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U.S. NRC Blog 
Archive file prepared by NRC 

Documenting a Sobering Trip to Fukushima 

posted on Mon, 05 Jan 2015 19:13:24 +0000 

Scott Burnell Public Affairs Officer As we mentioned on the blog last year, senior NRC leaders visited 
the site of the Fukushima nuclear accident and the surrounding area. Now, the agency has published a report that includes essays on what the 
team members learned. The report helps ensure current and future NRC staff can benefit from the team’s experience in the future. The group 
included managers from the agency’s reactor oversight, research and emergency preparedness programs. They make up most of the agency’s 
Fukushima Steering Committee, which guides the staff’s implementation of what we learned from the accident. They also take active roles in 
ensuring U.S. nuclear power plants are prepared to deal with events similar to what happened at Fukushima experienced. It’s clear from the 
team members’ essays that the visit affected them deeply. For example, Bill Dean (now director of the NRC’s Office of Nuclear Reactor 
Regulation) was Administrator of the NRC’s Region I office outside Philadelphia when he took part in the trip. “Most importantly, it enabled 
us to observe firsthand the far-reaching impacts of a nuclear disaster—not only its physical effects on the facility and the surrounding 
countryside but also its impact on a nation’s psyche and its people,” Dean writes. “What resonated with each and every one of us is that we 
cannot allow a Fukushima-like event to occur in the United States.” Marc Dapas, Adminstrator of the Region IV office in Arlington, Texas, 
reflects on discussing the accident with plant staff at Fukushima. “Hearing these TEPCO employees describe what they faced and then seeing 
the actual physical configuration of equipment at the Fukushima sites left an indelible impression on me regarding the importance of being 
prepared for the unexpected,” Depas writes. “In that context, I considered the safety measures and enhancements that the NRC has required 
… The key in my view is to ensure that these safety measures are rigorously implemented and maintained.” The team’s visit covered both the 
damaged Fukushima Dai-ichi plant and the nearby Fukushima Daini plant, which safely withstood the 2011 earthquake and tsunami. The 
visit also covered Kashiwazaki-Kariwa, a nuclear power plant on Japan’s west coast that survived a strong 2007 earthquake. You can read the 
essays from Dean and the other trip participants in the report, and you watch a summary video about the trip on the NRC’s YouTube channel.

Comments 

comment #1368841 posted on 2015-01-07 19:49:06 by Lee in response to comment #1361952 

comment #1362145 posted on 2015-01-06 18:29:34 by James Greenidge in response to comment #1359585 

comment #1361952 posted on 2015-01-06 17:42:28 by DrJack 

For an accurate response that eviscerates the UNSCEAR report, listen to Dr. Alex Rosen of the International Physicians for the 
Prevention of Nuclear War: http://ow.ly/ztzLh

"Daniel We can slice it and dice it anyway we want, the NRC showing the destruction that happened in Japan and linking it to 
anything nuclear is dishonest....." Actually in the media such is far more like criminal mass deception and willful disinformation, like 
Tokyo TV passing off video-bytes of burning and exploding oil facilities as Fukushima related and getting away with it with gusto. 
Unfortunately nuclearphobic mass media are very keen on exploiting public ignorance and fear and science illiteracy with videos 
"suggesting" tsunami damage is broken reactor related. I'm not being harsh calling it public ignorance. I'm sure if you asked a person 
on the street in Tokyo or New York how many were killed by Fukushima, the responses would be dismaying for the credibility and 
accuracy and impartiality of the media all over. Fukushima is a lot like Rosewell NM; lots of credence and attention given to wild 
pseudo-professional speculations and rumors and bogus "evidence" without a smidgen of far more down-to-earth mundane critical 
truth. James Greenidge Queens NY .

Thanks for this report and the visit that it is based on.. For a thorough international scholarly overview (from 2011), the following is a 
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comment #1351969 posted on 2015-01-05 14:50:03 by Daniel 

comment #1352448 posted on 2015-01-05 15:56:52 by Mike Mulligan 

comment #1375878 posted on 2015-01-08 17:59:49 by mjd 

nice companion to this report, "Reflections on the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Accident, Toward Social-Scientific Literacy and 
Engineering Resilience." http://www.springer.com/engineering/energy+technology/book/978-3-319-12089-8 While I'm sure their was 
trip sobering, it is also important to remember that, (a) "for the general population in wider Fukushima prefecture, across Japan and 
beyond "the predicted risks are low and no observable increases in cancer rates above baseline rates are anticipated," said WHO." 
http://www.world-nuclear-news.org/RS_WHO_Low_radiation_risk_from_Fukushima_2802131.html & (b) as of May 2013, "the 
most extensive international report to date has concluded that the only observable health effects from the Fukushima accident stem 
from the stresses of evacuation and unwarranted fear of radiation." This report is by the UN Scientific Committee on the Effects of 
Atomic Radiation (UNSCEAR). http://www.world-nuclear-
news.org/RS_Fear_and_stress_outweigh_Fukushima_radiation_risk_3105131.html

William 'Bill' Dean should get himself for Xmas a dictionary and learn the difference between what an incident is versus a devastating
accident. When no one dies due to radiation from such a nuclear event, it should be called an incident. When the Daiichi nuclear 
reactors are decimated from a violent earthquake followed by an unprecedented tsunami and that a few miles away, still in 
Fukushima, the Daiini reactors are left intact the NRC should ponder on what they think causality is and apply across their structure 
former NRC Chairman Dale Klein's 'no bozos' allowed rule for employment at the NRC. And most of the land comprised within the 
evacuated zones surrounding the reactors are safe and always have been. Eating a bag of potato chips every day exposes me to more 
radiation that most of the evacuees, yet I live free and can enjoy the comfort of my house with no undue stress and duress. William, 
close but no cigar. Really.

It you really meant what the senior managers said: You would reevaluate how the Republicans and their “K” street cohorts intervene 
with the NRC… why does support for the nuclear industry always equate as a reduction in regulations and safety? There have been 
recent intense financial pressures to reduce regulations/ safety and it is only is going to get worst. • Ensure that the NRC maintains a 
regulatory culture that does not disincentivize operators/industry to make improvements. This has become unrelenting pressures to 
reduce safety and there just isn’t a countervailing equivalent force who is in on the plant level…can see what the NRC and licensees 
see. Have adequate resources like all the other players, and equivalent experience and technical education who can challenge the 
NRC, licensees and nuclear industry’s self-interested perspectives. I talking about a safety adocate. All I want is a fair fight. All I 
want is you to see the world through multiple perspectives…not a mono culture. “Prepare for the unexpected”: I would like everyone 
to consider the deleterious effects of reduced safety equipment availability, increasing toleration of operational equipment 
deterioration and the demoralization of nuclear plant employees over risk perspective. You people don’t even consider there may be 
negative affects caused by risk perspective. I’ll make the case risk perspective is mostly based on poorly supported assumptions, 
never facts and engineering evidence. And everyone in the industry goes into a "takes no prisoner" war stance with outsiders 
questioning the flaws in risk perspectives…like it doesn’t give enough incentives to prevent licensee from making the same mistakes 
over and over again. I see a substantial plant accident in our future based on improper and assumptions risk perspectives. I’d ask the 
question if the Japanese depressionary “lost decade” and their prolonged national economic stagnation led to political and economic 
insecurely…don’t you dare ask questions about our electric utility sector or nuclear industry because our economy is so poor and 
teetering over cliff? More like “altruism abuse” or doing-good corruption…sugar coating risk perspectives in order to pursue self-
interest. River Bend is my example: http://steamshovel2002.blogspot.com/2014/12/river-bend-why-are-all-these-components.html By 
the way, your Fukushima write up is one of the best articles I'd ever seen out of the NRC. I hope you good words get translated into 
communications and actions.

Mr. Scott Burnell, The “report” you cite and link to in this blog post has this quoted from page two: "1) Ensure that the nuclear 
industry and the NRC are prepared for the unexpected. The team came back from Japan with the overwhelming need to ensure that 
the nuclear industry and the NRC are prepared for the unexpected. Although the agency recognized the importance of preparing for 
the unexpected within days of the accident, the experiences and insights that the team gained on this trip reemphasized its 
significance. The Daiichi Units 1 and 2 shift manager during the accident told the team that he and the other operators at Daiichi “had 
been trained and were convinced that what happened could have never happen[ed].” He further stated, “What we saw was much 
worse!” At the 2009 30th anniversary of the accident at TMI, Edward Frederick, the TMI Unit 2 reactor operator who turned off the 
makeup pump that partially caused the accident, stated that “the entire industry, NRC included, [were] completely unprepared for 
what…happened” at TMI. The accidents at TMI and Fukushima reinforce a common insight that the nuclear industry and the NRC 
must prepare for the unexpected by accomplishing the following: • Recognize and accept that the unexpected can occur and remain 
vigilant to identify and address previously unrecognized hazards and vulnerabilities, and address these hazards and vulnerabilities in a 
timely manner." I would like to know why the paraphrased words of Mr. Ed Frederick don't include the rest of what he said at that 
2009 conference and specifically his clear message to the NRC? Where he clearly blames you (NRC) for the failure to recognize the 
significance of the four TMI2 precursor events, and adds that the training was wrong for the event as both the PWR industry and the 
NRC understood it. From my listening of his videotaped presentation he clearly indicates you, NRC, blew it. TMI2 was 100% 
preventable and you, NRC, were the common denominator for the reporting of the precursors and you clearly dropped the ball. Why 
did you precede Mr. Frederick's comment with "that partially caused the accident"? That is a false statement. Turning off HPI 
contributed to the severity of the accident, but was not the cause, even in a "partial" sense. The cause was because Mr. Frederick did 
not have the benefit of the knowledge of the four precursors, especially the Davis Besse September 24, 1977 event. Is that Mr. 
Frederick's fault too? Please explain how? Please explain how we Davis Besse operators who also turned off HPI in the same 
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comment #1359585 posted on 2015-01-06 09:56:35 by perdajz in response to comment #1351969 

comment #1360464 posted on 2015-01-06 12:00:15 by Garry Morgan in response to comment #1353370 

comment #1360879 posted on 2015-01-06 13:23:44 by Garry Morgan 

sequence is Mr. Fredericks fault. Please explain how the two Westinghouse precursors (one table top and one actual event) also 
resulting in no HPI flow early in the event is Mr. Frederick's fault? Even your first bullet point above is not true in the sense that what 
happened at TMI2 was not a "previously unidentified hazard." How much clearer can it be stated than in the words of Mr. Carl 
Michelson of TVA that the then misunderstood event response would likely lead operators to (mistakenly) terminate HPI? Who was 
he talking to when he made these comments... Mr. Frederick? Mr. Brunell, I understand that you did not write the report you 
referenced, but you are using it to back up your message and it includes a derogatory statement about Mr. Frederick, added by the 
report writers. While at the same time it excludes some very clear messages to the NRC by Mr. Frederick, which they chose to ignore 
in the report. This bothers me, a lot, as just why should I believe anything out of the current NRC when more than 35 years after the 
fact you still can’t acknowledge the part the NRC contributed to the TMI2 accident. And worse, you reference a report that uses the 
name and a “cherry picked partial quote” of one of the victims of TMI to try to tell me you will do the right thing in the US relative to 
the Fukushima accident. You see, the reasons for my comment are in fact related to the Fukushima event. The words of Admiral 
Rickover, when discussing his reasons for moving the navy nuclear program outside of the conventional navy program still ring true. 
He said it was not possible to actually change an embedded corporate culture. Rather you had to build a new culture around a new 
appropriate set of values and people. And that current embedded culture of the current NRC is "TMI2 was not our fault." You had 
your "collision at sea", you still refuse to take responsibility for it, and no one at the NRC ever had to suffer the consequences. The 
consequences of your refusal to admit the real "root cause" of the TMI2 accident are not missed by this commenter. Because you 
never identified the root cause, the regulatory burden that was added focused on a lot of questionable changes, especially focused on 
plant hardware. You broke the bank of several plants mid-construction and basically killed new starts for several decades. Just how 
does adding a hardware Anticipatory Reactor Trip System (ARTS) to a PWR address the root cause of training wrong for a leak in the 
steam space of a pressurizer and the NRC failure to understand generic significance of the Davis Besse event when it was screaming 
in your face? And now the report you cite for the NRC follow up to Fukushima, which includes guidance for the Fukushima Steering 
Committee, includes a reminder that TMI2 was not the NRC’s fault either, but trust us, we’ll be on top of the right fixes for 
Fukushima. Color me at least skeptical. And I really think you need to listen carefully to Mr. Frederick’s whole videotaped message, 
carefully. And then ask yourself, exactly why those report writers felt a need to include the statement about Mr. Frederick? You have 
a corporate culture problem sir. Mr. Frederick’s video can be found here: http://capture.jrc.ec.europa.eu/mna/three_mile_island.html, 
scroll to page bottom for the videos. With my reading of current energy news, several plants are on the cusp of profitably, for a lot of 
reasons. My fear is your emotional reactions to observing destruction from a 9+ earthquake and a 50' tsunami, and blaming the 
current resulting remaining problems on nuke plants is going to cause history to repeat. Michael J Derivan

I agree with much of your tone Daniel, and am glad to see.it. By all means take in the technical lessons to be had, but please skip the 
melodrama and self-flagellation that the nuclear industry embraces at the urging of its regulator. If there is ever a 9.0 earthquake 
followed by a 50 ft tsunami in my area, the local NPP will be the least of my worries.

To say and use the article at the link, which you and others have used previously, which says radon is associated with lower rates of 
cancer is beyond ridiculous, it is a lie. Radon is the second largest cause of deadly lung cancer, smoking of tobacco is first. Your 
continued use of the fallacy that radon reduces cancer rates demonstrates unreliability and fallacy in your comments. 
http://www.epa.gov/radon/healthrisks.html There were considerable infant mortality increases as a result of the Three Mile Island 
nuclear disaster, this fact is well documented. Unfortunately, the nuclear industry and the government entities supporting the fallacy 
have intentionally lied about this fact for the sole purpose of placing money of the nuclear industry before human life. Links about 
TMI: article by Dr. Earnest Sternglass - http://www.ratical.org/radiation/KillingOurOwn/KOO14.html and UNC Epidemiology study 
http://www.unc.edu/news/archives/feb97/wing.html Supporters of nuclear power who place forward a false mantra of money before 
human life are a threat to security and reliability within the nuclear industry.

The documents cover is a rosy color, are officials at the NRC viewing nuclear risk and human reliability through Rose Colored 
Glasses? There is a good and bad side to the "Reflections From Fukushima." Good side - the licensee of nuclear plants and the 
regulator appear to understand that all involved in nuclear operations must be constantly vigilant for the unexpected event or disaster. 
The problem, I'm not convinced that all within the nuclear industry actually believe this philosophy, nor do they recognize the 
intentional deceit and future health risks as a result of this disaster. . "Happy Talk" and denial does not does not resolve problems. 
Several recognized the extent of radiological contamination which occurred; the NRC maintains there were no deaths as a result of 
the core meltdowns and release of radiological contaminants. This completely ignores, and was not mentioned, the long term health 
effects of radiological contamination. Cancer does not kill immediately, the learned individuals of the NRC know this to be a fact, but 
none state the fact or express this concern in their report. In the previous video of the NRC's trip to Fukushima not one person 
mentioned what actually happened to the nuclear reactors in the disaster, 3 nuclear reactor core meltdowns. This time around at least 
one person mentioned this fact, that was David Skeen. The others talked a good talk and expressed concerns, but other than David 
Skeen no one actually stated the fact that nuclear reactors melted down releasing radiological contaminants into the environment. 
Unfortunately, years later there is a failure of the NRC to grasp the realities of the Fukushima Nuclear Disaster as it relates to nuclear 
power in the United States: 1) Cancer is a high risk as a result of radiation contamination extending for years in the exposed 
population. Deception and denial of the risks of nuclear power to human health and our economy is a failure of human reliability. 2) 
Although preparedness has increased, awareness of the health and economic risks are not discussed. There appears to be denial or 
intentional censorship of the health and economic risks. 3) A complete denial is evident that the Japanese government threatened 
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comment #1366590 posted on 2015-01-07 11:24:35 by James Greenidge in response to comment #1360464 

comment #1366625 posted on 2015-01-07 11:32:33 by Garry Morgan in response to comment #1361952 

comment #1397088 posted on 2015-01-12 17:30:42 by Garry Morgan in response to comment #1360464 

comment #1396810 posted on 2015-01-12 14:18:36 by Garry Morgan in response to comment #1368841 

comment #1352962 posted on 2015-01-05 17:25:36 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1382035 posted on 2015-01-09 13:15:28 by Andrew Dodson in response to comment #1374457 

comment #1382270 posted on 2015-01-09 13:51:12 by Andrew Dodson 

retaliation, even arrest, of anyone who directly discussed the events and hazards of the nuclear disaster at Fukushima, classifying it as 
a state secret. The Japanese Secrecy Act is perhaps the most threatening of all actions relating to the Fukushima disaster. We must 
rely on the press and informed, concerned citizens to inform us of the truth relating to the Fukushima disaster. 
http://www.japanfocus.org/-Lawrence-Repeta/4086 TEPCO has demonstrated they are not reliable, they will intentionally deceive to 
protect their financial bottom line instead of the people of Japan. The Japanese Government appears to be complicit in TEPCO's 
actions and supportive of deceit. No where does the NRC mention this fact.

"There were considerable infant mortality increases as a result of the Three Mile Island nuclear disaster, this fact is well documented." 
I'm not treasure hunting the web for bogus claims. I highly suggest that you cough up that "documentation" you found here yourself 
so I can repost it to major health and biomedical sites and see what they say. That's a very serious accusation of FUD to misled the 
public by, tanamount to crying fire in a theater. James Greenidge Queens NY

The UN Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation (UNSCEAR) supports nuclear power and the development of more 
expensive dangerous nuclear power, not accurate scientific evidence for the purpose of protecting human life. The quote, “the 
predicted risks are low and no observable increases in cancer rates above baseline rates are anticipated,” said WHO," is a fallacy in 
support of nuclear power. The support for this intentional deceit is alarming and serves one purpose, facilitation of increasing nuclear 
power production in the face of a serious nuclear disaster. These reports are further examples of a failure in Human Reliability and the 
nuclear industry's penchant for deceitful practices.

Anonymous Engineer Poet - here are data quotes: 1) "Chairman Joseph Hendrie had confirmed on March 30, in the midst of the 
accident, the doses to individual areas where the plume touched the ground were "husky" and in the range of 120 millirems per hour 
and more; 2) ...figures showed an infant-death rate within that ten-mile radius of 7.2 per 1000 live births in 1978; in 1979, after the 
accident, the number had risen to 15.7 per 1000--a more than doubling. 3)The numbers for infant-death rates within a five-mile radius 
of TMI--though small--were even more damning. In 1978 the rate had been 2.3 infant deaths per 1000 live births; in 1979, after the 
accident, it was 16.2--a jump by a factor of seven." UNC report - " "Several hundred people at the time of the accident reported 
nausea, vomiting, hair loss and skin rashes, and a number said their pets died or had symptoms of radiation exposure," he said. "We 
figured that if that were possible, we ought to look at it again. After adjusting for pre-accident cancer incidence, we found a striking 
increase in cancers downwind from Three Mile Island." Above are 3 examples of data in the narrative by Dr. Sternglass, and 1 
example from the UNC News release, there are many more examples, I list these as evidence that your tactics and words are deceitful 
attacks with the specific intention of facilitating untruths in support of nuclear industry deceit. May God help us all if you, anonymous 
Poet-Engineer, are associated with the nuclear industry in any form or fashion. The connection between Three Mile Island and 
Fukushima Daiichi is this - proponents of nuclear power are more concerned with corporate bottom lines than health of the public 
and/or facts. In the attempt to deceive and attack people who demonstrate your words are basic untruths, you proceed with deceitful, 
personal attacks. If you are associated with nuclear power your character demonstrated is a serious Human Reliability failure.

Anonymous "Engineer Poet, you find it convenient to wage personal attacks in your diatribe. It is a reflection of your inability to 
discuss, in reasonable terms, the important issues brought forward. Nuclear power's beginnings took place as a result of the nuclear 
weapons projects of World War 2, that is a historical fact (period).

Does the report document the fact that hundreds of Japanese died just from being forced from their homes w no idea when, if ever, 
they would be allowed to return?!

wow!! $70 million for an incident that resulted in health effects that could not be discerned from background levels of cancer... I 
would like $50,000 for the psychological harm that fukushima caused me, as well as compensation for all the hours I have spent 
reading about it on the internet!!!

I read the entire report... and not once did I see even a MENTION of a measurement of radioactivity... Do engineers still work at the 
NRC? Do you need engineers? Our tax dollars are not going to pay for glossy reports full of personal feelings about nuclear non-
events. Your jobs are to collect facts and ensure nuclear safety through appropriate regulation. Please, I beg of you, cut out the 
emotional schlock. How many people died from radiation exposure? How many expected cancers will there be? How can such 
exposures be limited in the future? Should we consider eliminating Zirconium in lieu of Molybdenum as cladding? This report 
purports to be expert analysis but is in fact emotional opinions... Please complete the following sentence: Opinions are like 
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comment #1353370 posted on 2015-01-05 18:27:41 by Engineer-Poet 

comment #1353411 posted on 2015-01-05 18:33:58 by joffan7 

comment #1374457 posted on 2015-01-08 12:57:30 by Garry Morgan in response to comment #1353411 

comment #1384322 posted on 2015-01-09 19:25:28 by Mike Mulligan 

comment #1385375 posted on 2015-01-10 00:17:16 by Engineer-Poet in response to comment #1368841 

comment #1385341 posted on 2015-01-10 00:07:40 by Engineer-Poet in response to comment #1366625 

_________.

This has become unrelenting pressures [sic] to reduce safety Regulation and the cost of regulation does not equal safety.  As an 
example, I recall a complaint on Rod Adams' blog by a plant operator whose workers are required to wear very heavy "protective" 
clothing which makes it dangerous for them to climb to the places where work must be performed.  For a negligible (likely zero) 
improvement in radiological risk, NRC "ALARA" regulations place them at much increased risk of falling.  And of course there is 
more cost for the clothing, more time in planning the work, and less work accomplished per hour, driving up the cost of running the 
plant. These workers are willing employees.  They're informed of the risks.  But they're not allowed to choose their tradeoffs; the 
NRC requires ALARA for radiation, even if total risk is considerably higher. Meanwhile, natural gas from the Marcellus shale burned 
in New York cooking ranges delivers radon directly into people's kitchens.  Generating nuclear electricity to replace those gas ranges 
with electric would eliminate that radon.  Why isn't THAT considered one of the radiological risks that the NRC should minimize?  
Oh, right:  it wouldn't hobble the nuclear industry against its fossil-fuel competition, but the reverse. As it turns out, domestic radon is 
associated with lower rates of cancer, not higher: https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3315166/ The USA has had exactly 
zero off-site deaths attributable to commercial nuclear power plants, including Three Mile Island.  That includes NPPs designed 
before the NRC was established.  On the other hand, there are thousands of fatalities per year associated with the mining, transport, 
and combustion of coal and the disposal of its products.  If the NRC was truly about safety overall, it would be promoting the 
replacement of as much coal-fired electric generation with nuclear as is practical.

Cindy Rosales-Cooper, at least, seems to have noticed part of a problem that needs urgent attention before an incident occurs, rather 
than uttering stupidity like "we cannot allow this to occur" and refusing to think about it: I was extremely saddened when I learned 
that approximately 1,600 of these evacuees died, not because of the earthquake, tsunami, or even the nuclear accident, but simply 
because the shelters were not prepared to provide for their physical and mental needs. Many of these deaths were elderly people who 
died within weeks to a month after the disaster. This additional tragedy leaves me with a sense of urgency that more attention needs 
to be paid to offsite consequences. Although I recognize that the NRC’s regulatory responsibility is limited beyond the site boundary, 
we owe it to the public to ensure that lessons like these are shared and properly implemented with the Federal, State, and local 
authorities responsible for evacuees and shelters. I cannot help but pause and think that a majority of these 1,600 people lost their 
lives at places that they were told to go to in order to save their lives. Evacuation policy is effectively non-existent. The few words on 
it that exist completely fail to acknowledge the costs and risks involved in not only the evacuation process itself but the continued 
forced absence and the closedown of economies, communities and networks. Evacuation is a drastic step, and should only be 
undertaken in the face of drastic threats, which the low-level radiation from Daiichi did not and does not pose for the vast majority of 
the people who were displaced. Clear guidelines on this could have saved not only some of these lives but the well-being and 
prosperity of tens of thousands of people. Closing down the other nuclear reactors in Japan has been a similarly unbalanced action. 
Bringing a new regulatory regime into action did not require stopping the massively valuable flow of energy into the Japanese 
economy. I fully expect to see absolutely no evaluation of the damage done by this misguided step.

The problem is embracing a power source where the population is under a constant threat of evacuation because of an accident. If 
nuclear power is safe, let the nuclear industry pay the full cost for their insurance instead of relying on the Price–Anderson Nuclear 
Industries Indemnity Act. As a foot note - $70 million was paid to claimants related to the Three Mile Island Accident.

What caused TMI, the inability of the operators to directly see reactor core water level. It was a design defect. The core water level 
wasn’t instrumented up and seen in the control room. Basically there was weak connections of knowing the core water level was thru 
reading the pressurizer water level …it was too complex interpreting pressurizer water level from knowing what the vessel water 
level was with the limited information given to the operators. I bet you it was a miscalculation of risk at the heart of it and based 
wasting money on instrumenting up the vessel water level…budget issues with time and money. The lesson is in all our big 
accidents…our perception of risk seen in our calculation basically bum dopes the operators. It holds true to with Fukushima…risk 
perspectives are very dangerous and extremely susceptible to miscalculation.

The first nuclear bombs exploded over a target pre-dated the first nuclear power plant by almost 10 years.  The first plant to feed an 
electric grid was in Obninsk in the USSR in 1954... almost a decade after the 1945 bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. North Korea 
has had at least two different nuclear bomb programs, but STILL doesn't have a confirmed nuclear energy program.  Anyone who 
insists that nuclear energy creates nuclear weapons should be considered insane.  The truth is the reverse.
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The UN Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation (UNSCEAR) supports nuclear power and the development of 
more expensive dangerous nuclear power, not accurate scientific evidence for the purpose of protecting human life. 

Very good use of sound-bite phrases with "more expensive dangerous nuclear power", especially when UK off-shore wind projects require 
much higher guaranteed rates than even Hinckley Point.  Despite their overruns, both Flamanville and Olkiluoto are projected to come in well 
below the price of Denmark's and Germany's "green" power. Research published by UNSCEAR has documented that radiation increases 
mammalian lifespan as much as 30% at 0.8 rad/day.  If you don't believe this result (now close to 60 years old!), demand that funds be 
devoted to repeating the experiment.  If you won't believe data, you have no business asking anyone to believe you. 

comment #1374387 posted on 2015-01-08 12:40:17 by Garry Morgan in response to comment #1360464 

comment #1389131 posted on 2015-01-10 23:43:00 by Engineer-Poet in response to comment #1360464 

To say and use the article at the link, which you and others have used previously, which says radon is associated with lower 
rates of cancer is beyond ridiculous, it is a lie. 

Epidemiology says it's the truth.  People claiming that risk is proportional to radiation exposure are claiming that the linear no-threshold 
(LNT) model, which was adopted in an institutionally-corrupted procedure driven by the Rockefeller Foundation and has many proven 
counter-examples, is The Truth.  In this they are not unlike the Catholic Church prosecuting Galileo for heresy for declaring that the universe 
is not centered on the Earth. 

Radon is the second largest cause of deadly lung cancer 

Then why doesn't the EPA require warning placards on radon-rich hot springs, in which people have been bathing for centuries... for their 
health? 

article by Dr. Earnest Sternglass – http://www.ratical.org/radiation/KillingOurOwn/KOO14.html 

Which is a narrative article about a difference of opinion between public officials; no data whatsoever. 

UNC Epidemiology study http://www.unc.edu/news/archives/feb97/wing.html 

Which isn't a scientific paper, it's a news release claiming that there was evidence of exposure to high radiation levels—which evidence is 
alleged but not even remotely documented.  For that matter, actual radioisotope releases would include longer-lived nuclides which could be 
directly measured years after the event.  Such measurements are completely absent from your "documentation". That level of smoke and 
mirrors is par for the course for "evidence" that nuclear energy has harmed anyone in the USA.  It's about what I'd expect for a last-ditch 
effort on the part of fossil-fuel interests trying to block their replacement by carbon-free nuclear energy. 

comment #1389095 posted on 2015-01-10 23:22:34 by Engineer-Poet in response to comment #1360879 

This completely ignores, and was not mentioned, the long term health effects of radiological contamination. 

The phrase "long-term health effects of radiological contamination" is something else that could have come straight out of a Greenpeace press 
release or Helen Caldicott Powerpoint slide. Is there a difference between "radiological contamination" and "radiation exposure"?  Hiroshima 
and Nagasaki were never evacuated and have been thriving cities for several generations since they were bombed.  Life in Denver exposes 
one to far more radiation (11.8 mSv/yr from natural sources) than Japan considers safe for Fukushima evacuees.  The latest news is that 
climbing Mt. Everest is good for about a milliSievert due to less atmospheric shielding from cosmic rays.  Why haven't we seen the "long-
term health effects" from these things... and why aren't they top items on your agenda*? 

Cancer does not kill immediately, the learned individuals of the NRC know this to be a fact, but none state the fact or express this 
concern in their report. 

Cancers that never occur cannot kill.  The Fukushima group has a lower incidence of asymptomatic thyroid nodules than unexposed Japanese, 
and they are genetically distinct from the thyroid cancers found in Chernobyl victims. 

In the previous video of the NRC’s trip to Fukushima not one person mentioned what actually happened to the nuclear reactors 
in the disaster, 3 nuclear reactor core meltdowns. 

One would think that a reactor core meltdown would be of no more significance than an ice-cube meltdown unless it had deleterous effects 

Mr. Greenidge, the links are listed along with footnote references which are contained in the article links. You proceed into personal 
attacks and fallacy instead of discussion of the articles in the links listed.
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Improving Our Aim for Consistent Reactor Oversight 

posted on Fri, 09 Jan 2015 15:35:51 +0000 

on people or the environment.  Why can't you point to those effects? 

1) Cancer is a high risk as a result of radiation contamination extending for years in the exposed population. 

If that was true, we would see large negative effects in the populations of Colorado, Nepal, Guarapari, Kerala, etc. due to the elevated levels 
of natural radiation in those areas.  We do not.  People in Colorado are healthier than the US as a whole.  Guarapari is "the healthy city".  
Both Chernobyl cleanup workers ("anomalous finding of ERR/Gy = –0.47") and Japanese A-bomb survivors show evidence of a "J-curve" in 
the incidence of cancers, where middling exposures drop the incidence below background. 

Deception and denial of the risks of nuclear power to human health and our economy is a failure of human reliability. 

Exaggeration and outright fabrication of risks are an equal or greater failure, and the increasing pace of climate change makes such fear-
mongering a risk to the entire planet. 

TEPCO has demonstrated they are not reliable, they will intentionally deceive to protect their financial bottom line instead of the 
people of Japan. 

* Damaging health effects have had generations to manifest themselves; they haven't been observed because they don't exist.  They're not on 
Garry Morgan's agenda because they do not protect the fossil fuel interests against competition from nuclear energy. Note: Some verbiage 
removed by the moderator for adherence to the Blog Guidelines. 

comment #1396877 posted on 2015-01-12 15:03:35 by Daniel in response to comment #1368841 

comment #1382441 posted on 2015-01-09 14:15:15 by Daniel in response to comment #1374457 

comment #1361253 posted on 2015-01-06 14:53:06 by Daniel in response to comment #1359585 

comment #1361289 posted on 2015-01-06 15:00:17 by Daniel in response to comment #1353370 

@ Garry, There is no need for Engineer-Poet to hide behind plain truth. As for you, you may link nuclear energy to military 
weaponry, electricity to chair or vaseline with napalm. Note: Some verbiage removed by the Moderator to adhere to Blog Comment 
Guidelines.

Good points Garry. Klein's 'no bozos' allowed rule will not be implemented any time soon as Stephen Burns, the new NRC Chairman, 
has an impressive anti nuclear record and non existence of competence to match. Wee all saw what he did in Japan regarding the 
evacuation zone. He wanted to show he could draw an 80 mile circle on a map. The focus of the NRC for the next decades will be to 
put all its focus on finding ways to make it really 'safe to death' to decommission perfectly fine nuclear plants with matching jobs and 
budgets. That's the future for the NRC, there is no safe plant but a closed nuclear plant.

@Perdajz, We can slice it and dice it anyway we want, the NRC showing the destruction that happened in Japan and linking it to 
anything nuclear is dishonest.

@ Engineer-Poet, With the heavy gears on, the NRC has a better chance of catching nuclear plant employees failing the various smell 
tests that they brilliantly created to sustain their own employment. Believe it or not, some nuclear plant employees failed those NRC 
smell tests and the operator suffered the consequences.

Scott Morris Director, Division of Inspection and Regional Support Climate, geography and even accent may vary from state to state, but 
NRC’s regulations don’t, -- and neither should our approach to applying them. So when someone suggests we might do a better job in 
consistently carrying out our mission, we listen carefully and act accordingly. We’ve followed this approach in following up on a September 
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2013 report from the Government Accountability Office (GAO). The GAO looked at how our 
Reactor Oversight Process objectively examines reactor safety based on inspection results and performance statistics. The report said we 
consistently and accurately respond to significant issues. The GAO found, however, that the NRC’s four regional offices produced varied 
results when assessing the least-significant issues, such as improper maintenance for minor electrical transformers at a plant. While this 
programmatic variation fell short of creating a safety issue, the report recommended we look into this inconsistency. Staff from our Office of 
Nuclear Reactor Regulation studied the regions’ approach to evaluating the least safety-significant inspection findings. The study also 
examined regional differences in dealing with “non-escalated enforcement” matters -- plants must correct these issues, but they frequently fall 
short of the criteria for a formal NRC finding. The staff’s study consisted of conducting “table-top” exercises to see how each region 
reviewed very low-significance issues. The study listened to resident inspectors at the plants as well as region-based inspectors and their 
supervisors. The staff’s study and discussions with regional management and staff, along with some employees at headquarters, led to a few 
conclusions. First, the staff confirmed the results of the GAO’s review that there are indeed regional differences in implementing some 
reactor oversight program guidance. Secondly, the NRC’s guidance could benefit from some clarification to help the inspectors when it 
comes to evaluating very-low-significance issues. Finally, the agency’s annual self-assessments of the entire oversight process to date have 
been focused on dealing with significant issues, so the assessments didn’t consider or evaluate the regional differences with the least safety-
significant inspection findings. This meant the inconsistencies went on longer than they otherwise might have. The staff’s study looked at 
potential causes for the varying regional approaches. One area showed the agency devotes a lot of effort to training but that training and 
knowledge management results weren’t always shared as widely as possible. This meant that potential inconsistencies in training across 
regions should be addressed. The staff’s study saw no connection between inspector experience and the regional differences. The staff’s study 
showed that the NRC can improve its objectivity and predictability in dealing with very-low-significance inspection findings. Management in 
the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation will consider changes that include enhancing review procedures, standardizing inspector training 
and revising the self-assessment process. 

Comments 

comment #1383656 posted on 2015-01-09 17:30:43 by drgenenelson 

comment #1382916 posted on 2015-01-09 15:25:17 by A DAVID ROSSIN 

comment #1385734 posted on 2015-01-10 02:09:09 by badger777 

comment #1411494 posted on 2015-01-20 00:53:17 by Theressa Kilimanjaro 

comment #1392941 posted on 2015-01-11 14:20:13 by CaptD 

The concluding paragraph is very applicable: "The staff’s study showed that the NRC can improve its objectivity and predictability in 
dealing with very-low-significance inspection findings. Management in the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation will consider 
changes that include enhancing review procedures, standardizing inspector training and revising the self-assessment process."

"When someone says ..." NO! When a government watchdog agency notifies us ..." Do your real job of safety and don't complain 
about not having enough staff to mess with every needle. And don't take time to broadcast about it.

We are not worried about the consistency, but about the quality of being a tough nosed regulator and not an industry promoter. Don't 
worry you have job security, plenty of decomm work coming up.

nuclear is our best option for our long term energy needs its more efficient than coal w just need to find a way to dispose it, i think we 
can use the south pole for that

The total failure of Region IV's giving it's OK to SCE's bogus replacement steam generating project points out that the NRC has not 
done enough to protect everyone that much depend upon the NRC to make sure that nuclear operators run NPP safely. All those 
living in southern California were placed at risk of a nuclear incident/accident because SCE's shareholders profits were far more 
important than safety, and SCE even bragged about doing it in an industry trade publication which happened to be published the same 
month Unit 3 started leaking radioactivity! Improving Like-For-Like: 
https://s3.amazonaws.com/s3.documentcloud.org/documents/347889/col-nrc-tech-paper.pdf Then later to make matters worse, the 
Inspector General even glossed over what happened in their own investigation, so the idea that the NRC is doing a great job of 
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Hitting the Road – How the NRC Makes Sure Radioactive Material Is Shipped Safely 

posted on Tue, 20 Jan 2015 15:02:59 +0000 

comment #1392796 posted on 2015-01-11 13:57:16 by Public Pit Bull 

protecting our safety is itself something that immediately needs to reviewed in a public way! In short even those tasked with the 
oversight of the NRC are not getting involved in making sure the NRC is doing its job and my best guess why that is is that there is 
too much money being spent on Nuclear Payback* * http://www.urbandictionary.com/define.php?term=Nuclear+payback Those that 
support nuclear power because nuclear power somehow supports them; no matter what the health implications or other "costs" are for 
others.

Not only the NRC ROP needs to be improved. That is addressed in the following. But the NRC needs to fundamently change as well. 
A number of significant recommendations for improvement after the TMI accident have all but been ignored. The NRC Has Failed to 
Implement Institutional Changes Recommended After the TMI Accident In his book “Reactor Accidents”, David Mosey cites 
“institutional failure” as a critical and often overlooked root cause in nuclear power plant accidents. For example, operator error or 
inadequate operator training is often cited as the cause of the TMI accident. However, significant institutional failures set these 
operators up for failure. A special and independent inquiry into the TMI accident was authorized by the NRC Commission shortly 
after the accident. A number of recommendations were made in their 1980 report (NUREG/CR-1250). The lion’s share of those 
recommendations called for significant changes in the NRC itself. My read is that almost all of these institutional recommendations 
were not implemented by the Commission. Let me cite several examples: Recommendation: The NRC needs to be a single-
administrator agency. Status: Not implemented even after 34 years. Comment: The NRC is still run by committee. The inquiry report 
noted that the “NRC is virtually the only agency in the federal government headed by a commission”. Agencies responsible for public 
health and safety have single administrators. Examples include the FAA, FDA, OSHA, and the EPA. This is one that only the US 
Congress can implement by legislative action. Recommendation: An independent reactor safety board needs to be established with its 
sole focus on the safety of existing US nuclear power plants (NPPs). Status: Not implemented. Comment: The Advisory Committee 
on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) has existed since the early days of commercial nuclear power. They advise on many matters that have 
absolutely nothing to do with existing NPP safety. I know of no change that was made to the ACRS as a result of the accident at TMI 
even though the ACRS was aware of similar precursor events at other plants prior to the TMI accident. They are mandated by law to 
review new license applications for NPPs and they were busy doing that decades ago. But new NPP license applications are few and 
far between today. Just look at what the ACRS looks at today. They have a dozen or so subcommittees and there was only one that 
even had the term “operations” in it. There were five subcommittees looking at designs for future nuclear plants though. 
Recommendation: NRC-qualified Engineer Supervisor on each NPP shift. Status: Partially Implemented Comment: A Shift Technical 
Advisor has been assigned to each NPP shift. They do not have to be engineers and they can only advise the Shift Supervisor who 
also does not have to be an engineer either. Recommendation: Operator training must be drastically improved. Status: Implemented 
Comment: Operator training is much better at US NPPs and training tools and training organizations vastly enhanced. 
Recommendation: The NRC inspection program needs significant improvement. Status: Partially Implemented. Comment: Additional 
inspectors were assigned both in the field and in NRC regional offices and NRC headquarters after TMI. Funding limitations later 
have reduced the NRC staff assigned to oversee existing NPPs. Also the so-called NRC baseline inspection program is flawed. When 
NPPs have been forced from service due to significant operational events, subsequently many problems are found when both the NRC
and the power plant look hard at the plant. These problems were not discovered earlier through NRC inspection efforts. Millions of 
utility dollars (really these are rate-payer dollars) are paid to the NRC for these inadequate inspections at each nuclear site each and 
every year. Recommendation: Establish a centralized body to analyze and evaluate NPP operational data and provide a mechanism to 
promptly distribute this information to appropriate licensees. Status: Implemented in 1984 and abolished in 1998. Comment: The 
Office for the Analysis and Evaluation of Operational Data (AEOD) was established in 1984. Although AEOD was abolished its 
functions were spread out to five different NRC offices. Although the NRC has a poor track record on implementing significant 
accident inquiry report recommendations, so does the nuclear industry itself. For example, Recommendation: Form a National 
Operating Company or Consortium. Status: Partially Implemented Comment: The Institute of Nuclear Power Operation (INPO) was 
established by the nuclear industry shortly after the TMI accident. INPO evaluates NPPs on a periodic basis and establishes standards 
of excellence in nuclear operation for the industry. The inquiry report recommended much more than an INPO. Large utilities with 
large nuclear fleets operate NPPs better than single nuclear plant utilities. They have vastly superior technical and monetary 
resources. The inquiry report envisioned that the single NPPs belonging to small nuclear utilities could be brought under a large 
operating company so that all necessary resources to support the complexities of NPP operation could be more easily brought to bear. 
Recommendation: Form an industry-run off-site data center. Status: Partially Implemented. Comment: Each nuclear power plant now 
has its own dedicated group to analyze operational data from other plants. Since the NRC has dissolved the AEOD it appears that the 
industry as a whole has taken one step forward and two steps back. In my opinion it is high time to re-look at the inquiry report 
recommendations. It appears that significant improvements have been made to safety at each NPP, but that necessary institutional 
changes, involving the NRC and the nuclear industry as a whole, have been all but ignored.
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NRC Celebrates A Milestone -- 40 Years of Safety and Service 

posted on Fri, 16 Jan 2015 15:12:02 +0000 

Bernard White Senior Project Manager [caption id="attachment_6028" align="alignright" width="210"]  
The NAC LWT transport package Photo courtesy of NAC International[/caption] In September 2013, we talked about transportation of spent 
nuclear fuel and how we know it is safe. This month, we want to discuss the safety basis for transporting other types of radioactive material. 
The NRC recently approved a package to transport high enriched uranyl nitrate. This material is left over from the production of medical 
isotopes used in millions of diagnostic procedures every year. This package is to be used to bring material currently stored in Canada, where 
the isotopes were made, to the Savannah River site in South Carolina. The shipments are part of a DOE program to take back high enriched 
uranium from countries to which the U.S. supplied it. Our review did not address whether the shipment should be made. Nor is it specific to 
any route. It just looked at whether the proposed shipping package design meets our requirements for safe transport. We rigorously reviewed 
the information submitted by the cask designer, NAC International. We asked four sets of detailed questions and thoroughly reviewed the 
applicant’s responses. After two years of review and two face-to-face meetings, we have answers to all our questions and we’re satisfied that 
the package design meets all NRC requirements for safe transport. The high enriched uranyl nitrate, which is a liquid, will be transported 
using special containers that were designed to prevent leakage. To ensure they do not leak, the containers are leak tested after fabrication and 
prior to transport, each time the container is filled. These containers must also be replaced once they have been in use for 15 months. 
Together, these requirements give the NRC confidence that the containers will not leak. These leak-tight containers will be placed into 
specially-designed packages for transport. This package design has been used for 25 years to safely transport a wide variety of radioactive 
materials. The inner containers and the outer packaging together make up the transport package. Our review of this transport package design 
gives us confidence that, even if there were to be a transport accident, radioactive material will not leak from the package; dose rates will not 
be high enough to cause harm to anyone; and a nuclear chain reaction will not occur. Packages are evaluated for conditions that mirror 
normal transportation as well as the forces the package may experience in a severe accident. The conditions assessed for routine transport 
include rain, hot and cold temperatures, a drop that may occur during handling, and the vibration that we all feel in a car or riding on a train. 
For accident conditions, the package must be shown to be able to withstand forces that are more severe than in a real-world accident. This is 
done by testing or evaluating the package in a sequence of stringent tests. We discussed these tests in detail in our September 2013 blog. This 
package has been shown to be able to safely transport contents that are much heavier and more radioactive than the high enriched uranyl 
nitrate, including spent nuclear fuel. The dose rates from the package containing liquid uranyl nitrate will be much lower than when the 
package is loaded with spent fuel. For all these reasons, the NRC Is confident the package design meets all our requirements for safe 
transport. We follow the same review process for every transport package design we receive. In every case, we make sure we thoroughly 
understand the design and all the analyses in the application. We ask questions, if necessary, and often perform our own analysis. In some 
cases, including this one, we impose special conditions to give added assurance of safety. Only when we are satisfied a design meets every 
NRC requirement will we issue an approval. 

Comments 

comment #1415435 posted on 2015-01-22 13:36:40 by Public Pit Bull 

DOE is not putting America first. This article says DOE is taking back "highly enriched uranium from countries to which the US 
supplied it." This is being done while DOE should be focused first and foremost on taking back all the used and highly radioactive 
fuel at US nuclear power plant sites. In another NRC blog article the moderator stated that Southern Cal Edison has made an 
assumption that DOE will take possession of its spent fuel by 2049 (don't count on it!) so that their dry storage facility can be 
dismantled and the license there terminated. The estimated cost, borne of course by utility ratepayers, of storing this spent fuel is well 
over one billion dollars. Not only is this cost prohibitive but storing this waste all over the US is a national security and public safety 
issue. Makes every nuclear plant site an even more tempting terrorist target. Time for the NRC and DOE to get their priorities 
straight! Sidebar: The NRC often emphasizes that it has ultra-safe spent fuel shipping containers/casks. As there is no place to send 
the spent fuel these are not shipping containers, they are just storage containers!

Tom Wellock NRC Historian It’s been 40 years since the Nuclear Regulatory Commission began operations on January 19, 1975. To be sure, 
the agency inherited a mixed legacy from its predecessor, the Atomic Energy Commission. The AEC had established an approach to reactor 
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safety still used today, but critics claimed it worked too closely with the nuclear industry to promote nuclear power. As a new agency, the 

NRC had to demonstrate that it would be an unbiased, independent regulator. Over the years, 
domestic and international events have challenged the NRC to define what independence meant. A new video on the NRC’s YouTube 
channel shows us how, in the early years, the essential elements of the NRC’s character were developed and remains today. For example, as 
the video shows, between 1975 and 1979, the NRC dealt with a major fire at the Brown’s Ferry nuclear power plant in Alabama,  a 
controversial request to export uranium to India, staff dissent over reactor safety, and tough questioning of its research conclusions regarding 
the probabilities of nuclear accidents. From these experiences, the NRC learned that being an independent safety regulator took more than 
legislation. It meant cultivating a diverse staff, seeking out dissent and heeding critics. Safety research needed to be conducted free of 
perceived bias, and it learned the limits within which a regulatory agency may act under the United States’ constitutional separation of 
powers. All these lessons have proven to be an asset for the NRC when it dealt with its greatest crisis -- the 1979 accident at Three Mile 
Island; and in learning lessons from watershed nuclear events at both Chernobyl and Fukushima. We hope you’ll take a few minutes to watch 
the video. 

Comments 

comment #1410121 posted on 2015-01-19 04:02:18 by bl jyotishi 

comment #1410124 posted on 2015-01-19 04:04:32 by rakesh 

comment #1410129 posted on 2015-01-19 04:06:43 by ajay 

comment #1410492 posted on 2015-01-19 11:00:26 by theressakilimanjaro 

comment #1412406 posted on 2015-01-20 13:18:06 by Moderator in response to comment #1407854 

comment #1412404 posted on 2015-01-20 13:17:24 by Moderator in response to comment #1409608 

comment #1412254 posted on 2015-01-20 11:22:48 by Public Pit Bull in response to comment #1412179 

great job admin thanx for sharing it

nice website keep share posting thank you

this artical is use full for every1 thanx

congratulations for 40 years of good service

Information on our Continued Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel (formerly Waste Confidence) rulemaking and the associated generic 
environmental impact statement is here: http://www.nrc.gov/waste/spent-fuel-storage/wcd.html NRC Moderator

Southern California Edison’s Irradiated Fuel Management Plan for San Onofre 
(http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1426/ML14269A032.pdf) gives the estimated cost of storing the spent fuel as $1,276,196,000. This 
reflects the company’s assumption that the Department of Energy will take possession of the fuel by 2049 so that the dry storage 
facility can be dismantled and the license terminated. NRC Moderator

Thanks for your prompt informative response Mr. Wellock. Many important changes were made in the aftermath of the TMI accident 
as noted in the link you provided. But some very significant ones were not. A special and independent inquiry into the TMI accident 
was authorized by the NRC Commission shortly after the accident. A number of recommendations were made in their 1980 report 
(NUREG/CR-1250). The lion’s share of those recommendations called for significant changes in the NRC itself. My read is that 
almost all of these institutional recommendations were not implemented by the Commission. Examples include: Recommendation: 
The NRC needs to be a single-administrator agency. Status: Not implemented even after 34 years. Comment: The NRC is still run by 
committee. The inquiry report noted that the “NRC is virtually the only agency in the federal government headed by a commission”. 
Agencies responsible for public health and safety have single administrators. Examples include the FAA, FDA, OSHA, and the EPA. 
This is one that only the US Congress can implement by legislative action. It was noted that the NRC was like an amateur soccer 
team, they all run to the ball. Recommendation: An independent reactor safety board needs to be established with its sole focus on the 
safety of existing US nuclear power plants (NPPs). Status: Not implemented. Comment: The Advisory Committee on Reactor 
Safeguards (ACRS) has existed since the early days of commercial nuclear power. They advise on many matters that have absolutely 
nothing to do with existing NPP safety. I know of no change that was made to the ACRS as a result of the accident at TMI even 

Page 11 of 49



comment #1407638 posted on 2015-01-17 08:40:09 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1409608 posted on 2015-01-18 16:48:42 by Susanne E. Vandenbosch 

comment #1406383 posted on 2015-01-16 13:21:37 by Mike Mulligan 

comment #1406492 posted on 2015-01-16 14:52:26 by CaptD 

comment #1406920 posted on 2015-01-16 19:57:30 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1407854 posted on 2015-01-17 12:38:00 by Susanne E. Vandenbosch 

comment #1407591 posted on 2015-01-17 07:37:05 by Public Pit Bull 

though the ACRS was aware of similar precursor events at other plants prior to the TMI accident. They are mandated by law to 
review new license applications for NPPs and they were busy doing that decades ago. But new NPP license applications are few and 
far between today. Just look at what the ACRS looks at today. They have a dozen or so subcommittees and there was only one that 
even had the term “operations” in it. There were five subcommittees looking at designs for future nuclear plants though. 
Recommendation: The NRC inspection program needs significant improvement. Status: Partially Implemented. Comment: Additional 
inspectors were assigned both in the field and in NRC regional offices and NRC headquarters after TMI. Funding limitations later 
have reduced the NRC staff assigned to oversee existing NPPs. Also the so-called NRC baseline inspection program is flawed. When 
NPPs have been forced from service due to significant operational events, subsequently many problems are found when both the NRC
and the power plant look hard at the plant. These problems were not discovered earlier through NRC inspection efforts. Millions of 
utility dollars (really these are rate-payer dollars) are paid to the NRC for these inadequate inspections at each nuclear site each and 
every year. Recommendation: Form a National Operating Company or Consortium. Status: Partially Implemented Comment: The 
Institute of Nuclear Power Operation (INPO) was established by the nuclear industry shortly after the TMI accident. INPO evaluates 
NPPs on a periodic basis and establishes standards of excellence in nuclear operation for the industry. The inquiry report 
recommended much more than an INPO. Large utilities with large nuclear fleets operate NPPs better than single nuclear plant 
utilities. They have vastly superior technical and monetary resources. The inquiry report envisioned that the single NPPs belonging to 
small nuclear utilities could be brought under a large operating company so that all necessary resources to support the complexities of 
NPP operation could be more easily brought to bear. Recommendation: Establish a centralized body to analyze and evaluate NPP 
operational data and provide a mechanism to promptly distribute this information to appropriate licensees. Status: Implemented in 
1984 and abolished in 1998. Comment: The Office for the Analysis and Evaluation of Operational Data (AEOD) was established in 
1984. Although AEOD was abolished its functions were spread out to five different NRC offices. Recommendation: Form an 
industry-run off-site data center. Status: Partially Implemented. Comment: Each nuclear power plant now has its own dedicated group 
to analyze operational data from other plants. Since the NRC has dissolved the AEOD it appears that the industry as a whole has 
taken one step forward and two steps back. In my opinion it is high time to re-look at the inquiry report recommendations. It appears 
that significant improvements have been made to safety at each NPP, but that necessary institutional changes, have been all but 
ignored.

You mention "limits within which a regulatory agency may act under the US constitutional separation of powers". Would you provide 
specific examples of where you have been so limited?

How much will indefinite storage of nuclear waste onsite cost? Will this become a permanent entitlement for the nuclear utility 
companies?

Actually not bad. Good job. I can’t wait how Tom does the decades of the 1980s, 1990s and 2000s… Mike Mulligan, Hinsdale, NH

I hope this is not just a karma challenge... How long did Japan's regulators get before Fukushima put  egg on their faces?

Although I think it was good to "organizationally" get nuclear promotion spun off to the Department of Energy, it still seems to me 
that most of the stuff we hear from you folks is quite possibly the best pro-nuclear spin available. You guys could easily get a job in 
PR with any utility with a nuclear power plant. I do not think you really are an "unbiased, independent regulator". Although I do not 
have an answer to this, I think that any regulator that depends on the viability and existence of those it regulates can't be truly 
unbiased. Like a parasite that lives off its host, the NRC will not do anything to really put any nuclear plant out of business. I think 
nuclear power's demise in the US has been for the most part due to its inability to provide electricity at a cost that is competitive with 
the marketplace. With new nuclear power plant orders essentially non-existent, the NRC focus should be entirely on existing nuclear 
power plant safety. Yet when you look at what the NRC and the ACRS actually spend their time on, a lot of it has nothing to do with 
taking a hard look at safety at existing plants. For example, the ACRS looks at advanced designs for nuclear plants that will probably 
never be built. But of course that is the fun part for nuclear professionals who like to be on the cutting edge of technology. Looking at 
ancient nuclear power plants with aging concerns and equipment is just not nearly as challenging and certainly not very interesting.

I am interested in the Waste Confidence decisions of the NRC,

You say the NRC is "seeking out dissent" and "heeding critics". I believe you are seeking out dissent but that you on occasion have 
tried to kill the messenger. I believe you have sometimes used a bait and switch tactic on whistleblowers. In a couple of cases that I 
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NRC Finalizes Violations for Arkansas Nuclear One 

posted on Fri, 23 Jan 2015 17:04:45 +0000 

comment #1412179 posted on 2015-01-20 10:01:53 by Moderator 

know of you encourage folks to come out with their concerns and then go after any dissenters with a vengeance if they didn't package 
their dissent properly; or if they reveal something embarrassing to you; or if you feel they have revealed sensitive information. You 
have tried to even pin criminal charges on a couple of dissenters. Does freedom of speech end especially when you sign on as an NRC 
employee? This type of action against reasoned dissent creates a chilling environment, the very thing you are really trying to avoid 
and the very thing you jump on licensees for doing. Please lead by example and really welcome dissent without retaliation. I do not 
believe you always heed critics. In fact you did not even heed the recommendations made by a special inquiry group you formed to 
examine the Three Mile Island accident. They made a number of recommendations that you never implemented.

Thank you for your comments. The statement regarding separation of powers was a reference to the potential conflict between the 
NRC’s authority and the executive branch over export license decisions, such as the Tarapur decision discussed in the video. For a 
detailed history of the Tarapur decision, see J. Samuel Walker, “Nuclear Power and Nonproliferation: The Controversy over Nuclear 
Exports, 1974-1980,” Diplomatic History 25 no. 2 (Spring 2001): 215-249. It is true that after the Three Mile Island accident the NRC 
did not implement all of the numerous recommendations made by NRC staff and outside review groups, but the NRC acted on many 
of them. For a summary, see on the NRC webpage, “Backgrounder on the Three Mile Island Accident” (http://www.nrc.gov/reading-
rm/doc-collections/fact-sheets/3mile-isle.html#impact). Tom Wellock, NRC Historian

Victor Dricks Senior Public Affairs Officer Region IV The Arkansas Nuclear One power plant, in Russellville, Ark., is coming under 

increased NRC focus as a result of flood protection problems. Beginning in 2013, Entergy Operations 
officials and the NRC began extensive inspections of the flood protection program at ANO. Many problems were discovered and are 
described in a Sept. 9, 2014, NRC inspection report. All told, more than 100 previously unknown flood barrier deficiencies creating flooding 
pathways into the site’s two auxiliary buildings were found. These included defective floor seals, flooding barriers that were designed, but 
never installed, and seals that had deteriorated over time. In one case, a special hatch that was supposed to be close a ventilation duct in the 
Unit 1 auxiliary building in the event of flooding had never been installed. In the unlikely event of extreme flooding – a kind not seen since 
weather records have been kept for the area - significant amounts of water could have entered the auxiliary buildings. This could have 
submerged vital plant equipment, as well as the emergency diesel generator fuel vaults. The licensee has replaced degraded seals, installed 
new flood barriers and adopted new measures to better protect the site from flooding. NRC held a regulatory conference with Entergy 
officials on Oct. 28, 2014. After considering information provided by the company, NRC determined violations related to flood protection 
have substantial safety significance, or are “yellow.” (The NRC evaluates regulatory performance at nuclear plants with a color coded process 
that classifies inspection findings as green, white, yellow or red, in order of increasing safety significance.) The NRC divides plants into five 
performance categories, or columns on its Action Matrix. ANO Units 1 and 2 received yellow violations in June 2014 because electrical 
equipment damaged during an industrial incident increased risk to the plant. Workers were moving a 525-ton component out of the plant’s 
turbine building when a temporary lifting rig collapsed on March 13, 2013, damaging plant equipment. Those violations moved both units 
from Column 1 to Column 3 of the NRC’s Action Matrix. The agency increases its oversight of plants as performance declines. The new 
violations will lead NRC to reassess whether even more inspection resources need to be focused on ANO. The NRC will determine the 
appropriate level of agency oversight and notify Entergy officials of that decision in a separate letter.

Comments 

comment #1424049 posted on 2015-01-29 12:30:26 by Public Pit Bull in response to comment #1423965 

comment #1423817 posted on 2015-01-29 08:44:03 by drbillcorcoran 

As a western hero once said, "Is this all you've got?!" I am glad Mr. Dricks that you provided all the links to info to help out Entergy 
and its "regulator". Bottom line is that if it were not for the Fukushima accident none of these actions would have been taken to 
identify long-standing flood barrier protection issues at our power plants. There was lots of our own US of A operational experience 
that should have resulted in actions long ago to identify these flood protection problems. The NRC and INPO took no decisive action 
to root this problems out then. Where else has the NRC dropped the ball on known industry safety issues?!

Operating a facility that was not built right should be unacceptable-period. Every manager and oversight person in our industry should 
view the San Bruno NTSB video. Have a basin handy. http://youtu.be/d-4B7DYVL2g Are we taking long standing flaws seriously 
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comment #1443326 posted on 2015-02-06 13:16:50 by Mike Mulligan 

comment #1423965 posted on 2015-01-29 11:10:57 by Moderator in response to comment #1418263 

comment #1418735 posted on 2015-01-24 20:07:34 by CaptD in response to comment #1417117 

comment #1418546 posted on 2015-01-24 16:07:21 by Public Pit Bull 

enough?

I could make the case how ineffectively the NRC treated ANO and how the inspectors and all the management are insufficiently 
trained on using force and coercion in order to get a change in behavior from an individual or organizations…this created the Pilgrim 
Juno event. By the way, I can make the case as the Vermont Yankee crisis was developing; the Pilgrim troubles were drastically 
intensifying. In a protective response by the agency, they yanked away inspection services fearing the credibility issues with VY 
would spill over to Pilgrim. They feared the VY issue would threaten Pilgrim, and highlight the inadequacy of Entergy fleet wide. 
Here are the issues that prove the NRC withheld inspection services and gamed the Pilgrim report card. The NRC gave a pathetic 
inspection response to the new leaking SRV/ADS valves ( I call all of them inop from 2011 till present) and the Juno LOOP. The 
Nemo LOOP was much worst with repeated LOOPs cause by different issues…it was characterize as a full loop. It got minimal 
inspection interest in the next cycle and no focused or special inspection. The Juno LOOP is characterized a partial LOOP, no 
repeated LOOPs in subsequent days. The Nemo LOOP deserved a special inspection considering the pathetic history of problems in 
the switchyard and the inadequate designed 345 lines supporting plant operation. Going into Nemo, they were in power restriction 
based on leaking and inop SRV valves…you would be disgusted with a timeline on the all the problems they had with these new 
valves. iI is unbelievable the agency didn't cause a full focused inspection or special inspection over these safety valves. It is like the 
NRC blatantly didn’t cover the prolonged SRV problems and potential common mode failures of the SRVs in the normal inspection 
cycle, as the Vermont Yankee plant was collasping? Now in Juno we got a mysterious failure of SRV valve to open when called and I 
bet it was leaking related Just as Vermont Yankee was collapsing, the NRC was yanking away typical inspection services from 
Pilgrim in order to protect Entergy. They were giving Pilgrim a better report card grade than they deserved by not performing 
required inspections and withholding boots on the ground resources that would disclose the true conditions of the plant. One the 
Vermont Yankee existential crisis was finalized with a plant shutdown…the NRC comes back with a rather comprehensive report on 
the reliability of the Pilgrim switchyard and it 345 supporting lines. This is how a competent cover-up are done at this time. When the 
crisis is over, the culprits disclose harmlessly their own sins. It better than someone later calling it a cover-up…it neutralized in the 
future a much large possible cover-up crisis.

Here are some hyperlinks to Entergy documents related to their reviews of flood protection issues: Unit 1 CALC-ANO1-CS-12-
00003, “Flooding Walkdown Submittal Report for Resolution of Fukushima Near-Term Task Force Recommendation 2.3: Flooding, 
ADAMS ACCESSION NO: ML12334A009, 11/19/2012 https://adamsxt.nrc.gov/WorkplaceXT/getContent?id=current&vsId=%
7BF275856F-215F-454B-A8E5-C79CD3ECEE09%7D&objectStoreName=Main.__.Library&objectType=document Calc 32 - 
9207374 - 000 , “Title Arkansas Nuclear One Flooding Hazard Re-Evaluation – Probable Maximum Precipitation”, ADAMS 
ACCESSION NO. ML14307A911, Date: 4/30/2014 https://adamsxt.nrc.gov/WorkplaceXT/getContent?id=current&vsId=%
7B0BF52538-88DD-4DC2-997B-46F7CE9F3926%7D&objectStoreName=Main.__.Library&objectType=document Revised 
Response to NRC 10 CFR 50.54(f) Request for Information Regarding Near-Term Task Force (NTTF) Recommendation 2.3, 
Flooding Arkansas Nuclear One – Units 1 and 2 ADAMS ACCESSION NO. ML14120A494, Date 5/30/14 
https://adamsxt.nrc.gov/WorkplaceXT/getContent?id=current&vsId=%7BC542BA5D-913D-47FA-A481-B36720511AA7%
7D&objectStoreName=Main.__.Library&objectType=document Attachment 1 to OCAN051402 Arkansas Nuclear One, Unit I 
(ANO-1) Revised Flooding Walkdown Report ADAMS ACCESSION NO. ML14139A380, Date 5/14/14 
https://adamsxt.nrc.gov/WorkplaceXT/getContent?id=current&vsId=%7B46C7A0C9-4B3D-4014-8E3E-3A10FA219161%
7D&objectStoreName=Main.__.Library&objectType=document OCAN051402 Arkansas Nuclear One, Unit 2 (ANO-2) Revised 
Flooding Walkdown Report ADAMS ACCESSION NO. ML14139A381, Date: 5/14/14 
https://adamsxt.nrc.gov/WorkplaceXT/getContent?id=current&vsId=%7BD26687BC-888E-4BDC-8D13-CB099FA0BC57%
7D&objectStoreName=Main.__.Library&objectType=document Data Request Supporting United States Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) Flood Analysis Arkansas Nuclear One - Units 1 and 2, ADAMS ACCESSION NO. ML14262A083, Date: September 9, 
2014 https://adamsxt.nrc.gov/WorkplaceXT/getContent?id=current&vsId=%7B3E71F7DA-3E2C-4CE6-A5E0-FA20B8EE3C6D%
7D&objectStoreName=Main.__.Library&objectType=document Victor Dricks

Great Comment. + I think the answer should be in the millions of dollars for each violation and the money donated to the local 
watchdog groups so that they can better provide (think well funded) true watch dog functions that would also keep the NRC on its 
toes... That would really help improved reactor safety in the USA.

Timely Sharing of Nuclear Plant Operating Experience Still Lacking It is noted that beginning in 2013, ANO Company and NRC 
officials began extensive inspections of flood protection barriers at ANO as a result of a follow-up to the Fukushima accident in 
Japan. Many flood protection barrier deficiencies were found. The NRC determined that a YELLOW finding was appropriate due the 
substantial importance of these problems to nuclear safety. Several years earlier at the Fort Calhoun Nuclear Station (FCS) the NRC 
determined that a YELLOW finding existed there as flood protection procedures were found to be inadequate. In the follow-up to this 
finding the licensee found many flood barrier deficiencies at FCS and reported same to the NRC in a licensee event report. Some of 
these deficiencies had existed unknown to the licensee since 1985! My concern is why identical-type problems show up at another US 
nuclear plant several years later? It does not appear that a key lesson was learned from the TMI accident over 35 years earlier. That 
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comment #1450339 posted on 2015-02-08 19:20:22 by billpks 

comment #1418263 posted on 2015-01-24 09:43:34 by drbillcorcoran 

comment #1452723 posted on 2015-02-09 08:56:26 by drbillcorcoran 

comment #1452803 posted on 2015-02-09 09:21:20 by Moderator in response to comment #1450339 

comment #1440209 posted on 2015-02-05 13:31:44 by Public Pit Bull in response to comment #1440081 

comment #1440081 posted on 2015-02-05 12:12:38 by Moderator in response to comment #1439900 

lesson is that plant operational experience should be promptly shared with other nuclear power plants. Who dropped the ball? As a 
result of the many flood barrier deficiencies identified in 2010 by FCS was any timely communication (of any sort) made of this 
significant operating experience to any other nuclear power plants by the NRC? OR Does the NRC expect licensees to do this on their 
own through their own plant operating experience groups? Since the NRC abolished the AEOD in the late ‘90s could the lack of a 
centralized clearinghouse for operational experience data have contributed to not discovering significant flood protection problems at 
ANO until they were discovered by a separate initiative following the Fukushima disaster?

Mr. Dricks, I applaud your impulse to share the detailed event related documents; I'm surprised that you didn't recognize that the 
hyperlinks you provided are behind the Agency firewall and not available to those of us in the public. I wish to contest one aspect of 
your earlier response. While the licensee is directly, and acutely accountable for achieving the level of safety anticipated when the 
NRC approved the license; they are not ultimately responsible. Surely the massive public consequences of Fukushima point out that 
regulatory ineffectiveness is what ultimately precipitates early deaths and lives disrupted. The ROP is sometimes going to put NRC in 
a position to be the second to know a significant deficiency exists, that does not lower its accountability to the public. It is simply 
implausible and unacceptable that NRC not understand that it, as the approval authority under the Atomic Energy Act, is in no way 
less accountable than the licensee. Any routine quality verification program for an enterprise as complex as an NPP license must rely 
upon a systematic sampling approach backed up by a graded expansion of oversight when significant issues arise. However, because 
of the lag time likely in some instances such as this with the flooding protection, the licensee should be facing very painful economic 
sanctions when a major problem cascade unfolds such as the instance at ANO.

Competence? Integrity? Compliance? Transparency? Which of the four were lacking? Which of the four could have individually 
resulted in these problems being prevented entirely and/or caught at the first opportunity? On the part of the licensee at the plant? On 
the part of the licensee at corporate? On the part of INPO? On the part of the NRC? What are the similarities and differences from 
Davis-Besse 2002? Did the licensee provide an investigation report to the NRC? Did it address the above?

This episode is about more than flood barriers. It is about forty years of insufficient competency, integrity, compliance, and 
transparency. Fixing the flood barriers is pruning the poison ivy. What are the conditions, behaviors, actions, and inactions that 
resulted in forty years of insufficient competency, integrity, compliance, and transparency.? Where is the licensee's analysis of this?

These documents are all public in our ADAMS system. It’s unclear why the original links did not work. We’ve substituted alternative 
URLs. It’s possible you may need to cut and paste the URL directly into your browser due to WordPress issues related to links in blog 
comments. Unit 1 CALC-ANO1-CS-12-00003, “Flooding Walkdown Submittal Report for Resolution of Fukushima Near-Term Task 
Force Recommendation 2.3: Flooding, ADAMS ACCESSION NO: ML12334A009, 11/19/2012 
http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1233/ML12334A009.pdf Calc 32 – 9207374 – 000 , “Title Arkansas Nuclear One Flooding Hazard 
Re-Evaluation – Probable Maximum Precipitation”, ADAMS ACCESSION NO. ML14307A911, Date: 4/30/2014 
http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1430/ML14307A911.pdf Revised Response to NRC 10 CFR 50.54(f) Request for Information 
Regarding Near-Term Task Force (NTTF) Recommendation 2.3, Flooding Arkansas Nuclear One – Units 1 and 2 ADAMS 
ACCESSION NO. ML14120A494, Date 5/30/14 http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1412/ML14120A494.pdf Attachment 1 to 
OCAN051402 Arkansas Nuclear One, Unit I (ANO-1) Revised Flooding Walkdown Report ADAMS ACCESSION NO. 
ML14139A380, Date 5/14/14 http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1413/ML14139A380.pdf OCAN051402 Arkansas Nuclear One, Unit 
2 (ANO-2) Revised Flooding Walkdown Report ADAMS ACCESSION NO. ML14139A381, Date: 5/14/14 
http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1413/ML14139A381.pdf Data Request Supporting United States Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) Flood Analysis Arkansas Nuclear One – Units 1 and 2, ADAMS ACCESSION NO. ML14262A083, Date: September 9, 
2014 http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1426/ML14262A083.pdf Moderator

Mr Dricks did you just provide a reason or an excuse for the NRC not finding problems that don't just jump out and grab an 
inspector?! Licensees have to pay you guys close to $200/hour for these inadequate inspectors and inspections. These "difficult-to-
find" flood barrier problems were identified by the Fort Calhoun Nuclear Station as recently as 2011. Flood barrier problems were 
identified well before that and documented in NRC Information Notices. Aren't you getting tired of making excuses for the NRC?!

The NRC reviews the designs of nuclear plants to ensure they meet rigorous engineering standards and once those designs are 
approved, depends on its licensees to build plants as designed. Prior to authorizing fuel loading and commercial operation, the NRC 
conducts extensive inspections of a plant’s major systems, structures and components. This inspection effort continues once the plant 
begins commercial operation and is conducted by resident inspectors who are assigned to each facility, as well as specialists from our 
Regional and Headquarters offices. The average nuclear plant receives about 6,600 hours of direct inspection annually. Inspection, by 
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comment #1439981 posted on 2015-02-05 10:54:22 by Mike Mulligan 

comment #1427176 posted on 2015-01-31 11:20:13 by drbillcorcoran in response to comment #1425414 

comment #1427199 posted on 2015-01-31 11:34:04 by drbillcorcoran in response to comment #1423965 

comment #1422430 posted on 2015-01-28 08:06:36 by drbillcorcoran in response to comment #1421721 

comment #1422473 posted on 2015-01-28 09:09:45 by drbillcorcoran in response to comment #1418546 

comment #1424992 posted on 2015-01-30 07:32:01 by drbillcorcoran 

comment #1424964 posted on 2015-01-30 07:15:00 by drbillcorcoran in response to comment #1423965 

comment #1425414 posted on 2015-01-30 15:08:54 by Moderator in response to comment #1424992 

its nature, is a sampling process that by design, focuses on issues most important to safety. The deficiencies in flood barrier protection 
escaped detection by NRC inspectors because they were not readily visible. They involved floor seals that appeared intact but were 
not watertight, cracks in areas of structures that were not accessible to inspectors and flood barriers like hatches in ventilation shafts, 
that were called for in designs, but never installed. Victor Dricks

I think a more plausible risk would be the worst accident possible along the path of the travels with stator…from the turbine to the 
equipment hatch. The worst concrete floor punctures with the stator. I see one photograph just feet from the fallen stator…right on its 
fatal path…where there is a tremendously large cable run. As example, what if the stator landed on all those cables and started a big 
fire? What is the worst possible accident capable over that? It is common for these event...the floor being designed for the worst 
possible accident. Say dropping from the highest rig elivation...how about a fall from giant overhead crane.

Thanks, Victor. President Reagan's approach was: Trust, but verify. http://youtu.be/As6y5eI01XE The approach in this case was: 
Trust and justify. Big difference?

Victor, None of those links worked for me. I'll try searching. I appreciate your efforts even thought the links don't work.

Victor, Thanks 1.0E+6 Do you have a link to the licensee's own review?

PPB, Thanks for your insights. Could it be that a major issue is barrier integrity? Harmful stuff gets to intrude and harm the plant? 
Harmful stuff gets released to do harm outside the plant? It's been an epidemic? Do we need a nuclear CDC? Competence? Integrity? 
Compliance? Transparency? Which of the four were lacking? Which of the four could have individually resulted in these problems 
being prevented entirely and/or caught at the first opportunity? On the part of the licensee at the plant? On the part of the licensee at 
corporate? On the part of INPO? On the part of the NRC?

10CFR50, App B, Criterion I says: ...The applicant may delegate to others, such as contractors, agents, or consultants, the work of 
establishing and executing the quality assurance program, or any part thereof, but shall retain responsibility for the quality assurance 
program... If the applicant/licensee had effectively done this the plant would have been built right. What was the breakdown of 
responsibility? How come it wasn't noticed? Does the insufficiency of compliance still exist?

Victor, Thanks. Does NRC post its evaluations of such submittals?

What was the breakdown of responsibility? The licensee is ultimately responsible for the safe operation and maintenance of the 
facility, including compliance with applicable regulatory requirements, in order to protect public health and safety. This also includes 
implementing a quality assurance program that complies with the requirements of 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B. The identified 
deficiencies represented the licensee’s failure to design, construct, and maintain certain flood protection features of the facility. The 
NRC has an oversight program that includes inspections that are conducted on a sampling basis. In this case, neither the licensee’s 
processes nor the NRC’s previous inspections identified these deficiencies until further focused reviews were performed by both the 
licensee and the NRC following the March 2013 Unit 1 stator drop event. How come it wasn’t noticed? When these type of safety 
significant issues are discovered, the licensee is required to perform an in-depth evaluation of the issue to determine the cause(s) of 
how/why the performance deficiencies and degraded conditions occurred. This evaluation also includes how the identified cause(s) 
potentially affect other aspects of plant equipment and operation, and what is needed to be done to prevent recurrence of the issues. 
This evaluation is currently being conducted by Entergy. The NRC will conduct a supplemental inspection to determine the adequacy 
of the licensee’s evaluation, which will include an independent assessment of the extent of the risk significant issues. Through this 
supplemental inspection, the NRC will ensure that reasons why the deficiencies occurred are identified and addressed. The results of 
this inspection will be publicly available in an NRC inspection report. Does the insufficiency of compliance still exist? Corrective 
actions have been taken to address all deficiencies that have been identified related to flood protection. The NRC has conducted 
inspections to verify the implementation of these corrective actions. The NRC will also conduct additional supplemental inspections 
to provide additional assurance that the root causes for these issues have been identified and appropriately addressed by the licensee, 
including strengthening licensee programs to ensure that any other potential deficiencies will be identified and corrected, and that no 
new deficiencies will be created. Victor Dricks
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comment #1436409 posted on 2015-02-04 07:01:19 by drbillcorcoran 

comment #1456210 posted on 2015-02-10 09:00:49 by drbillcorcoran 

comment #1458592 posted on 2015-02-11 15:07:45 by drbillcorcoran 

comment #1458730 posted on 2015-02-11 16:40:30 by drbillcorcoran in response to comment #1439900 

comment #1456363 posted on 2015-02-10 10:14:11 by billpks 

10CFR50, Appendix B, QA Criteria, Criterion I states, in part: The authority and duties of persons and organizations performing 
activities affecting the safety-related functions of structures, systems, and components shall be clearly established and delineated in 
writing. Did the NRC identify each of the persons and organizations that missed the earlier, better, cheaper, safer opportunities to 
identify the flood barrier deficiencies without needing to have the fatal stator drop to reveal flooding that should have been blocked 
by failed barrier?. Were the authority and duties of persons and organizations performing activities affecting the safety-related 
functions of structures, systems, and components clearly established and delineated in writing, as required?

I'm still looking for an analysis of the harmful conditions, behaviors, actions, and inactions that made it take forty years to get 
attention to the flood barrier defects.

This one reminds us of the Renaissance observation: "...in the beginning of the malady it is easy to cure but difficult to detect, but in 
the course of time, not having been either detected or treated in the beginning, it becomes easy to detect but difficult to cure." Nicolo 
Macchiavelli "The Prince" Chapter III

Mr. Dricks, You posted: ___________________________________________________________ The NRC found that the 
engineering and maintenance organizations at Arkansas Nuclear One missed opportunities to identify the flood barrier deficiencies, 
and that the management oversight of the engineering and maintenance organizations was insufficient to ensure that a thorough 
evaluation of flood barrier deficiencies was conducted prior to the stator drop event. 
_________________________________________________________ Where can I find a list of these missed opportunities? What 
were the harmfully noncompliant conditions, behaviors, actions, and inactions that resulted in each of the missed opportunities? What 
are the extents of those harmfully noncompliant conditions, behaviors, actions, and inactions that resulted in each of the missed 
opportunities?

Thank you again for your response. You stated: "The blog is a place where the public can post their opinions." - and seemingly 
suggested that my other concern would be best directed to staff working the ANO project. My interest remains entirely with the extent
to which this blog represents a source of substantive stakeholder engagement rather than a communications control exercise which 
devolves into, "The NRC broadcasts and the public 'opines.'" Such an outcome would be a step backward in Openness. This channel 
is open as a matter of public policy initiative taken by the elected officials at the highest level of Executive government. It employs 
methods and affordances which are considerably more flexible than the processes NRC has long used to manage its transactions with 
non-licensee stakeholders. That likely results in both improvements and other outcomes less obviously so. We are all in a discovery 
mode here; in your internal discussions please challenge your own assumptions about what good value is before there is a fulsome 
body and some evident patterns of experience with using this channel. I know this is a difficult ask; as a taxpayer I need to make that 
ask. One thing that kind of "discover and develop" type of Openness (long an NRC core value) would look like just now, is to 
recognize when a thread opens an opportunistic moment. Opportunistic that would be for informed, non-licensee persons in the public 
to use an ROP topic, seemingly specific from the perspective of Region IV, as a case study to explore more general implications of 
how regulation is serving the public interest. In such a circumstance, it seems entirely appropriate, when these thread generalize to 
"pass the buck" to someone in HQ. I'm content to accept some NRC Regional line management discretion in that regard so long as the 
election is made specific; at this point I wouldn't need any elaborate basis for a specific decision - its the pattern of engagement over a 
range of "possibles" that will lead to a sense of what the full range of these blogs are good for. Because we adopt an exploring and 
pioneering mode with these high-speed big data channels, the attributes of effective exchange are necessarily uncertain; we can all 
give ourselves permission to Do by Learning. Those who have been commenting here know what they are talking about; we are 
valued sources of feedback unencumbered by all the safeguards in the formal comment process. We all value the extraordinary 
extents to which NRC has long maintained an open and transparent public record of its workings - we value to the work to improve 
the automation of such public access and to expand discourse such as this. It is from our own prior investment that we take the stance 
of being a demanding customer for your efforts. Despite our occasional grumpiness, we are not anti-nuclear and definitely not anti-
regulation. We've been discussing these topics on line for more than five years in several LinkedIn and other public forums. Frankly, 
the official voice of NRC input (and others such as INPO and NEI) has been rather sparse in those channels. I presume but do not 
know, how NRC leadership views participation in or even tracking of such public discourse as part of staff's professional performance 
expectation; I would like to understand that - even if the policy is a work-in-progress. The days of tidy, government facilitated 
community engagement are gone. In summary, when I asked a general question, you pointed me in a specific direction - one likely 
intended to move this thread to closure. We all can do better. Compared to oversight of offshore drilling or fracking, the NRC 
provides the most sophisticated "learning laboratory" within which to explore, from the engaged public's side, how to take more 
responsibility for assurance of effective and proportionate regulation (e.g. assurance of adequate budget given the 90% recovery by 
fee provision - a topic in active discussion on LinkedIn right now). Many channels resulting in bandwidth parity are essential to that. 
OBTW, with two Yellows, I'm not worried about ANO's supervision. Bill M
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comment #1421478 posted on 2015-01-27 08:15:55 by drbillcorcoran 

comment #1421721 posted on 2015-01-27 14:43:43 by Moderator in response to comment #1421478 

comment #1421799 posted on 2015-01-27 15:41:48 by Public Pit Bull in response to comment #1421721 

comment #1430014 posted on 2015-02-01 14:15:58 by drbillcorcoran in response to comment #1423965 

comment #1430017 posted on 2015-02-01 14:17:36 by drbillcorcoran in response to comment #1423965 

comment #1456191 posted on 2015-02-10 08:53:21 by Moderator in response to comment #1452803 

Here is a quotation from NRC Information Notice 2015-01: ______________________________ On March 31, 2013, following the 
collapse of a temporary lifting rig carrying the Unit 1 main turbine generator stator, a rupture in the fire water system resulted in water 
leakage past floor plugs in the auxiliary building and subsequent accumulation of water inflow in the safety-related decay heat 
removal room B through a room drain pipe. This event overlapped the timeframe in which the licensee was assessing flood mitigation 
features in response to Fukushima-related orders issued by the NRC. The extent of condition reviews by the licensee related to this 
event and those discrepancies identified during flood mitigation response efforts found numerous other pathways that were not 
effectively sealed against flooding in the auxiliary building and emergency diesel fuel storage buildings. These conditions were not 
identified during the licensee’s initial flooding walkdowns in accordance with NEI 12-07. 
_________________________________________ How come it took such a tragedy to find that the plant had not been built right? 
Extent? Causation of extent? Where is the licensee's investigation report?

The scope of the Fukushima walkdowns performed by the licensee’s contractor did not include several passive components and 
structural features for the Unit 1 and Unit 2 auxiliary buildings, and the licensee did not effectively monitor this this effort. The stator 
drop in March 2013 revealed deficiencies in the licensee’s assessment of flood protection barriers. NRC inspectors determined that 
the licensee failed to properly identify all of the flood protection features as specified in the NRC endorsed guidance, NEI 12-07, 
“Guidelines for Performing Walkdowns of Plant Protection Features.” When identified, the licensee re-performed the reviews of 
essential flood protection features, identified additional features that were not initially identified, and provided an updated response to 
the NRC regarding what they found subsequent to their initial response to the 50.54(f) letter. Following the stator drop event, the 
NRC conducted an Augmented Inspection Team (AIT) inspection to determine how the accident occurred and identify possible 
violations of NRC regulations. Some flooding related deficiencies were identified in the AIT report issued in June 2013. By this time, 
the licensee had begun its own review of flooding related deficiencies. The licensee had already fixed some problems that had been 
identified, but was also continuing to identify other problems. The AIT follow up report exited in February 2014, but kept the 
flooding issue open. Entergy’s review continued through March 2014, at which time the licensee believed that all the deficiencies had 
been identified, repaired, and that the underlying root causes had been addressed. In May 2014, the licensee documented the results of 
their final walk downs in a letter to the NRC. In June 2014, the NRC issued two yellow findings for the stator drop, while work was 
continuing on NRC’s review of the flooding-related issues that had been identified by both the NRC and the licensee. This review 
included a complicated significance determination process that involved an evaluation of probable maximum precipitation and flood 
probabilities. In August 2014, the NRC’s inspection of these issues was completed, and the results were communicated to the licensee 
in an exit meeting. In September 2014, the NRC issued an inspection report detailing the flood protection deficiencies and identifying 
preliminary yellow violations. A regulatory conference was held with Entergy officials in October 2014, during which the licensee 
presented a number of complex hydrologic evaluations in an effort to estimate the frequency of a flooding event at ANO, as well as 
several proposed strategies for recovering safety functions during such an event. NRC review of this information was necessary in 
order to determine the safety significance of the issue, including evaluation of the precipitation and flooding model methodologies as 
well as inspections to assess the licensee’s proposed recovery strategies. The risk significance of the flooding issues was finalized on 
January 22, 2015, with the issuance of two yellow findings. Victor Dricks

Thanks for the additional information Mr. Dricks. I am glad these old flood protection barrier issues at ANO are finally being 
wrestled to the ground. I just wish these deficiencies had been identified and corrected years earlier. It was noted that flood barrier 
inadequacies were identified in an NRC Information Notice sent to licensees in 2007. Also "Flooding vulnerabilities due to seal 
barrier concerns" was also the subject of an NRC OpESS FY2007-02. This 2007 information did not result in actions to find similar 
deficiencies at the Fort Calhoun Station in late 2010 or at ANO just recently. What other plants are still similarly vulnerable? Is the 
NRC relying solely on the Fukushima flooding follow-up walk-downs to find all these potential flood barrier vulnerabilities? Also 
doesn't the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations (INPO) have an operational experience sharing program that is supposed to 
promptly alert nuclear power plants to these potential generic issues? However, informaion notices have no teeth. It is still true 
apparently, even in the nuclear industry, that you can lead a horse to water but you cannot make it drink. I am sure the best run 
nuclear plants act in a timely & responsible manner when given a heads-up on potential problems. These plants are obviously not 
among them!

Victor, How come the first walk downs didn't find the nonconformities? Thanks.

I was able to find an active link to the Unit One revised walk down report. http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1427/ML14279A268.pdf

BillM -- Again, our apologies for the linking issue. The blog is a place where the public can post their opinions. If you wish to have a 
direct conversation with NRC staff related to ANO, please use this email address: opa4.resource@nrc.gov Moderator
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comment #1456182 posted on 2015-02-10 08:49:29 by Moderator in response to comment #1452723 

comment #1418243 posted on 2015-01-24 09:12:45 by Mike Mulligan 

comment #1439900 posted on 2015-02-05 09:54:20 by Moderator in response to comment #1436409 

comment #1439941 posted on 2015-02-05 10:25:29 by drbillcorcoran in response to comment #1439900 

comment #1420652 posted on 2015-01-26 12:45:19 by Moderator in response to comment #1417117 

comment #1453189 posted on 2015-02-09 11:51:10 by billpks in response to comment #1452803 

comment #1420395 posted on 2015-01-26 08:40:42 by drbillcorcoran in response to comment #1418735 

comment #1417117 posted on 2015-01-23 13:05:54 by Mike Mulligan 

Please see the links posted in the Moderator comment of 2/9. Moderator

http://steamshovel2002.blogspot.com/ "It's got to be noted, as you go down the emergency operating procedures the complexity 
massively increases and they increasingly depend on less quality components and procedures. My take is as you go down the 
emergency operating procedures the quality should increase because risk is increasing. Complexity and uncertainty levels just 
skyrockets as you increasingly depend on not fully designed and engineered systems and procedures. At some level of complexity and
stress, an outcome can never be assured. As the accident strips massively the redundant safety systems away from the plant, the 
consequence of a error drastically increase the risk of damaging the core. I hate add on systems or components because usually they 
aren't fully tested and all the uncertainties aren't fully washed out. I like a holistically designed plant...all these components in on plant 
first design. The NRC take on these cooling paths to be valid should be, you have to demonstrate flow up to the first containment 
isolation valve. If you depend on service water flow or temporally diesel generator, then you have to demonstrate flow up to the first 
containment isolation valve and you measure flow and pressure. Make believe flow paths are not approved. You really need periodic, 
yearly or every two years...the troops getting on the ground and pressurizing the alignment up to the first isolation valve to be even 
considered as a safety system. Basically in this day and age, a double fail safe, push a button and the system aligns and fills up and 
SG level is controlled... This at ANO is basically the Fukushima dilemma...not having a diesel generator 100 feet up the ocean bluff 
and hard wired to the plant. The philosophy with the Japanese in a Tsunami, of having to fight the battle to save the plant in the flood 
waters within the plant. So how about a big tank way outside the flood zone. It hard piped into the plant right up to the steam 
generators. Starting the diesel generator, push a button and open up a valve or two...everyone safe. An access road to the tank...with 
the fire department cycling their trucks in a out to fill the tank. You could have constructed a sturdy cement cauldron out in the river 
and hard piped to near this tank. Then a fire truck could continuously fill the tank from the river. Then the other Japanese 
dilemma...would you damage the steam generators in order to cool the core? I didn't hear anything about the flex system coming in to 
save Entergy's butt?" Mike Mulligan Hinsdale, NH

Yes. The NRC found that the engineering and maintenance organizations at Arkansas Nuclear One missed opportunities to identify 
the flood barrier deficiencies, and that the management oversight of the engineering and maintenance organizations was insufficient 
to ensure that a thorough evaluation of flood barrier deficiencies was conducted prior to the stator drop event. Yes. The authorities 
and duties of persons and organizations is delineated in the licensee’s safety analysis report (e.g., chapter 12), the administrative 
controls section of the plant’s technical specifications and in ANO’s Quality Assurance Manual. Victor Dricks

10CFR50, App B, Criterion II says: Controlled conditions include the use of appropriate equipment; suitable environmental 
conditions for accomplishing the activity, such as adequate cleanness; and assurance that all prerequisites for the given activity have 
been satisfied. Is verifying that the plant was built right a prerequisite for loading fuel? for going critical? for operating at power?

The current loss of offsite power frequency used in the agency’s risk models is slightly less than 3 events per 100 years. Victor Dricks

Thank you for providing public accessible links. Looking at the previous versions it's quite clear; "https" indicates a secure (password 
protected) server. It has nothing to do with cutting and pasting or WordPress. We in the public need for someone in your role to be 
well-versed in such things. Do you or any colleague intend to reply to my other critique of your earlier comments? Thank you, Bill M

Watchdog groups? Where is the evidence of their effectiveness and integrity? Ancient plains aboriginal wisdom was, "When you 
notice that the horse you are riding is dead, dismount."

So why isn’t the NRC recalculating the so call electrical yellow finding violation. It seems the flooding yellow finding components 
were active just prior to first yellow finding. Two cases: 1) A ANO stator electrical yellow finding with the flooding barriers all 
according to regulations. 2) A ANO stator electrical yellow finding with the flooding barriers according to an inadequate flooding 
barriers in this second ANO yellow finding. Once can legitimately surmise the second example (example 2) contains a lot more risk 
than the first example and justified a lot bigger violation than a yellew. This would be mycontention that the disposition of risk 
perspectives is riddled with fraud and corruption. The flooding issue is another example with inspector activities and the ROP..the 
system is severely inadequate to knowing the true conditions at a power plant…the NRC selectively enforces tech specs and the 
licensing conditions at these power Plants. Why isn’t it a slam dunk that ANO employees are going to jail? Why isn’t there some 
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Pursuit Of Metal Can be Costly, If Not Deadly 

posted on Wed, 14 Jan 2015 14:35:23 +0000 

serious soul searching going on in the NRC with why their inspection and inspector activities didn’t undercover these violation at the 
first opportunity many years and decades ago? *I am looking for this answer: What is the generic “Loss of offsite power” accident 
rate used in all NRC risk calculation and within coming up with a plant violation level? I am told it is 2, 3 or 5 LOOPs per 100 years. 
Could the answer be in the once per hundred year terms? Mike Mulligan Hinsdale, NH

Neil Sheehan Public Affairs Officer Region I Copper is a valuable metal that, increasingly in recent years, has been the target of thieves 

hoping to pocket some quick cash by selling it to scrapyards. Piping made with the material 
has been stolen from unoccupied homes and businesses. Copper downspouts have been snatched from churches. Even cemeteries have not 
been immune, as copper flag holders placed at the graves of veterans have been plundered. Cable-TV network CNBC reported in 2013 that 
copper thefts were 'like an epidemic' sweeping the nation. Unfortunately, the energy sector has not been immune. In early January of this 
year, the Orlando Sentinel reported that thieves in central Florida had made off with about 42 miles of copper wire. Non-radioactive copper 
wire also has been stolen from or close to switchyards located near several U.S. nuclear power plants. (No thefts from the “Protected Area,” 
or high-security, zone at the plants have occurred, and robust security measures help ensure that should continue to be the case.) Some 
examples of the metal pilfering:  

More than 1,400 pounds of scrap copper were stolen from a storage building near a switchyard at the Beaver Valley nuclear power 
plant in April 2013. The building was located outside the security perimeter at the western Pennsylvania facility. Police subsequently 
arrested a mother and son in connection with the incident.  
New York State Police announced in January 2013 that two workers at the Indian Point nuclear power plant had been charged with 
stealing several thousand pounds of copper and other scrap from the site. Tens of thousands of dollars from the sale of the spools of 
excess wire were pocketed by the now former employees, police said.  
In August 2012, police arrested four individuals who made off with copper from multiple electrical substations in the Philadelphia 
suburbs, including one at the Limerick nuclear power plant. The theft almost cost one of the thieves his life in a near-electrocution.  

Between security patrols and other NRC-required measures, U.S. nuclear power plants are among the most fortified parts of the energy 
infrastructure while switchyards have not been, generally speaking, subject to the same level of security attention. That said, the good news is 
the utilities that own and operate the switchyards have been taking steps to deter future thefts. For instance, Con Edison, based in New York, 
announced last year that it had begun using markings on copper wire only visible under ultraviolet light, making it easier to track where the 
material originated and thereby identify theft suspects. Also, Pennsylvania-headquartered PPL, which operates the Susquehanna nuclear 
power plant, said it was bolstering security measures at substations and notifying scrapyard owners to be on the lookout for large quantities of 
copper wire that could have been taken from switchyards. Further, FirstEnergy and Ohio Edison said last September that they planned to 
install security fencing and monitoring systems at some of its substations in an effort to deter metal thieves. As with all issues that surface at 
U.S. power reactors, the NRC staff is always made aware when theft incidents occur, and the agency’s security and safety experts would 
engage plant operators on potential implications and preventive actions. The sudden loss of power from a nearby switchyard could potentially 
impact the operations of a nuclear power plant, making it a very bad idea. But it’s also illegal and potentially fatal for the thief. As PPL put it 
when it rolled out its campaign, “Copper – It’s not to die for.”  

Comments 

comment #1400673 posted on 2015-01-14 11:07:05 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1401731 posted on 2015-01-14 23:32:15 by stock in response to comment #1400673 

Stealing copper from a switchyard-what a desparate, foolhardy, and dangerous thing to do! Sidebar: The word "wire" reminded me 
though of something my father-in-law said when his wife had her 40th birthday...He said, "Now that you are 40 I think I will trade 
you in for two twenties". She responded, "You are not wired for 220!"

Funniest thing I have seen on this blog!
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Nuclear Power Plants Ready For Major Winter Storm

posted on Mon, 26 Jan 2015 19:22:26 +0000 

Neil Sheehan Public Affairs Officer Region I  Update: The Pilgrim nuclear power plant 
experienced an automatic shutdown, or scram, early Tuesday amid Winter Storm Juno (as dubbed by the Weather Channel). Here is 
additional information: Entergy had sequestered staff on-site prior to the storm. The NRC also had an inspector stationed on-site overnight. 
Reactor power was reduced to 75 percent overnight, per procedures, as the grid experienced voltage fluctuations. Operators started the 
plant’s two emergency diesel generators and transferred electrical loads for safety systems to those on-site power supplies due to concerns 
with off-site power. One of two 345-kilovolt offsite lines was deenergized due to weather concerns. At about 52 percent power, the second 
345-kilovolt line that provides off-site power to the plant tripped, resulting in a reactor shutdown, or scram, at about 4 a.m. (Nuclear power 
plants not only generate power and send it to the grid, they also receive a certain amount of power from the grid for operational purposes.) A 
third off-site power line, a 23-kilovolt line, remains available. However, the emergency diesel generators for now remain the primary source 
of power for safety systems. The reactor was safely shut down, with plant safety systems performing as expected. The exact cause of the loss 
of the 345-KV power lines is still being investigated. Entergy intends to take the reactor to “cold” shutdown. NRC inspectors will continue to 
monitor plant activities and efforts to restore off-site power, as well as any troubleshooting and repair work.   The atmospheric stars have 
aligned once again to produce a powerful mid-winter storm aimed squarely at coastal areas in the Northeastern United States. Officials in a 
broad swath stretching from New Jersey to Maine have been warning residents to prepare for a blizzard that could produce prodigious 
amounts of snow, hurricane-force winds and dangerous travel conditions. There are several nuclear power plants in the storm’s path and the 
personnel at those facilities will not be sitting back and simply awaiting its arrival. Plant procedures call for multiple checks and preparations 
in advance of such a winter blast. Among other things, plant personnel will ensure that doors designed to prevent flooding are ready to 
perform their task; fuel oil tanks for emergency generators are appropriately filled; and the site grounds do not have loose objects which could 
become airborne amid strong winds and cause damage. On a related note, the NRC will be monitoring those preparations and stationing 
inspectors to keep watch on the plants as they weather the storm. An inspection procedure and checklist dealing with adverse weather 
protections will guide the inspectors as they conduct those assessments. It’s important to note that all nuclear power plants have technical 
specifications that dictate how they have to respond to a significant storm. As an example, if wind speeds are in excess of specified limits, a 
plant would have to shut down. Safety at nuclear power plants is never taken for granted, and that is certainly true when storms can present 
additional challenges for operators. The NRC will be keeping watch until the most potent storm of the winter of 2014-15 to hit the Northeast 
thus far has headed out to sea.   

Comments 

comment #1423807 posted on 2015-01-29 08:36:48 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1423836 posted on 2015-01-29 08:58:07 by Skeptical Observer 

comment #1423937 posted on 2015-01-29 10:33:54 by mjd 

I am glad "the NRC will be keeping watch"! While the NRC is keeping watch; the CDC will be looking for bugs; the DOJ will be 
judging us; the IRS will be bugging us; and finally the EPA will be watching our emissions. I can sleep better tonight. The feds have 
our backs! (:-)

When the wind gets to high levels (e.g., hurricane etc.) NO power plant can be assured of having a functioning external power source! 
It is only prudent to take precautions in such circumstances.

Neil, I take issue with your headline use of the word "ready." The operational event evidence says otherwise. And this is the same 
type of "blah, blah" you posted for hurricane Sandy. Has nobody noticed we are in a cycle of severe Mother Nature events? It seems 
obvious to me that the plant strategy for dealing with these severe weather events is at least worthy of a new look. If both the 
frequency and intensity of severe weather is increasing it has clearly changed the paradigm. My point is simple, the coping strategies 
remain entirely reactive and based on the time period of less frequent and less severe weather events. With Pilgrim the strategy 
seemed to be hang on connected to the grid and hope for luck that a grid disturbance doesn't take us down. This storm was highly 
forecast. Grid disturbances in severe weather are the number one risk causing loss of plants during severe weather, yet the coping 
strategy remains entirely reactive to the event. They even had a red flag pre-trip during the event, they lost one off site power 
interconnect and sat with one generator output breaker open. At that point they are one single failure away from a LOOP and a trip, 
during the exact event most likely to cause the single failure LOOP. Gimme a break, it's way past the time to rethink the strategy! 
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comment #1422512 posted on 2015-01-28 09:53:48 by Moderator 

comment #1422513 posted on 2015-01-28 09:54:14 by Moderator in response to comment #1421798 

comment #1422514 posted on 2015-01-28 09:54:54 by Moderator in response to comment #1422512 

comment #1421840 posted on 2015-01-27 17:01:14 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1429454 posted on 2015-02-01 09:31:18 by Public Pit Bull 

When they lost their first interconnect they should have gone to "stable low load limit power", kept the generator on-line supplying 
their own house power, but opened the other generator breaker to the grid, thus removing the possibility of a single failure LOOP 
during the storm induced grid disturbances. There is not a more stable machine than a nuke plant running supplying its own electrical 
power while unconnected from the external grid. It's the way all navy plants run, all the time. But yet is apparently not considered a 
coping strategy. It is also a plant configuration all operators understand, as it is exactly where they are during start-up, before they 
connect the generator to the grid. Hurricane Sandy took two plants down due to grid disturbances (I believe), one was inexcusable as 
they choose to keep the plant connected to the grid as the forecast remnant eye track passed directly over the plant in New York. A 
similar (forecast) severe weather induced event recently caused the loss of two units at DC Cook and damaged their intake trash 
removal system. Because their coping strategy was entirely reactive, not pro-active. In that event a pro-active coping strategy might 
have prevented sucking a non-recoverable amount of suspended debris into the intake. Both plants might have survived on low load 
limit (at reduced Circ Water flow) until the severe weather passed and the intake trash removal system caught up. A cheaper and 
quicker recovery. It isn't necessarily the NRC's job to formulate these coping strategies, but you can at least stimulate the discussion 
by asking utilities if they are doing the best thing for the right reasons in light of the current weather trends. IMO, in the current 
severe weather strategy is not the best strategy, as it leads to plant trips, which always challenge the plant systems (Pilgrim HPI). 
With events that are going to challenge the grid and off-site power sources the least risky approach is to go to low load reactor limit 
supplying your own power, unhook from the grid, and ride it out. It allows the quickest recovery and least risk of plant challenges and 
damage. You will have a part to play, granting discretionary enforcement on TS required Off Site Power sources in some cases. But 
no, I don't think everybody is "ready" for the current severe weather paradigm.

From the hands of God How many individuals in the USA ever predicted a LOOP at a specific plant at a particular timeframe and had 
the prediction openly documented on the internet two days before it happened? I think I am the first? 
http://steamshovel2002.blogspot.com/ “Historic Blizzard Juno Warning Going Over Pilgrim Nuclear Plant” The NRC documents 20 
LOOPs at Pilgrim since 1980 (42 years of operation). I estimate the per one hundred year rate for Pilgrim is 55 LOOPs. Pilgrims 
relicensing documents say it is about 6.5 LOOPs per one hundred years. What is the bounding LOOP rate…pilgrim had three LOOPs 
in about three days during blizzard Nemo? That is an astronomical rate. I request the NRC use the worst case LOOP rate of about 55 
LOOPs in all Pilgrim’s violation risk calculations and any other risk calculation used in Pilgrim. It gets you wondering what generic 
LOOP rate would bound all loops rate uncertainties? “This got to be an act of god: A blizzard that knocks Pilgrim off the grid on Jan 
27 and this below inspection report is dated on Jan 26. It explains why Pilgrim has so many LOOPS and why the NRC remains 
inconsequential with controlling bad actor licensees. I yet can’t get a copiable document…have to wait till it gets on Adams. ‘Pilgrim 
Nuclear Power Station – NRC 95002 Supplemental Inspection Report 05000293/2014008 and Assignment of Two Parallel White 
Performance Indicator Inspection Findings’ Did the agency see the blizzard coming in anticipation of the LOOP and decided it has to 
be released the IR yesterday! This is proof the agency seen the LOOP coming and didn’t force Pilgrim to shutdown prior to the storm. 
They should have ordered Pilgrim to shutdown 4 hours before the blizzard hit. This would have more caused them incentive to repair 
their fleet wide nuclear endeavors. It would have been invaluable for all the rest of the utilities to see. If you were god, would your 
release Pilgrim’s inspection report before the LOOP or after the LOOP? This is my proof that an intelligent god exist!!! I never 
needed any proof. Bill, why haven’t you put your hat in ring to be a NRC commissioner? I have to give “great” credit to the NRC for 
publishing my items! Thank you Victor. steamshovel2002@yahoo.com Note: Moved by the moderator

There were no issues at Seabrook. Moderator

Please see our post today for more information on Pilgrim. Moderator

Sorry to hear of the shutdown of Pilgrim. That is a huge loss to the power grid at a time when the power is really needed. Sounds like 
the power grid was suffering pretty badly anyway and the plant was wise to separate safety loads from the grid and place them on 
those reliable on-site EDGs. I believe as long as a separate 23,000 volt off-site power source remains that it can backup the diesels as 
well. Moisture intrusion into the plant is probably the biggest current concern as the plant is being cooled down to a cold shutdown 
condition. Keeping heat in the plant and heat tracing systems going is important too. This is a time when the oft-condemned coal and 
gas-fired plants really demonstrate their worth to any utility and its customers. When the chips are down these are the old reliable 
electrical generation workhorses. Not many people probably realize that a nuclear power plant cannot even be physically started-up 
without that 345,000 volt off-site power. Some fossil-fired units are designed with a so-called black-start capability. If the entire 
electrical grid crashes, these units have batteries and diesels such that they can start up and restore power to the grid. Have you kissed 
your coal plant lately?!

An update on the status of Pilgrim is long overdue. You have left us hanging here! When I checked the daily status report on Pilgrim 
1/30 it still showed it was out of service. In this case is no news is good news?! This plant has a terrible safety track record, you 
remind us of it, and then you give us the mushroom treatment when the plant has a significant operational event.

Page 22 of 49



Additional Scrutiny at Pilgrim Nuclear Power Plant Set to Continue 

posted on Wed, 28 Jan 2015 14:51:11 +0000 

comment #1421599 posted on 2015-01-27 11:32:02 by Moderator in response to comment #1420789 

comment #1421600 posted on 2015-01-27 11:34:24 by Brian Mann in response to comment #1421599 

comment #1421798 posted on 2015-01-27 15:41:09 by atomikrabbit 

comment #1420784 posted on 2015-01-26 14:25:14 by Daniel 

comment #1420789 posted on 2015-01-26 14:28:53 by Brian Mann 

comment #1420827 posted on 2015-01-26 15:25:12 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1420857 posted on 2015-01-26 16:21:53 by CaptD 

comment #1420988 posted on 2015-01-26 20:26:01 by Plowboy 

Thank you for the comment We should have stated that the limits on wind speed are defined in the plants’ Emergency Action Levels 
(EALs) and Updated Final Safety Analysis Report (UFSAR). While plants’ Technical Specifications do not contain explicit limits 
with respect to wind speed, the operability of the associated systems can be impacted by external events which may require a plant 
shutdown. For most plants, the Abnormal Operating Procedures (AOPs) and EALs will direct plant shutdown based upon actual and 
forecasted wind velocities to ensure the associated safety-related systems remain operable. Neil Sheehan

I agree completely. Thank you.

Any issues with Seabrook? Apparently that area is also getting hammered.

For the NRC, a safe nuclear plant is a closed nuclear plant.

This statement in the post is incorrect: "It’s important to note that all nuclear power plants have technical specifications that dictate 
how they have to respond to a significant storm. As an example, if wind speeds are in excess of specified limits, a plant would have to 
shut down." There are no Standard Technical Specifications (STS) limits on wind speed and 3/4 of operating plants have TS based on 
the TSTF. Previous standards also did not have limits on wind speed. Therefore, there are no TS that require a plant shutdown based 
on wind speed. Also, the TS do not specify how a plant responds to a significant storm. I recommend deleting that paragraph of the 
post.

Very proper and important post NRC. I just wish you had left out that "related note". It is very self-serving and tends to indicate you 
can "inspect in" quality at our nation's nuclear power plants. Without these "stationed inspectors" I just do not think these plants could 
weather the storm??

Extreme weather is just another term for Nature and as Fukushima proved (03/11/11) just about 4 years ago, Nature can destroy any 
land based nuclear reactor, any place anytime, despite what plans the NRC or mankind has...

I say all of you NRC people go to the power plants. We need something for your high pay.

Neil Sheehan Public Affairs Officer Region I Update: As a follow-up, the NRC is launching a Special Inspection today (Monday, Feb. 2) at 
the Pilgrim nuclear power plant in response to the shutdown that occurred at the Plymouth, Mass., facility on Jan. 27. The six-member team 
will review equipment issues experienced during the shutdown, including the partial loss of off-site power. The results of the NRC inspection 
will be made publicly available within 45 days of the inspection’s completion. Last fall, a team of NRC inspectors was tasked with evaluating 
whether issues at the Pilgrim nuclear power plant that triggered increased agency oversight had been satisfactorily addressed. That team has 
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now returned its findings in the form of a newly issued inspection report. And the answer – at 
least at this point in time – is that Entergy, the Plymouth, Mass., plant’s owner, still has some more work to do. Specifically, although the 
eight-member team has determined that, in general, the company’s problem identification, root cause evaluation and corrective action plans 
were adequate, it has identified deficiencies in the implementation of corrective action plans, as well as in understanding of the issues’ causes. 
In its report, the team cites several examples where fixes were not completed as intended or were closed prematurely. As a result, per agency 
protocols, the NRC is assigning two “parallel” “white” (low to moderate safety significance) inspection findings to Pilgrim. The findings will 
administratively replace two “white” performance indicators that initially led to the plant receiving additional scrutiny. The net effect will be 
the plant will continue to receive heightened attention until the NRC can perform a follow-up team inspection and is satisfied the concerns 
have been resolved. The NRC will conduct that additional inspection once Entergy notifies the agency of its readiness for it. To back up for a 
moment, the Pilgrim plant’s performance indicator for Unplanned Scrams (shutdowns) with Complications crossed the threshold from 
“green” to “white” following the third quarter of 2013. Then, in the fourth quarter of last year, the performance indicator for Unplanned 
Scrams per 7,000 Hours of Operation also changed to “white,” something that occurs if a plant has more than three such shutdowns during 
the designated period. This placed Pilgrim in the Degraded Cornerstone Column of the Action Matrix used by the NRC to assess plant 
performance. Pilgrim has not had any unplanned scrams since October 2013, and the performance indicators discussed above are currently 
“green.” But the assignment of the white findings will keep the plant in the Degraded Cornerstone Column pending successful completion of 
the supplemental inspection. The NRC intends to discuss the inspection results during the Annual Assessment meeting for the plant. That 
meeting will likely take place in March near the plant, but a date, time and location have not yet been firmed up.   

Comments 

comment #1443089 posted on 2015-02-06 10:14:45 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1424175 posted on 2015-01-29 15:15:10 by Public Pit Bull in response to comment #1422768 

comment #1427472 posted on 2015-01-31 14:20:29 by Mike Mulligan 

comment #1424061 posted on 2015-01-29 12:51:18 by Pit BBQ in response to comment #1422768 

comment #1443914 posted on 2015-02-06 20:15:27 by Public Pit Bull 

Did not know the NRC was concerned about equipment reliability issues at Pilgrim a little over a year ago. (See link below). 
Equipment reliability issues surfaced again a couple of weeks ago at Pilgrim. When is enough, enough?! This plant needs to remain 
shutdown and placed on the NRC's troubled plant list. A thorough top to bottom look at this plant needs to be done ASAP. This plant 
was compared to the troubled plant in Nebraska (Fort Calhoun Station) a year ago. If a large nuclear operating company like Entergy 
cannot properly maintain a nuclear plant what about nuclear utilities with much smaller nuclear operations?! 
www.patriotledger.com/article/20131108/News/311089791

Thanks for the correction PBBQ! How could an old sailor like me forget about the 25-year old Navy Electrician's Mate Richard 
Legg?! Believe he was the "supervisor" of the 3. 19,000 MW thermal at SL-1 and 10,000 MW electrical for the entire Entergy fleet, 
right?! Legg was killed instantly when a shield plug was ejected from the runaway reactor. The shield plug pinned Legg to the ceiling 
of the reactor building. One of the other men died instantly as well. But the third man, although doomed by his massive head injuries 
and a lethal dose of radiation, somehow clung to life for a few hours. They remain the only nuclear reactor fatalities in American 
history.

Ok, was Entergy’s new resonance frequency and vibration limits or requirements as defined in the new SRV contract specification 
(pre 2011) …the resultant reduction of quality in these new valves from the old style…is that a change to the licensing and conditions 
of the facility? Adverse to quality…not according to plant licensing and the USFAR. Did this change really need a 10 CFR 50.59… 
permission to change the licensing and conditions of the facility from the NRC through a Licensing Amendment Requirement 
change? LER: https://adamswebsearch2.nrc.gov/webSearch2/view?AccessionNumber=ML14042A162 There was a LAR for these 
valves now that I think of it… was the change in resonance frequency requirement specs and the resultant reduction in the quality of 
the valve components, did that get disclosed in the LAR? I remember it being a like for like except for the enhancement with the three 
stages. How come it wasn't updated?

Difference in comparison is MW electrical and MW thermal. Also, kill 2 Army techs and a salior.
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Who at the NRC has the final say in what if any action is taken in response to the safety problems at Pilgrim Nuclear Power Plant 
(NPP)? Do the five Commissioners decide; the EDO; the Chair of the Commission? Or is it some combination of the aforementioned?
Or is it based on a recommendation by the NRC staff and then voted on by a committee? It would be very clear who decided in other 
federal agencies who have a responsibility for public safety. The buck would stop at the single administrator for the agency. As the 
NRC has no single top-dog it is somewhat confusing to me where the buck stops. Who is the NRC's equivalent of a President and 
Chief Executive Officer (CEO)? When it comes to safety that safety responsibility should be clearly vested in one person. After all 
the NRC expects that its nuclear power plant licensees have a single Chief Nuclear Officer (CNO) who is specifically tasked with the 
safety responsibility for a utility's nuclear power plant(s). If we had a single administrator at the NRC, we could depend on a 
Rickover-type single administrator to always put nuclear and public safety first. There would no doubt that the NRC always had a 
conservative approach to safety. I doubt that there would be the procrastination and indecision that currently plagues the NRC. There 
would be no paralyses by analyses. Instead a prompt conservative safety decision would be made that would ensure reactor and public 
safety!

Keeping additional scrutiny at pilgrim side is great idea. We should keep all major factors in mind also. Note: Product information 
removed.

Poor Maintenance Puts Pilgrim in Peril Try saying this title rapidly several times. (J ) Seriously though, even as robust as US nuclear 
plants are designed and constructed, that design can be compromised by substandard maintenance. Even with all the redundant 
equipment installed in these plants and the defense in depth design philosophy, a poorly maintained plant is a dangerous plant. At 
Pilgrim some safety equipment was declared operable that turned out to be inoperable and just plain unreliable. Adequate 
troubleshooting to determine and correct the root cause of equipment problems was lacking. So when an upset condition occurred at 
Pilgrim a couple of weeks back, plant operators not only had to contend with the upset condition they had to contend with some 
unanticipated equipment failures. Nuclear power plants are designed to remain safe even in the event of a postulated accident. That 
design even assumes that a single component (valve, pump, diesel generator) will not only fail but will fail at the worst possible time. 
For example, at Pilgrim, both diesel generators started automatically after off-site power was lost, just as they were designed to do. 
Even if a single failure occurred and one of the diesels failed the other diesel could handle the situation just fine by itself. However, if 
other components in the plant that the operators believed were operable were not in fact operable, the best nuclear safety design is 
compromised. Poor maintenance at Pilgrim set up the reactor operators by unnecessarily challenging them, and put reactor and public 
safety in peril.

The NRC would not agree with any comparison between the Jan. 23rd shutdown of the Pilgrim nuclear power plant and the partial 
reactor meltdown at the Three Mile Island 2 plant in March 1979. TMI 2 was the worst accident involving a commercial nuclear 
power plant in U.S. history. The recent Pilgrim shutdown was carried out safely and neither the public nor plant workers were in any 
danger during the event. There was a partial loss of off-site power at the site amid blizzard conditions. Issues involving certain safety 
systems and components also surfaced. The NRC launched a Special Inspection at Pilgrim earlier this week to closely evaluate those 
problems. However, the plant has emergency diesel generators that activated and provided back-up power to safety systems. And the 
plant is equipped with multiple safety systems and therefore was able to place the reactor in a safe shutdown condition in a timely 
manner. We will provide the results of our Special Inspection at Pilgrim within 45 days after its conclusion Neil Sheehan

One of the plant’s safety relief valves was being monitored for leakage prior to the event. It was available but not used during the 
shutdown. A second safety relief valve did not open upon operator demand. The plant’s other two safety reliefs were used and 
functioned satisfactorily. The 23-kilovolt off-site power line feeds the plant’s shutdown transformer. It is considered a secondary off-
site power source; two 345-kilovolt lines are the primary off-site power sources for the site. If those 345-kilovolt lines are out of 
service, the plant’s emergency diesel generators activate and supply power to safety systems. During the recent shutdown, the 
emergency diesel generators were performing that function and therefore the 23-kilovolt line was not needed for that purpose, but it 
remained available if needed. During the 2013 storm-related shutdown of Pilgrim, the 23-kilovolt line was rendered unavailable. Neil 
Sheehan

So safe means not getting severe core damage or exceeding the fence line dose radiation of 5 rem. What does the NRC mean by safe? 
As related to the 2013 LOOP, that was declared a LOOP and this new guy is a partial LOOP...what is the difference?

Thanks for the prompt response Mr. Sheehan. I know you do not like the comparison I make between the TMI accident and the recent 
Pilgrim shutdown. Let me try and explain my rationale. Equipment malfunctions precipitated both the TMI accident and the recent 
Pilgrim event. Proper operator response at Pilgrim prevented an accident. Improper operator response at TMI caused one. The NRC 
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caused the accident at TMI. Entergy caused the close call at Pilgrim. Improper NRC training of reactor operators directly lead to their 
improper response at TMI. Entergy’s failure to properly correct known equipment problems at Pilgrim directly caused big problems 
for the reactor operators at Pilgrim recently. In my view Entergy has been grossly negligent in taking proper care of the Pilgrim plant. 
Only the Pilgrim operators prevented a serious safety outcome at Pilgrim.

Pilgrim continues to be protected by the NRC, rather than THE PUBLIC...PROFITS PROTECTED RATHER THAN PEOPLE. IF 
the corrupt NRC will not SHUT PILGRIM ONCE & FOR ALL, the STATE must step in AND DEMAND IT...as is its DUTY...to 
PROTECT ITS OWN CITIZENRY...Great comments, using intelligence that the NRC seems to lack! Where is the 'due diligence' we 
xpect from our government agencies supposedly mandated to keep us SAFE? BTW, if you haven't taken a look at the 'hand-run 
bucket brigade' to re-fill the fuel-cooling waters, I'd recommend it...but wait til you finish your lunch...it may come up on you while 
you either cry or laugh hysterically...

No More NRC Poor Reactor Owner Whacking Sad to hear that Pilgrim was re-started yesterday. The NRC is once again rolling the 
dice with public safety. Did you know that just recently a California government official called "fracking", "well stimulation". Not to 
be outdone, the NRC recently decided that they no longer will engage in poor reactor owner "whacking", opting instead for "reactor 
stimulation".

Not declaring an emergency condition at Pilgrim last week, when it was clearly warranted, was the last straw. I find I simply can no 
longer trust Entergy and Pilgrim to do the right thing. Pilgrim has a poor and inconsistent safety track record to boot. "Trust is built 
with consistency." Lincoln Chafee. The NRC and especially those that live near Pilgrim and county and state emergency personnel 
have to be appalled at Pilgrims' lack of regard for public safety. "Trust everybody, but cut the cards." Finley Dunne. I am glad the 
NRC is sending a special inspection team to "cut the cards" at Pilgrim. We will see if the NRC can truly be an objective investigator 
or will they continue to be in the pocket of large nuclear operating organizations like Entergy.

I hear the NRC Special Inspection team in their exit meeting gave a stern and brutal talking down to plant officials…scared the pants 
off the Entergy people in the meeting on if they don’t change their tune. i was told you won't want to be in that really uncomfortable 
meeting... How does the NRC explain the huge space between what was publically disclosed through the media and then what was 
said in that NRC Special Inspection exit meeting surrounding events during and after the storm Juno? Thanks for the update on stuck 
at 22% power. I see they are at full power now.

See, Nemo according to risk perspectives more deserved a special inspection than Juno. The normal inspection barely carried the 
Nemo LOOP. Why was the NRC pulling their punches? It is a partial because Juno didn’t take out secondary line? This Preliminary 
Notification updates information discussed in PNO-I-13-001, PNO-I-13-001A, PNO-I-13-001B, and PNO-I-13-001C that discussed a 
Notification of Unusual Event declaration at Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station due to a loss of all three off-site power sources during 
Winter Storm Nemo. The licensee returned the plant to power operation on Friday, February 15, 2013, at 10:49 p.m. All three off-site 
power sources had been restored earlier in the week. Steamshovel2002@yahoo.com mailto:Steamshovel2002@yahoo.com Note: 
Moved by the moderator to the relevant post

Thanks for the Special Inspection I requested:) "I know leaking SRV valve failure to open by switch has happened in other plants 
because of leaking pilot valves...I just can't explain how it occurs. I once could easily explain it:) I believe the failure to open by 
switch with an SRV at Pil this LOOP comes from them operating with leaking SRV for a prolong periods of time. I have not 
completely yet translated this into a common mode issue...the reason why all SRV could be called inop. LER: 
https://adamswebsearch2.nrc.gov/webSearch2/view?AccessionNumber=ML14042A162 Timeline: 
http://steamshovel2002.blogspot.com These are brand new 3 stage SRVs…the first leak developed within weeks of the first startup 
(2011). Target Rock used inferior parts. The outage they put the brand new valves finished in May 2011. Entergy documents say the 
first leak first developed in Apr 19, 2011. I doubt vibration could cause a leak in a matter of weeks with a new valve…it would take 
many months and maybe a year for normal steam line vibrations to cause a valve leak even with inappropriate specs. Remember both 
these guys do pre installation testing of these valves. Pil blames it on steam line resonance vibration damaging parts…Entergy didn’t 
put in the purchase specs the correct resonance vibration limits. Entergy frames it as the steam line vibrations haven't changed...it was 
a matter of not the right resonance specs. The leak within weeks falsifies Entergy’s justification with not having the proper resonance 
frequency and vibration limits in the new purchase valve specs. I blame it on putting components in the valve not according to 
manufacturer specs. Target Rock. Mine says it is a common mode and might be generic in nature…the resonance deal just limits it to 
Pil. With the experience with Target Rock in Nukes…the resonance frequency thing isn’t plausible. In the words of Target Rock: 
“This technology has an extensive history of reliability in nuclear power systems and has been used in Commercial Nuclear Power 
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Plants (NPPs) since the 1970s. This is the first reported incident regarding a thru wall bellows failure.” I am leaning on calling this a 
widespread cover up between target roc, Entergy and the NRC...a conspiracy to falsify federal documents and ending in putting into 
nuclear plants unsafe components. The last SRV leak LER condenses all leaking valves failures into one LER...some valves and pilot 
valves leaking and failing more than one time. It is like they were trying to bury the magnitude of the problems in one document. The 
inspection reports right up to this date remained suspiciously silent on the prolonged problems with these new 3 stage safety relief 
valves. I was always surprised we didn’t get a special inspection on the reliability of the SRV or a focused NRC inspection on these 
SRV problems. What is known for certain from leaking pilot valves, the leaking degradation is unpredictable? These valves might 
pop open on their own, might not be able shut once open, might fail to open when call to open and the lifting inaccuracy from the 
leaking might require a immediate shutdown per tech specs. One such leaking safety relief valve lifting inaccuracy was discovered 
outside tech specs limits and if known, it would have required a immediate shutdown. You can’t tell if they are accurate at power. I 
am just saying every new leak should have required an individual LER and its following…then the magnitude of LERs should have 
keyed the NRC into taking stronger action. You are stove piping risk and the extent of problems through improper documentation and 
public reporting. Who knows, maybe not putting in resonance vibration limits is code words for putting in inferior grade safety SRVs 
into the plant trying to save pennies. Vermont Yankee had this problem. There was two grades of SRV solenoid actuators...grade I or 
II. Again as Pil, they were installing a new set of SRVs..replacing all SRVs. Grade I was what they needed, but didn't have...so they 
put in Grade II that wasn't qualified for the dry well temps. The inferior grade seals became brittle because they couldn't withstand the 
temps...couldn't pass the leak rate test. Browns Ferry had an interesting problem with their SRVs recently. They connected the tubing 
wrong between a SRV and ADS valve. The accumulator always had pressure...but it just wasn't connected to the actuator. Basically 
there never was a way to detect operability of the accumulators…operability was untestable. Basically the leak rate testing of the 
check valves was worthless."

So when you sending the special inspection team? An augment inspection? Sound like I had a little birdy whispering in my ears? Just 
when you could think the repetitive TDAFWP couldn't get any worst at Millstone...now we got the poor quality SRVs failing over 
and over again at Pilgrim for 4 years just like the TDAFW pumps did. Is this going to take three special inspection to fix just like 
Millstone? Wait, this is like the TDAFWP and both half capabilities electric aux feed water pumps being simultaneously inop for 4 
years. You should conservatively call "all" the SRVs/ADS valves inop and not according to tech specs since 2011. I bet you the SRV 
was leaking for a prolonged period of time and the agency hid it on us. The hide the leak philosophy first, before fix it quickly 
philosophy.This caused the valve to fail.The ADS/ SRV valves were inop since 2011 when first installed. Before they even got 
warmed they were inop. You get it, after “new” installation of the "new" three stage SRVs (4 of them), the first leak impairing the 
operation of one of these valve occurred within one or two months. Maybe within weeks of first start-up. This situation is 
unprecedented in the nuclear industry. I'll bet you we are heading to a cover-up of a red finding. This is not about one valve...the 
whole group of them have a design defect and uncontrollable poor quality components from day one. A common mode failure of the 
automatic depressurization system and safety relief valve for four years. These nuclear safety valves weren't fit to be in nuclear power 
plant. (Yesterday) "We knew Pilgrim was going down the tubes beginning in 2011 when they accepted poor quality brand new SRVs 
(all four of them)…the pathetic host of leaks, down powers and shutdowns over this new equipment. We were shocked the agency 
would treat these important last ditch core cooling components so cavalierly." We have had a dangerous meltdown of the 
effectiveness of the NRC. i am writing up a 2.206 requesting the Pilgrim plant remain shutdown. All plants in Region I should be 
shutdown because there was such a severe breakdown in the NRC. What level of risk would that get you to: HPIC inop, SRV/ads 
inop, in a LOOP and the risk of 55 loops per 100 years (52 more LOOPs than assumed in calculations)? I think this is the most severe 
accident we have had in a long time. "The station experienced equipment issues while cooling down after the scram including: the 
station diesel air compressor failed to start, one of four safety relief valves could not be operated manually from the control room, and 
high pressure coolant injection had to be secured due to failure of the gland seal motor."

Dear Mr. Sheehan, In your release, it mentioned that in the 3rd paragraph that the "root cause evaluation" was adequate, but in the 
same sentence there were "deficiencies in understanding the issues causes". Respectfully, I don't understand the contradiction. How 
can that be? At Pilgrim, the NRC is presiding over a colossal failure in a dangerous, antiquated plant that threatens the whole eastern 
seaboard. After all your inspections, interventions, and " tell us when you are ready" follow ups", Pilgrim has predictably crashed 
again under pressure, and once again relying on emergency diesel support. These proclivities will continue with more grievous 
outcomes. The Plant is way beyond acceptable design limits on storage, earthquake risk, reactor containment, cooling, climate 
change, cyber protection, and now identification as a symbolic terrorist target. None of these issues existed in 1967 when they broke 
ground. They do today, they won't go away! The NRC need to keep Pilgrim shut down and begin decommissioning. Thank you for 
listening!

A good friend of mine once compared the potential of a reactor accident to the three reels on a slot machine. The labels on the reels 
are left to right, "initiating event", "equipment failure", and "operator error". All three reels aligned left to right to cause the accident 
at TMI. The first two reels lined up recently at Pilgrim. When will all three reels line up again?!

RE: As a result, per agency protocols, the NRC is assigning two “parallel” “white” (low to moderate safety significance) inspection 
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findings to Pilgrim. The findings will administratively replace two “white” performance indicators that initially led to the plant 
receiving additional scrutiny. This sounds like just more NRC paper shuffling to make it appear that there is just one issue instead of 
two. These discussions on which color code is correct should include t least a few Outsiders, that way everyone would know what 
deals are being made behind what are now closed doors.

Entergy is working through some non-safety related balance-of-plant equipment issues. The company is taking appropriate action to 
work through these issues, and they will restore full power once they are resolved. None of current equipment problems involve 
safety related equipment. Diane Screnci Region I

So why is Pilgrim stuck at 20% power for way longer than 24 hours upon the Tues startup. This is highly unusual. What is broken 
again? http://steamshovel2002.blogspot.com/2015/02/pilgrim-stuck-at-22-power-for-24-hours.html ‘Pilgrim Stuck at 22% Power for 
24 hours: Chickens Coming Home to Roost with Poor Maintenance’ “What do you expect, all these preventable hard scrams, normal 
scrams, downpowers and shutdowns are beating the heck out of the plant.” Right, Entergy’s "run to failure philosophy" as expressed 
by the NRC itself. I get the dual message of the NRC, when the public ask the plant to be shut down in the normal manner(soft), in an 
approaching storm (Juno) the NRC defines the shutdown as adding more risk. But in these “HARD” and preventable…“all these 
preventable hard scrams, normal scrams, downpowers and shutdowns” are never characterized as driving the plant in the increase risk 
direction. Not once in the recent Pilgrim’s LOOPs and other hard scrams, scrams, and downpowers has the agency admitted 
publically these incidence had increase risk. You know, shutting down is unsafe too. Has the NRC ever expressed it as Entergy 
shouldn’t do it? You know guys, those LOOPs, preventable soft shutdowns, hard scrams, scrams, and downpowers entails more risk 
when you are shutdown. Everything was always safe during the newest loop…nobody ever whined about the shutdown entails risk 
too. It is just risk perspective gamming…using risk in a hidden agenda. These Catch 22 circular arguments are making me so dizzy.

HELLO, What about 1/28/15 (2) reports, one from last night! Hot Shutdown~ Power Reactor Event Number: 50771 Facility: 
PILGRIM Region: 1 State: MA Unit: [1] Notification Date: 01/27/2015 Notification Time: 16:56 [ET] Event Date: 01/27/2015 Event 
Time: 09:48 [EST] Last Update Date: 01/27/2015 LOSS OF HIGH PRESSURE COOLANT INJECTION "On Tuesday, January 27, 
2015, at 0948 EST, with the Reactor Mode Select Switch (RMSS) in the Shutdown position and Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station 
(PNPS) at 0% core thermal power, the High Pressure Coolant Injection (HPCI) system was isolated by the main control room 
operating crew and declared INOPERABLE. HPCI had been in service for reactor pressure control following the automatic reactor 
scram experienced during winter storm 'Juno' reported in EN# 50769. It appears there was a malfunction of the HPCI turbine gland 
seal condenser blower or associated condensate pump. Reactor pressure control was transitioned to the safety relief valves and the 
reactor cooldown was continued. The plant is stable. The Emergency Diesel Generators are powering the safety related 4KV buses 
and reactor water level is being maintained by the Reactor Core Isolation Cooling (RCIC) system. HPCI is required to be 
OPERABLE in accordance with Technical Specification 3.5.C.1. Since HPCI is a single train system, the INOPERABILITY is 
reportable in accordance with 10CFR50.72(b)(3)(v)(D). The cause of the HPCI malfunction is not known at this time and 
troubleshooting continues. "This event had no impact on the health and/or safety of the public. "The USNRC Senior Resident 
Inspector has been notified." Shutdown cooling is in service. AND earlier.... Hot Shutdown ~Power Reactor Event Number: 50769 
Facility: PILGRIM Region: 1 State: MA Unit: [1] [ ] [ ] RX Type: [1] GE-3 NRC Notified By: GRANT FLYNN HQ OPS Officer: 
STEVE SANDIN Notification Date: 01/27/2015 Notification Time: 06:41 [ET] Event Date: 01/27/2015 Event Time: 04:02 [EST] 
Last Update Date: 01/27/2015 AUTOMATIC REACTOR SCRAM ON TURBINE TRIP DUE TO LOSS OF OFFSITE POWER "On 
Tuesday January 27, 2015 at 0402 hours, with the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station (PNPS) Reactor Mode Select Switch (RMSS) in 
Run and reactor power approximately 52% an automatic reactor scram signal was received due to the automatic trip of the main 
turbine that was initiated by the opening of the main generator breaker, ACB-104. The event occurred during winter storm 'Juno.' 
Prior to the event off-site transmission Line 355 was de-energized due [to] weather conditions and its associated PNPS switchyard 
breakers (ACB-105, a main generator breaker and ACB-102), were open. Per station procedures, reactor power was being lowered, a 
reactor protection system bus had been placed onto a back-up power supply, the Emergency Diesel Generators had been started and 
were powering the associated safety related 4 KV buses. The second off-site transmission Line 342 de-energized and the associated 
PNPS switchyard breakers (ACB-104 main generator breaker and ACB-103) opened. The Shutdown Transformer off-site power 
supply has remained available throughout this event. All control rods were verified to be fully inserted. Per plant design, Primary 
Containment Isolation System (PCIS) Group lI sampling systems, Group VI Reactor Water Clean-up (RWCU) system and Reactor 
Building Isolation System (RBIS) isolations occurred. Currently, the EDG's are powering the safety related 4KV buses, reactor water 
level is being maintained by the Reactor Core Isolation Cooling (RCIC) system and reactor pressure is being maintained by High 
Pressure Coolant Injection (HPCI) system. The station is conducting a plant cool down at this time. All systems responded as 
designed with the exception of a non-safety-related diesel air compressor, K-117 that failed to start." The licensee will notify the State 
and local governments and plans on issuing a press release. The NRC Resident Inspector has been informed. 
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/event-status/event/en.html And seems like a repeat. This is from Feb 9 2013 
Plymouth, MA -- The Nuclear Regulatory Commission says a power plant in Massachusetts has lost power and shut down during a 
massive snowstorm. The NRC says the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Plant in Plymouth experienced an automatic shutdown at around 9:15 
p.m. Friday after losing off-site power. Spokesman Neil Sheehan says the plant has declared an unusual event, which is the lowest 
level of emergency classification http://archive.digtriad.com/news/local/article/268378/57/Massachusetts-Nuclear-Plant-Shuts-Down-
During-Snowstorm
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Does Scrutiny ever lead to a behavior change with a licensee? Why didn’t it work from this new inspection report preventing the plant 
trip and newest in storm Juno LOOP. Ring that up you cash register risk perspectives with a broken HPCI and 55 LOOPs per one 
hundred years. Makes me laugh…have to wait until pilgrim is ready to receive the inspection? Maybe if the inspection was more 
timelier to the 2013 events…Pilgrim wouldn’t have had the yesterday’s LOOP. How come the NRC didn’t force Pilgrim to shut down 
prior to storm Juno as identified in the new inspection report, as their switchyard and the outside transmission system was so fragile 
for the expected climate and especially winter storms. We knew Pilgrim was going down the tubes being in 2011 when they accepted 
poor quality brand new SRVs (all four of them)…the pathetic host of leaks, down powers and shutdowns over this new equipment. 
We were shocked the agency would treat these important last ditch core cooling components so cavalierly. You know how I feel, read 
my 2.206s. I contend if the agency would have slapped Entergy hard in the head with a big fine or prolonged shutdown then… you 
would have woke Entergy up from their nap. Then Pilgrim would have sailed through storm Juno uneventful at 100% power. I call 
the NRC a “paper cut” regulator….the only power they got over these giant companies as incentive to get their heads on straight is to 
give them one insignificant paper cut after another to no results. Why is the NRC allowing our NE grid to become so fragile? Why is 
the two plant Millstone (Dominion) unit and Pilgrim (Entergy) going down the tubes together…why can’t the agency control these 
plants? I think it extremely dangerous to allow a plant to be operating in “organizational dysfunction” and impaired “safety culture” 
mode knowingly for prolong periods of time: repetitively spewing out of the plants safety component breakdown, unseen component 
degradation and showing contempt towards the agency with knowingly violating tech specs, licensing conditions and the USFARs. It 
is like operating your car carelessly with the on low oil pressure red warning light for days and weeks. I think it is in the greater 
interest of the United State of American to drive a plant early and quickly out of disorder and chaotic organizational conditions?

Poor Pilgrim! When it rains it pours! Or perhaps when it snows, Pilgrim hits new lows! Unplanned scrams with and without 
complications have occurred at Pilgrim all too often. Why can't a big outfit like Entergy solve the problem?! This is a problem that 
directly affects Entergy's bottom line and they are seemingly powerless (no pun intended) to solve it. If Entergy can't handle this 
obvious performance problem what else (that is not so nearly apparent) are they overlooking?! This Pilgrim acts like the Pilgrim in 
the old John Wayne movies. "Hey Pilgrim, you're gonna need a couple of stitches." "I hate tricks Pilgrim." "Think you can make it 
Pilgrim?"

How can the NRC inspect itself at the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Plant? Recall that a little over a week ago this NRC Blog noted that, as 
part of the preparations for a dangerous winter storm in the NE, additional NRC inspectors were dispatched to the Pilgrim Nuclear 
Plant. These inspectors were in addition to those normally assigned to the plant as so-called resident inspectors. These inspectors were 
assigned to the plant to make sure the plant was really ready to cope with this dangerous storm. These inspectors were there before, 
during, and after the storm passed. They were there last week when the near-miss accident at Pilgrim occurred. The near-miss reactor 
accident involved a loss of off-site power and several equipment malfunctions that challenged the Pilgrim reactor operators. All this 
and no emergency condition was declared at the site at the time. Now the NRC has dispatched a special inspection team to the site to 
investigate. How can the NRC fairly and objectively evaluate the response to this near-miss accident when NRC folks were intimately 
involved?! This is a huge conflict of interest. I am afraid that this special inspection will not be rigorous as the NRC itself has “skin in 
the game”!

A little more on the big outfit called Entergy. They operate a nuclear fleet that generates around 10,000 MW of power (except of 
course when we really need the power). In the book "Atomic America" by Todd Tucker, a little low power reactor in Idaho in '61 
called SL-1 outdid Entergy's entire fleet over a four second interval. Power peaked at 19,000 MW at SL-1 killing three Army techs. 
Even the late Admiral Rickover felt that nuclear power was a necessary evil to counter the Soviets. He stressed "eternal vigilance" 
with regard to reactor safety.

Once again, Entergy can't get it right. How long will this Lousiana based corporation be allowed to lay waste to our Bay and put our 
community at risk? We already have a 400% increased rate of radiation linked cancers. Pilgrim is located in a flood zone and now has 
three shabby "dry casks" holding lethal nuclear waste 100 feet from the shoreline. If you saw what happened in Plymouth and around 
Manomet during Juno and Nemo 2 years ago, you would be telling Entergy enough is enough. How long with the NRC continue to 
provide cover for Entergy's management with its more NRC techno-speak, "action matrix", "degraded cornerstones" and blah blah 
blah? How long with the Plymouth Selectmen sit on the sidelines?

We Almost Lost Boston As details emerge regarding the near-miss accident at Pilgrim Nuclear Power Plant, we find that the Pilgrim 
reactor operators had to face more equipment malfunctions last week than the operators at the Three Mile Island Nuclear Power Plant 
faced over 35 years ago. Furthermore, the equipment malfunctions at Pilgrim involved equipment that had prior reliability problems. 
The malfunctioning equipment included safety relief valves and reactor emergency makeup and cooling systems. These so-called 
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“conditions adverse to quality” were never effectively corrected at Pilgrim. Thank God the Pilgrim operators were able to overcome 
these malfunctions; otherwise we could have lost Boston.

NRC Status Report today shows Pilgrim still down. Still on emergency backup! Information from many sources indicate that a release
valve failed during the shutdown. Sea spray, snow, storm surge may have caused arcing and undermined the integrity of the on site 
power connections. Confidence and any residual trust have been undermined with another flawed SCRAM, after news the day before 
the storm of a failed inspection from the last SCRAM. Pilgrim should be shut down PERMANENTLY and never allowed to open 
again. Has NRC not seen enough of this obsolete and degraded Plant with troubled management? This epic story,in some dimensions, 
is resembling the creation of the Costa Concordia disaster. Accumulated risks and self imposed denial of acknowledged facts, allowed 
the events to unfold. If lives are devastated, should NRC leaders, like the Italian ship captain, not be charged with manslaughter and 
gross negligence?

http://steamshovel2002.blogspot.com/ The Mary and Mike tag team. Pilgrim being stuck at 22% power after storm Neptune was 
caused by leaking condensers tubes. http://steamshovel2002.blogspot.com/2015/02/pilgrim-stuck-at-22-power-for-24-hours.html 
‘Pilgrim Stuck at 22% After Storm Neptune: Beginning To a Pull Fitzpatrick” How old is the Pilgrim’s condenser? Some say as end-
of-times Vermont Yankee was approaching, Entergy was dragging their feet at replacing the condenser? 
http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1321/ML13217A061.pdf 'July 25, 2013: Recurring Condenser Tube Leaks and Petition Pursuant to 
10 CFR §2.206 for the James A. FitzPatrick Nuclear Power Plant' VY 2002: “Last November, during a planned refueling outage, 
plant workers applied a protective coating — an epoxy or plastic — to the tubing in the condenser in an effort to reduce wear and tear 
on the metal and extend the life of the condenser.” Condenser replacement between $100 million to $200 million… 
http://www.vpr.net/news_detail/94113/condenser-leaks-plague-vermont-yankee-plant/ ‘Condenser Leaks Plague Vermont Yankee 
Plant’

Just wondering whats up with SRV/inop you're talking about? Do you have any links or something. I'm just curious. Thanks

If the NRC’s resident inspectors or other staff note a decline in a plant’s performance the NRC can increase plant oversight according 
to the Action Matrix. Regional offices handle the good-to-medium levels of the matrix. Senior NRC management gets involved for 
the two poorest performance levels, which can trigger additional inspections, an Order or even suspension of a plant’s license. The 
Executive Director for Operations, with input from formal meetings involving senior management and the Commission, decides 
whether a plant must be evaluated outside the matrix. Plants with significant short-term declines in performance are also discussed at 
those formal meetings. Neil Sheehan and Scott Burnell

This is what I got a problem with…everyone only showing the most prettified version of self. Not the most completely accurate 
version of events. The selective release of information that only creates the most handsome profile of self. The Brain Williams in the 
nuclear industry? (2015) "During winter storm Juno, operators observed that water level indicators at the plant water intake were non-
functional.” Why didn’t the NRC admit this was missed by Entergy in storm Nemo? Why didn’t the NRC catch it in 2013? If you had 
a special inspection in 2013, you would have caught it then and preventing its reoccurrence in 2015? What are you guys going to do if 
another blizzard knocks Pilgrim into another LOOP in 2015? I am predicting one diesel generator failure this time due to the 
accumulation to all the fast start-ups creating excessive stress on these machines. How many fast start-ups are these machines 
designed for considering all the LOOPs at this site and the integrated eccs testing ? Don’t even get me talking about the broken 
meteorological tower I caught in Nemo…it being unreliable for a long period of time before this. This impaired a possible evacuation. 
I got it on the Pilgrim docket. I do admit the water level is kind of insignificant in the big picture…but not knowing the limitation of 
your indications in a big event is bad. steamshovel2002@yahoo.com

http://www.enterprisenews.com/article/20150211/NEWS/150219571/12741/NEWS ‘Controversy at the Pilgrim nuclear plant’ Here is 
another Brian Williams moment. The Pilgrim spokesman and NRC Public Affairs Office Neil Sheehan rope-a-doping the antis. 
Pilgrim Spokesman Lauren Burm “The shutdown occurred safely as plant operators were reducing power in response to the onset of a 
historic storm. Plant conditions were stable and there was never any threat at all to the safety of plant workers or the public.” The 
NRC’s PNO: “On January 27, 2015, Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station experienced an automatic scram following a turbine trip due to a 
partial loss of offsite power. The station was experiencing high winds and heavy snowfall during a severe winter storm when the 
station began experiencing degrading switchyard conditions.” At 4 am when the plant tripped Boston had 24” of snow on the ground. 
They were past the middle of the blizzard and these were the exact same grid instability they’d seen in Juno. They were getting 
control room annunciators of shorts on the line for an hour or more indicating a duel line trip was approaching. It got so bad, they 
were in an emergency procedure to bring them into a shutdown condition as fast as they could. They showed astounding 
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incompetence in the shutdown was started too late…one line had tripped and everyone knew that plant wouldn’t get to a safe 
shutdown condition on one line. Nuclear professionalism dictates you never accept an automatic protection…you manually insert the 
scram before the automatic action. Mr. Sheeheen is supposed to be the neutral third party here…why didn’t he explain the true 
conditions of the plant scram. I do understand it is against the NRC policy to never interrupt a licensee’s spokesman no matter how 
bad the Brian Williams moment is? Millstone Power Station site Vice President John Daugherty slept on a cot in his office at the 
plant during storm Juno. The new guy sees the light. Did the equivalent (top dog) at Pilgrim ever show such concern for his 
employees and his plant? You are putting the individual safety of your employees at risk by forcing them to run around the plant like 
chickens with their heads cut off... by allowing your plant to automatically scram with a high potential of a LOOP in the middle of 
historic blizzard.

Thank you Public Pit Bull for speaking out. It might be said that We are shouting into the wind, but as a Cape Downwinder, I will 
continue to focus all my energies on trying to bring light on the subject that should concern ALL of us. There is growing danger, as 
the Pilgrim plant grows older, facing us. It is evident that the NRC continues to protect the industry and not the citizenry. Those brave 
enough to buck tge ruling powers are our heroes.

What Would Rickover Do? For starters Rickover would never tolerate repetitive safety equipment failures in any of his nuclear ships 
or subs. Rickover, I believe, is rolling over in his grave at the incompetence of Entergy and the NRC in properly dealing with on-
going and persistent equipment failures at Pilgrim. Let me bore you with a true story about Admiral Rickover as recorded in the book, 
Atomic America, by Todd Tucker. Way back in 1954 Rickover was overseeing the construction of the first atomic-powered 
submarine, the Nautilus. As testing was underway in the engine room, September 16, 1954, a small pipe broke inside the hull. The 
break filled the engine room with steam. Casualty procedures were implemented and no one was injured. Rickover was livid. He 
ordered an immediate and rigorous examination of the problem. It was found that the pipe broke because it was rolled and welded and 
was not the high-quality seamless pipe it was supposed to be. Furthermore, due to poor records, those investigating could not assess, 
as we would say today, the so-called extent of the condition. In response, even though the accident caused no injuries; was in the non-
nuclear portion of the plant; and would result in construction delays, Rickover ordered every inch of the pipe ripped out and replaced. 
Also Rickover mandated a new quality assurance system be put in place to prevent similar breakdowns including the creation of 
meticulous record-keeping. If even one of Rickover’s nuclear vessels experienced a reactor scram with complications (i.e. equipment 
failures), he would have promptly made a personal visit to that vessel. He simply would not tolerate on-going scrams with 
complications jeopardizing the safety of his sailors, their reactors, and their vessels. Pilgrim has experienced automatic reactor scrams 
at a rate that is seven times the average of all US nuclear power plants. I was encouraged that a little over a year ago the Chairwoman 
of the NRC personally visited Pilgrim and shared her concerns about those Pilgrim reliability problems with the owner of Pilgrim and 
the public. She even was so concerned that she felt Pilgrim’s downward safety slide was reminiscent of the problems at the troubled 
Fort Calhoun Nuclear Station. I am sorry to say that after more equipment problems at Pilgrim, the NRC seems to be all talk and no 
action. The NRC needs to finally put public safety first at Pilgrim.

The Plant is safe with only one diesel generator? I thinking the only safe line up is fully connected to the grid and both diesel 
generator in standby and operable. That philosophy similar to all other safety systems. Anything outside that is unsafe... Pilgrim was 
designed to be in yearly outage schedule and they performed a luxurious month of so outage. Then an intense maintenance period 
where there is thorough testing and equipment repair and upgrade. We are far away from that today… When I hear you are safe with 
one diesel generator I am thinking you are Entergy public relation person. Safe is in full accordance all plant licensing…anything else 
gets you into increasing unpredictable complexity with the immensely complex machine. This is all related to the limits of our 
knowledge with this complexity and a obsolete plant So safe is a small divergence from a full normal lineup with everything 
working…everything outside that is unsafe territory. This is really not that difficult. Say the potential of a Fukushima accident…it 
forces you to think outside the mentality with how we fix our cars. I might make the case, taking care of a fleet of large passenger 
airplanes also forces you to thing in a manner different than how the average person thinks. It is more closer to how a parent thinks 
about the safety with their small child. If you teach the multitudes to think about nuclear power plant in the mentality of fixing a car 
of truck…the nuclear industry won’t be here long.

Saturday afternoon: "Burm said that they cannot reveal how long they will be offline but adds that they are addressing a number of 
concerns.” Did the NRC politely say, volunteer to shut down or we will order you to shut down… I am getting from senior licenced 
operation's Entergy employees on 1/27 storm Juno, Pilgrim's Operations Department requested and advice Pilgrim plant take a 
precautionary shutdown prior to storm Juno. Corporate Entergy then just blew Operations off and ordered them not conservatively to 
stay up at power leading to a LOOP. One can only hope they didn't withhold this information from the residents and the special 
inspection team??? Why didn't operations call the NRC to intervene?

Wicked Local Plymouth Reports: http://plymouth.wickedlocal.com/article/20150214/NEWS/302159997 ‘Pilgrim nuclear power plant 
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shut down for storm” (12:30 pm) http://steamshovel2002.blogspot.com/2015/02/how-does-pilgrim-behave-in-winter-storm.html 
“How Does Pilgrim Behave in Winter Storm Neptune” Check out that luxurious amount of time Entergy is giving their employees to 
prepare and then shutdown the plant. Good job Entergy and NRC!!!

I see pilgrim is shutting down in anticipation of a storm this weekend. Was the nrc involved? Are there GDC17 concerns with 
pilgrim? Thank you!

Storm clouds continue to gather for Pilgrim. The Plant should be shut down permanently, and critically in advance of the strong 
winds, sub zero cold, and predicted high tide surge tomorrow morning! Another SCRAM near miss or something infinitively worse in 
the making? Why? Simply because the Plant's infrastructure is proven to be unstable and "degraded". The NRC knows this to be true 
and reams of documentation have and will fully attest to this reality. This is show time for the NRC. Protect the residents of 
Massachusetts and the east coast and intervene; or ignore the accumulated risks that is abject dereliction of duty.

Entergy Let Us Down at the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Plant In his book, Reactor Accidents, David Mosey examined seven reactor 
accidents including those at Three Mile Island and Chernobyl. He found what he termed as “institutional failures” on the part of 
nuclear plant owners and their regulators. In light of the close call at Pilgrim recently, one of those institutional failures seemed 
particularly applicable to the Pilgrim event-“failure to acknowledge or recognize an unsatisfactory or deteriorating safety situation”. 
Entergy knew about safety equipment problems at Pilgrim but did not appropriately address and correct them. These equipment 
problems surfaced again when the loss of offsite power event occurred at Pilgrim. The Pilgrim reactor operators then not only had to 
contend with a serious initiating event but had to work around equipment failure after equipment failure in the plant. They did a 
masterful job in doing so under extreme duress. No responsible plant owner and operator should allow for such lousy maintenance 
practices at a nuclear power plant.

Deconstructing Pilgrim http://www.barnstablepatriot.com/home2/index.php?
option=com_content&task=view&id=38396&Itemid=112 The Barnstable Patriot Written by Diane Turco February 12, 2015 We 
can’t wait for another storm Note: Copyrighted material removed

The decision to shut down the Pilgrim nuclear power plant was a voluntary action on the part of Entergy. It was not an action sought 
or required by the NRC. That said, given the forecasted intensity of this particular storm, and in light of other challenges Pilgrim has 
experienced during severe winter storms, this planned and orderly shutdown in advance of the approaching blizzard was a prudent 
precautionary action. NRC staff remained in close communicarion with Entergy throughout the decision-making process and the 
shutdown. Our inspectors have also carefully followed all plans to restart the reactor. As of early this morning, as reflected on the 
NRC's daily plant status report, the plant was restarting and had achieved 18-percent power. NRC staff will continue to keep close 
tabs on all restart activities. The NRC does not currently have any General Design Criteria (GDC) concerns regarding the Pilgrim 
plant. Neil Sheehan

Thanks!

The licensee made a risk informed decision, and they evaluated a number of options including a pre-emptive shutdown. There was 
risk associated with shutting down pre-emptively in terms of reduced grid reliability, and there was a plant trip risk associated with 
operating during the storm. The licensee evaluated their options and made an informed decision. The decision to continue to operate 
was within the conditions of their license. We were aware of their considerations. During this most recent storm known as Neptune, 
the licensee factored in additional considerations based on lessons learned from winter storm Juno. In this case, they voluntarily 
decided to shut down before the storm. Raymond McKinley Region I

I am glad the NRC is dispatching a special inspection team. From the sketchy info available the automatic shutdown of the plant had 
complications including a partial loss of offsite power and problems with a reactor cooling system safety/relief valve. Why wasn't an 
emergency declared promptly at Pilgrim?! Certainly it seemed as though conditions for at least a Notification of Unusual Event 
classification were met. The definition of a NOUE are..."Events are in progress or have occurred which indicate a potential 
degradation of the level of safety of the plant..." "Purpose: The purpose of this classification is to assure that the first step in future 
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response has been carried out, to bring the operations staff to a state of readiness, and to provide systematic handling of unusual event 
information and decision-making." Seems that Entergy and its Pilgrim plant are once again failing in their responsibility to put public 
safety and a conservative approach to reactor safety first.

Did the SRV have indications of leaking through abnormal tail pipe temperatures (high)? “occurred during the shutdown, including 
the partial loss of off-site power” “A third off-site power line, a 23-kilovolt line, remained available.” Strangely I didn’t see in the 
Nemo Blizzard LER a mention of the: “ A third off-site power line, a 23-kilovolt line, remained available’. The use of this guy is not 
in the USFAR and in the plant licensing LOOP coping accident studies. That is why it was never used. Let me get straight, the line is 
not used (or approved) though Plant licensing and the USFAR. As far as I can see, I can’t detect it even being connected up to the 
plant in Blizzard Juno because it is so unsafe. That seems like a change in the licensing conditions of the plant and we should have 
had a thorough safety verification in a 50.59 and licensing amendment request change. I am wondering if this line is only going to be 
use as violation mitigating strategy and an inaccurate means to reduce public insecurity….essentially being not safe to use at the 
plant. I see no LAR after blizzard Nemo? It sounds like a manual breaker?

Additional information on this is still being gathered. What we can tell you at this point is one of the plant’s safety relief valves failed 
to open when operators attempted to use it during the reactor cooldown. Entergy is performing a root cause analysis, and an NRC 
Special Inspection Team will be looking into this further. It is too soon to speculate as to the cause of valve failing to operate as 
expected. Neil Sheehan

David McIntyre Public Affairs Officer The NRC staff has now completed its safety evaluation report (SER) on the proposed nuclear waste 
repository at Yucca Mountain in Nevada, with the publication of Volume 2 and Volume 5. This is an important milestone – however, 

completion of the SER neither finishes the review process nor represents a licensing decision. 
To recap: The NRC closed its review of the application in fiscal year 2011. (The full story is here.) The NRC staff published Volume 1 of its 
five-volume SER in August 2010. Volume 1 covered general information about the application. The NRC staff subsequently published three 
technical evaluation reports to capture the work it had already done on volumes 2, 3 and 4, though without any regulatory conclusions. In 
August 2013, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit ordered the NRC to resume the licensing process using leftover 
money appropriated from the Nuclear Waste Fund. So the agency resumed its work on the formal safety evaluation report. We published 
Volume 3, covering repository safety after permanent closure, in October 2013. Volume 4, on administrative and programmatic requirements, 
was published in December. Volume 2, repository safety before permanent closure, and Volume 5, license specifications, complete the SER 
and the technical part of the licensing review. That technical review concluded DOE’s application meets the safety and regulatory 
requirements in NRC’s regulations, except for DOE’s failure to secure certain land and water rights needed for construction and operation of 
the repository. These issues were identified in Volume 4. Bottom line: the SER recommends that the Commission should not issue a 
construction authorization until DOE secures those land and water rights, and a supplement to DOE’s environmental impact statement (EIS) 
is completed. The land DOE still needs to acquire is owned by three federal agencies: DOE’s National Nuclear Security Administration, the 
Department of the Interior and the Department of Defense. Legislation was introduced in Congress in 2007 to appropriate the land for the 
repository, but it did not pass. The water rights DOE needs are owned by the state of Nevada, which refused to appropriate the water in 1997. 
Litigation challenging that refusal is stayed. When the NRC resumed its licensing review in response to the appeals court, the agency asked 

DOE to supplement the EIS to cover certain groundwater-related issues. DOE declined to 
do so. The NRC staff is prepared to develop the supplement if the Commission tells it to. 
Even if the EIS is completed, two more steps are needed before a licensing decision can 
be made. The adjudication of nearly 300 contentions filed by Nevada and other parties 
challenging the repository was also suspended in 2011. Reviving and completing this 
hearing will require more funding from Congress. Finally, the Commission must review 
issues outside of the adjudicatory context. Only then would the Commission decide 
whether to authorize construction. So yes, completion of the SER is a major step, but there 
are many more ahead before the NRC can say yea or nay to Yucca Mountain.  
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Using Yucca Mountain in Nevada as a central repository for the byproducts of nuclear power generation in the United States is not a 
perfect solution to a complex problem, but it’s far better than the status quo. Congress should lay politics aside and move forward.

#RealNuclearWasteConfidence Hmmmm .... Three federal agencies?! Throw more money into this or give industry a shot at it 
instead? What if we build one of those nuclear material reclaimation plants out here in the California desert while we let the yucca 
mountain players figure itself out? I just wish we hadn't gone this far without a real solution. What WERE our parents thinking? I just 
wake every morning and think #Fuqafukushima! We need to get that nuclear material off the coasts. We still don't know if humanity 
is gonna survived that mess! #SafetyFirst Because, as we all know #nuclearizedwater does not freeze. I like my cocktails on the rocks.
Thanks for your work and this very nice plain language break-it-down blog of the situation. It is appreciated even if the information 
isn't exactly good news. �

Reblogged this on Niki.V.all.ways.My.way. and commented: #RealNuclearWasteConfidence It's really important. 500 word 
exception. 

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission must request money from Congress to complete its work on Yucca Mountain. Admittedly it is a 
tough job to deal with 300 contentions but I have no reason to believe that any other state selected for a repository site would not 
come up with numerous contentions. When Mississippi's Richton Dome was being considered a Mississippian said "You would think 
it was the Second Comming". Senator Trent Lott defined a population density requirement that excluded not only the county in which 
the Richton Dome is located but all other counties in the U. S. I would also suggest that most other states can afford more lawyers and 
have more effective environmental groups than Nevada. I think we have to bite the bullet with Nevada and deal with their conditions. 
Many decisions will set precedents for other subsequent decisions for repositories in other states. As any successful parent knows you 
cannot let a child who throws a tantrum succeed.

(First posted to the NRC in the Fall of 2012) I've already suggested that the NRC offer a Million Dollar Prize for the best way to 
"solve" the nuclear waste storage problem" for the next 50 years, so please consider this idea as my "low cost" solution to America's 
"long term" radioactive waste storage problem: Make use of our Military Testing Bases and or our MOA’s (Military Operation 
Area’s) out west, which are really huge tracts of land (think tens of thousands of acres) used ONLY by the military and already 
secured by them 24/7! Placing these very large (heavy) concrete casks in a poke-a-dot pattern will allow for at least 50 to 100 years of 
storage, safe from everything except a War, (in which case every reactor is just as vulnerable) and then revisit the storage problem 
then; at which time, probably a future solution will allow for an even better, lower cost “final solution”… Because these casks would 
be very large and all look alike nobody would know what was in any one of them, which would be yet another level of security for 
the casks containing even higher levels of nuclear waste! An ideal outside coating for these casks would be similar to the spray-on 
"bed liner" used for pickup trucks that not only prevents rusting and or damage for the life of the vehicle but would also seal the casks 
to prevent leakage of any kind! Hopefully these casts would be similar in size to a large shipping container so that existing material 
handling equipment could be used to load, unload and or move them about without "inventing" a mega hauler vehicle. By keeping the 
"footprint" of these casks similar to a large 40 foot container, the stacking and or placement of them might also be semi or fully 
automated which would not only save money but again keep the exact location of any specific cask secret! The monitoring of these 
casks 24/7/365 could even be done via satellite since these casks are similar in size to rocket launchers which are easily seen from 
space. In another 50 to 100 years, storage technology will be such that, yet another lower cost solution for all this waste will be found, 
and then it can be considered verses continuing to using the above storage plan... Perhaps sometime In the future, a safe low cost 
solution like lifting it all into space via a space elevator* and then shoving it in an orbit that will send it into the SUN for final 
recycling will present itself... BTW: Area 51 (which finally does now even exist officially) contains huge tracts of land that has 
already been used as a nuclear testing site (and is still contaminated and is now off limits to all but a few forever) would allow all this 
radioactive waste material to effectively disappear with having to bury it near the Colorado River and/or take any chances of polluting 
the major water source of the Southwest USA... * The Space Elevator Project (LiftPort) http://liftport.com/ is something that the NRC 
should help fund ASAP, because it represents the best way to actually eliminate storing nuclear waste on Earth!

I still think despite the challenges of nuclear, it is still the best energy source so far we just need to put more funding into research on 
nuclear disposal
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comment #1431569 posted on 2015-02-02 10:17:05 by Public Pit Bull in response to comment #1430317 

Bottom line is this country does not have the will to do the right thing unless a tragedy occurs, just like 9/11. Allowing this high level 
nuclear waste to pile up all over our country, much of it near population centers, is downright criminal. Nothing will be done about it 
until one of our nation's nuclear sites is hit by terrorists.

There was an NRC research program on the safety of geologically disposed high-level radioactive waste that ran for about 20 years. It 
ended in early 1996 because of severe budget cuts. There was no NRC research on the development of safe-disposal or above-ground-
storage technologies. That job would likely be done, and has been done, by the Department of Energy. DOE considered alternatives to
geologic disposal, e.g. sub-seabed disposal and disposal into space.

Well, i just think its silly to bury something so toxic yet has all that radioactive stuff going on instead of recycling it .... and I'm not 
talking about stupid recycling it, doing it the right way with something we've never had before: Real Nuclear Waste Confidence. This 
is a great puzzle and we need to focus on that goal as a necessary element or we will be #fuqafukushimied back into the infinity pool 
of species that lost the earth game.

There's no logical reason to simply throw away valuable spent fuel in some Nevada repository. Spent fuel is a precious energy 
commodity owned by the American people that Bill Gates says is worth over $100 trillion in clean carbon neutral electricity in next 
generation reactors. If we're going to save our coastlines from rising sea levels for future generations, we're going to need to start 
recycling spent fuel in current and next generation reactors. Marcel

OK Marcel, let's put this high level stuff in your backyard until we can reprocess all the goody therein!

Tamsen Dozier Project Manager Office of New Reactors It’s not often we have to say “never mind,” but that applies to what had been 
potential changes to our environmental review for a new reactor in Virginia. Multiple changes in the proposed design for the North Anna 

application have eliminated one reason to supplement our work. Dominion Virginia applied in 
November 2007 to build and operate a new reactor at the company’s North Anna site, northwest of Richmond. This would be the third North 
Anna reactor, co-located with the two that have operated safely since 1978 and 1980. Dominion’s original application proposed building 
General Electric-Hitachi’s Economic Simplified Boiling Water Reactor. The NRC’s review includes examining issues as required by the 
National Environmental Policy Act. Dominion had addressed many of these environmental questions by successfully obtaining an Early Site 
Permit for the North Anna site before applying for a reactor license. The NRC does an additional review when considering a reactor license 
application. We held meetings with the local community and also got input from state officials and other federal agencies. We examined all 
this information before publishing a supplement to the permit’s environmental review, evaluating the possible construction and operation of 
the GE design at North Anna. In 2011, Dominion amended its application to reflect the company’s change to a different reactor design. At 
that point we decided we’d need another supplement to the EIS to evaluate any changes in the previously evaluated impacts. In 2013 
Dominion changed course again, returning to GE’s design. Since we’ve already documented our environmental review for the GE design, 
there’s no longer a need for a supplement for any design changes. We just published a notice to this effect in the Federal Register (Jan. 29, 
2015). Beyond these design changes, NRC regulations require more reviews for additional substantial application changes or if significant 
new environmental information comes to light. We’ll keep looking for project changes or new information and we’ll prepare a supplement if 
one’s needed. 

Comments 

comment #1443683 posted on 2015-02-06 17:38:53 by Erica Gray 

"We examined all this information before publishing a supplement to the permit’s environmental review, evaluating the possible 
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comment #1434343 posted on 2015-02-03 15:16:19 by CaptD 

comment #1433813 posted on 2015-02-03 09:11:47 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1434517 posted on 2015-02-03 17:01:13 by Engineer-Poet in response to comment #1434343 

comment #1473665 posted on 2015-02-27 23:38:44 by Erica Gray 

construction and operation of the GE design at North Anna". A lot has happened since 2007. Our 5.8 earthquake and over 450 
aftershocks pretty much proves this is NOT the place to put yet another nuclear reactor. I suggest NEW PUBLIC MEETINGS 
(announced in all the newspapers with in a 50 distance of NA, on the radio and on the local news channels) be held to see what the 
response is from Virginia citizens, about such an illogical proposition of adding a 3rd reactor in the Central Virginia seismic zone. 
This "new" reactor design, does not exist any where in the world other than on paper. The NRC and industry can only hypothesize. 
North Anna 1 & 2's design basis was exceeded by the 5.8 earthquake in 2011. The USGS has already stated we could have an even 
larger earthquake. There are multiple faults in the area, http://wmblogs.wm.edu/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/BigQuakeMap2.gif 
Thermal pollution . Funny how the heat waste lagoons don't have to comply with the EPA clean water Act. Date Temperature (deg. F) 
Lake Level (ft.) 2/6/2015 42 250.2 (intake water) Water Temperature - Station Discharge Date Time Degrees F Feb 6 1430 65.43 
Water Temperature - Station Discharge Dominion's statement:By design, the temperature of the discharge water is typically 14 
degrees warmer than the intake water. "FALSE" https://www.dom.com/corporate/what-we-do/electricity/generation/nuclear/north-
anna-waste-heat-treatment-facility Risk is compounded: The NRC has already stated high level nuclear waste can stay on site 
until...who knows when? The original spent fuel pool at North Anna was allowed to be re racked to hold more used fuel than it was 
originally designed Hence dry casks were then designed and approved to hold the spent fuel after the pool was full and no permanent 
repository for this highly radioactive spent fuel to go. During our 5.8 earthquake 25 of the 27 15 ton dry casks moved...some up to 4 
1/2 inches. Plus the different classes of nuclear waste, A.B and C that this facility makes, need to be accounted for. 
http://energy.gov/ne/downloads/low-level-waste-disposition-quantity-and-inventoy What happens if the few sites that are accepting 
this waste now, close? The NRC and Dominion can plug in what ever numbers they want to and make it look good on paper, yet the 
truth of the matter is adding a 3rd nuclear reactor at North Anna in an active seismic zone, would be a foolhardy endeavor,. The risks 
are too great as well as the cost ~ NO 3rd nuclear reactor at North Anna!!!

I'd also add that using nuclear is really a 50 to 100 year guarantee of income for the Utility when the entire timespan of Site 
Development to decommissioning is considered, which makes it RISKY when new developments in Solar Energy Generation could 
very well make future Energy much less expensive than it is now, which would make investing in expensive new nuclear a poor long 
term decision, for all the ratepayers that would be locked-in to having to foot the bills for the entire lifespan of the nuclear power 
plant, which includes all it's decommissioning costs.

Perhaps Dominion will change its mind yet again and, hopefully, cancel plans for a new nuclear plant. I guess a wise man changes his 
mind but a fool never does. But it is still not wise for any utility to lay out billions for such a risky venture. And thanks Dominion for 
jacking the NRC around while changing your mind! You have diverted limited NRC resources that should be taking a much harder 
look at existing nuclear power plant safety.

Attempting to run on solar, no matter how "cheap", offers not a risk but a guarantee of total lack of output at night and especially cold 
winter nights.  Claiming that "batteries are getting cheaper" is absurd; you'd have to get storage down from the current figure of about 
$400/kWh to maybe $4/kWh.  No technology capable of this is even in sight. You can freeze in the dark if you want to.  Note: Some 
verbiage removed by the moderator. 

The NRC is aware that this proposed ESBWR is already not suitable for this site! North Anna 3 Combined License Application Part 
7: Departure Report 1-1 The unit 3-site specific horizontal and vertical seismic response spectra exhibit exceedances at certain 
frequencies. http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1426/ML14260A147.pdf Knowingly building and or continued operation of nuclear 
reactors in seismic zones constitutes criminal negligence. 2/24/15 Washington DC’s Federal U.S. Court of Appeals will hear a 
landmark challenge to their continued operation. The suit says Diablo’s owners illegally conspired with the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) to weaken seismic standards. “This is a big victory,” says Damon Moglen of Friends of the Earth. “The public 
has a right to know what the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and Pacific Gas & Electric won’t admit—hundreds of thousands of 
people are put at immediate risk by earthquake danger at Diablo Canyon.” http://ecowatch.com/2015/02/24/court-ruling-diablo-
nukes-demise/ WRITTEN STATEMENT BY SAM BLAKESLEE,PH.D. CALIFORNIA STATE SENATOR, FORMER 
CALIFORNIA SEISMIC SAFETY COMMISSIONER, FORMER TO THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND 
PUBLIC WORKS DECEMBER 3, 2014 There is no getting around the fact that PG&E has consistently downplayed seismic hazards 
on the coast near its nuclear plants. Especially disturbing is that during these past decades the NRC has repeatedly relaxed it's seismic 
standards to accommodate the operation of Diablo Canyon. Now that the data about the faults near Diablo is indisputable, PG&E has 
changed tactics and declared the plant safe on the basis of a new set of equations it has developed. PG&E has undertaken major 
revisions to the complex ground motion equations that have been used to estimate how much shaking can be produced by 
earthquakes. Unsurprisingly,PG&E’s changes to its methodologies have dramatically reduced estimated shaking at the plant from all 
hypothetical earthquakes. So far,NRC has largely gone along with these changes. With PG&E’s history of playing down seismic 
concerns these recent developments are cause for deep concern. So is PG&E’s documented history of co-opting the very regulatory 
bodies tasked with overseeing it http://www.epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Files.View&FileStore_id=42d07682-
cad9-49f4-bbf1-fc9757f624c9 Latest earthquake 2/26/15 M2.5 - 3km NNE of Goochland, Virginia 
http://earthquake.usgs.gov/earthquakes/eventpage/se60004908#impact_dyfi Was yesterdays earthquake in our newly discovered 
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Throwback Thursday -- Dresden Takes Shape 

posted on Thu, 05 Feb 2015 13:51:50 +0000 

comment #1467089 posted on 2015-02-16 21:55:45 by simon says 

comment #1468102 posted on 2015-02-18 10:03:15 by Moderator in response to comment #1467089 

comment #1468104 posted on 2015-02-18 10:14:05 by E G in response to comment #1468102 

comment #1468112 posted on 2015-02-18 10:25:52 by Moderator in response to comment #1443683 

comment #1468144 posted on 2015-02-18 10:58:13 by Erica Gray in response to comment #1468112 

Quail Fault Zone? http://hamptonroads.com/2015/02/virginia-earthquake-study-leads-new-fault-zone#

What about the possibility of human error? And what to do with the nuclear waste that is not recyclable?

Our regulations address human factors and the possibility of errors at nuclear power plants. One way is by requiring and ensuring 
there is adequate training of plant staff. Another is by studying and addressing factors that affect performance. We compile 
information on human performance issues into a database. For each reactor, we publish an annual summary of any human 
performance issue identified in the licensee’s event reports, our inspection reports, and exam reports on licensed reactor operators. 
Here is a link to those reports: http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/human-factors/index.html There is no commercial 
reprocessing of nuclear power spent fuel in the United States at present. More information about spent fuel can be found here: 
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/fact-sheets/radwaste.html Maureen Conley

I didn't see a response to my suggestions. Erica

This comment has been brought to the attention of relevant staff. Moderator

USGS report 2/10/2015 9:25:52 AM Virginia Earthquake Aftershocks Identify Previously Unknown Fault Zone Earthquakes in 
Eastern North America are not as frequent or as well understood as those along Earth's tectonic plate boundaries, such as on the West 
Coast. The magnitude 5.8 Virginia earthquake was the largest to occur in the eastern U.S. since the 1886 earthquake near Charleston, 
South Carolina, and it may have been felt by more people than any other earthquake in U.S. history. 
http://www.usgs.gov/newsroom/article.asp?ID=4120&from=rss#.VOS0ufnF_94

Indicative of private industry's growing participation in the 
atomic energy field was this new $20 million Babcock and Wilcox Company plant in Mt. Vernon, Indiana. The first job for the plant was the 
fabrication of the 800-ton vessel for the Dresden Unit No. 2 reactor. (Photo courtesy of the Department of Energy.) So, you nuclear 
historians, what year was this? 

Comments 

comment #1442961 posted on 2015-02-06 08:45:08 by Moderator in response to comment #1440795 

Dresden Unit 1 was shut down in 1978 and is currently in SAFESTOR. Here is the link to that information: http://www.nrc.gov/info-
finder/decommissioning/power-reactor/dresden-nuclear-power-station-unit-1.html . Units 2 and 3 remain operating. Here are links to 
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Q & A with Joanne Savoy in Recognition of Black History Month 

posted on Mon, 09 Feb 2015 14:44:17 +0000 

comment #1442726 posted on 2015-02-06 06:41:02 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1442604 posted on 2015-02-06 05:50:17 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1440795 posted on 2015-02-05 18:21:08 by CaptD 

comment #1439978 posted on 2015-02-05 10:48:54 by Moderator in response to comment #1439817 

comment #1440430 posted on 2015-02-05 15:56:16 by Craig Ashworth 

comment #1439817 posted on 2015-02-05 09:03:30 by Farshid Shahrokhi 

their pages: http://www.nrc.gov/info-finder/reactor/dres2.html and http://www.nrc.gov/info-finder/reactor/dres3.html . Moderator

When I think of the name Dresden what comes to mind for this old guy is the 2/14/45 horrific slaughter of 135,000 civilians in 
Dresden, Germany, very near the end of WWII in Europe. Allied bombers dropped incendiary bombs that caused a firestorm in the 
town. There were military targets in Dresden but their significance is debatable. BTW, the final death toll from the atom bomb 
dropped on Hiroshima on 8/6/45 was also 135,000. Now let’s get to the Dresden Nuclear Power Plants (NPPs). Units 2 & 3 were 
granted 20-year life extensions by the NRC around 8 years ago I believe. They will now operate for 60 years and just beyond 2030. 
Being near Chicago evidently had no bearing on the NRC’s decision to grant the Dresden NPP life extensions. Over 7,000,000 folks 
live within the 50-mile Emergency Planning Zone around the Dresden units. Based on this NRC action, approving a license extension 
for NPPs in the backyard of New York City should be a slam dunk for the NRC. Yes the Indian Point units near NYC only have 
10,000,000 folks in potential harm’s way in the event of an accident there. This life-extension business for ancient NPPs located near 
large population centers is foolhardy in my opinion. There is no way the NRC would even consider approving new license 
applications for NPPs (with the latest safety features) to be located anywhere near large metropolitan areas. Furthermore, even if there 
is a false alarm at these plants and an evacuation order is issued by mistake people die just from the evacuation process. Over 1,000 
Japanese people have died just because they had to leave their homes. Old and handicapped folks are the ones who are primarily 
affected. Some folks die just from depression and hopelessness because they have no idea when or even if they can ever return to their
homes. When will the NRC put public safety first?!

Thanks for the history lesson on Dresden Nuclear Power Plant (NPP) Unit #2. May I add that there was a Dresden Unit #1 that 
operated for 18 years before it was shutdown in 1978. That was pretty good run for a first generation NPP. Dresden 1 was the first 
privately financed NPP. It is noted with pride by its owner that Dresden 1 was “built without government funding”. However, what is 
not noted is that Dresden 1, like all NPPs built since then, would only be a competitive source of electricity if they were uninsured. 
Try operating your vehicle without liability insurance. “Going naked” should be reserved for nudists not nuclear power plants. To be 
fair there is some insurance protection that has been provided for US nuclear plants but it is woefully inadequate. Most countries with 
NPPs do go naked on insurance. For example, the Japanese nuclear utility had no disaster insurance when disaster struck after a 
devastating earthquake and tsunami. Germany estimated that a worst case NPP accident could result in damages totaling 11 trillion 
dollars. Yes that’s trillion with a “t”! The last time I checked the US national debt is around 18 trillion dollars. Germany provides just 
3.7 billion in reactor insurance (yes that’s only billions with a “b”). It is said that the 3.7 billion dollars would be just enough to buy 
stamps for the letters of condolence. US NPPs must carry only 375 million dollars of insurance. Further insurance claims are funded 
by all NPPs but that is capped at 12.6 billion dollars. Guess who is responsible for all the likely claims beyond that?! US taxpayers, 
that’s who!

Q. How long did it take to fully decommission this plant (if it has been completely done) and at what cost? Thanks.

Good guess! The Department of Energy puts it at "circa 1967." Moderator

I worked here in 1966 with B&W at the Mt. Vernon plant from 1964 to 1976. Ah, the good old days.

It was 1966.

Joanne Savoy works in the NRC’s Office of International Programs as a licensing assistant for the Exports Controls and Nonproliferation 
Branch. She has also been the chair of the agency’s Advisory Committee for African Americans (ACAA) for the past three years. What is the 
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ACAA? The ACAA is one of eight Equal Employment Opportunity Advisory Committees 
here at the NRC. It reports to the Office of Small Business and Civil Rights and its goal is to assist in identifying issues that may impact 
African American employees. We also make recommendations to address those issues. Why does diversity matter in the NRC workplace?
Diversity matters because everyone is able to bring different points of view to the table. Many of us come from different backgrounds, and 
we are able to take what we have experienced -- and learned in our own diversified cultures -- to add value to our everyday work life. 
Diversity at the NRC means a new way of thinking, and a new way for all of us to interact with each other and learn from each other. How 
does diversity in the workforce help the NRC meet its mission? There are many studies that prove that when workers are ethnically and 
racially diverse, are educated in different parts of the country, represent multiple generations, and come from various socio-economic 
backgrounds they collaborate and contribute in a way that makes an organization more successful and productive in accomplishing its 
mission. The NRC permanent staff is made up of: 15% African Americans 10% Asians 6% Hispanics 1% Native Americans 67% White We 
come from all parts of the country; we have been educated in many different colleges and universities, and in many different disciplines (both 
technical and non-technical). We represent every generation across every age group. We practice many different religions and beliefs and 
nearly 1% of our work force is employees with disabilities. This is the diversity that makes the NRC great. Why is Black History Month 
important? Black History Month is important because it is a time to reflect on how far we have come. Black History Month is a time for 
EVERYONE to celebrate ALL who have fought for African American rights and freedom. Judge Alan Rosenthal, a member of the NRC’s 
ASLPB, was the keynote speaker at the agency’s African American History month dinner in 2013. I was surprised to learn the agency had 
someone who played a vital role in the historic Brown vs Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas. I remember thinking how amazing it was to 
have met this man who had fought so hard for someone like me, so I would have the opportunities that I have today. I will never forget that 
moment. It made me realize how the NRC has heroes like Judge Rosenthal, who fought the fight for equal rights. What should people make 
a point to do/think/reflect on during Black History Month? We should make a point to volunteer and give back to our communities. There 
are people and children who need us to guide them and help them make their lives better. I also think we should continue to educate not only 
ourselves but our children about our history. There are so many great movies like Selma, Roots, 12 Years A Slave, Glory, The Butler, 
Malcom X, Road to Memphis, American Black Journal and so many more that can help the education process. We should be watching these 
movies and talking to our children, family and friends about what Black History Month means to us. I am who I am because of the people -- 
black and white -- who have fought the fight for equal rights. Because of them, a woman like me is able to work here at the NRC and to have 
the freedom to do whatever I want. It is up to me and you to give back and continue the legacy and remember we have come a long way, but 
there is always more that we can do to continue with the our legacy.

Comments 

comment #1453120 posted on 2015-02-09 11:21:38 by Nikohl Vandel 

comment #1458835 posted on 2015-02-11 18:04:54 by CaptD 

comment #1460966 posted on 2015-02-12 10:45:18 by Mike Mulligan 

comment #1456160 posted on 2015-02-10 08:40:15 by Sardar 

Oh, i so wanted a question about (1) why do we need 8 agencies in just the NRC alone to ensure equal opportunities? I mean, I've 
been to some meetings and instantly the nuance of unethical realities there, yet if we need 8 departments maybe we just need to fire 
some key people who are not promoting and maintaining equality; (2) how do you bring your unique experience and perspective to 
the international dialogue? And (3) what would you suggest we need to do or change next to secure Real Nuclear Waste Confidence 
for the children all over the world? 

Please post a listing by groups mentioned above showing what salaries these different groups make as compared to other groups; I 
expect to see that the largest group will also have the highest percentage of highly paid jobs, which if correct also points out another 
problem within the NRC, hiring equality in all salary groups...

I remember when I started in the domestic nuclear industry in around 1980’s I didn’t feel comfortable with the NRC and my peers 
(licensee) being all male and white. Everyone has made tremendous progress to bring an end to this era…now having a much more 
diversified workforce. We are all better for this! We've even got women in submarines?

I like her comments and her work. Being chair person of ACAA, she is working hard to promote the importance of diversity in the 
workplace.
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IMPEP -- Evaluating the NRC’s Radioactive Materials Program 

posted on Thu, 12 Feb 2015 16:09:36 +0000 

comment #1453492 posted on 2015-02-09 14:22:29 by Troy Martel 

comment #1453527 posted on 2015-02-09 14:39:52 by Moderator in response to comment #1453120 

comment #1453532 posted on 2015-02-09 14:43:04 by Moderator in response to comment #1453492 

comment #1453552 posted on 2015-02-09 14:54:01 by Nikohl Vandel in response to comment #1453527 

It is disappointing to see that any employer focuses on race diversity and is even proud that they have metrics. It makes one wonder if 
the metrics are forced. When an applicant enters the HR office, are the metrics considered? When the subordinate enters the office, 
should the supervisor be aware of her race? Should the subordinate notice his race? One wonders if there are metrics covering gender, 
sexual orientation, age, and physical disabilities. I imagine such a work environment would be complex, sensitive, and slow to make 
decisions.

As chair of ACAA, one of the agency’s eight EEO advisory committees, I am keenly aware of the importance of diversity plays in 
making an organization such as the NRC successful and productive in accomplishing its mission. I bring this perspective to my job as 
a licensing assistant in the Exports Controls and Nonproliferation branch, with regard to multi-cultural issues that may arise when 
working with export license applicants and on occasion with foreign regulatory counterparts. As for your last question, that is outside 
my area of expertise. Joanne Savoy

From the agency’s Career’s Web page: The NRC creates and maintains a work environment to maximize the potential of all 
employees. At the NRC, we encourage trust, respect, and open communication to foster and promote an inclusive work environment. 
Our goal is to build a diverse work force that is valued, appreciated and committed to enhancing regulatory excellence. More 
information on recruitment can be found here: http://www.nrc.gov/about-nrc/employment/workingatnrc.html . Moderator

Oh, wow, thank you! Thank you for sharing with a relative newbie in this realm. Now i see why we have 8 agencies to manage 
diversity issues in our one simple NRC. (Not that what the NRC does is simple, yet it is a one-issue commission and we shouldn't 
need all that to get equality in a federal agency in 2015, yet again, #Ferguson and i probably don't need to say much more. ) I would 
hope everyone employed in our Exports Controls and Nonproliferation would be empowered to be integrating safety first and Real 
Nuclear Waste Confidence in every thought on every nano detail and most definitely in every policy action and licensing decision. 
Clearly, We have work to do. 60 years of not focusing on a comprehensive model for waste handling is showing. Every step leads to 
waste and should be integrated fundamentally. 

David Spackman Health Physicist For the NRC and each of the 37 states that regulate radioactive materials under agreements with us, a time 
comes every few years when we start talking about “IMPEP.” The acronym is spoken about as frequently as the top 10 new words added to 
Webster’s Dictionary every year – that is to say a lot. IMPEP may be very easy to say, but understanding its true value requires a closer look. 
IMPEP stands for the Integrated Materials Performance Evaluation Program. Think of it like an audit. It is the NRC’s primary tool for 
assessing how well radioactive materials programs are performing. Every Agreement State and NRC program is evaluated under IMPEP 

every four to five years. A rotating team of experts from the Agreement States and the 
NRC do the reviews. The teams focus on specific areas of a radioactive materials program 
that have the potential to affect public health and safety. The reviews are very detailed, 
typically lasting a full week. Once an IMPEP review team has looked at everything they 
need to see on-site, they document their findings. They write a report and recommend a 
“grade” on the program’s performance to the Management Review Board, which is 
comprised of senior NRC managers and a state program manager who keeps in touch with 
the other Agreement States. The board holds a public meeting to talk about what the team 
saw and assigns the overall program rating: “Satisfactory,” “Satisfactory but Needs 
Improvement,” or “Unsatisfactory.” Recently it was the NRC’s turn to undergo an IMPEP 
review. From Dec. 8-11, a team of experts from Ohio, Tennessee, and the NRC reviewed 
the NRC’s Sealed Source and Device (SS&D) Evaluation Program. This program 
performs engineering and radiation safety evaluations of sealed radioactive sources and 
the devices that use them. Sealed sources are just what the name says—radioactive 

sources sealed in a capsule to prevent leakage or escape of the material. The devices are used for many things, but generally they measure 
something, such as soil density, fluid levels, the thickness of a pipe, and whether metal and welds are sound. They can also help to map 
geologic formations from inside a gas or oil well. The NRC needs to do adequate technical evaluations of SS&D designs to ensure they’ll 
maintain their integrity and their designs are adequate to protect public health and safety. During the four-day IMPEP review at NRC 
Headquarters, the team looked at the NRC program’s technical quality, staffing and training, and any defects or incidents involving SS&Ds. 
Most of the work was done through in-depth staff interviews and targeted document reviews. S Since finishing the evaluation in mid-
December, the team has drafted their report. They expect to recommend to the board that the NRC's SS&D program be rated Satisfactory – 
the highest possible rating. Furthermore the review team commended NRC staff for performing very competent technical SS&D reviews. 
Although this is an excellent result so far, there is still one more important step to complete the IMPEP review process – the public meeting. 
This meeting allows the review team to present its findings and formally recommend the overall program rating. While the structure of these 
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Inspector General Report on Spent Fuel Pools Makes Recommendations To Improve Oversight 

posted on Fri, 13 Feb 2015 16:39:56 +0000 

meetings is simple, it is very common to see a spirited discussion of the strengths, weaknesses, innovations and shortcomings of the program 
under review. This is where the true value of IMPEP is laid bare. If all goes right, the end result is improving a program’s ability to protect 
public health and safety and the environment – even if the program gets the highest rating. The MRB’s public meeting to discuss NRC’s 
SS&D program will be held at NRC Headquarters in Rockville, Md., on March 5, 2015. The meeting details are available on the NRC 
website at http://meetings.nrc.gov/pmns/mtg. We encourage members of the public to come or listen in by phone. 

Comments 

comment #1462969 posted on 2015-02-13 05:41:36 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1461107 posted on 2015-02-12 11:59:43 by Norman Pierce 

comment #1463376 posted on 2015-02-13 08:53:05 by Moderator 

comment #1463240 posted on 2015-02-13 07:57:37 by Moderator in response to comment #1461107 

Same question Norm. How can states opt out of a program that is vital to everyone's health and safety?! I know there are state and 
federal rights but when it comes to public health and safety, like national security, shouldn't the feds have the trump card?!

And what about the "nonagreement states?"

Here are some previous blog posts with information about Agreement States: http://public-blog.nrc-
gateway.gov/2013/08/08/ensuring-state-regulators-meet-our-expectations/ http://public-blog.nrc-gateway.gov/2011/12/05/watching-
the-watchers-nrc-oversight-helps-ensure-state-materials-programs-hit-the-mark/ Moderator

The NRC regulates radioactive materials in the non-agreement states. The IMPEP review that we underwent was looking at how well 
we do that. Maureen Conley

Stephen Dingbaum Assistant Inspector General for Audits An Office of the Inspector General 
audit regarding the NRC’s oversight of spent fuel pools is now available here. The audit set out to determine if the NRC’s oversight of spent 
fuel pools -- and the nuclear fuel they hold -- provides adequate protection for public health and safety, and the environment. The NRC is 
responsible for developing the regulatory framework, analytical tools, and data needed to ensure safe and secure storage, transportation, and 
disposal of spent nuclear fuel. In the U.S. today, there are 93 spent fuel pools currently storing spent fuel. Recent NRC staff studies 
demonstrating the safety of spent fuel pools and the safety of continued storage of spent fuel at reactor sites highlight the need to make sure 
the pools operate safely for longer periods than originally envisioned. The OIG found the NRC does provide adequate oversight of spent fuel 
pools and the fuel they contain, but opportunities exist for improvement. Specifically, we found that regulatory uncertainty exists in the 
NRC’s evaluation of the analytical methods used to prevent a chain reaction in the spent fuel pools. In addition, there are gaps in NRC’s spent 
fuel pool inspection program as inspections of spent fuel pools greatly vary between licensee sites and are limited in scope. As part of its 
mission, the NRC must inspect and assess licensee operations and facilities to ensure compliance with its regulatory requirements. The NRC 
should also regulate in a manner that clearly communicates requirements and ensures regulations are consistently applied and practical. The 
OIG believes an absence of effective spent fuel pool guidance for both licensees and NRC staff may reduce program efficiency and 
effectiveness. The report makes four specific recommendations to improve NRC oversight, including developing and issuing new guidance 
for licensees and developing new NRC inspection procedures. NRC management stated their general agreement with the findings and 
recommendations.   

Comments 
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EXIT — A Good Sign of Radiation 

posted on Wed, 18 Feb 2015 17:00:18 +0000 

comment #1469768 posted on 2015-02-23 09:00:14 by Public Pit Bull in response to comment #1464683 

comment #1464461 posted on 2015-02-13 15:07:02 by stock 

comment #1464683 posted on 2015-02-13 20:43:44 by CaptD in response to comment #1464461 

Good comments stock and CaptD. Spent fuel pools are loaded with way more spent fuel than was ever anticipated in the original 
design. Total radioactive inventory much larger than that in the reactor itself. Yet the NRC turns its back on these pools! Kinda like 
they have turned their back on getting this waste out of 93 pools around the US and at least storing it, as CaptD has suggested 
numerous times, in a safe remote location like on a military reservation. Also a high-jacked commercial airliner loaded with aviation 
fuel is not only a threat to these pools but an aviation-fueled fire in the auxiliary building around the containment structure leads to a 
total loss of control of the reactor inside of the containment as electrical penetrations and pumps are wiped out. Core melt-down 
quickly follows.

Wow! However, within the ROP baseline program, there is no targeted safety inspection procedure for spent fuel pools. According to 
NRC guidance a separate spent fuel pool inspection procedure was not developed because "the baseline inspection program is 
primarily based on the risk associated with reactor core damage when the reactor fuel is in the reactor vessel." This doesnt even pass 
the straight face test of being an excuse for no inspection. 1 pound of spent fuel is enough to contaminate 188,000,000 large cows at 
1600 lbs each up to double the rational level of 100 Bq/kG. And there is no actual inspection program. I guess as long as they look 
better than Sellafield, LOL. Also note that URS, the same company that was over seeing the nuclear waste at WIPP when it blew up, 
was also sacked at Sellalfield for lousy performance.

Agree with you, I do... By not inspecting the NRC is not going to be held responsible for SFP Safety... What could possible go wrong, 
except yet another Fukushima...

Maureen Conley Public Affairs Officer Most people know radioactive energy can be harnessed to provide electricity and even to diagnose 
and treat certain illnesses. But would it surprise you to learn that radioactive materials also perform an important 
safety function by lighting emergency EXIT signs? Look for the EXIT sign the next time you go to work, school, 
a sporting event, religious service, the movies, or the mall. If the sign glows green or red, chances are it contains a 
radioactive gas called tritium. The tritium, a radioactive isotope of hydrogen, is sealed into glass tubes lined with a 
chemical that glows in the dark. Tritium emits low-energy radiation that cannot penetrate paper or clothing and 
even if inhaled, it leaves the body relatively quickly. As long as the tubes remain sealed, the signs pose no health, 

safety, or security hazard. We estimate there are more than 2 million of these signs in use 
in the United States. To ensure safety in handling and the manufacturing process, we and our Agreement State partners regulate the 
manufacture and distribution of tritium EXIT signs. Companies have to apply for and receive a license before they can manufacture or 
distribute one of these signs. But because the signs are designed to be inherently safe, the NRC does not require any special training before a 
building can display the signs. Users are responsible for meeting the requirements for handling and disposal of unwanted or damaged signs 
and for reporting any changes affecting the signs. Proper handling and disposal is the most important safety requirement for these signs. A 

damaged sign could contaminate the immediate area and require an expensive cleanup. That is why broken or 
unwanted signs must be return to a licensed manufacturer, distributer, radioactive waste broker or radioactive 
waste disposal facility. Tritium EXIT signs are one of several types of radioactive consumer products that we 
allow. These products can be produced and sold ONLY if they have a benefit that outweighs any radiation risk. 
See our earlier blog post for more information on how we regulate these products. REFRESH is an occasional 
series where we revisit previous blog posts. 

Comments 

comment #1468361 posted on 2015-02-18 20:24:11 by Soontube Exvermonter in response to comment #1468184 

comment #1469292 posted on 2015-02-21 16:07:08 by Chuck 

So will the lithium and other toxic products from your LED light. The tritium will be gone after 100 years because it has a 
radiological half-life. Then it turns into helium and a harmless electron. The toxic materials in your LED lamps don't have a half-life 
so they will be around forever. Better ban those before the tritium signs. Let's get smart and ban LED lights first because they are 
more dangerous.
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comment #1468870 posted on 2015-02-19 20:42:36 by Rod Adams (@Atomicrod) 

comment #1468874 posted on 2015-02-19 21:18:42 by Soontube Exvermonter in response to comment #1468274 

comment #1468274 posted on 2015-02-18 16:11:24 by John Heyer, CIH 

comment #1468736 posted on 2015-02-19 12:51:46 by Moderator in response to comment #1468665 

comment #1468665 posted on 2015-02-19 09:41:37 by richard123456columbia 

comment #1468627 posted on 2015-02-19 08:11:37 by Moderator in response to comment #1468274 

comment #1468561 posted on 2015-02-19 04:51:30 by Rod Adams (@Atomicrod) in response to comment #1468184 

"Proper handling and disposal is the most important safety requirement for these signs. A damaged sign could contaminate the 
immediate area and require an expensive cleanup. That is why broken or unwanted signs must be return to a licensed manufacturer, 
distributer, radioactive waste broker or radioactive waste disposal facility." - I wonder how many times this has been ignored all over 
the US. It is hard enough to get people to recycle or agree to plastic bag bans I can only imagine how often these signs wind up in the 
dump. There has to be a better alternative to these types of signs if they are so hazardous they need to use radioactive special facilities 
for disposal. Much like Troy said "makes me feel safe".

The regulations regarding tritium exit signs seem quite reasonable. They recognize the value of the devices and the very low risk 
associated with them, even if there is an accidental release. That is quite a contrast with the way that the NRC reacts when there is a 
release of far smaller quantities of tritium in the form of tritiated water from a nuclear power plant. Entergy, for example, spent tens 
of millions responding to overreactions by both the state and federal regulators for a release of tritiated water in which the total 
quantity released was about 1/3 of a curie diluted in about 100,000 liters of water. Something tells me that the response for the 
accidental breaking of a tritium exit sign would cost a few hundred dollars at max, otherwise no one would accept the liability 
associated with installing them. Rod Adams

Tritiated water has a relatively short biological half-life in the human body, on the order of a week or two, so it does not pose a long-
term health hazard from a bioaccumulation viewpoint. H3 gas tends to leak readily from structures with even modest ventilation so 
indoor releases are also not a significant hazard. You're not talking about a large volume here, so it is unlikely to accumulate in 
structural spaces where air exchange is limited. Of all the radioactive species in the biosphere, tritium is probably the one to worry 
least over. I'd be more concerned with radon than anything else, if we're pushing FUD here.

Not sure I agree with the safety of tritium for signs. My understanding is many of these end up in landfills. In a fire, some of the 
tritium is converted to tritiated water and would result in contamination. Some exit signs contain upwards of 25 curies (740 GBq), 
that is not a trivial amount. If one breaks indoors, the area should be evacuated and ventilated to clear the H3 gas to safe levels prior 
to reoccupancy.

You would need a license to legally distribute these signs in the U.S. That license would obligate you to notify purchasers in the U.S. 
of requirements for proper disposal. Maureen Conley

I live in Canada and have sold these signs and there was no requirements in use or disposal. Smoke detectors are all so thrown in 
garbage cans.

From the NRC's backgrounder on exit signs: Under NRC regulations, a general licensee using a tritium EXIT sign must: NOT remove 
the labeling or radioactive symbol or abandon the sign; properly dispose of an unwanted sign (see below); report to the NRC or 
appropriate Agreement State any lost, stolen or broken sign; inform the NRC or Agreement State of changes to the name or address of 
the general licensee or the person in charge of complying with the regulations; NOT give away or sell the sign unless it is to remain in 
use at its original location; in such a case, the general licensee making the transfer must give the new owner a copy of the regulations 
and report the transfer to the NRC or Agreement State within 30 days. Tritium EXIT signs must NOT be disposed of as normal trash. 
To dispose of a sign properly, a general licensee must transfer the sign to a specific licensee—such as a manufacturer, distributor, 
licensed radioactive waste broker or licensed low-level radioactive waste disposal facility. These facilities may charge a fee for 
disposing of the sign. Within 30 days of disposing of a sign, the general licensee must file a report to the NRC or Agreement State. 
More information about the regulatory requirements for tritium exit signs can be found at 10 CFR Part 31.5. Moderator

@kayakdiver What materials do you propose for the battery backup? How long will the batteries last? What is the environmental risk 
if they are not properly disposed of? How much electricity will be used over time in order to keep the batteries charged? Why would 
we want to eliminate the use of safe, affordable, inherently reliable, relatively harmless radioactive materials if the choice is more 
dangerous and less effective? Here is the NRC's mission statement: "The NRC licenses and regulates the Nation's civilian use of 
radioactive materials to protect public health and safety, promote the common defense and security, and protect the environment." 
That does not say that their job is to protect us FROM radioactive materials. Their job is to regulate the use of radioactive materials so 
that those materials can safely serve the needs of the public. When radioactive materials are the safest and best option available, their 
use should be expanded, not artificially limited. The NRC needs to recognize that ultra-low emission nuclear plants should be 
encouraged, not burdened with externally imposed costs that do not enhance public safety. Rod Adams Publisher, Atomic Insights
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Science 101 – What is Nuclear Fuel? 

posted on Tue, 24 Feb 2015 16:20:57 +0000 

comment #1468174 posted on 2015-02-18 12:19:58 by Troy Martel 

comment #1468178 posted on 2015-02-18 12:23:04 by Daniel 

comment #1468184 posted on 2015-02-18 12:36:34 by kayakdiver 

comment #1468243 posted on 2015-02-18 14:48:41 by richard123456columbia 

Makes me feel safe.

Tritium also has a neat application for personal use a keyring so that you can locate your keys at night (or anything else that you could 
attach this keyring to) You can get those in Europe and anywhere else in the world. But the NRC deems these applications of radio 
active material for personal use illegal in the US. When it comes to over regulating the trivial, nobody, I mean nobody beats the NRC.

As technology progresses, if we are smart, we will find less and less reason to use radiation of any sort. Tritium in these signs will 
still be around in 100 years. But LED lights with a small battery backup can provide better illumination and none of the radiation. So 
lets get smart and outlaw any new tritium signs.

Do these signs work when a little smoke is in the air. See problems at this site. http://www.ccnr.org/tritium_exit_signs.pdf

Kevin Heller Reactor Systems Engineer, Division of Safety Systems In earlier Science 101 posts, we told you about nuclear chain reactions 
and how they are used to generate electricity in reactors. This post focuses on the fuel that 
reactors use to create those chain reactions. You may recall that nuclear fuel rods get hot 
because of the nuclear reaction, and that heat is key to generating electricity. But what 
exactly are these fuel rods? Nuclear fuel starts with uranium ore, which is found in the 
ground throughout the world. For now, we’ll just say that uranium ore goes through 
several steps to be processed and manufactured into nuclear fuel. In a future Science 101 
post, we’ll talk more about the process of turning uranium ore into fuel pellets. 

Each pellet is about the size of a pencil eraser. These pellets are 
stacked inside 12-foot long metal tubes known as fuel cladding. The tubes are sealed on 

each end to form a fuel rod, and between 100 and 300 fuel rods are arranged in a square pattern to form a fuel assembly. The number of fuel 
rods used to make a fuel assembly depends on the type of reactor the assembly will be used in and the company that makes the fuel. While 

the assemblies are very long (about 12 feet), they are less than 1 foot wide. The assemblies have special 
hardware at the top and bottom and at intervals in between to keep the fuel rods firmly held and evenly 
spaced. Fuel assemblies are only slightly radioactive before they are placed into a reactor core. Typically, 
a reactor core will have between 150 and 250 fuel assemblies. We talked before about the form of uranium 
that is important in commercial nuclear reactors. It is an “isotope,” or an atom with a very specific number 
of neutrons, known as U-235. Part of the process of turning uranium ore into nuclear fuel is enrichment—
which increases the amount of U-235 relative to the other isotopes naturally found in uranium. Under the 
right conditions in a reactor, neutrons will cause U-235 atoms to fission, or split. This leaves two new, 
different atoms and a couple of neutrons. These new neutrons will then cause other U-235 atoms to fission, 
forming a chain reaction. As U-235 atoms fission, energy is released in the form of heat. That heat creates 
steam which turns a turbine to create electricity. After a few years, there is considerably less U-235 in the 
fuel. If the amount of U-235 were to drop too low, there would no longer be enough to keep a chain 
reaction going. So every 18-24 months about one-third of the fuel in a reactor core is removed and 
replaced with new, fresh fuel. The used fuel is often called “spent fuel.” Spent fuel is very hot and very 
radioactive. The atoms created by the fission process are unstable at first and emit particles that create 
heat. Therefore, spent fuel must be handled and stored carefully, and under controlled conditions. We’ll 
talk more about spent fuel and how it is managed in a future Science 101 post. 

Comments 

comment #1470090 posted on 2015-02-24 19:50:49 by 

Well written article, Kevin. I look forward to your next post.
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OIG Audits NRC’s Scientific Research Program 

posted on Mon, 23 Feb 2015 19:16:20 +0000 

comment #1471480 posted on 2015-02-26 18:55:48 by CaptD 

comment #1470209 posted on 2015-02-25 09:11:53 by Tom Clements in response to comment #1470203 

comment #1470203 posted on 2015-02-25 09:00:26 by Moderator in response to comment #1470196 

comment #1470196 posted on 2015-02-25 08:33:22 by Tom Clements 

I'd like to see high burn-up fuel added to the discussion since it has been responsible for huge amounts of replacement costs at nuclear 
power plants that are all being paid by ratepayers since they and not the Utility are responsible for all "maintenance" costs. Los not 
mentioned is the storage of spent fuel, since the NRC has not provided approved storage casks for high burn-up fuel, this is yet 
another area where ht NRC has approved use of fuel before it has researched storing that fuel once it become nuclear "waste". The 
following is from an email I received: Please share the below handout. 
https://sanonofresafety.files.wordpress.com/2011/11/reasonstobuythickcasks2015-01-30.pdf Regarding San Onofre, the current Areva 
NUHOMS canisters (5/8" thick 316L stainless steel) are housed in a thick concrete horizontal structure that is supposed to have better 
seismic safety than the vertical systems. Edison wants to switch to the new Holtec UMAX underground system that has never been 
used anywhere in the world -- another experiment for San Onofre! Holtec tries to compare the UMAX system to the Humboldt Bay 
underground system. However, each Humboldt's thin canister was sealed inside a thick steel cask prior to being loaded into the 
underground concrete holes. Humboldt only has 5 canisters, all low burnup fuel, and cooled for 35 years before loading into the 
canisters, so they didn't need air vents in the concrete for cooling the fuel. In spite of this, they've had problems with water intrusion. 
PG&E's solution was to use caulking to attempt to keep the water out. And this system has only been in use since Fall 2008. 
Regarding the UMAX underground system proposed for San Onofre, the NRC technical staff had many concerns about moisture in 
the underground system, but Mark Lombard plans to approve them anyway (final NRC approval is pending). Here's a link to a 
diagram of the UMAX system showing air flow and drainage. It doesn't take an engineer or physicist to see the potential drainage and 
moisture problems. https://sanonofresafety.files.wordpress.com/2014/12/holtechi-storm-umax-airflow.jpg To learn more about these 
systems and links to source documents, go to http://sanonofresafety.org/nuclear-waste/ An easy way to search the Nuclear Waste page 
is by using Ctrl+F (or Cmd+F) and entering your search term, e.g., Humboldt.

As DOE found out, use of extra-legal nuclear terminology caused confusion both among the public and with DOE staff. Some DOE 
officials knew they should use the legal term so were tripped up in public presentations when DOE tried to forced them to use non-
defined terminology. There were lost of chuckles and eye rolling at such meetings and they revealed how embarrassed responsible 
officials were. I request that the NRC stick with legally defined terms in what it produces and not take on terms that may well indicate 
a bias that has nothing to do with the NRC's mandate.

This blog post is part of an educational series explaining in plain language various scientific topics related to the NRC. It does not 
constitute nor indicate any change in NRC policy. Moderator

Your comment "The used fuel is often called “spent fuel” is not really correct and the situation is actually the opposite of what's 
stated. "Spent fuel" is defined by law and thus federal agencies are bound to use that terminology. See Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 
1982: "The term ‘‘spent nuclear fuel’’ means fuel that has been withdrawn from a nuclear reactor following irradiation, the 
constituent elements of which have not been separated by reprocessing. "Used fuel" is not defined by law has recently been used by 
certain part of the business community to imply that the spent fuel could be reprocessed, an expensive and dirty process that is not 
going anywhere in the US and is the decline internationally. The US Department of Energy, under direction of a former deputy 
director, party switched a few years ago to using the extra-legal term "used fuel," which caused some push-back against the pro-
reprocessing implications, but now how switched back to complying with the legal definition. The EPA and NRC have generally 
stuck with the legal definition so it was surprising to see the extra-legal term presented in a formal communication of the NRC. If the 
NRC is trying to get the law defining "spent fuel" changed please keep us posted! Tom Clements, Director, Savannah River Site 
Watch, Columbia, SC, www.srswatch.org

Stephen Dingbaum Assistant Inspector General for Audits An Office of the Inspector General audit regarding the NRC’s process for ensuring 
integrity in scientific research is now available here. The audit set out to determine if the NRC has the controls is place to 
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NRC Science 101 – About Spent Nuclear Fuel Part II 

posted on Thu, 26 Feb 2015 15:45:45 +0000 

assure that scientific research is objective, credible, and transparent.   The NRC’s regulatory 
research program conducts research in the areas of nuclear reactors, nuclear materials, and radioactive waste. Scientific information that 
supports research includes factual inputs, data, models, analyses and technical information, or scientific assessments. This scientific 
information often informs NRC regulations. The OIG found that while the NRC has controls in place, the way it manages scientific 
information, including information associated with scientific research, needs to be strengthened. Specifically, the NRC must improve the 
internal controls associated with responding to public requests to correct scientific information and for designating it as influential scientific 
information. Additionally, the OIG audit states the NRC must adopt required guidelines on conducting peer review of its information 
products associated with scientific research. The audit also states the NRC must have effective controls in place to ensure that its information 
products are objective, credible, and transparent. Without effective controls, an opportunity for maximizing the quality, objectivity, utility, 
and integrity of NRC scientific information is being missed and may result in compromising stakeholder confidence in NRC’s ability to 
regulate in an unbiased, trustworthy, and open manner. The report makes five recommendations specific to the way the NRC handles 
scientific information, to ensure that the NRC adopts federal requirements on peer review, and to ensure that internal guidance that may be 
impacted by new or revised federal guidance is regularly reviewed to determine if revisions are necessary. NRC management stated their 
general agreement with the audit findings and recommendations.  

Comments 

comment #1469918 posted on 2015-02-23 23:33:13 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1469840 posted on 2015-02-23 14:41:46 by CaptD 

What a pathetic waste of time, effort, and taxpayer money! When was the last time that substandard NRC scientific research 
threatened reactor or public safety?! Name one! 93 spent fuel pools in this country are overloaded making them prime terrorist 
targets. Near-misses occur at old nuclear power plants with increased frequency and what the hell is the OIG looking at-research! The 
NRC and the ACRS also spend more time reviewing future designs for new nuclear plants (that will never be built) than looking hard 
at improving the safety of existing nuclear power plants. The NRC and its OIG priorities are grossly out of whack! And when the 
OIG looks at anything it comes up with lame politically-correct recommendations that aren't worth the matches to burn them up! Isn't 
the NRC charged with first and foremost protecting public safety?! Get with your mission NRC and start putting public safety first!

To: Stephen Dingbaum, Assistant Inspector General for Audits The OIG failed the publics trust when they downplayed what 
happened at San Onofre, since it was clear to many professionals that the NRC "still" lacks the technical expertise to critically review 
the design of replacement steam generators, depending far too often on the Utilities and their suppliers to provide documentation that 
is then rubber stamped by the NRC as "acceptable". This lack of expertise nearly resulted in a nuclear incident and/or a nuclear 
accident that would have impacted all of southern California if not the entire Nation. I urge you to investigate the OIG and find out 
were the breakdown in communications occurred, so that it does not occur again, America is depending upon you to get it right every 
single time.

Greg Casto Branch Chief Division of Reactor Safety Systems   Our last post talked about the fuel that powers nuclear reactors. Today, we’ll 
talk about what happens to that fuel when it’s removed from a reactor. You’ll recall that 
fuel becomes very hot and very radioactive as it is used in the reactor core to heat water. 
After about five years, the fuel is no longer useful and is removed. Reactor operators have 
to manage the heat and radioactivity that remains in the “spent fuel” after it’s taken out of 
the reactor. In the U.S., every reactor has at least one pool on the plant site where spent 
fuel is placed for storage. Plant personnel move the spent fuel underwater from the reactor 
to the pool. Over time, as the spent fuel is stored in the pool, it becomes cooler as the 
radioactivity decays away.   These pools contain an enormous quantity of water—enough 
to cover the fuel by about 20 feet. The water serves two purposes: it cools the fuel and 
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shields workers at the plant from radioactivity. Having 20 feet of water above the fuel means there is a lot more water than is needed for 
cooling and shielding the workers. Also, because of the extra water and the simple design of the pool, there is a lot of time for plant personnel 

to add water to the pool if needed for any reason. The pools are built to meet strict NRC safety 
requirements. They have very thick, steel-reinforced concrete walls and stainless-steel liners, and are protected by security personnel. There 
are no drains that would allow the water level to drop or the pool to become empty. The plants have a variety of extra water sources and 
equipment to replenish water that evaporates over time, or in case there is a leak. Plant personnel are also trained and prepared to quickly 
respond to a problem. They keep their skills sharp by routinely practicing their emergency plans and procedures. When the plants were 
designed, the pools were intended to provide temporary onsite storage. The idea was for the spent fuel to sit in the pool for a few years to cool 
before it would be shipped offsite to be “reprocessed,” or separated so usable portions could be recycled into new fuel. But reprocessing 
didn’t end up being an option for nuclear power plants and the pools began to fill up. In the early 1980s, nuclear plants began to look for 
ways to increase the amount of spent fuel they could store at the plant site. One way was to replace spent fuel storage racks in the pools with 
racks containing a special material that allowed spent fuel to be packed closer together. Another way was to place older, cooler and less 
radioactive fuel in dry storage casks that could be stored in specially built facilities at the plant site. We’ll talk more about dry spent fuel 
storage in future blog posts. Most plants today use both re-designed storage racks and dry storage facilities to store spent fuel. All storage 
methods must be reviewed in detail and approved by the NRC before a plant is allowed to change storage methods. 

Comments 

comment #1472903 posted on 2015-02-27 13:50:52 by Public Pit Bull in response to comment #1472553 

comment #1473077 posted on 2015-02-27 16:19:37 by Erica Gray in response to comment #1471500 

comment #1471233 posted on 2015-02-26 14:56:11 by Nikohl Vandel 

comment #1471393 posted on 2015-02-26 17:13:23 by msvivphd 

comment #1472553 posted on 2015-02-27 08:32:12 by Tom Clements 

Really, Tom, what a lame excuse for not properly taking care of a public safety threat. It may be a backdoor way of getting a foot in 
the door of reprocessing, you say. Are you saying that you would just let the feds jump in and start reprocessing this dangerous waste 
if it was consolidated in a remote desolate area of this country?! Reprocessing will not happen in this country no matter where the 
waste is located and you know it! Why are you standing in the way of a perfectly sane way of dealing with the buildup of this waste 
around the country and especially near large metro areas. I guess your solution involves guess, hope, and wait for another half century 
for a permanent repository that will also probably never be built. I am for taking long overdue action to get this dangerous stuff out of 
our backyards!

This document needs to be updated with current data. Dry Cask Storage of Nuclear Spent Fuel 
http://www.ncsl.org/documents/environ/Easton.pdf

#nuclearizedwater, what happens when it leaks our evaporates? I'm just thinking #fuqafukushimied #acidrain coming down 
eventually if it didn't this past weekend!!!¡ AND once the water becomes radioactive, can the water ever return to its natural, normal 
state? #thinking #shutdowndiablocanyon because that's just too scary to live with now, especially with new designs and a renewed 
commitment to industry stepping up safety first!

The fact that during the entire nuclear era our scientists, technical people and politicians have utterly failed to solve the rad/waste 
problem means that we absolutely must stop producing this waste stream. Not only will it be dangerous for thousands of years, it is 
supremely irresponsible for our civilization to be leaving this kind of legacy for our descendants into the farthest future we can 
imagine. What gives us the right, because we wish to live elegantly and wastefully, to ruin the only planet that sustains life for 
everyone who comes after us? Our descendants will curse our memory.

Thank for using the legally defined term "spent fuel" and not some other extra-legal term for spent fuel. A big concern about 
"consolidated" storage instead of dry cask storage at reactor sites is that such highly radioactive waste would be a tempting stock for 
companies, like AREVA, aiming to profit from reprocessing of that spent fuel. The article notes that reprocessing has not been an 
option, which remains the case due to cost and technical reasons and that it magnifies the waste problem. Those backing consolidated 
storage at the Savannah River Site (SRS) actually wrote a report saying the goal with consolidated storage was reprocessing. 
Strategically that was a huge mistake as the community pushed back, not wanting yet more HLW at SRS, and the SRS Citizens 
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comment #1470939 posted on 2015-02-26 12:08:36 by Public Pit Bull 

comment #1471246 posted on 2015-02-26 15:04:23 by Deb Reed 

comment #1471323 posted on 2015-02-26 16:13:24 by gasbuggy 

comment #1471667 posted on 2015-02-26 21:31:56 by Erica Gray in response to comment #1471628 

comment #1471500 posted on 2015-02-26 19:17:05 by CaptD 

comment #1471628 posted on 2015-02-26 21:08:27 by Erica Gray 

Advisory Board (a FACA committee on SRS clean-up) has twice overwhelmingly voted that no commercial spent fuel be brought to 
SRS. If consolidated storage is again used as a foot in the door for reprocessing at SRS there will be strong opposition. On-site, dry 
storage is happening at a fast rate and should be the chosen stoarge method until a longer-term option is developed. Tom Clements, 
Director, SRS Watch, Columbia, South Carolina

Very fair, balanced, and informative article. Does not minimize the threat that this spent fuel poses. I would only add that this spent 
fuel needs to be moved from 93 sites around the country to a much safer area, like in the middle of a military reservation, until a 
permanent underground spent fuel repository is built. These 93 sites become even more tempting terrorist targets as this spent fuel 
piles up. And a lot of this spent fuel is stored near large metropolitan areas in this country.

What is the ratio, energy supply needed to boil water vs energy used to cool spent fuel?

The design assumption has always been consistent with traditional planning and economics in capitalistic societies. It assumes that 
skilled workers will be able to maintain the operations of the spent fuel pools and the cask storage for many decades after the fuel has 
been removed from the fission reactors. The planning fails to take into account the evidence of the vast majority of climatologist and 
evolutionary biologist that planet Earth is likely rapidly heading into sixth mass extinction event due to human impacts on this 
planet’s life support systems. Most of the planet’s 7.22+ billion people are living in a profound state of denial regarding the gravity of 
the data they are coming up with. The above report fails to explain the failures that would take place if skilled workers and power 
were not present to maintain the operation of these facilities.

"opened and examined" The "brakes" need to be applied to the nuclear industry

I've already suggested that the NRC offer a Million Dollar Prize for the best way to "solve" the nuclear waste storage problem" for the 
next 50 years, so please consider this idea as my "low cost" solution to America's "long term" radioactive waste storage problem: 
Make use of our Military Testing Bases and or our MOA’s (Military Operation Area’s) out west, which are really huge tracts of land 
(think tens of thousands of acres) used ONLY by the military and already secured by them 24/7! Placing these very large (heavy) 
concrete casks in a poke-a-dot pattern will allow for at least 50 to 100 years of storage, safe from everything except a War, (in which 
case every reactor is just as vulnerable) and then revisit the storage problem then; at which time, probably a future solution will allow 
for an even better, lower cost “final solution”… Because these casks would be very large and all look alike nobody would know what 
was in any one of them, which would be yet another level of security for the casks containing even higher levels of nuclear waste! An 
ideal outside coating for these casks would be similar to the spray-on "bed liner" used for pickup trucks that not only prevents rusting 
and or damage for the life of the vehicle but would also seal the casks to prevent leakage of any kind! Hopefully these casts would be 
similar in size to a large shipping container so that existing material handling equipment could be used to load, unload and or move 
them about without "inventing" a mega hauler vehicle. By keeping the "footprint" of these casks similar to a large 40 foot container, 
the stacking and or placement of them might also be semi or fully automated which would not only save money but again keep the 
exact location of any specific cask secret! The monitoring of these casks 24/7/365 could even be done via satellite since these casks 
are similar in size to rocket launchers which are easily seen from space. In another 50 to 100 years, storage technology will be such 
that, yet another lower cost solution for all this waste will be found, and then it can be considered verses continuing to using the above
storage plan... Perhaps sometime In the future, a safe low cost solution like lifting it all into space via a space elevator* and then 
shoving it in an orbit that will send it into the SUN for final recycling will present itself... BTW: Area 51 (which does now actually 
exist officially) contains huge tracts of land that has already been used as a nuclear testing site (and is still contaminated and is now 
off limits to all but a few forever) which would allow all this material to effectively disappear... * The Space Elevator Project 
(LiftPort) http://liftport.com/ is something that the NRC should help fund ASAP, because it represents the best way to actually 
eliminate storing nuclear waste on Earth! First posted 10/26/12

Why has the NRC allowed the industry to put the cart before the horse? The truth is we don't know how well HB spent fuel will hold 
up long term. I was told at one NRC meeting, only 1 dry cask has ever been opened and examined since the industry started using dry 
casks and that was one with lower burn up fuel. I would like to see the NRC produce that document to prove even one has been open 
and examined. The breaks need to be applied to the nuclear industry. They shouldn't be allowed to continue making more of this 
waste when they still don't know how to manage what they've already produced. Plus there is no where to store it safely for thousands 
of years. Now the industry wants to push their "new and improved" reactors. Give me a break! Different reactor, but produces the 
same problematic waste. HIGH BURNUP DRY STORAGE CASK RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PROJECT: FINAL TEST 
PLAN The potential need to store Spent Nuclear Fuel (SNF) for many decades will have a near-term and potentially significant 
impact on nuclear plant licensing and operations. While dry storage of lower burnup SNF [less than 45 gigawatt days per metric ton 
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uranium (GWD / MTU)] has occurred since 1986, dry storage of high burnup SNF is more recent. Approximately 200 dry storage 
casks now have been loaded with at least some high burnup SNF, and almost all SNF being loaded in the U.S. is now high burnup. 
Industry needs additional data on high burnup SNF under typical storage conditions. In response to DOE R&D project initiation, the 
Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI, project lead) in concert with U.S. national laboratories are developing and implementing this 
test plan to collect data from an SNF dry storage system containing high burnup fuel. This Test Plan for the High Burnup Dry Storage 
Research Project (HDRP) outlines the data to be collected, the high burnup fuel to be included, and the storage system design, 
procedures, and licensing necessary for implementation. The Test Plan results are anticipated to provide confirmatory data to support 
license extensions of ISFSIs containing high burnup spent fuel and to evaluate the integrity of the dry storage systems. Planned 
models and tests are intended to supply a large amount of data relevant to the assessment of the safety of long-term storage followed 
by transportation. http://www.energy.gov/ne/downloads/high-burnup-dry-storage-cask-research-and-development-project-final-test-
plan
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