significant release to the 25 
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environment. 1 

  That said, NRC states that there is an 11.8 percent chance that the 2 

severe core damage sequence would lead to early over-pressure containment 3 

failure where there is a 90 percent chance of the molten core bypass 4 

suppression pool because of drain line failure or a rupture of the drywell.  This 5 

would result in a very large, unfiltered release of radioactivity to the environment 6 

and with population exposures.  We charge this is a violation of general design 7 

criterion 16.  Next slide, please.   8 

  Mark I and Mark II containment systems are fundamentally flawed 9 

by design, construction, and operation in the event of a severe accident.  The 10 

pressure suppression containment systems are identified by the NRC as too 11 

small to contain severe accidents involving fuel damage.  The current order 12 

action does not reasonably address these uncontrolled and unfiltered radioactive 13 

releases to the environment, which we charge is a violation of the licensing 14 

agreement, and the license should therefore be revoked.  Next slide, please. 15 

  The Commission had the opportunity to not only restore some 16 

reasonable measure for an essentially leak-tight barrier against the uncontrolled 17 

release of radioactivity to the environment, but to also restore some measurable 18 

frame of regulatory oversight for the protection of the public safety.  If the agency 19 

is to restore any public confidence in its mandate to protect public health and 20 

safety, it must now demonstrate its commitment by revoking these operating 21 

licenses.  Thank you.  The next speaker is Kevin Kamps. 22 

  KEVIN KAMPS:  Thank you.  It’s an honor to speak alongside my 23 

coworker and colleagues from across the country today.  I would like to say thank 24 

you to Japan -- to the NRC’s Japan Lessons Learned Project Directorate, as well 25 



12 
 
as NRC’s Nuclear Reactor Regulation Staff for recommending to the NRC 1 

Commission the installation not only of hardened vents, but also radiological 2 

filters on the fatally flawed, too small, too weak containment structures at the 23 3 

General Electric Mark I, and the 8 GE Mark II boiling water atomic reactors still 4 

operating in the United States.  Thank you, as well, to former NRC Chairman 5 

Greg Jaczko for establishing the Fukushima Lessons Learned Task Force in the 6 

first place.  And finally, thank you to NRC chairwoman Allison Macfarlane for 7 

voting not only to require hardened vents on Mark Is and Mark IIs, but also to 8 

require filters as well as additional upgrades under option four.   9 

  As Chairwoman Macfarlane noted in her comments explaining her 10 

votes on SECY 120157, only 91 percent of the Mark Is and Mark IIs in the world 11 

either already have filters or are committed to installing them.  The only 12 

exceptions in the world are the 31 Mark Is and IIs in the United States, and a 13 

handful more in India and Mexico.  That is not the kind of American 14 

exceptionalism to be proud of.  Shame on the other four NRC commissioners for 15 

voting to either long-delay the installation of filters, or even to not require them at 16 

all.  Chairwoman Macfarlane wrote movingly of her visit to Fukushima Daiichi, 17 

and the 12.4 miles of exclusion zone ghost town she passed through, not to 18 

mention the devastation of the nuclear power plant site itself; the site of a 100 19 

percent failure rate of Mark I containments at units one, two, and three.  It should 20 

always be remembered that, if they had been operating that day, the reactors at 21 

units four, five, and six would very likely have been caught up in the catastrophe 22 

as well.  The same was nearly true at Fukushima Daiichi, less than 10 miles to 23 

the south of Fukushima Daiichi.  Daini had four reactors operating on March 24 

11th, 2011; more than at Fukushima Daiichi.  The earthquake took out most of 25 
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the offsite electrical grid at Daini; the tsunami took out the emergency diesel 1 

generators.  But for a single surviving offsite power line, Daini’s four operating 2 

reactors may very well have also melted down.   3 

  Chairwoman Macfarlane wrote in her comments explaining her vote 4 

in favor of filters on SECY 120157 that, quote, “I came away from the visit with a 5 

strong conviction that this must never happen again,” end quote.  Commissioner 6 

Magwood, who 20 of us concerned local residents and environmental group 7 

representatives met with at the problem-plagued Palisades atomic reactor in 8 

Culvert, Michigan this past March 25th, also mentioned his visit to Fukushima 9 

Daiichi in his Regulatory Information Conference address given earlier that 10 

month.  This makes it hard to understand Commissioner Magwood’s vote to, at 11 

best, long delay the installation of filters.  NRC Region III administrator Chuck 12 

Casto, who previously served as NRC’s eyes and ears on the ground in Japan 13 

during the first days, weeks, and months of the Fukushima Daiichi catastrophe 14 

also attended that Palisades meeting just over a month ago.  At Palisades, at 15 

Davis-Besse, and elsewhere administrator Casto has spoken of the devastation 16 

he, too, saw with his own eyes surrounding Fukushima Daiichi, and has assured 17 

local residents in the Midwest that he will not let such a thing happen there.  As a 18 

board member of Don’t Waste Michigan, representing the Kalamazoo chapter, 19 

and as a member of the Great Lakes United Nuclear-Free Green Energy Task 20 

Force, I would be remiss to not mention that of the 23 Mark Is and eight Mark IIs 21 

operating in the United States, Administrator Casto has seven Mark Is and two 22 

Mark IIs in Region III.  The Mark Is in Region III include Dresden Two and Three 23 

in Illinois; Duane Arnold in Iowa; Fermi Two in Michigan, which happens to be the 24 

single largest Mark I in the world, as big as Fukushima Daiichi units one and two 25 
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put together; Monticello in Minnesota; and Quad Cities One and Two in Illinois.  1 

The Mark IIs in Region III include LaSalle units one and two in Illinois, which 2 

have experienced difficulties in recent days.  How administrator Casto can claim 3 

that he will never let Fukushima Daiichi happen in the Midwest is beyond me 4 

when a majority of the NRC Commission has blocked the timely installation of 5 

filters on the hardened vents.   6 

  It should be noted that Fermi Two is located on the very shoreline 7 

of the Great Lakes; 20 percent of the world’s surface fresh water and drinking 8 

water supply for 40 million people in eight U.S. states, two Canadian provinces, 9 

and a large number of Native American First Nations.  A catastrophic 10 

radioactivity release at Fermi Two could devastate this irreplaceable resource; 11 

but then again, many of those other Mark Is and IIs in the Great Lakes region, 12 

although not immediately on the shore line, could rain down and dump out 13 

radioactive fallout onto and into the Great Lakes as well as it would blow 14 

downwind and flow downstream over great distances.  What price tag could be 15 

attached to such a catastrophe?  Chairwoman Macfarlane mentions the figure of 16 

billions of dollars, but tens to hundreds of billions of dollars, as we are seeing in 17 

the aftermath of Fukushima Daiichi, would be more accurate.   18 

  It’s incredible, then, that four of five NRC commissioners would vote 19 

against prompt installation of filters costing just $16 million per Mark I and Mark II 20 

reactor.  As Alice Hirt of Don’t Waste Michigan as asked NRC previously, have 21 

these four commissioners lost their moral compass?  I am reminded of the NRC 22 

Office of Inspector General’s report on the Davis-Besse debacle in late 2002.  23 

The OIG concluded that NRC, at the highest levels, including NRC Chairman 24 

Richard Meserve and NRR Director Sam Collins, had prioritized nuclear industry 25 
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profit over public safety by allowing Davis-Besse’s reactor lid to corrode to the 1 

brink of failure, loss of coolant accident, reactor core melt down, and the potential 2 

for catastrophic radioactive release on the shoreline of the Great Lakes in 3 

Northwest Ohio.  It seems that four of five NRC commissioners have forgotten 4 

about not only Fukushima lessons Learned, but also Davis-Besse lessons 5 

learned.   6 

  I would also mention that these Mark Is and Mark IIs are subject to 7 

age-related degradation to break down phase accidents as shown on the bathtub 8 

curve of engineered systems.  And I’d like to mention briefly my visit to 9 

Fukushima Daiichi on Hiroshima Day in August of 2010.  I visited Okuma and 10 

Futaba, the host towns of Fukushima Daiichi.  As Mrs. Sashiko Sato [spelled 11 

phonetically], a former organic farmer of Fukushima prefecture, located close to 12 

the nuclear power plant, has put it: Fukushima can be translated as Island of 13 

Happiness in Japanese.  Of course, it will never be that again.  I visited the 14 

mayors and vice mayors at the city halls in those two towns.  I visited prefectural 15 

nuclear regulators.  I gave a public presentation at the community center that 16 

evening.  I lunched at an organic cafe just a few miles down the road from the 17 

front entrance of Fukushima Daiichi.  Everyone that I met and everywhere that I 18 

went is now in the dead zone, and these people are nuclear refugees.  As 19 

Chairwoman Macfarlane put it: 160,000 of them. 20 

  But a 12.4 mile dead zone is not adequate.  What about the 50 mile 21 

emergency order for Americans in Japan to evacuate given by the NRC, the 22 

State Department, and the White House.  There are radioactive hotspots in 23 

Fukushima City 50 miles away.  There are radioactive hotspots in Tokyo over 24 

150 miles away; in fact, some 10 percent of the Japanese landmass is 25 
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contaminated with significant Fukushima fallout.  Deaths have occurred due to 1 

the radioactivity releases.  People were left in the rubble when the evacuation 2 

orders were issued.  Evacuees have died in shelters, including from suicide, as 3 

have dairy farmers taking their own lives.  I would like to mention that Fukushima 4 

Daiichi operational staff likely delayed venting because the local populations had 5 

not yet been evacuated; another significant issue calling for the best filters to be 6 

put on these vents.  And I will conclude by stating that former NRC Chairman 7 

Jaczko’s lesson learned from the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear catastrophe is that 8 

all U.S. reactors with fatal safety flaws should be shut down.  We agree with that.  9 

We should start with the age-degraded Mark Is and Mark IIs in this country, 10 

which will now operate for many years to come at high-risk without filters due to 11 

the recent 4-to-1 NRC commissioners’ vote.  Their operating licenses should be 12 

revoked.  Thank you. 13 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Thank you, Kevin.  We’ll now hear -- we’ll go to 14 

the phones.  First on the roster is Dr. John Pearson with the Physicians for Social 15 

Responsibility, followed by Paula Gotsch.  So, Dr. Pearson, are you there? 16 

  JOHN PEARSON:  Yes, can you hear me? 17 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Yes, thank you.  Proceed. 18 

  JOHN PEARSON:  Good afternoon, and -- yes, good afternoon.  19 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak.  My name is John Pearson.  I am a 20 

medical doctor and am president of the Oregon Chapter of Physicians for Social 21 

Responsibility.  However, today I represent both the Oregon and Washington 22 

State Chapters of PSR as I speak in support of the petition to revoke all the 23 

licenses of the nuclear power plants in the United States that have GE Mark I 24 

and Mark II containment structures.  Containments, by definition, meant to 25 
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contain the radiation during an accident; not to release it into surrounding 1 

communities.  And the United States has prided itself in requiring such viable 2 

containment structures.  We believe these Mark I and Mark II containments do 3 

not qualify, and should not continued to be licensed by the NRC.   4 

  We agree with the contention that a containment with a vent is not 5 

a true containment, especially if that vent is not required to filter out radioactive 6 

particles that would be released in a reactor meltdown.  In addition, it should be 7 

noted that requiring these containment breaching vents does not guarantee that 8 

explosive gases will be vented in time to avoid catastrophic explosions, as 9 

occurred in Fukushima two years ago.  There, vents failed, and three explosions 10 

occurred due to station blackout and loss of coolant access.  GE Mark I and Mark 11 

II containments have been known to be undersized and vulnerable to these types 12 

of accidents since they were designed and built in the ‘60s, ‘70s, and ‘80s.  They 13 

should be relegated to the scrap heap, and their power replaced by safer sources 14 

of electricity before they cause more harm to the public.  15 

  Now, I would like to address the particular problems and dangers in 16 

our region, which refer, of course, to the Columbia Generating Station.  This is a 17 

nuclear power plant located 10 miles north of Richland, Washington on the 18 

Hanford Nuclear Reservation along the Columbia River.  First, it should be noted 19 

that the CGS, the Columbia Generating Station, has a GE Mark II containment 20 

structure, which, due to its construction, makes it nearly impossible to filter 21 

radioactive releases during a venting episode.  This means that the Mark II 22 

reactors will have great difficulty reaching NRC containment standards even if 23 

the NRC would provide filters on vents, and this should simply disqualify it from 24 

continued operation until this problem is solved.  Examples of a very real, major 25 
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threat to this plant include that of an earthquake.  The Hanford Nuclear 1 

Reservation has 11 known fault lines.  The Yakima Fault and thrust belt, which 2 

these fault lines are part of is now believed by the USGS researchers to be linked 3 

to the Cascadia subduction zone.  This means that much larger earthquakes are 4 

possible for Central Washington east of the Cascade Range than had been 5 

previously believed.   6 

  A 7.2 earthquake, greater than the 6.8 this plant was designed to 7 

withstand, occurred in 1872 about 100 miles north of the Columbia Generating 8 

Station, and only 20 miles from the site of the Grand Coulee Dam.  Speaking of 9 

the Grand Coulee Dam leads us to the next potential disaster scenario: the threat 10 

of a catastrophic flood.  According to the NRC long studies, a complete dam 11 

breach at Grand Coulee, whether through earthquake or terrorist act, would send 12 

a wall of water blasting out the seven dams below it on the Columbia River, and 13 

reach the edges of the ultimate heat sink of the Columbia Generating Station.  It 14 

would destroy all primary power and water intake to the site, threatening a station 15 

blackout.  The amount of infrastructure damage to the site and the surrounding 16 

communities would make restoring normal power and water supply to the site 17 

next to impossible, causing the site to rely on emergency backups for an 18 

extended period of time.  Clearly, the reactor cooling and the integrity of its 19 

containment would be put in grave danger in such a scenario.   20 

  In referring to the Grand Coulee Dam breach, I mentioned a 21 

terrorist act as a possible trigger.  Terrorism also threatens the plant itself.  A test 22 

of the Columbia Generating Stations plant security resulted in a failing grade.  A 23 

fake bomb was successfully delivered to the site without plant security knowing 24 

about it.  Obviously, a real bomb could irreparably damage control of the nuclear 25 
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power plant’s reactor, resulting in a breach of containment accident.  Finally, 1 

there is the problem of an interaction with some of the highly radioactive sites 2 

that coexist with the Columbia Generating Station on the Hanford Nuclear 3 

Reservation.  These include the potential for hydrogen explosions and criticality 4 

accidents in the reprocessing tank.  This is waste on the central plateau or in the 5 

vitrification plant intended to harden these millions of gallons of tank sludge into 6 

glass logs.  There’s also a sizeable number of broken down, irradiated fuel rods 7 

only protected from catching fire by a shallow pond in the K-Basin near the 8 

former K-Reactors along the Columbia River.   9 

  There’s also a massive amount of extremely hot cesium and 10 

strontium processed from the tank waste and kept in canisters in a pool of water 11 

in the waste encapsulation storage facility near the B Plant.  The aforementioned 12 

flood, earthquake, wildfire, and terrorism threats equally apply to these 13 

vulnerable federal facilities, and no study has been done about their potential 14 

interaction in case of a major accident at any one of them, or at the Columbia 15 

Generating Station Nuclear Plant.  A worst-case accident at one or more of these 16 

sites, which make staying onsite a death sentence to workers, might result in 17 

multiple simultaneous accidents that would devastate the region and contaminate 18 

the Columbia River and the Pacific Northwest for centuries.  It is these potential 19 

consequences that the NRC and its staff must consider when they think about 20 

whether or not to continue the licenses of these demonstrably defective GE 21 

reactors.   22 

  The NRC must decide whether it is an organization that permits 23 

nuclear power plant reactors without a robust containment to continue to operate.  24 

Before Chernobyl, the Soviet Union did not think that having a containment 25 



20 
 
building was necessary for its nuclear power plants to be considered safe.  1 

Knowing what we now know about GE Mark I and Mark II reactor containments, 2 

how can we make the same mistake and allow them to continue to operate in this 3 

country?  Again, thank you for this opportunity to speak. 4 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Thank you, Dr. Pearson.  We’ll now hear from 5 

Paula Gotsch; and Wally Taylor, you can be on deck. 6 

  PAULA GOTSCH:  Can you hear me, Paul? 7 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Yes, thank you. 8 

  PAULA GOTSCH:  I’m Paula Gotsch, co-founder of Grandmothers, 9 

Mothers, and More for Energy Safety.  I will be speaking for GRAMMES, as well 10 

as the New Jersey Environmental Federation today.  To set a site-specific 11 

context, Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Station is the oldest operating Mark I 12 

running water reactor in the country, actually in operation while the Fukushima 13 

site was becoming an eerily prophetic look [spelled phonetically] in the eye at 14 

GE.  Oyster Creek adds to its age a dangerously corroded containment, and 15 

houses a much larger inventory of irradiated spent fuel than Fukushima; stored 16 

mostly in an overcrowded overhead fuel pool, as at Fukushima.  I’d like to just 17 

note here that in a tough fight where Oyster Creek barely squeaked through a 18 

questionably flawed, multi-year relicensing process, it was intervention from 19 

citizens, not an ever acquiescent NRC, that forced Exelon to increase its 20 

monitoring of the corroded reactor vessel, and to use ultrasonic testing for a 21 

more accurate result.   22 

  I’m making that note to say that many times over, it’s proved that 23 

citizen involvement helps make these plants a little less dangerous, and that 24 

transparency should be always a factor here.   25 
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  Okay, now I’m going to go to the question of tsunamis.  Dr. John 1 

Ebel, a seismologist at Boston College’s Weston Observatory presented 2 

preliminary findings of his research April 19th at the -- let me go over that again -- 3 

Seismological Society of America’s annual meeting in Salt Lake City.  His 4 

research was based on several decades of earthquake data -- suggests that the 5 

coast between Nova Scotia and New Jersey are at the highest risk for tsunami.  6 

The study shows an increase in seismic activity in the North Atlantic.  And as Dr. 7 

Ebel stated, “I’m drawing an analogy from the 1929 area to this area that reaches 8 

to Boston.  Geologically, it looks the same.  The earthquakes are occurring right 9 

at the edge of the continental shelf.”   10 

  Now, he’s referring to an earthquake that hit the coast of 11 

Newfoundland which caused a tsunami -- it was a 7.2 earthquake -- caused a 12 

tsunami to hit Canada, killing 27 people, destroying thousands of homes, and 13 

cutting transatlantic communication lines.  He further said, “I can’t put a number 14 

on the chances of it happening; there’s no way of knowing that.  But, when we 15 

have more frequent small earthquake activity, there’s a greater chance of having 16 

a larger one in the future.  Over the past year, as -- there have been 12 small 17 

earthquakes at the edge of the continental shelf in the Northeast, about 170 18 

miles east of Boston, with the most powerful being a magnitude four quake that 19 

occurred.  So, I checked your ACR6966 talking about tsunami hazards, and they 20 

say in there that while tsunami hazards are not expected to be the limiting fault 21 

hazard for operating plants sited on the Atlantic Ocean, and the Gulf of Mexico, 22 

and then blah, blah, blah.   23 

  The question -- GRAMMES’s question is has the NRC and the 24 

industry revised its view that earthquakes and tsunamis are not a significant 25 
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enough factor for Northeast Atlantic Coast nuclear facilities?  If so, please outline 1 

any sense of urgency regarding the new threat to these aged BWRs on the East 2 

Coast, exclusively about defense-in-depth.  Here in Ocean County, we are in 3 

slow recovery from Superstorm Sandy.  Tropical storm level rain and wind were 4 

not a large factor.  Sandy has been analyzed as a hybrid Nor’easer -- Nor’easter, 5 

excuse me, with most of the damage coming from a large, powerful storm surge 6 

caused by a number of simultaneous factors, including high tide and full moon.  7 

All the damage occurred without -- and let me say the emphasis on without, here 8 

-- the added end force of a level four hurricane.  That is predicted by 9 

climatologists as an ongoing threat for New Jersey.  In other words, we really 10 

haven’t really had the big one yet.   11 

  At Oyster Creek during Sandy -- excuse me, at Oyster Creek during 12 

Sandy, the intake canal flooded, and service pumps, as you know, an integral 13 

component of the plant’s cooling system were within about a foot of being 14 

submerged.  GRAMMES learned that Exelon officials later said that if the pumps 15 

had become inoperable, the plant would use the isolation condensers for 16 

emergency cooling.  However, shown at Fukushima, this maneuver will not work 17 

if there is a loss of power; and remembering again: We didn’t have the big one 18 

yet.  It could have been bigger than Sandy.  Also, during Sandy, 38 of 43 of 19 

Oyster Creek’s emergency sirens were found to be inoperable.  Exelon has since 20 

made a commitment to install battery backup to emergency sirens.  GRAMMES’ 21 

question: Has this been done?   22 

  Here in Ocean County, we are in the midst of an ongoing 23 

adjustment to FEMA flood map, an exhausting, ongoing coastal cleanup, while 24 

New Jersey climatologists are warning us that stronger and more unpredictable 25 
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storms are predicted for the near future.  And I put the emphasis on their calling 1 

them unpredictable, since with global learning, they’re not holding up to the usual 2 

patterns; another danger for any nuclear plant on the coast.   3 

  Okay, GRAMMES has questions of a more general nature, 4 

beginning with questions about meaning of defense-in-depth.  If Mark I boiling 5 

water reactors are admittedly, by the NRC and the industry, flawed by a small, 6 

weak containment system with backup of a venting system, Fukushima has led 7 

us all to question, to put it mildly, where is the defense-in-depth, especially at the 8 

aged, corroded Oyster Creek facility?  GRAMMES has asked this question 9 

repeatedly at several NRC exit meetings in the last year or so.  There was no 10 

technical answer available of how this could be called defense-in-depth.  11 

GRAMMES did not take the response from an industry spokesperson, quote, 12 

“We feel it is safe as of enough technical import to accept.”  We concur with the 13 

recent ASME post-Fukushima report, and at least two ex-nuclear commissioners.  14 

Former NRC Commissioner Victor Gilinsky pointed out that the NRC sells all 15 

short -- well short of recommendations by the American Society of Mechanical 16 

Engineers Presidential Taskforce on response to Japan nuclear power plant 17 

vents.  Another former NRC commissioner, Nils Diaz said, and GRAMMES 18 

couldn’t agree more, “We need a new nuclear safety construct reaching beyond 19 

adequate protection to include all risks and include rare yet credible events.”   20 

  Okay, I also want to talk about questions that Congressman Markey 21 

asked in a letter to Commissioner Macfarlane, concerning hydrogen -- let me get 22 

this straight now -- hydrogen combiners -- 23 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Paula, you’re at eight minutes.  So, if you could 24 

begin to wrap it up, please. 25 
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  PAULA GOTSCH:  Okay, who gets to decide acceptable risks for a 1 

community?  A bit of history here: Back in 1976, when three Senior GE engineers 2 

and two NRC engineers sacrificed their job due to their concerns for public 3 

safety, one of the NRC engineers -- that’s your guy, gave a prophetic sentence 4 

as part of his resignation: “We are allowing dozens of nuclear plants to operate in 5 

populated areas despite known safety deficiencies that could result in very 6 

damaging accidents.”  We all know what happened in Boston: pressure cooker 7 

bombs; unattended packages; loss of life and injury for innocent victims.  This 8 

begs an analogy.  We are allowing 31 pressure cookers scattered around the 9 

country.  And for many of us in our communities, which now, in terms of needed 10 

post-Fukushima repairs, are unattended while endless studies continue.   11 

  Should four NRC commissioners, the nuclear industry, and the 12 

utilities be the ultimate decision-makers of acceptable risk toward the public?  13 

Will we all end up decrying our lack of urgency, which could amount to an even 14 

more catastrophic loss of life for innocent bystanders than in Boston?  Bottom 15 

line: GRAMME calls for shut down of Oyster Creek and other dangerously flawed 16 

Mark Is and Mark IIs as soon as possible.  We commend the NRC staff -- we 17 

commend the NRC staff that is still calling for installing engineered filtered 18 

hardened vents for their continued interest in lessening the radiation danger not 19 

only for the millions living around Oyster Creek, but also the growing populations 20 

around Fairmont and Oak Creek, and around the country.  Thank you for your 21 

time.  22 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Thank you.  Wally Taylor with Iowa Sierra Club, 23 

and Jessica Azulay, you’ll be up on deck.  Thank you.  Wally? 24 

  WALLY TAYLOR:  Thank you.  I’m Wally Taylor.  I’m representing 25 
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the Iowa Chapter of the Sierra Club.  We have three reactors that are of concern 1 

to us; all Mark Is: Duane Arnold, which is in Iowa; Cooper, which is in Nebraska 2 

right across the Missouri River; and Quad Cities, which is in Illinois, right across 3 

the Mississippi River.  Duane Arnold and the Quad Cities Reactor are both very 4 

near large -- well, a large for our area -- a metro areas in the Midwest, and the 5 

danger from these old plants with these inadequate filters is a real concern.  6 

These Mark I reactors were installed in the early to mid ‘70s.  The licenses have 7 

been or are being renewed for another 20 years.  There was even some talk a 8 

while back -- the NRC might even grant further license extensions beyond that 9 

60-year time frame.  So, we’re talking about old reactors that have really outlived 10 

their usefulness, and these reactors that are close to metropolitan areas I think 11 

are a real danger.  And all three of these reactors are near rivers.  As I said, 12 

Quad Cities is near the Mississippi, Cooper’s on the Missouri, and the Duane 13 

Arnold plant is on the Cedar River.   14 

  We are concerned about flooding, as some of the other speakers 15 

have talked about.  We have had, in the Midwest, due to the impetus of climate 16 

change, a lot of extreme weather.  We’ve had severe and frequent flooding in the 17 

past several years.  It seems like the concept of 100-year floods and 500-year 18 

floods mean nothing anymore.  In light of the flooding, the NRC staff has 19 

undertaken some analyses of the impacts of flooding and the possibility 20 

particularly of dam failures on rivers above reactors that could impact the 21 

reactors beyond what their design basis is or beyond what they are protected for.  22 

In July of 2011, there was a report offered by NRC staff persons Richard Perkins, 23 

Michelle Bensi, Jacob Phillip, and Selim Sankatar [spelled phonetically] 24 

examining the prospect of dam failures on several nuclear reactors.  They 25 
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primarily focused on Fort Calhoun, which is not a Mark I or Mark II, and the 1 

Oconee, if I’m pronouncing that correctly, Station in South Carolina.  But they 2 

also mentioned others including Cooper on the Missouri River that are in danger 3 

because of the several dams above those plants on the Missouri River.  And the 4 

report notes that dams will fail, not might, they will.  And none of these plants are 5 

prepared for that kind of flooding event if even one of these dams fails.  And 6 

certainly from what we have seen at Fukushima, as I understand, it was not the 7 

earthquake that caused most of the problems, it was the tsunami, the water, the 8 

flooding.  And we are at the same -- may not be quite the same -- but a similar 9 

risk from flooding on the rivers. 10 

  The Mississippi has a series of dams.  In fact I’ve often joked that 11 

that the Mississippi is not a river but a series of pools, based on barge traffic and 12 

locks and dams along the River.  The Cedar River, which is near the Duane 13 

Arnold Plant, is one of the largest interior rivers in Iowa.  We had a severe flood 14 

back in 2008 that came right up to the edge of the plant and if it would have been 15 

one foot higher it would have done damage to the plant.  And without the proper 16 

filtering to protect the plant I think we are in serious risk of significant danger. 17 

  I’m concerned about the lack of justification that I saw in the 18 

statements of the four commissioners who voted to delay installation of the better 19 

filters as recommended by the staff.  It just seemed like that they were not really 20 

looking at the problem; they were trying to kick the can down the road.  And we 21 

really think that they should go back and take a look at that.  Chairman 22 

Macfarlane’s statement was much more inclusive, much more detailed, much 23 

more based on the facts and the -- of the information found by the staff in their 24 

investigations.  So to protect those of us, at least in Iowa and on its borders, we 25 
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would ask that the PRB grant the petition and that the better filters be required to 1 

be installed.  Thank you. 2 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Thank you, Wally.  Jessica Azulay with AGREE in 3 

New York followed by David Kraft [spelled phonetically].  Thank you. 4 

  JESSICA AZULAY:  Hello.  My name is Jessica Azulay and I am a 5 

resident of Syracuse, New York and an organizer with Alliance for a Green 6 

Economy, also known as AGREE.  I’m speaking to you as a representative of 7 

AGREE whose member organizations collectively represents tens of thousands 8 

of New Yorkers, and I’m also speaking on behalf of myself as a concerned 9 

resident of Central New York, home to three boiling water reactors.  These are 10 

James A. Fitzpatrick and Nine Mile Point One which are Mark I reactors and Nine 11 

Mile Point Two which is a Mark II reactor.  All of these reactors sit together on the 12 

shore of Lake Ontario in Oswego, New York.  These three reactors pose a health 13 

and safety hazard threat to me, to my community, and to all the communities in 14 

my region.  Together we are nearly 1 million New Yorkers living within 50 miles of 15 

these reactors, living with the threat that an unlucky chain of events, completely 16 

out of our control, could cause us to have to flee our homes never to return.  This 17 

unlucky chain of events could radiologically poison our food, air, and water, could 18 

make us sick with cancer, could comprise our reproductive health, and could 19 

threaten a generation of unborn children.  This is what’s at stake in this hearing. 20 

  NRC regulations are supposed to protect us from radiation 21 

exposure.  One of the most basic elements of NRC requirements for nuclear 22 

plant design is the containment.  As Mr. Paul Gunter pointed out in his opening, 23 

NRC general design Criterion 16 states “Reactor containment and associated 24 

systems shall be provided to establish an essentially leak-tight barrier against the 25 
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uncontrolled release of radioactively to the environment and to assure that the 1 

containment design conditions important to safety are not exceeded for as long 2 

as postulated accident conditions require.”  So I just have a simple question.  3 

Does the NRC require operating nuclear power reactors to have a leak-tight 4 

containment or not?  Because you cannot guarantee that any boiling water 5 

reactor in Central New York has a reliable leak tight containment if we were to 6 

see a severe accident today. 7 

  Nine Mile Point One has a vent just like the vents that failed to 8 

prevent explosions and radioactive releases during the Fukushima nuclear 9 

disaster.  Nothing has changed at this reactor in terms of upgrading this vent to 10 

make sure that it can work in a severe accident.  Nothing has been done to filter 11 

the vent to make it leak-tight in terms of radiation exposure to the public.  If there 12 

was a severe accident at Nine Mile Point One today we could expect the 13 

uncontrolled release of radiation into the environment.  This is a violation of your 14 

regulations.  Fitzpatrick is the only Mark I in the U.S. that didn’t even go so far as 15 

to install any vent, and instead has a legacy vent path that the NRC has already 16 

acknowledged that could to lead to a hydrogen explosion if used.  Even without 17 

an explosion the vent path is meant to release radiation at the ground level in the 18 

case of an accident.  This Plant Two does not today have containment that we 19 

could call leak-tight.  This is violation of your regulations. 20 

  Nine Mile Point Two has no vent at all, yet it suffers from a similarly 21 

flawed containment design as its Mark I neighbors.  If there was a severe 22 

accident at Nine Mile Point Two today we could see an uncontrolled release of 23 

radiation into the environment.  This again is a violation of your regulations. 24 

  I am well aware that there are orders in process for the installation 25 
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and improvement of the vents, but it will be years before we see these 1 

completed.  So I want to know how you can possibly justify the operation of these 2 

reactors in the meantime.  And once improved vents are installed, can you 3 

honestly defend the idea that purposely venting radiation during a severe 4 

accident complies with the spirit of the requirement for a leak-tight barrier against 5 

the uncontrolled release of radioactivity to the environment?  We could quibble 6 

over the definition of uncontrolled release, but to me it is obvious that radioactive 7 

release through a vent and radioactive release through a blown hole in the 8 

containment both threaten health and safety.  Both violate the spirit of the 9 

requirement for a leak-tight containment.  So again, I just want to ask, will you 10 

require operating nuclear power reactors to have a reliable leak-tight containment 11 

or not?  I am asking you to enforce one of your most basic requirements for 12 

operating reactors.  Shut down these reactors until they can comply with the 13 

requirements for a containment that will protect us from a life threatening 14 

radiation in the case of a severe accident.  And if these reactors cannot be 15 

altered to comply with this requirement shut them down for good.  Thank you. 16 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Thank you, Jessica.  We will next hear from 17 

David Kraft followed by Michael Keegan. 18 

  DAVID KRAFT:  Thank you for the opportunity to present these 19 

remarks today.  My name is Dave Kraft and I am director of Nuclear Energy 20 

Information Service in Chicago.  We’re a 32-year-old safe energy anti-nuclear 21 

environmental organization.  And we submit the following testimony in support of 22 

this 2.206 petition calling for the closure of GE boiling water reactors using Mark I 23 

and Mark II containments.  NEIS has monitored the activities of Illinois nuclear 24 

utilities and federal and state regulators since 1981.  We are the most nuclear-25 



30 
 
reliant state in the United States.  We have 11 operating and three closed 1 

reactors.  Within our borders sit 8,600 tons of spent reactor fuel, a lot of it in the 2 

aboveground Mark I spent fuel pools at Quad Cities in Dresden.  This is the 3 

largest standing amount of high level of radioactive waste than of any other state 4 

as well.  After observing questionable inconsistence and at times lackadaisical 5 

historic operation and regulation of these reactors in Illinois, we’re extremely 6 

concerned about the protection, safety, and health of the people in the 7 

environment in light of the continued development surrounding both the 8 

Fukushima nuclear disaster in Japan and NRC’s sluggish, imprudent, and unwise 9 

decision-making regarding implementing prudent lessons learned and corrective 10 

actions at U.S. reactors as a result that Fukushima disaster.  In light of 11 

Fukushima, NRC’s inadequate treatment of and partial denial of the issues in our 12 

previous conjoint 2.206 petition of April 2011 on Mark I containments, and in light 13 

of NRC’s recent decision to further delay prudent installation of filtered hardened 14 

vents of Fukushima type reactors, we have expressed grave concerns about the 15 

safety of continued operation of the four Mark I BWRs, Dresden II and III, and 16 

Quad Cities I and II, and also the two Mark II BWRs, LaSalle I and II, stated in 17 

this petition, and we request acceptance of the contentions in this petition and 18 

the closure of these reactors. 19 

  Now in our written remarks, which we will forward to you, we’re 20 

going to append to them most of the information we provided previously about 21 

the Mark Is in the April 2011 petition.  I won’t take any more time on those today, 22 

but I do want to get to two specific issues which will also be a part of our written 23 

testimony to you. 24 

  The first regards the inclusion of the two LaSalle Mark II reactors in 25 
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this petition requesting their closure.  We’d like to point out that, first of all, we 1 

agree with all the technical contentions raised by Mr. Gunter and Mr. Kamps 2 

previously, and I won’t go over those, but we certainly want to underline the fact 3 

that we believe that the Mark I and Mark II containments are in violation of 4 

general design Criteria Number 16.  Both the LaSalle reactors are Mark II 5 

containments.  And we would point out the Exelon Corporation, which owns and 6 

operates LaSalle, is currently planning a significant power upgrade for these 7 

LaSalle reactors which could take place at the end of this decade.  Historically 8 

upgrades, particularly at Quad Cities, have been associated with unplanned and 9 

unforeseen incidents which could comprise reactor safety.  We also want to point 10 

out that the recent weather events here in Illinois resulted in a shutdown of 11 

LaSalle reactors, and as the NRC knows you sent out special inspection team to 12 

find out what went wrong over the last week and a half at LaSalle.  This is also 13 

taking place at a time when we had a severe flooding incident, which we 14 

predicted in our 2011 petition, that in situations where drought is followed by 15 

extreme weather you run the risk of a severe flooding incident interrupting reactor 16 

operations.  So we would point out that the combinations of these indicate that 17 

are real opportunities here for severe accident scenario.  And we would also 18 

point out that finally last week in the issue that happened here at LaSalle the 19 

NRC reports themselves indicated a mixed capability of the reactors to filter 20 

releases from other parts of the system even under these non-emergency kinds 21 

of conditions.  So this really underscores the need to have filtered hardened 22 

vents in place at reactors or close them under more extreme reactor scenarios. 23 

  The second issue I want to go over is the issue of the NRC safety 24 

culture and how it factors into this petition.  Since the March 2011 nuclear 25 
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disaster of Fukushima NRC has made much of the issue of safety culture.  1 

Chairwoman Macfarlane has lectured extensively internationally on this topic, 2 

and in a December 2012 public meeting at the Palisades Nuclear Power Plant in 3 

Michigan NRC severely criticized Entergy Corporation for its lack of having a 4 

safety culture, and then went to on defined what a safety culture was supposed 5 

to look like.  Now according to the NRC view graph at this meeting, and I will 6 

quote, “A nuclear safety culture is the core values and behaviors that emphasize 7 

safety over competing goals to insure protection of people and the environment,” 8 

unquote.  This is the standard that NRC intents to hold utilities to.  At the very 9 

same meeting Region Three Director Charles Casto stated it is also, quote, 10 

“going beyond what’s required,” unquote.  We put a question -- we put the 11 

question to both Mr. Casto, at the December 12th, meeting and then also to 12 

Commissioner Magwood at a meeting in February 2013 at Palisades, that 13 

doesn’t this safety culture attitude mean more than merely meeting regulatory 14 

requirements, that that may be necessary but not sufficient as an indicator that 15 

safety is being is being achieved, and that the NRC regulations are not a ceiling 16 

but a floor benchmark to assess safety and a safety culture?  And then finally, 17 

that merely checking off regulatory requirements met is not an indicator that a 18 

safety culture as NRC defines it is in place, since it shows no willingness to go 19 

beyond what’s required regarding safety.  Neither Mr. Casto nor Commissioner 20 

Magwood responded directly to that request to explain. 21 

  Now as an example of what we would also point out as a good 22 

safety culture, just two days ago the Federal Aviation Administration cleared the 23 

previously grounded Boeing 787 jets for service again after months of the planes 24 

having been grounded for safety checks regarding faulty battery design.  If the 25 
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NRC were to be in the FAA’s position, in all probability the current safety culture 1 

attitude and the ones that have rejected previous requests for filtered vents 2 

would probably have kept the 787s flying until one crashed or lives were lost 3 

through fire.  We contend that by its own definition NRC lacks the very safety 4 

culture it purports to demand of the utilities it regulates.  Therefore, NRC can’t be 5 

relied upon to be in a position to guarantee that the adequate protection of the 6 

public health and safety can be provided by their oversight, as they have already 7 

demonstrated -- vulnerable GE BWRs using Mark I and Mark II containments. 8 

  Now I’m addressing you on the review board.  Your commissioners’ 9 

4-to-1 vote in rejecting the filtered vents has boxed you into a very awkward 10 

position.  You either decide to rule only on what the narrow view of regulations 11 

required, like little check boxes, and you keep the plants open and at the same 12 

time you publicly admit that the NRC has no safety culture, or you put safety first 13 

over, quote, “competing goals” and you rule to close these reactors.  And you 14 

both rule for adequate public protection and legitimate claim of a safety culture.  15 

Those are the two choices you have before you.  And we urge you to close the 16 

Mark I and Mark II reactors under those circumstances.  We’ll provide written 17 

comments by email and we thank you for considering our positions. 18 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Thank you, David.  And we’ll next hear from 19 

Michael Keegan with Diane Turco to follow.  Michael. 20 

  MICHAEL KEEGAN:  Hello, can you hear me? 21 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Yes. 22 

  MICHAEL KEEGAN:  Yes.  Thank you.  I am Michael Keegan.  I’m 23 

from Don’t Waste Michigan.  I reside near the Fermi II Nuclear Power Plant in 24 

Monroe, Michigan.  I would like to thank the petition review board for the 25 
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opportunity to speak today.  In April 2012 an economist in the U.K. described the 1 

Fukushima post crisis as lingering agony for the people of Japan.  We’re here 2 

today as an opportunity for prevention.  We don’t have to go there again.  It was 3 

known that the GE reactors were faulty.  In 1976, three GE engineers came 4 

forward in testimony to Congress.  The NRC is now in a cauldron of culpability, 5 

liability.  The NRC now knows this reactor design will fail.  We have -- 6 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Excuse me, Mike.  If you are listening in on the 7 

line can you mute, please?  Go ahead, Mike. 8 

  MICHAEL KEEGAN:  We have among the largest of this unit 9 

designed in Monroe, Michigan, and this situation puts the entire region in 10 

jeopardy.  The NRC is approaching culpability when a known situation, a known 11 

danger, is not addressed.  We ask that you shut the GE Mark I and Mark II 12 

reactors down by revocation of licenses.  The problem at the spent fuel pool at 13 

the Fermi is abysmal.  It’s a bad design.  It was designed to hold 2300 units 14 

assemblies.  In 2015 it will be holding twice that, close to 4600.  It was not 15 

designed for that.  Four hours and 12 minutes into a loss of coolant the water 16 

would begin to boil off.  The fuel would begin to spontaneously combust when the 17 

water is gone.  This is appalling.  I found that the utility, Detroit Edison Company, 18 

moved for an exemption in order to avoid having to provide inspection in 19 

inventory of the spent fuel pool in 2007.  So apparently they wanted to stick their 20 

heads in the sand and not know what’s going on.  The NRC gave Detroit an 21 

exemption request approval, approval not to know.  The transfer of fuel on the 22 

spent-fuel pool has been hampered because the reactor was not built as 23 

designed.  The wells were never done on it from the blueprints of 1970.  40 years 24 

later they have to go back and do remedial wells on the fifth floor, the fourth floor, 25 
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and the first floor, 768 wells.  The quality assurance at Fermi II is abysmal.  And 1 

that is how it is throughout the land with the chain Mark I in reactors elsewhere.   2 

  I believe that the NRC has placed itself into a cauldron of culpability 3 

and could be potentially criminally negligent if the NRC allows its continued 4 

operation of this faulty design.  The NRC’s reliance on probabilistic risk 5 

assessment is a fraud.  PRA has no predictive value; it is only frequency of how 6 

often failure will occur.  It does not take an earthquake or tsunami to bring about 7 

station blackout.  In fact, at Fermi II alone, these occurrences have happened.  In 8 

May of 1988 the Fermi II reactor had a station blackout because a raccoon 9 

shorted out the electric buzzers.  In May 2002, post 9/11, NORAD reported that a 10 

small plane circled the Fermi II cooling towers and then dipped toward the 11 

reactor before flying off into to a storm and lost track by NORAD.  In August 12 

2003, there was a grid failure which included eight reactors experiencing station 13 

blackout.  Fermi II lost power over six hours.  In June 2010 a tornado took Fermi 14 

II plant into station blackout with a direct hit.  In September 2012, a bird flew into 15 

a substation which then triggered a station blackout at Fermi II.  So these types 16 

of things do occur.  You don’t a need an earthquake; you don’t need a tsunami to 17 

put a plant in station in a blackout. 18 

  Now I believe there is a corollary with how the NRC has allowed the 19 

operation of reactors known to have cataclysmic potential and the principles of 20 

international law recognized in the charter of the Nuremberg Tribunal in the 21 

Nuremberg Principles.  I would like to read into the record the first four 22 

Nuremberg Principles, as I believe there is a corollary with how the NRC has 23 

conducted themselves with respect to General Electric Mark I and Mark II 24 

reactors. 25 
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  The Nuremberg Principles:  Principle I:  Any person who commits 1 

an act which constitutes a crime under international law is responsible therefore 2 

and liable to punishment.  Principle II:  The fact that internal law does not impose 3 

a penalty for an act which constitutes a crime under international law does not 4 

relieve the person who committed the act from responsibility under international 5 

law.  Principle III: The fact that a person who committed an act which constitutes 6 

a crime under international law as head of state or responsible government 7 

official does not relieve him from responsibility under international law.  Principle 8 

IV: The fact that a person acted pursuant to the order of his Government or of a 9 

supervisor, superior does not relieve him from any responsibility under 10 

international law provided a moral choice was in fact possible to him. 11 

  These comments have been provided as a cautionary request with 12 

prevention in mind, and the request that the NRC revoke the Mark I and Mark II 13 

reactor licenses.  Thank You. 14 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Thank you, Mike.  Diane Turco is next speaker 15 

with Deb Katz to follow.  Diane.  Diane, are you on the line?  Deb Katz, are you 16 

on the line?   17 

  DIANE TURCO:  Yes, I am. 18 

  PAUL GUNTER:  With Mary Lampert to follow. 19 

  DIANE TURCO:  Okay, can you hear me? 20 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Yes. 21 

  DIANE TURCO:  Okay.  All right.  I am Diane Turco with Cape 22 

Downwinders, and I’m very proud to be part of the petition.  But I’m going to talk 23 

about the lessons that we learned from Fukushima.  We know that now that the 24 

General Electric Mark I boiling water reactor containment does not contain in the 25 
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event of a severe accident, period.  So this is -- in the first real-time test they all 1 

failed.  I want to talk specifically about our Mark I, the Pilgrim Nuclear Reactor in 2 

Plymouth.  The NRC approved the license before the lessons learned from 3 

Fukushima were implemented over the objections of our governor, our attorney 4 

general, our congressmen, our state senate president, our state senator and our 5 

representative.  We were quite appalled by that because they had concerns 6 

regarding public health and safety and they were not considered by the NRC.  7 

We were also concerned that Chairman Jackman [sic] voted in the relicensing of 8 

the Pilgrim Nuclear Reactor -- voted against the relicensing because he had 9 

concerns.  But unfortunately the license went through.  And you would think his 10 

concerns regarding public health and safety are raised during the relicensing 11 

process by the NRC chair that a unanimous vote by the NRC would be 12 

necessary to issue it.  If there is a concern raised it should be addressed and not 13 

dismissed as the concerns regarding the Pilgrim Nuclear Power station. 14 

  We met with the NRC a few weeks ago in Plymouth, and I asked 15 

NRC staff if Fukushima could happen here and he said “Yes, and if anyone tells 16 

you it can’t they’re lying.”  Therefore we believe that the public continues to be at 17 

risk and that we do not trust the NRC to uphold our safety.  Just quickly on 18 

regarding Cape Cod, the reason we’re concerned with this Mark I boiling reactor 19 

on our shore is that the Emergency Management Director, Kurt Schwartz, came 20 

down to the Cape last fall and told us, folks on Cape Cod, that we were in harm’s 21 

way and we would not be relocated -- we would be relocated and not evacuated.  22 

If you know the Cape, and it is such a beautiful area, there are only two bridges -- 23 

those bridges will be closed so that the folks from the 10-mile EPZ will be able to 24 

evacuate -- but Cape Codders are told to sit tight and stay at home and eat the 25 



38 
 
cesium, and we refuse to do that.  We know that in Fukushima and as other 1 

people have said, there has been a 100 percent failure rate in these Mark Is.  2 

We’re looking at -- is this protecting the people or the profits of the Entergy 3 

Corporation?  And in -- you know, listening to all the other petitioners who are 4 

also concerned the Mark I and IIs and the fatally flawed containment structure, 5 

how many times do we need to keep hearing about this until we experience a 6 

catastrophic ending?  We refuse to become radiation refugees, and we demand 7 

that the NRC uphold their mandate to take action and revoke all Mark I and Mark 8 

II licenses because there is no assurance of public safety in the event of a severe 9 

accident.  Otherwise, to you NRC people, if you don’t revoke the license you 10 

should resign because you’re not doing your job.  Thank you, Paul, for putting 11 

this petition together. 12 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Thank you, Diane.  Deb Katz followed by Mary 13 

Lampert. 14 

  DEB KATZ:  Hi.  I’m Deb Katz, Citizens Awareness Network.  We 15 

represent over 3,000 people in New England and New York.  I think I should be 16 

grateful for being able to present today, but I can’t say I’m sure.  I’ve gone 17 

through this situation with NRC petitioners and with NRC representatives many 18 

times and somehow it’s always very poignant, because people express their 19 

concerns and their fears and their sense of the NRC being irresponsible of not 20 

doing their job.  And what happens is nothing, basically.  And what I want to 21 

focus on in this, because people have done a very good job accepting what’s 22 

happened at all of their nukes, but you know what has happened at all their 23 

nukes.  You know what’s happened at Fukushima.  You know what the 24 

commissioners said.  You even know probably what the Nuremberg trials said.  25 
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And yet here we are here again in the same situation because basically this is a 1 

cost benefit analysis, isn’t it?  It’s whether there’s a bang for the buck, in forcing 2 

corporations to in fact to put up the money to create inadequate safety because, 3 

of course, they can never make the Mark I safe, as we all know, but they can 4 

make them safer.  And yet the NRC repeatedly, when it comes to a cost-benefit 5 

analysis, chooses to weigh in favor of the industry and the industry’s concerns 6 

about economics, and the fact that safety and economics are constantly being 7 

balanced against each other.  And we have once again because of economics 8 

and the -- basically the problems that are going on in the nuclear industry at this 9 

point, because they are all in a very bad financial situation because gas and 10 

fracking and a lot of other things which I'm sure you also know about.  They do 11 

not -- the NRC does not want to put any more requirements on the industry to, in 12 

fact, deal with safety.  And what you choose to rely on is data.  And this data 13 

which may prove that we’re going to be safe until the next accident; what I just 14 

want to say, it didn't work at Chernobyl.  It didn't work at Three Mile Island.  It 15 

didn't work at Fukushima.  And it's in the long run not going to work here, but it 16 

may work long enough for this petition review board to end its investigation.  17 

Thank you. 18 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Thank you, Deb.  Mary Lampert followed by 19 

Bobbie Paul. 20 

  MARY LAMPERT:  Good afternoon.  I’m Mary Lampert, director of 21 

Pilgrim Watch.  Looking out my window at the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station, 22 

which is a Mark I reactor and the first reactor to install the directors torus vent, 23 

unfiltered when they put it in and it remains such.  I think the issue is a simple 24 

one.  To allow Pilgrim to operate and the other Mark Is and IIs are violations of 25 
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NRC’s own rules.  As has been said numerous times, containment design criteria 1 

16 says that reactor containment and associated systems shall be provided to 2 

establish an essentially leak-tight barrier against the uncontrolled release of 3 

radioactivity to the environment.  It says “shall.”  It does not say this is information 4 

notice.  This is something you can volunteer.  It says “shall.”  It’s a rule.  So either 5 

the NRC is going to honor the petitioners in this petition and demand compliance, 6 

or be honest and modify all the existing licenses so they don't have to comply to 7 

actually do that, or simply state, “you know, we didn't mean it.  We didn't 8 

recognize what we said.  We didn't know shall meant shell.”  Second, the AEA 9 

requires, again it's not an option, to protect public health and safety.  And it 10 

doesn't take a mental giant to figure that if the containment is not leak proof, if the 11 

gadgets, the DTV, is not filtered, that health and public safety are not being 12 

protected.  So the score now is NRC is violating two of its own rules.  And so 13 

again either modify them or say publicly you didn't mean it.  Let's just not play the 14 

game.  Everybody has known, NRC has known since back in ‘72 that these 15 

reactor's containments are too small to contain pressure.  So they put in a cheap 16 

fix, a direct torus vent as a suggestion -- sorry -- to CDC16, but they rationalized 17 

this by saying we have giant laundromats in the bases of the these reactors that 18 

the water in the suppression pool will scrub it out.  But, you know, that's a lie.  19 

You know it.  DOE's website discussed that in 1988, that the decontamination 20 

factor associated with the suppression pool scrubbing can range from no 21 

scrubbing, zero removal, to nearly 99.9 percent.  So they averaged out the Mark I 22 

for a five decommissioning factor, which essentially would mean that 20 percent 23 

will be released.  Or all of it will be released.  The filter system in Switzerland 24 

captures 99.9 percent.  There's a world of difference between 20 percent versus 25 
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.1 percent, which means 200 times more radioactivity will wind up in my yard six 1 

miles from the reactor and probably a good portion of New England.   2 

  There were real-world lessons from Japan.  Their properly trained 3 

reactors decided to stall before opening the event in the hopes they could 4 

recover and not contaminate the neighborhood.  When they finally tried to open 5 

the DTVs they were unable to do so initially and the failure led to containment 6 

failure.  What was the response of the NRC?  The order 12-050 didn't essentially 7 

readdress this.  They talked about this and that, but they never got to the nitty-8 

gritty requiring a hardened vent that would be filtered, so wrong regulations 9 

would go into effect.  And then the NRC technical staff came up, stepped up to 10 

the plate, issued SECY 2012-0157 saying that the commissioners should 11 

approve.  Did they approve putting on a filter?  Chair did, but the rest didn't, 12 

bowing to the economic interest once again of the industry, while the staff has an 13 

opportunity to get back than to do the right thing, to honor this petition [inaudible] 14 

as I suggested to issue [inaudible].   15 

  I also would add that the rupture disc is another issue that nobody 16 

is talking about.  Anthony Siraca [spelled phonetically] talked about it when he 17 

worked at one of the western plants, but again, if you had a ruptured disc you're 18 

putting in the necessary defense-in-depth measure to assure that when the blow 19 

level of pressure is about to be released, that it will automatically open up and 20 

then you have a greater opportunity to say we are meeting the design criteria.   21 

  So again, what I'm saying is and I'll echo what Deb Katz said before 22 

me, that you cannot have safety on the cheap.  Every single time in this issue 23 

from ’72 forward the NRC has caved to the economic interests of the industry as 24 

opposed to doing what you know you should be doing, which means that we are 25 
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left with a situation of eany meany miny moe, which Mark I or Mark II will blow?  1 

And that is not what we want.  Thank you very much. 2 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Thank you, Mary.  Our next speaker is Bobbie 3 

Paul followed by Leslie Saxon and Tim Judson. 4 

  BOBBIE PAUL:  Hello everybody can you hear me? 5 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Yes. 6 

  BOBBIE PAUL:  Thank you.  My name is Bobbie Paul.  Thank you 7 

for this opportunity.  Today I am representing Georgia WAND, which stands for 8 

Women's Action for New Direction, and most specifically I am representing our 9 

members who live near Nuclear Plant Hatch in southeast Georgia.  Georgia 10 

Power company’s Edwin I. Hatch Nuclear Plant is a two unit boiling water reactor 11 

facility and is located on the Altamaha River in Appling County Georgia and 12 

adjacent to Toombs County.  This is a rural area.  This facility which was 13 

supplied by General Electric Company is operated by Southern Nuclear 14 

Operating Company and Georgia Power, subsidiaries of Southern Company.  It's 15 

been in operation since 1975. 16 

  A few facts I just wanted to share, because we are down here south 17 

in ya’ll, and I haven't heard too many people from the South today ,and I have 18 

read some disturbing things like a lot of the little glitches in some nuclear reactors 19 

were to be worked out in the South before they were operating up North.  The 20 

two reactors at Plant Hatch are of the GE Mark I design.  They are 38-years-old 21 

and they're located on the banks of the Altamaha near Baxley, Georgia.  In 2002, 22 

Hatch, or Southern Company, received approval for a 20-year license extension 23 

on their 40 year license.  Hatch draws water from the Altamaha River and from 24 

underground wells.  A few things you might not know is that Hatch is also located 25 
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three miles from the Altamaha elementary school.  Hatch also sits above the 1 

Hawthorne formation, a small aquifer linked to the Floridian aquifer which 2 

provides water for much of all of South Georgia.  So if it’s not already obvious, 3 

there is a lot at stake for the immediate area.  And I would just like to speak 4 

about, especially in talking with more of our members in the Altamaha River 5 

keeper, Deb Shepherd, who is our executive director in particular, who is a 6 

Georgia WAND member, it's well documented that the Altamaha River watershed 7 

is the biggest source of freshwater to the largest salt marsh system in the entire 8 

Eastern United States.  The Nature Conservancy, the huge group, has deemed 9 

the Altamaha bio reserve is one of the 75 greatest ecologically and most 10 

important places in the world.  Its estuaries provide the nursery ground for the 11 

region's entire seafood industry.  Speaking on behalf of Deb Shepherd, she 12 

wanted me to share that people have a low-grade fever about Hatch in the Mark I 13 

reactors, as they know that there have been tritium releases and they know there 14 

have been serious spills and releases that date back to the ‘70s and continue on 15 

in to the ‘80s and currently.  And it’s -- but yet it’s easier in some instances to 16 

focus on the, say, the Rayonier Pulp and Paper Company mill, where they can 17 

actually see and smell what is going on and knowing what -- how that 18 

contaminates their environment.  He wanted me to share that Hatch has kind of 19 

paralyzed people and they live in fear, but there seems to be no recourse and not 20 

a strong political will to move this forward.   21 

  So I would highly encourage the NRC to follow the advice of its 22 

staff and act in a responsible manner.  Pennywise and pound foolish is not a way 23 

to go.  We need to observe the cautionary principle, and I just want to end by 24 

saying I applaud Chairwoman Macfarlane’s statement that we need to consider 25 
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that we, and I mean the collective we, citizens, regulators, industry, and all the 1 

government officials must do everything in our power to prevent another 2 

Fukushima or any radioactive releases that would harm the people in our natural 3 

environment.  Thank you. 4 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Thank you, Bobbie.  We have two more and final 5 

speakers.  Leslie Sullivan Sachs and followed by Tim Judson.  Thank you.  6 

Leslie. 7 

  LESLIE SULLIVAN SACHS:  This is at Leslie Sullivan Sachs.  I am 8 

with the Safe and Green Campaign.  Can you hear me okay? 9 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Yes. 10 

  LESLIE SULLIVAN SACHS:  Vermont Yankee’s a GE Mark I 11 

boiling water reactor that went online in 1972.  It was purchased by Entergy in 12 

2002.  For the past 10 years Vermont Yankee has been plagued by problems 13 

many of which can be traced to its age, deferred maintenance, and design origin.  14 

I'm going to quickly go through maybe half of the problems that we've seen from 15 

Vermont Yankee in the past 10 years, just to give you an idea of what deferred 16 

maintenance feels like.   17 

  Let's start with the transformer fire in 2004, that expansion joint, 18 

original equipment on the then 32-year-old reactor caught fire when sparks met 19 

with oil dripping from a flange near the connection.  Between 2005 and 2010, 63 20 

cracks were discovered in the steam dryer during refueling outages.  In 2007 a 21 

cooling tower collapsed due to deferred maintenance.  That September a reactor 22 

scram was caused by a stuck valve.  It resolved when a worker tapped it with a 23 

mallet.  In 2008, a malfunctioning crane drops a cache of high-level spent fuel 24 

that fell within four inches of the concrete floored of the spent fuel area.  The 25 
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NRC later determined that there had been an inadequate fix to the previous 1 

pooling tower collapse.  Also in 2008, excess radiation exposure forced 2 

temporary evacuations of a dozen workers in August and 25 workers in October.  3 

The Atomic Safety and Licensing Board found inadequate testing of critical spray 4 

nozzles for metal fatigue that November.  2009 was dominated by multiple 5 

reports of leaks in the condenser, which forced many planned reductions of 6 

power so that workers could attempt to locate and repair the leaks until a new 7 

condenser can be installed.  We still don't have a new condenser.  Leaks were 8 

also found in the service wire system even though recent inspections had found 9 

no problems there.  Also in 2009, the NRC recorded that technicians at Vermont 10 

Yankee mishandled the safety issue when the plant’s coolant injection system -- 11 

because they were faced with a delay in getting replacement parts, so they failed 12 

to take timely appropriate action.  That brings us to 2010, severely redacted 13 

[spelled phonetically].  In August Vermont Yankee declared an unusual event 14 

due to an electrical problem that blew seven fuses in seven different power 15 

supplies to the control room.  Leaks in Vermont Yankee release valves that 16 

provide protection for the reactor coolant system seriously reduced the safety 17 

margins, according to the NRC, at the reactor and they should have been but 18 

were not reported at the time.  In 2011, two weather events are in Vermont 19 

Yankee.  A 5.8 earthquake struck the Northeast.  Two months later, GE Hitachi 20 

warned owners of all boiling water reactors including ours that plants could fail to 21 

shut automatically during an earthquake, potentially risking the safety of the 22 

reactor.  Also that August, soon after the earthquake, much of our 10-mile 23 

evacuation zone was declared a disaster area due to widespread flooding from 24 

Hurricane Irene.  In 2012 condenser problems dominated.  Vermont Yankee 25 
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reduced power multiple times due to stuck valves and continuing problems with 1 

its condenser.  Epoxy had been applied to leaking condenser tubes, which 2 

reduced their heat transferability.  In May a conduit flood seal was missing.  The 3 

NRC reported that internal flooding of both switchgear rooms could possibly 4 

affect, according to the NRC, safe shut down, removal of decay heat, control of 5 

release of radioactive materials, and the mitigations of an accident.  In June the 6 

reactor reduced power again when a reactor cooling water pump failed.  The 7 

reactor building filled with smoke.  The NRC reported that the motor date from 8 

prior to when the plant opened in 1972 and finding parts to fix the motor could be 9 

a problem.  This is one of only two recirculation pump motors.  The other one 10 

broke down in September 2011.  During the heat of the summer VY reduced 11 

power again and again and again because our river flow was 50 percent below 12 

normal for July.  Also in July, water in the spent fuel pool dropped by five inches, 13 

sending 2700 gallons of radioactive water into a wastewater system.  It was 30 14 

minutes before the operators in the control room noticed.  That brings us up to 15 

this year, 2013.  During refueling this past March, Vermont Yankee had two very 16 

close calls.  A conduit flood seal between an exterior manhole and the 17 

switchgear room failed.  Two feet of water was found below the switchgear room, 18 

which are centers for electrical cables going from the control room to other parts 19 

of the reactor.  Later, two additional water infiltration areas were found.  And 20 

finally that brings us to the most recent event, March 22nd, a 6-foot by 10-foot 21 

aluminum handle blew off the secondary containment due to overpressurization 22 

when workers turned on heat and air conditioning.  The exhaust fan failed, 23 

causing a blowout panel [spelled phonetically] to blow out.  The blowout was the 24 

result of three system failures.  Only because the plant was down for refueling 25 
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did we avoid a catastrophe.  In the event of a major accident, VY’s primary 1 

containment will fail and its vent will open with results quite similar to those at 2 

Fukushima.  Without the filter, if that happens, is there any hope that the reactor 3 

building secondary containment would keep the radiation inside?  All that it would 4 

take would be a relatively small hydrogen burn or a high-energy line break to 5 

blow out and overpressure the panel.  Vermont Yankee’s safety systems have a 6 

very high probability of failure.  This very shortened history of failure upon failure, 7 

deferred fixes, and cover ups shows that it is only a matter of time before this old 8 

Mark I reactor has a problem which 10 years of Band-Aids on Band-Aids cannot 9 

fix.  Do you want to be the NRC that allowed beautiful Vermont and the 10 

Berkshires and Southern New Hampshire to become uninhabitable?  Do you 11 

want to be the NRC that allowed the Quabbin Reservoir, that provides drinking 12 

water to metro Boston, to be radiated forever?  Thank you. 13 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Thank you, Leslie.  Mr. Davis, can we have a 14 

short extension to our public presentation to accommodate our last speaker, Tim 15 

Judson? 16 

  JACK DAVIS:  Absolutely. 17 

  PAUL GUNTER:  Thank you.  Tim.  Tim, are you there?  If Tim is 18 

not here this concludes our remarks. 19 

  JACK DAVIS:  I guess I would ask of my colleagues here, do they 20 

have any questions for what you heard or any questions concerning the petition 21 

that was submitted?  I would like to ask one clarifying question, then, before we 22 

go over to anyone that’s on the phone.  Are you all asking for interim shutdown 23 

until either hardened vents and/or filters are installed, or are you asking for 24 

permanent shutdown of these designs no matter what modification is made to 25 
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them? 1 

  PAUL GUNTER:  I think that what you've heard -- this is Paul 2 

Gunter.  What you’ve heard today is that the public has lost confidence in the 3 

agency to do the right thing, and therefore it is our request that these reactors 4 

have their licenses permanently revoked. 5 

  JACK DAVIS:  I guess then I would ask -- do we have region on?  If 6 

a region is on, is there any questions that you have, clarifying questions?  7 

Hearing none, is there anyone else licensee-wise that is on that would like to ask 8 

any clarifying questions?  They’re on the public line?  Sorry, okay.  Then I'll turn it 9 

over then to -- 10 

  LYNNE FINCH:  Thank you.  We are about to open up the phone 11 

lines for questions.  I would like to remind you please keep your questions 12 

specific to the process for the 2.206 review.  Operator, if you could provide 13 

instructions on how the callers can queue up at this time. 14 

  OPERATOR:  If you'd like to ask a question over the phone, please 15 

press star one and record your name.  Again -- 16 

  LYNNE FINCH:  Thank you. 17 

  MARY LAMPERT:  Mary Lampert. 18 

  LYNNE FINCH:  Are there any questions from within the audience 19 

before we go to the phone lines?  Operator, do you have the first caller? 20 

  OPERATOR:  I have no questions just yet. 21 

  MARY LAMPERT:  I have a question. 22 

  LYNNE FINCH:  Yes, caller.  Please state your name. 23 

  MARY LAMPERT:  Yes.  Mary Lampert, Pilgrim Watch.  I can see a 24 

interpretation and careful reading of the petition that shutdown is requested until 25 
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the NRC can demonstrate that they are compliant with GDC16; That can be 1 

conclusively shown a hardened filtered vent.  I think there is wiggle room there. 2 

  LYNNE FINCH:  Thank you. 3 

  MALE SPEAKER:  I appreciate that. 4 

  LYNNE FINCH:  Thank you.  Are there any other questions on the 5 

phone line? 6 

  OPERATOR:  I have a question from Gayle [spelled phonetically].  7 

Your line is open. 8 

  LYNNE FINCH:  Go ahead. 9 

  GAYLE SCHNEIDER:  Hi.  This is Gale Schneider in Illinois, and I 10 

just want to commend everyone who testified here today.  I think it was pretty 11 

shocking.  I wish the public could hear this.  I've just been working on the LaSalle 12 

issue, and I have to say it's pretty compelling.  Everything that everyone said 13 

almost happened in LaSalle and finding out about the up rating that goes on at 14 

these nuclear facilities.  I -- my question is what recourse is going to happen?  15 

What recourse do we have?  [inaudible] have really lost faith with the NRC's 16 

ability to protect us.  What recourse do we have if you decide not to shut down 17 

the GE Mark Is and Mark IIs?  Is there an appeal process on -- or do we just go 18 

on to Congress from here? 19 

  LEE BANIC:  This is Lee Banic, petition coordinator.  There is a no 20 

appeal of the 2.206 decisions. 21 

  GAYLE SCHNEIDER:  Thank you. 22 

  LYNNE FINCH:  Thank you.  Operator, do we have any additional 23 

questions? 24 

  OPERATOR:  I have no further questions. 25 
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  LYNNE FINCH:  Thank you.  At this time I'd like to thank everyone 1 

for your time and attention and turn the meeting back over to Mr. Davis for 2 

closing remarks. 3 

  JACK DAVIS:  Thank you.  I’d like to say thanks to Paul, to Kevin, 4 

to Mary, and all the other petitioners that took the time today to provide us with 5 

additional information.  It's not lost on me, the significant amount of effort that you 6 

all have put into this to try to help ensure public health and safety, and I want you 7 

to know that we’re going do our best on our end to take a look at your concern 8 

and evaluate appropriately.  Thank you.  I don’t know if you had anything else to 9 

say? 10 

  JOHN LAMB:  Ask the court reporter if they need anything. 11 

  JACK DAVIS:  Court reporter, do we need any other clarification on 12 

the transcript before we actually close? 13 

  PAUL GUNTER:  I would like to make one concluding remark that 14 

the petitioners request that the Petition Review Board grant us our second 15 

hearing as provided under the 8.11. 16 

  JACK DAVIS:  Right, assuming that we don't grant the petition.  17 

Right, so [laughs] -- understand.  Thank you for that comment, and then if there 18 

is nothing else then we’re going to officially close the meeting.  Thank you. 19 

     [whereupon, the proceedings were concluded] 20 


