
LETTERS TO THE EDITOR 

COMMENTS O N THE REVIEW OF NUCLEAR POWER 
AND THE PUBLIC 

Dear Sir: 

In the r e v i e w of the a b o v e - r e f e r e n c e d book by 
C h a r l e s Kelber in the September 1971 i s s u e of your 
m a g a z i n e , I find h i s s ta t ement that I r e v e a l e d " a c o m -
mon point of v i e w that s tandards and regu la t ions a r e 
i m p o s e d to e s t a b l i s h the m a x i m u m that you can get away 
w i t h " w a s wrong and v e r y unfair . 

Had Mr. Kelber not taken a s i n g l e r e s p o n s e d irec ted 
at another point ent i re ly out of context but rather 
r e v i e w e d my paper in d e t a i l , he would have read v a r i o u s 
s t a t e m e n t s such a s : 

" T h u s , although the government regulat ion for r a d i a -
t ion d o s e s contributed by a nuc lear plant to any 
neighbor i s 500 m r e m / y e a r , d e s i g n e r s would attempt 
to k e e p the plant d i s c h a r g e s be low 5 m r e m / y r to any 
neighbor averaged over plant l i f e in order to make 
the contribution of the nuclear power plant i n s i g n i f i -
cant (approximately 1 percent of a l l o w a b l e ) with 
r e s p e c t to the e x p o s u r e the public normal ly r e -
c e i v e s . " (p. 19) 

"Under n o r m a l operat ion there a r e t r a c e s of r a d i o -
ac t ive r e l e a s e s , but they a r e a l w a y s w e l l within 
r e l e a s e r a t e s e s t a b l i s h e d by the AEC. In fac t , they 
a r e kept at ins ign i f i cant l e v e l s . " (p. 18) 

" T h e d e s i g n of n u c l e a r power s ta t ions e n s u r e s that 
the total w a s t e r e l e a s e — w h e t h e r g a s e o u s or l i q u i d -
i s a l w a y s w e l l within the s p e c i f i e d regu la t ions of the 
AEC. In fac t , a s one would certa in ly e x p e c t , e v e r y 
f e a s i b l e e f for t i s made to m i n i m i z e w a s t e s which 
might include rad ioac t ive m a t e r i a l s , in order to make 
rad ioac t ive w a s t e d i s c h a r g e a s s m a l l a s prac t i ca l ly 
f e a s i b l e . T h u s , the rad ioac t ive w a s t e s of the nuc lear 
power s tat ion a r e ins igni f icant with r e s p e c t to other 
r a d i o a c t i v e c o n s i d e r a t i o n s had the plant not been 
there at a l l . " (pp. 9 - 1 0 ) 

" E v e r y e f for t h a s been made to keep th i s r e l e a s e 
ins igni f icant r e l a t i v e to natural background ." (p. 8) 

" T h e s y s t e m s prov ided for w a s t e d i s p o s a l a r e b a s e d 
on e x t r e m e l y c o n s e r v a t i v e des ign c r i t e r i a , and a l l 
ex i s t ing regu la t ions with r e s p e c t to r e l e a s e a r e c o m -
pl ied with by l a r g e m a r g i n s . " (p. 25) 

How Mr. Kelber i s able to make the s ta tement he did 
about my attitude b a s e d on a r e v i e w of the book Nuclear 

Power and the Public,, containing the above quotes, i s 
v e r y di f f icul t to understand. I did make the s t a t e m e n t , 
"My p r i m a r y re spons ib i l i t y a s a d e s i g n e r i s to check 
my d e s i g n against appropriate r e g u l a t i o n s . " I wouldn't 
r e t r a c t that s ta tement . How e l s e would I be able to s ta te 
that " a l l ex i s t ing regu la t ions with r e s p e c t to r e l e a s e 
a r e compl i ed with by l a r g e m a r g i n s " ? 

Mr. K e l b e r ' s interpretat ion of my s ta tement i s un-
fortunate . In fac t , with th is r e v i e w g iven the d is tr ibut ion 
it enjoyed by p l a c e m e n t in your m a g a z i n e , many m e m -
b e r s of the nuc lear community who have a l w a y s b e e n 
c o m m i t t e d to doing the job r ight w e r e v e r y disappointed. 

If Mr. Kelber i s s i m p l y in ferr ing that s o m e t i m e s our 
good intent ions a r e m i s i n t e r p r e t e d due to our i m p e r f e c t 
s e l e c t i o n of w o r d s , I stand adv i sed and w i l l try harder 
in the future to make s u r e the proper at t i tudes of the 
nuc lear industry a r e c l e a r . 

A. P. Bray 

General E l e c t r i c Company 
175 Curtner Avenue 
San J o s e , Cal i fornia 95125 

October 20, 1971 

REPLY TO COMMENTS O N THE REVIEW OF 
NUCLEAR POWER AND THE PUBLIC 

D e a r Sir: 

Mr. Bray i s understandably upset that I did not g i v e 
g r e a t e r e m p h a s i s to h i s s p e e c h , an eloquent expos i t ion 
and d e f e n s e of current p r a c t i c e s in the nuc lear power 
industry , than I did t o h i s a n s w e r to a ques t i on about 
p e o p l e ' s at t i tudes . But t h e r e a r e two cons idera t ions : 
Mr. B r a y ' s w e l l - d e s e r v e d reputat ion and high standing 
in the nuc lear community hardly need my e n d o r s e m e n t 
in a journal a d d r e s s e d to that c o m m u n i t y ; w e know that 
he and h i s cohor t s throughout the industry do a good job. 
Second, the centra l i s s u e with r e s p e c t to the pub l i c ' s 
v i ew of our industry i s often our att i tude a s much a s it 
i s our prac t i ce . 

When Mr. B r a y ' s q u e s t i o n e r w a s taking h i m to task 
for not knowing s o m e s p e c i a l data (p. 115 of Nuclear 
Power and the Public),his stated reason was: ". . .to 
s e e how the part ic ipants approach the p r o b l e m s that 
they work with a s m e n . " Mr. B r a y ' s reply: " . . .My 


