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Dear Mr. Price: 

I have reviewed with interest the notice of proposed rule
making with relation to site criteria, on which comments have 
been invited. As I understand it the purpose of the issuance is 
to elicit comments which may assist the Commission in developing 
site criteria; the issuance recognizes that the statement published 
at this point does not itself constitute criteria for site evaluation.  

I welcome the fact that the Commission has published such a 
statement and has sought to elicit comments on it. The problei of 
site evaluation is one that deserves thoughtful consideration and any 
guidance which the Commission can give to license applicants by way 
of published statements is desirable. In view of the character of 
the present issuance, I think I can most usefully comment by raising 
certain questions which it suggests and which, I feel, need to be 
resolved.  

1. The issuance does not clearly indicate whether any criteria are 
to be established or applied by which it can be said a given site is 
unsuitable for a particular reactor. Paragraph g. appears to say that 
any deficiencies or disadvantages of the site can be compensated for 
by "engineered protective devices" or by "restrictions . . . on the 
proposed design and operation". This statement is expressly made 
applicable to all of the factors described in b. through f.  

If paragraph g. means what it seems to mean, then it would 
appear that the Commission is saying that there is no such thing as 
a site evaluatioa in the sense of a determination that a particular 
site is or is not suitable. There is only a determination of the 
extent to which site factors may or may not provide protection 
against possible injury to persons or property, so as to make necessary 
or unnecessary alternative means of protection in the engineering de
sign and in operating restrictions.

The issuance, however, is susceptible of an alternative 
interpretation. Paragraph b. states with some definiteness a require
ment of an exclusion area. Vhile this requirement is evidently 
intended to be subject to exceptions and qualifications - it states 
what "usually will be found necessary" and expresses the required 
distances as being "on the order of/ those :S6tated - nevertheless 
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something approaching a firm requirement appears in this paragraph.  
Similarly paragraph c. states something approaching a firm require
ment that any reactors should be several miles distant from the 
nearest town or city and large reactors should be ten to twenty 
miles from large cities. It would seem to be implicit in these 
paragraphs that compliance with their requirements could not normally 
be avoided by providing additional engineered protective devices.  

Except for the last sentences of paragraph d. and e., paragraphs 
d. e. and f. do not appear to set forth any specific requirements, but 
merely identify considerationsiD be taken into account. It would seem 
inferable that any deficiencies in these factors could be compensated 
for by "engineered protective devices".  

It would be of great benefit to prospective licensees to be 
advised what criteria or considerations, if any, render a site 
unacceptable, as distinguished from those criteria or considerations 
which would merely make necessary certain additional engineering or 
operating features. In particular, if a distinction in treatment 
between the distance factors referred to in paragraphs b. and c., 
and the other factors, referred to in paragraphs d.-f., is intended, 
it would be helpful to have such distinction' made explicit.  

2. The issuance does not indicate the basis on which the distance 
factors set forth in paragraphs (b) and (c) were arrived at. If these 
are intended to-be, or to become, relatively firm criteria, then it 
would appear desirable to provide some published justification for 
them, in order that their validity could be adequately evaluated.  

3. The issuance does not discuss the Commission's role in evalu
ating sites. It does not indicate whether the Commission will offer 
the applicant assistance in making his selection from among several 
alternative sites under consideration, or whether it expects the 
applicant to comet the Commission only after he has made his selec
tion, so that the Commission will then give a 'yes' or 'no' answer 
to the particular site selected. It also does not indicate whether 
the Commission will take any affirmative steps to encourage the 
selection of sites having unusually favorable characteristics or 
whether it will view its function as merely that of exercising a right 
to disapprove a site which is deemed unsuitable.  

4. Related to the foregoing is a question as to the point in time 
at which the Commission will evaluate a site. Paragraph a. refers to 
the possible evaluation of a site"in the early phases of the project".  
This phrase suggests the possibility of a site evaluation prior to 
the time when preliminary evaluation of design is made for purposes 
of construction permit - i.e. it suggests a 3-phase procedure consist
ing of:
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(1) site approval; 
(2) design approval and issuance of construction 

permit; 
(3) issuance of an operating license.  

Such a procedure might have considerable merit. If any such proced
ure is contemplated, it would appear desirable to establish it formal
ly in the regulations, by amendment of either Part 50 or Part 2.  

5. It is my understanding that the Commission intends to cooperate 
closely with state and local authorities in connection with site 
evaluation. It would seem desirable to provide expressly for such 
cooperation, either in Part 50 or in Part 2. In this connection I 
note that the issuance is silent on the question whether an applicant 
has any obligation to demonstrate to the Commission that his proposed 
site will be acceptable from the point of view of zoning and other re
quirements of state and local law; thus it is possible that the 
Commission may be called upon to evaluate a site which the applicant 
will under no circumstances be able to use. It may be that procedures 
for close cooperation with state and local authorities will, as a 
practical matter, eliminate this possibility. Consideration might, 
nevertheless, be given to the desirability of including an express re
quirement that the'applicant-furnish the Commission with any available 
information relating to the question whether his proposed site will 
satisfy any applicable state and local requirements.  

Sincerely yours, 

James L. Morrisson
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