
Questions from Kevin Kamps, Beyond Nuclear, submitted to NRC during 
the agency’s 1/12/13 webinar on “recent through-wall leaks” at Entergy 
Palisades atomic reactor: 
 
Q: if the through-wall leak from the control rod drive mechanism (CRDM) 
housing -- revealed on August 12, 2012 -- involved primary coolant water 
leakage through the reactor coolant pressure boundary, why didn't NRC 
require Palisades to shut down within 6 hours, per its own safety 
regulations?! Instead, NRC allowed Palisades to be operated for 30 
additional days! How can NRC allow such a bogus, false assumption -- that 
the primary coolant water leakage is not through-wall through the reactor 
coolant pressure boundary -- be allowed? It's a prima facie violation of NRC 
safety regulations – which require shutdown within 6 hours. 
 
Q: What caused the flaw which eventually propagated on the CRDM-24 
housing? Has Entergy and/or NRC figured this out yet? If not, then how can 
Palisades be allowed to operate right now? 
 
Q: Entergy has purported that the CRDM-24 through-wall leak took 4 years. 
NRC has put forth that the leak could have broken through-wall within as 
little as 2 years. Not knowing the truth, how can NRC allow Palisades to 
operate right now, with this question unresolved? What if other CRDM 
housings leak through-wall much faster than Entergy, or even NRC, 
currently think is happening? 
 
Q: Since Palisades' pressure boundary leak through-wall from CRDM-24 
was going on since July 10 or July 16, why didn't NRC fine Entergy 
$130,000 per day for this regulatory violation -- that the reactor was not shut 
down within 6 hours? Why didn't NRC fine Entergy $3.38 to 4.16 million 
for this month-long safety regulation violation? 
 
Q: Palisades has had CRDM seal leaks, chronically, since 1972, with little 
let up. In 2001 and 2012, Palisades had CRDM through-wall leaks. What is 
wrong with Palisades' CRDMs? Why have these leaks not been prevented? 
Why does NRC let this chronic leakage in highly safety significant CRDMs 
go on and on, for over four decades now?! 
 
Q: Given that NRC identified that Entergy did inadequate Ultrasonic Testing 
(UT) on CRDM-24, actually missing several existent cracks, later revealed 



by dye penetrant testing, how can NRC allow Palisades to operate right now, 
since Entergy's UT tests are clearly inadequate, and other, adequate tests 
have not been performed on all of the CRDMs? Similarly, why are "difficult 
to access" CRDMs not required to be tested at all? What if through-wall 
cracks are about to occur on those "difficult to access" CRDMs? 
 
Q: Slide 12 just says "Must be repaired immediately," and "No RCS 
[Reactor Coolant System] Pressure Boundary Leakage permitted." Why, 
then, did NRC allow Entergy to operate Palisades for a month after Reactor 
Coolant Pressure Boundary leakage was underway at Palisades?! 
 
Q: Leak Before Break (LBB) seems like a risky standard. I thought you just 
said ZERO leakage of primary coolant water through Reactor Primary 
Coolant Pressure Boundary is allowable? Then you said Leak Before Break 
is acceptable. Isn't this a contradiction, and a very dangerous practice at that? 
 
Q: Isn't this Class 3 system, service water system, the same one involved in 
one or more breakdowns in 2009-2011, which resulted in an NRC White 
finding, which contributed to Palisades' designation as having a degraded 
cornerstone, one of just a handful of reactors in the country with such a poor 
safety status? Why didn't the Sept. 2012 through-wall leak on the service 
water system also result in at least a White finding then -- or better yet, a 
worse, Yellow fining -- given all this repeating of problems? Why hasn’t this 
landed Palisades back on NRC’s bad list? 
 
Q: Slide 18 -- steam leak next to electrical plugs and outlets? Isn't this a 
danger of short circuits? Fires? Electrocution? Were those electrical wires 
turned off, given that source of moisture, the steam leak? 
 
Q: Why did/does NRC allow a 300,000 gallon tank of water to be located 
ABOVE the control room? That doesn't seem to make good safety sense at 
all! Isn't the control room, by its very nature, a concentration of highly safety 
significant electrical circuitry and equipment, that must be kept dry? How 
could NRC allow leakage of water into the control room for months on end? 
Why was NRC Chairman Jaczko kept in the dark about these leaks into the 
control room, even as he toured the control room? What is the status of the 
investigation into why Chairman Jaczko was kept in the dark? Why was the 
public kept in the dark, until courageous Palisades whistleblowers revealed 
it? 
 



Q: How can NRC claim that the SIRW [Safety Injection Refueling Water] 
storage tank structure is sound? Isn't Entergy continuing to use the SIRW 
storage tank under "degraded condition" exemptions granted by NRC? 
 
Q: On slide #24, given that much visible rust, why was this leak a surprise at 
all? Why is such a degree of rust on safety-significant equipment allowed in 
the first place? 
 
Q: Why is there no monitoring directly watching out for primary coolant 
water leakage through the reactor pressure boundary? Why does NRC allow 
false, bogus assumptions to stand -- that un-identified primary coolant 
leakage is NOT coming through the reactor pressure boundary. It WAS 
through the reactor pressure boundary at Palisades for over a month -- yet 
NRC allowed the bogus/false assumption to prevail. 
 
Q: How can you say there is no impact on Lake Michigan or drinking water? 
NRC allows Entergy Palisades to discharge radioactivity on a regular basis 
into Lake Michigan, which is drinking water. Yes, the radioactivity then 
dilutes in the Lake, but it doesn't disappear into nothingness.  In fact, bio-
concentration means that radioactivity would then re-concentrate up the food 
chain, in area flora and fauna. Minimum detectable levels? If more sensitive 
detectors were used, they would detect the radioactivity, right? NAS 
[National Academy of Science] has reported for decades that any level of 
radioactivity dose carries a health risk of cancer, right? 
 
Q: At Davis-Besse in 2002, NRC OIG [Office of Inspector General] 
reported that NRC had put priority over public safety, leading to the nearest-
miss since the Three Mile Island 50% meltdown in 1979. How is NRC's 
enabling of Palisades' risky operations right now not the exact same profits 
over safety scandal that NRC OIG identified at Davis-Besse 10 years ago? 
 
Q: How can you continue to say "no impact" from leaking tritium, when 
tritium is a clinically proven cause of cancer, birth defects, and genetic 
damage? Are you saying that the National Academy of Science's decades-
old conclusion, still affirmed, that ANY exposure to radioactivity, no matter 
how small, still carries a health risk of cancer is not accurate? Has NRC 
taken part in a peer-reviewed debate with NAS over this disagreement about 
low level radioactivity dose exposure risks to human health? Is NRC 
contradicting NAS’s 2005 Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR-
VII) report? 



 
Q: Given the complexities and large number of unanswered questions, how 
is it that NRC felt able recently to remove Palisades from its short list of 
badly run reactors with degraded conditions? 
 
Q: Not knowing the root cause of the CRDM-24 through-wall leak, how can 
NRC allow Palisades to operate? What if the undetermined root cause is at 
work on other CRDMs, and leaks could erupt through-wall unexpectedly, a 
huge safety risk?	  


