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The South China Sea is a tropical marginal sea 

covering both subtropical and tropical regions.  

The area is home to numerous iconic species, 

including Dugong, Leatherback turtle, Hawksbill 

turtle, Sperm whale, several species of Beaked 

whale, Pantropical spotted dolphin, Indo-Pacific 

humpback dolphin, large fish such as Whale 

shark, as well as numerous coral species. 
 

As nations surrounding the South China Sea 

compete for territorial claims and resources 

such as fisheries and potential oil and natural 

gas reserves, the region is facing dire ecological 

and security impacts from growing nuclear 

activities. 
 

The ultimate dilemma is that nuclear safety 

requires absolute international transparency 

and cooperation, yet the South China Sea is 

characterized by secrecy and geopolitical 

competition. In the event of a nuclear accident, 

such as a breach in a nuclear submarine reactor, 

radioactive leakage from a nuclear power plant 

or a floating nuclear reactor capsizing in a 

typhoon, regional states lack the unified legal 

framework and crisis communication channels 

needed to prevent an environmental and 

security crisis. 
 

Expansion of nuclear power plants around the 

South China Sea 

Prior to the year 2000, only two nuclear power 

plants were operating around the South China 

Sea: The Maanshan Nuclear Plant (Nuclear No. 

3) sits at the southernmost tip of Taiwan on 

Hengchun Peninsula, Pingtung County; while 

the Daya Bay Nuclear Power Plant situated in 

China's Guangdong Province. Despite the 

construction of the Philippines' Bataan Nuclear 

Power Plant in 1984, its operation was never 

commenced due to allegations of corruption 

and concerns over a potential recurrence of the 

Chernobyl incident. The Bataan Nuclear Power 

Plant was also constructed near active fault 

lines and Mount Natib, a potentially active 

volcano.  
 

Most countries in the Southeast Asian 

archipelago are located in the frequently 

earthquake-prone Ring of Fire, so nuclear 

power has traditionally been a less desirable 

choice for energy supply. However, to enhance 

energy security, transition to a low-carbon 

economy and offset the impact of the blockade 

of oil tankers in the Strait of Hormuz, countries 

like Malaysia has now decided to accelerate its 

exploration of nuclear energy. In March 2026, 

Malaysian Ministry of Energy Transition and 

Water confirmed that nuclear power would be a 

cornerstone of its long-term national electricity 

strategy. 
 

Vietnam has also announced its intention to 

resume the development of its previously 

suspended nuclear power project. In the wake 

of the energy shortage triggered by the Iran 

War and the subsequent US easing of sanctions 

on Russia, the Vietnamese government saw an 

opportunity to re-establish its relationship with 

Russia on nuclear cooperation. In late March 

2026, the Vietnamese Prime Minister, Pham 

Minh Chinh, visited Moscow, where the two 

countries signed an agreement to build a 

nuclear plant in Vietnam.  
 

However, given Vietnam's dense population and 

narrow, strip-shaped geography, the 

management of high-level radioactive waste 

South China Sea’s nuclear dilemma  
Wen Bo 
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from its nuclear power plant would present 

significant challenges. 
 

China has the largest number of nuclear power 

plants bordering the South China Sea. Over 10 

nuclear power stations are located along the 

coastline of the provinces of Hainan, Guangxi 

and Guangdong, discharging routinely liquid 

effluents containing cumulative concentrations 

of tritium into local currents under normal 

operating limits. 

 

A list of Chinese nuclear power plants in the South China Sea region 

Province Nuclear power plant name 
Unit status (as of June 
2026) 

Remark 

Guangdong 
Province 

Daya Bay Nuclear Power 
Plant 

2 units in operation 

China's first large-scale 

commercial nuclear 

power plant was put 

into commercial 

operation in 1994. 

 Ling Ao Nuclear Power 
Plant 

2 units in operation 

It shares the same site 

as the Daya Bay Nuclear 

Power Plant, together 

forming the Daya Bay 

Nuclear Power Base. 

 Lingdong Nuclear Power 
Plant 

2 units in operation 

It shares the same site 

as the Daya Bay and 

Ling'ao nuclear power 

plants. 

 Yangjiang Nuclear Power 
Plant 

6 units in operation 

This is currently the 

nuclear power project 

with the largest 

number of units and 

the largest scale 

approved in China at 

one time. 

 Taishan Nuclear Power 
Plant 

2 units in operation 

It adopts EPR 

(European Advanced 

Pressurized Water 

Reactor) technology 

and has a large single-

unit capacity. 

 Taipingling Nuclear Power 
Plant 

One unit is under 
construction in the first 
phase of the project. 

Located in Huizhou 

City, the first phase of 

the project is scheduled 

to be put into operation 

in 2025.  
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Province Nuclear power plant name Unit status (as of June 
2026) 

Remark 

 Lufeng Nuclear Power 
Plant 

Units 5 and 6 are under 
construction. 

Located in Shanwei 

City, Units 5 and 6 

started constructions in 

2022 and 2023 

respectively; Units 1 

and 2 also started 

construction in 2024. 

 Lianjiang Nuclear Power 
Plant 

Phase I (2 units) is 
under construction. 

Located in Zhanjiang 

City, construction 

began in 2023 and it is 

scheduled to be put 

into operation in 2028. 

 Taishan Nuclear Power 
Plant Units 3 and 4 

New construction 
planned 

The project has been 

included in the 2025 

plan, with an installed 

capacity of 2×1.2 

million kilowatts. 

Guangxi Zhuang 
Autonomous 
Region 

Fangchenggang Nuclear 
Power Plant 

Three units are in 
operation, and one unit 
is under construction. 

Unit 3 (Hualong One) 

was put into operation 

in 2023, and Unit 4 is 

under construction. 

Hainan Province 
Changjiang Nuclear Power 
Plant 

Two units are in 
operation, two are 
under construction, and 
one small modular 
reactor is under 
construction. 

Units 3 and 4, as well as 

the world's first land-

based commercial 

modular small reactor 

(Linglong-1), are all 

under construction. 

 

Besides, China has successfully tested floating 

nuclear power plants (FNPPs), which deploy 

floating nuclear reactors on ships. These plants 

will be able to provide support to remote 

islands, oil rigs and desalination plants. 

However, the deployment of these systems in 

actual commercial applications may still require 

resolution of safety, diplomatic and ecological 

considerations, and may therefore not be 

anticipated in the near future. 

 

 

Radioactive pollution in the South China Sea 

It is widely acknowledged that the presence of 

radioactive isotopes in the South China Sea is 

primarily attributed to the Pacific Proving 

Ground near the Marshall Islands, as well as to 

past nuclear tests in the Pacific Ocean. Ocean 

currents have transported radioactive 

pollutants such as plutonium-239/240 and 

iodine-129 to the South China Sea, where they 

have been detected by researchers. While 

plutonium levels in seawater demonstrate 

ongoing transport, plutonium levels in sediment 
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are higher, indicating historical fallout from 

French and US nuclear tests in the Pacific.  
 

Radioactive materials from the Fukushima 

Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant, and its ongoing, 

multi-decade release of ALPS-treated water into 

the Pacific Ocean would eventually reach the 

South China Sea via ocean currents. Research 

indicates that a minor, secondary branch of the 

current system — heavily influenced by 

localized, seasonal monsoons and oceanic 

eddies — slowly transports highly diluted, 

subsurface water southwestwards through the 

Luzon Strait pathway. 
 

In Taiwan, Reactor Unit 2 at the Maanshan 

Nuclear Power Plant was taken offline in May 

2025, officially making Taiwan a nuclear-free 

island. However, as the power shortage crisis 

worsened, Taipower applied to the Nuclear 

Safety Commission in March 2026 to restart the 

Maanshan Power Plant, indicating a reversal of 

Taiwan’s nuclear phase-out policy.  
 

The Maanshan Power Plant’s cooling system 

interfaces directly with the Luzon Strait. 

Decades of marine monitoring in the adjacent 

Kenting National Park have linked localized 

summer coral bleaching events directly to the 

facility's hot water plumes. 
 

The South China Sea receives a large volume of 

regular discharges from nuclear power stations 

operating along China's coastline. The 

concentration of isotopes in this body of water 

is heavily influenced by local tides, river runoff 

and seasonal, monsoon-driven currents. 
 

Radioactive contamination can bioaccumulate 

in marine life, threatening the biologically rich 

ecosystem of the South China Sea and its fishery 

resources, and ultimately posing a risk to 

human health. 

 

Radioactive pollution is also generated by the 

processing of rare earths. In the 1980s, the 

Bukit Merah radioactive pollution incident in 

Malaysia resulted in a class action lawsuit 

against Asian Rare Earth (ARE), a Japan–

Malaysia joint venture. Backed by the 

Consumers' Association of Penang, local 

residents successfully compelled ARE to cease 

operations in 1994. 
 

Following the closure, the ARE's parent 

company, Mitsubishi Chemical, spent over 

US$100 million and more than two decades on 

a large-scale decommissioning, 

decontamination and clean-up operation. The 

80,000 barrels of radioactive waste were 

subsequently moved and permanently 

entombed in a secure repository within the 

Kledang mountain range in Perak. This has led 

to ongoing safety and health concerns among 

Bukit Merah residents. 
 

The Lynas Rare Earth Plant in Gebeng, Pahang 

of Malaysia has also faced sustained opposition 

from environmental groups such as Greenpeace 

Malaysia regarding the handling, storage and 

potential long-term accumulation of its 

radioactive residues. 
 

The emergence of nuclear submarine activities 

in the South China Sea 

Apar from being a major marine biodiversity 

hotspot, the South China Sea has also become a 

critical and contested arena for nuclear 

submarine operations. China has established a 

strategic nuclear "bastion" anchored at its 

Longpo Naval Base on Hainan Island. This allows 

its Type 094 and next-generation nuclear 

submarines to patrol deep regional trenches 

where they are shielded from acoustic 

detection. 
 

Located in Yalong Bay in Sanya, Hainan 

Province, the Longpo Naval Base is China’s 
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largest nuclear submarine base. Construction of 

the base began at the start of the 21st century, 

and it has quickly become the country's most 

important sea-based nuclear deterrent facility, 

as well as being the largest of its kind in Asia. 
 

The US Navy also routinely deploys nuclear-

powered attack (SSN) and guided-missile (SSGN) 

submarines to the region to maintain 

superiority and a naval presence. Vessels such 

as the USS Ohio have previously conducted 

missions in the area. 
 

India views China's nuclear submarines as a 

threat to its national interests, particularly 

following the docking of a Chinese nuclear 

submarine in the Gulf of Aden in February 2014. 

On 3 April this year, India commissioned its 

third nuclear submarine, the INS Arihant, to join 

its Arihant-class fleet. 
 

Should an Indian nuclear submarine cross the 

Strait of Malacca into the South China Sea in the 

future, China would undoubtedly view this as a 

significant strategic provocation. In recent 

years, there has been an ongoing deepening of 

naval cooperation between the Philippines and 

India. In August 2025, the two countries 

conducted their first joint patrol in the disputed 

waters of the South China Sea. If the Philippines 

were to invite India, it is not entirely impossible 

that an Indian nuclear submarine would sail to 

the South China Sea. 
 

Australia has no nuclear presence in the South 

China Sea by far. However, it has joined the 

AUKUS partnership, which involves acquiring 

nuclear submarines. This has raised concerns in 

Malaysia and Indonesia. They fear this could 

fuel a regional arms race and hinder the 

establishment of a nuclear-free zone. 
 

Australia plans to host US and UK submarines at 

the HMAS Stirling base in Western Australia to 

support maritime operations in the South China 

Sea. The base near Perth is being developed to 

support the rotation of US nuclear-powered 

submarines from 2027 onwards, which will 

establish it as the primary hub for the maritime 

presence of Western allies in the region. 
 

Notably, the 1995 Bangkok Treaty established 

the ASEAN Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone. This 

treaty commits the eleven ASEAN member 

states not to develop, manufacture, acquire, 

test or possess nuclear weapons. Parties are 

also prohibited from using, threatening to use, 

stationing or testing nuclear weapons within 

the zone. The treaty also forbids the dumping of 

radioactive waste in the region. The zone 

encompasses the land territories, territorial 

seas, continental shelves and exclusive 

economic zones (EEZs) of all member nations. 

 

Uranium deposits and mining around the 

South China Sea 

Countries bordering the South China Sea have 

explored their respective uranium potentials. 

Vietnam's uranium reserves are estimated to be 

between 130,000 and 230,000 metric tons. 

Despite these reserves, Vietnam has primarily 

relied on imported nuclear fuel for its civil 

research reactor in Da Lat. The planned Ninh 

Thuan 1 power project is set to expand 

Vietnam’s nuclear infrastructure. While initial 

exploration indicates that the country has 

sufficient uranium to eventually support 

domestic fuel processing, the current focus is on 

constructing power plant and importing fuel in 

order to avoid the expense of local mining 

operations. 
 

In the Philippines, coastal explorations in 

northern Palawan have identified sand deposits 

in the coastal areas of Ombo and Erawan in San 

Vicente rich in rare earth elements, thorium and 

uranium. 
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Although Malaysia currently has no commercial 

uranium mines, it is actively advancing its 

nuclear energy plan and examining its domestic 

uranium and thorium reserves as potential 

strategic assets. The country has identified 

naturally occurring uranium and thorium 

reserves, primarily as by-products of tin mining 

and rare earth processing. These are known as 

'amang'. These minerals are found in granitic 

terrain in states such as Perak, Selangor, Pahang 

and Johor.  
 

Geological surveys in Malaysia have identified 

significant 'fertile granites' containing up to 

three times the global average of uranium. The 

IAEA has also identified six anomalous zones in 

Peninsular Malaysia, particularly around the 

Main Range and Bujang Melaka plutons, where 

uranium mineralization is favorable. 
 

Indonesia holds estimated uranium reserves of 

over 90,000 tons, according to its National 

Research and Innovation Agency, primarily 

located in Sumatra, Kalimantan, West Sulawesi 

and Bangka Belitung. The country also has 

approximately 140,000 tons of thorium 

reserves. 
 

Although historically prohibited, commercial 

uranium mining and radioactive mineral 

processing have recently become legally 

permissible under the Job Creation Law. The 

Kalan area in Kalimantan has even undergone 

underground tunnelling exploration. Indonesia 

aspires to become a leading uranium producer 

in Southeast Asia and to export to the global 

uranium market. 
 

Both Guangdong and Guangxi, two provinces in 

China that border the South China Sea, contain 

important historical uranium reserves. 

The main uranium mining areas of Guangxi are 

in the northern and north-eastern regions of 

Guilin, including the Mia'er Mountain and 

Motianling areas. In fact, China’s first uranium 

ore was discovered in 1943 by the geologist Nan 

Yanzong in Zhongshan County of Guangxi. 

Subsequently, China’s first uranium ore was 

mined in Honghua Town of Zhongshan County 

in October 1954. 
 

Guangdong is the cradle of China’s uranium 

geological exploration and natural uranium 

industry. The province supplied approximately 

67.3% of the nuclear fuel used to develop 

China’s first atomic bomb. However, the major 

Shaoguan uranium mine in northern 

Guangdong has been decommissioned due to 

resource depletion. 
 

Nowadays, Chinese researchers are developing 

technology to extract uranium from the South 

China Sea, utilizing a vast, low-concentration 

resource to support the country's rapidly 

expanding nuclear power sector. Recent 

breakthroughs, including the creation of a 

specialized testing platform and the 

development of new, highly efficient absorbent 

materials, have made small-scale extraction 

successful.  
 

Hainan University hosts the State Key 

Laboratory of Marine Resource Utilization in the 

South China Sea and is the academic anchor for 

China’s strategic ambition to mine uranium 

from the ocean. Led by Professor Wang Ning 

and Dr Yuan Yihui, Hainan University has 

pioneered marine uranium capture. The team 

has developed bifunctional polymeric peptide 

hydrogels. These materials feature a built-in, 

broad-spectrum antimicrobial mechanism that 

repels 99% of marine microorganisms while 

leaving uranium-binding sites completely 

unobstructed for harvesting nuclear fuel. 

Publicized in late 2025, the university developed 

a triple-channel structural framework that 

optimizes the flow of seawater through 

adsorbent materials. This structural design 

accelerates the transfer of ions, enabling the 
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material to capture uranium at unprecedented 

speeds in open ocean currents.  
 

Researchers from Lanzhou University and the 

China National Nuclear Corporation (CNNC) 

have developed new, highly selective 

adsorbents that increase the efficiency of 

uranium-vanadium separation by 40-fold. The 

CNNC's large-scale test platform in the South 

China Sea is operational, enabling material 

validation in real-world environments. Recent 

electrochemical methods have been shown to 

use significantly less energy than conventional 

methods, reducing costs to around $83/kg.  

China plans to have a fully operational, large-

scale industrial extraction plant in place by 

2050. 

Wen Bo set up Greenpeace office in Beijing in 

year 2001 and developed China Program with 

Pacific Environment and Global Greengrants 

Fund

.  

 

A new study of the so called dunkelflaute 

problem, a period in winter when there’s a 

combined lack of solar and wind power, shows 

that this is a minor problem. Scientists of the 

Delft University of Technology in The 

Netherlands studied multi-year meteorological 

and power production data of eleven countries 

surrounding the North and Baltic Sea areas. 

Previous studies only investigated single 

countries such as The Netherlands and Belgium. 

It was found that almost all periods tagged as 

Dunkelflaute events (with a length of more than 

24 hours) are in November, December, and 

January. On average, there are fifty to a 

hundred hours of dunkelflaute happening in 

each of these three months per year. Even 

though the possibility of simultaneous 

dunkelflaute events in neighbouring countries 

can be as high as thirty to forty percent, such 

events hardly occur simultaneously in all the 

eleven countries. Through an interconnected 

European power system, the mean frequency of 

dunkelflaute drops from three to nine percent 

for the individual countries to about 3.5 percent 

for the combined region. 

This interconnectivity was discussed on 24th 

April 2023, when nine countries gathered in 

Ostend – on invitation of the Belgian 

government – for what is known as the North 

Sea Summit. The nine countries agreed to 

produce 300 GW of wind power by 2050. The 

‘Ostend declaration' also mentions: "We will 

further endeavour to accelerate deployment of 

offshore renewables and connectivity within 

the maritime area…”.  
 

To perform their study the scientists 

investigated meteorological circumstances in all 

Scandinavian countries, The UK, Ireland, The 

Netherlands, Belgium, Germany, Poland and 

Lithuania 

 

Sources:  

A Brief Climatology of Dunkelflaute Events over and 

Surrounding the North and Baltic Sea Areas. 

Energies, 14(20), Article 6508. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/en14206508 

Ostend declaration: 

https://northseasummit23.be/en/ostend-

declaration/

Study shows that ‘Dunkelflaute' is  

a minor problem  
Jan van Evert 

https://doi.org/10.3390/en14206508
https://northseasummit23.be/en/ostend-declaration/
https://northseasummit23.be/en/ostend-declaration/
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The Trump administration is once again doing 

what it does best – demonstrating a complete 

disregard for the law, and we’re not even talking 

end runs around the IRS here, or slush funds 

with which to reward family members and 

violent insurrectionists. 

This time, it’s about nuclear power and the 

latest rush by the White House to build new 

reactors in the US, whilst shortcutting its way 

around expensive annoyances such as safety 

regulations. 

This eagerness to expand nuclear energy comes 

despite the fact that the new “advanced” or 

“small” reactor designs are too slow to get here 

for climate mitigation purposes, too expensive 

to make any sense when renewable energy can 

be deployed faster and more cheaply, and 

haven’t passed even the most rudimentary of 

safety evaluations. Almost every design 

proffered — and there are dozens of them — 

remain largely sketches on paper with unsolved 

technical challenges. 

And yet, the country’s longstanding regulator, 

the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), 

despite being stripped of a large part of its 

authority by the metaphorically axe-wielding 

Department OF Government Efficiency (DOGE),  

the murky entity created by the now departed 

Elon Musk and which may, or may not, still exist, 

is seemingly bending to every White House 

whim. 

As a result, a so-called 

“Rubber-Stamp Rule” 

issued by the NRC is 

gaining momentum, even 

though it clearly violates 

key components of the 

Atomic Energy Act (AEA) 

and Energy Reorganization 

Act, according to 

comments filed recently 

by 13 organizations from 

across the US. 

The proposed regulation, entitled “NRC Reviews 

of Reactor Designs Previously Authorized by U.S. 

Department of Energy or Department of War”, 

proposes to revise existing NRC regulations to 

facilitate direct leveraging that will allow reactor 

designs that the Department of Energy (DOE) 

and Department of Defense (DOD) have 

approved to bypass required safety reviews by 

the NRC.  

The DOE has also announced that “pilot 

reactors” would be excluded from both NRC 

licensing and environmental reviews and that it 

would exempt previously untested reactors that 

it approves to be built and operated from any 

review of their environmental impacts. 

press the picture  to 
listen to Linda 

Breaking Nuclear Law.  
The Risks Are Immeasurable 

Linda Pentz Gunter 

https://www.nirs.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/DocketID_NRC-2025-1503_Comments_-BeyondNuclear-NIRS-etal.pdf
https://www.nirs.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/DocketID_NRC-2025-1503_Comments_-BeyondNuclear-NIRS-etal.pdf
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=e00z3arnYG8
https://nuclearcosts.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/052726_RubberStamp-1080-1030x579.jpg
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The AEA gives the NRC sole authority and 

responsibility for the licensing of commercial 

reactors. The Proposed Rule would violate the 

AEA by allowing the NRC to accept safety 

findings from other agencies without verifying 

whether they are correct, compliant with the 

adequate protection standard, or adequately 

supported.  

Accordingly, the Proposed Rule would create a 

kind of regulatory tunnel around NRC’s 

established regulations and statutorily required 

oversight and licensing processes. This would 

allow for DOE’s promotional biases and 

incorrect conclusions about reactor safety and 

environmental impacts to become the new 

normal in the regulation of the civilian nuclear 

power industry, exposing the public to 

unacceptable dangers to our health and safety. 

Eleven state attorneys general, in their own 

March 11 comment filing, had earlier agreed 

with civil society groups that such exclusions 

violate existing law. The AGs concurred that the 

NRC, not the DOE, has licensing authority over 

the commercial reactor demonstration projects 

that the DOE undertakes. 

The NRC’s proposed regulation would allow 

companies that want to build a nuclear reactor 

of the same design as one DOE has previously 

approved to merely submit documentation of 

that approval and claim that the previously built 

reactor is “safe.” Yet, the NRC rulemaking notice 

contains no explanation of what “safe” actually 

means. 

New reactor companies would therefore likely 

never have to go through a detailed safety 

review by the NRC to build and operate such 

reactors. In 1974, Congress amended the 

Atomic Energy Act to prohibit such a scheme 

when it abolished the promotion-oriented 

Atomic Energy Commission, after it had lost the 

confidence of Congress and the public over 

safety. The NRC was instead established to 

provide a regulator that prioritizes safety and 

would not be obligated to take shortcuts in 

favor of an expedited production agenda over 

public safety.  

But half a century later, we are on the same 

dangerous collision course, casting aside the 

NRC in favor of the DOE, which does not have 

the experience or the staff to get the industry in 

line with safety and security. This capitulation to 

the Trump agenda could lead to another loss of 

confidence in the regulator, even leading to the 

NRC being abolished altogether. 

The 13 groups affirmed in their comments to 

the NRC that the agency cannot skip safety 

reviews and simply “rubber-stamp” reactors 

that the military builds because the DOD is 

using the same designs as new civil reactors. 

That’s because the military routinely exposes its 

personnel to dangers that civilians are supposed 

to be protected from. 

The NRC has at times performed poorly as a 

diligent safety regulator, routinely serving more 

as lapdog than watchdog and putting industry 

profit motives ahead of public protection. But 

even a weak regulator is better than none at all. 

Nuclear power is simply too inherently 

dangerous a technology to operate outside the 

law. Ignoring those dangers will put millions of 

Americans at risk of another catastrophic 

nuclear accident. 

Linda Pentz Gunter is the Executive Director 

of Beyond Nuclear. She is the author of the 

book, No To Nuclear. Why Nuclear Power 

Destroys Lives, Derails Climate Progress And 

Provokes War, published by Pluto Press.  

The article is reprinted with permission and was 

originally published on May 29, 2026 on 

https://nuclearcosts.org/breaking-nuclear-law-the-

risks-are-immeasurable/ 

https://beyondnuclear.org/
https://www.plutobooks.com/product/no-to-nuclear/
https://www.plutobooks.com/product/no-to-nuclear/
https://www.plutobooks.com/product/no-to-nuclear/
https://nuclearcosts.org/breaking-nuclear-law-the-risks-are-immeasurable/
https://nuclearcosts.org/breaking-nuclear-law-the-risks-are-immeasurable/
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The House version of the 2027 NDAA requires 

deployment of untested nuclear microreactors 

in Hawai'i and Guam. 

After nearly a century of nuclear testing in the 

Pacific, military bombing of Hawaiian lands, and 

the poisoning of drinking water at Red Hill, 

Hawaiʻi is again being lined up as a proving 

ground for an untested nuclear military 

program. 

A provision in the House version of the $1.15 

trillion FY2027 National Defense Authorization 

Act (NDAA) orders the Pentagon to deploy a 

transportable nuclear reactor in the Indo-Pacific 

by January 1, 2030, with priority for the 

Western Pacific — meaning Hawaiʻi and Guam. 

The amendment, sponsored by Rep. Pat 

Harrigan of North Carolina, passed the House 

Armed Services Committee on a 47-9 vote. 

During the markup, Hawaiʻi Rep. Jill Tokuda was 

the only member to speak against it. “We 

should not rush to deploy transportable nuclear 

micro-reactors anywhere until we know more 

about their safety, reliability, and impact,” she 

said. 

What is a transportable nuclear microreactor? 

Nuclear reactors are categorized by how much 

power they generate, measured in megawatts 

(MW), or millions of watts. A hair dryer draws 

about 1,500 watts. A typical commercial nuclear 

power plant generates around 1,000 MW. A 

microreactor is far smaller, generating 1–2 MW, 

transported in parts and assembled on site. The 

Department of Defense’s prototype, Project 

Pele, produces about 1.5 MW and will not even 

be tested until 2027. 

But the amendment defines a “microreactor” as 

any reactor up to 50 MW — up to thirty times 

larger than Pele, and squarely what the industry 

calls a small modular reactor, or SMR. Guam’s 

old Piti power plant was about 35 MW. No 

matter the size or name, all nuclear reactors 

fission uranium and produce high-level 

radioactive waste — waste there is still 

nowhere to put, and no way to recycle away. 

None of these reactors is proven. Pele is still 

under construction in Virginia. The designs 

racing to meet this deadline are venture-backed 

startups — companies like Oklo, Antares, and 

Valar — none of which has ever operated a 

commercial reactor, and several of which speak 

openly of deploying hundreds or thousands of 

these units. Edwin Lyman, a physicist at the 

Union of Concerned Scientists, calls the recent 

milestones rudimentary steps with no bearing 

on whether the technology is safe. The 

amendment itself requires a plan to “test and 

evaluate” the deployed reactor. Deployment is 

the test. 

The Pentagon Wants to Test a Nuclear 
Reactor in the Pacific by 2030 

Lynda Williams, Nuclear Free Hawaiʻi (Substack) 

Artist rendition Power Magazine 
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Where it would go, and what it would do 

The amendment requires the reactor to be 

demonstrated during a major military exercise. 

The largest in the Pacific is RIMPAC — the Rim 

of the Pacific exercise, held in Hawaiʻi every two 

years, including this summer. A live 

demonstration would most likely be deployed 

on existing military land: Pohakuloa Training 

Area on Hawaiʻi Island or the Pacific Missile 

Range Facility at Barking Sands on Kauaʻi. There 

it would power command posts, 

communications, and the radar and sensor 

systems that forward operations and missile 

defense depend on. 

Proponents talk about microreactors as if they 

are appliances that can be shipped, plugged in, 

used, and shipped away. The truth is drastically 

different. 

What the Pentagon’s own documents describe 

The Pentagon’s environmental impact 

statement for Pele describes the process. The 

reactor arrives in four shipping containers and is 

assembled on a concrete pad nearly an acre in 

area, loaded with 400 kilograms — about 880 

pounds — of nuclear fuel. Crews build a 

shielding structure 30 feet tall, with two-foot-

thick concrete roof panels, wrapping the reactor 

in a jacket of 15,000 gallons of water and two-

foot dirt walls to absorb the neutrons. 

The reactor runs for about two and a half years. 

Before it can be removed, it undergoes a 

“blowdown” that vents radioactive noble gas 

through filters into the surrounding air. Most of 

the support structure — more than 300 cubic 

meters of it — becomes radioactive waste, 

hauled off by the truckload. To where? The fuel 

itself becomes high-level radioactive waste. And 

the reactor does not go home. The EIS says it 

goes into temporary storage, awaiting 

“eventual disposition,” held until a national 

spent-fuel repository exists to take it. There is 

none. 

That environmental impact statement covers 

only the prototype’s test in Idaho. There is no 

environmental review for deploying a reactor in 

Hawaiʻi, and the amendment does not require 

one. 

Illustration generated with AI, based on DOD specifications. 
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Hawaiʻi’s nuclear safeguards do not reach the 

military 

Hawaiʻi has said no to nuclear power, 

repeatedly and in law. The state 

constitution requires a two-thirds vote of the 

Legislature to build a nuclear plant. Hawaiʻi 

Island is a nuclear-free zone. The state energy 

office’s Advanced Nuclear working group, on 

which I served, studied these very reactors and 

found nuclear power not viable here. 

But these are state and county laws, and the 

military answers to federal law on federal land. 

A reactor placed on a base in Hawaiʻi would sit 

outside every protection the people of Hawaiʻi 

have fought for. 

Guam at least secured a warning. Its 

delegate wrote a provision into the FY2026 

NDAA requiring the Pentagon to give notice 

before siting a nuclear reactor there. But notice 

is not consent — and it covers only 

“permanent” reactors, so a “transportable” one 

may slip straight through. Hawaiʻi has nothing 

at all. 

There is also a collision of timelines. The Army’s 

lease for some 23,000 acres of state land at 

Pohakuloa comes up for renewal in 2029 — the 

same window in which the Pentagon would be 

racing to meet this 2030 deadline. The lease is 

the one point of real leverage Hawaiʻi holds. 

This is not a partisan problem 

It would be a mistake to read this as one party’s 

doing. Democrats helped build the deregulatory 

machinery now driving the nuclear rush, from 

the ADVANCE Act to the campaign to fast-track 

reactors led in the Senate by Sens. Whitehouse 

and Booker. Even Gov. Josh Green co-signed a 

pro-nuclear op-ed with Utah’s governor, tying it 

to surging AI data-center demand — while his 

own state had already studied advanced 

nuclear and rejected it. 

What happens next 

The Senate Armed Services Committee 

advanced its own FY2027 version 18-9, with no 

provision like the Harrigan amendment. Each 

chamber now takes its bill to the floor, where 

members can offer amendments to strike 

provisions. Tokuda’s staff confirmed she is 

working with other legislators to remove the 

Harrigan amendment. The two chambers then 

meet in conference to negotiate a single final 

defense bill. The Harrigan amendment is in the 

House version. The Senate’s is not. If it survives 

the House floor, conference is the last chance to 

strip it. 

Before it reaches that table, Hawaiʻi’s entire 

congressional delegation — Rep. Tokuda, Rep. 

Ed Case, Sen. Hirono, and Sen. Schatz — must 

release a joint statement opposing the 

deployment of untested, unproven nuclear 

reactors in the Pacific, and commit to keeping 

the Harrigan amendment out of the final bill. 

In 2024, the Hawaiʻi County Council repealed 

the military exemption to its 1981 nuclear-free 

law — applying the ban to the armed forces as 

well. Now the whole state must do the same — 

the Pentagon included.  

 First published at 

https://substack.com/@nuclearfreehawaii 
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NASA has unveiled an ambitious plan to build a 

permanent base in the Moon’s south polar 

region starting in 2030. The most striking part of 

this plan is a nuclear reactor to provide power 

for the base. The problem on the moon is that 

the lunar day lasts two weeks, and so does the 

night. This makes solar panels alone not enough 

to provide permanent power. NASA is working 

with the Department of Energy (DOE) and 

industry to design a nuclear fission power 

system that would provide at least 40 kW of 

electrical power. Obviously, building a concrete 

shell on the moon is not a realistic option so the 

nuclear power systems need to be a kilometre 

or more away for the radiation protection. That 

means the moon base will be very large. NASA 

plans to build the moon base in three phases: 

Phase one, which runs from now through 2029, 

will gather detailed information and "secure 

reliable access" to the lunar surface.  

 

Phase two will include power generation by 

radioisotope heater units and radioisotope 

thermoelectric generators (RTG's). These 

contain plutonium that produces heat by 

radioactive decay. The heat is directly concerted 

into electricity. RTG’s have been used by NASA 

for decades in interplanetary probes such as the 

Voyagers, and recently, the Perseverance Mars 

rover. They can only produce a small amount of 

power, a few hundreds of watts. The RTG's will 

mainly be used to help equipment survive the 

extremely cold lunar night. 

Phase three, starting in 2030, will mean the 

beginning of a permanent human presence on 

the moon. That includes a nuclear fission rector. 

This is not as revolutionary as it seems: the 

United States already flew a reactor in space in 

the 1960s. Some companies already have 

matured designs and in some cases prototype 

systems. What type of fuel will be used is still 

undecided. It may be High Assay Low Enriched 

Uranium (HALEU) to potentially even highly 

enriched uranium based on mission demand.  

Launching a nuclear reactor into space is easier 

said than done. There are no facilities yet to test 

nuclear systems in the same way that satellites 

are tested before launch. And using large 

amounts of nuclear material means the launch 

pad and its systems will have to be adapted 

extensively to protect the personnel against 

radiation. NASA hasn’t said a word either about 

the biggest risk: what if a launch fails and the 

reactor ends up on the bottom of the Atlantic 

Ocean? Plutonium is not only radioactive but 

also extremely toxic. It is totally unclear what 

safety measures will be taken to prevent the 

spreading of nuclear material across our planet 

in such a case.  

It’s still unclear what NASA plans to do with the 

lunar base. The space agency even wants to 

build a nuclear powered spaceship that will be 

able to fly faster to Mars. Space Reactor 1 (SR-1) 

Freedom as it is called is planned to be 

launched as soon as 2028. NASA even plans 

putting nuclear reactors on the surface of Mars. 

NASA unveils plans 

for a nuclear powered base on the moon  
Jan van Evert 
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AUKUS has a big waste issue – and not only money 
 

Hidden in the fine print of the AUKUS agreement is the need 
for Australia to manage the nuclear waste produced by new 
submarines, writes Ian Lowe.  
https://www.indailysa.com.au/news/opinion/2026/06/22/aukus-
nuclear-waste 

 
 
 
 

 

Japan reactor restart sparks fresh fears over nuclear waste storage 

By The Associated Press 

KASHIWAZAKI, Japan — Japan has resumed operations at the 
world's largest nuclear power plant to help the country meet 
huge electricity demands during a global oil crisis, but the 
reboot highlights a big problem: Japan is running out of space 
for spent nuclear fuel and has no viable plans for permanent 
disposal of the radioactive waste. 

https://www.npr.org/2026/06/11/g-s1-127439/japan-reactor-restart-
sparks-fresh-fears-over-nuclear-waste-storage 

 
 

The operation floor inside the Unit 6 
reactor building is pictured during a 
media tour at Tokyo Electric Power 
Company Holdings' (TEPCO) Kashiwazaki-
Kariwa nuclear power station in Kariwa 
Village, Niigata prefecture, Japan, on 
Friday, May 1, 2026. 
Toru Hanai/Bloomberg/AP 
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