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Reférence is made to your memorandum dated May 26, 1959, no symbol,
subject as above, which asked Hr owr tommants and. those of our
operating contractors en the enclosed Notice of Proposed Rule Making
published in the Fedsral Register om May.23, 1959.. We have solicited
the comsents and suggestions of our eperating contractor and have in-
corporated them with ours in the following.

It is our opinion that an asendment to the regulations to state site
criteria for evaluation of proposed reacior sites is a desirable umder-
taking and could serve a worthy.objactive, Howaver, because of the
great nﬁ.ety of reactor types which can he. . _mdar the heading
of power and tesi reactors,.it appears very. -to formulate e

that might be
rnlu cavering design. mumcum, we suggest that it would be
more yealistic .to first 8 set of "miniwum szafety performance
standaxds®. By this we mean. 2 set of standards which establish the

el t of whi the de and
: %& :G e:chrg:: sk coﬂd poparptied ﬁncﬂ{h‘L aa::gn t of

- upper :l:uits of the accepisble hisards to health and safety of the

public as a result either of narmal operation or the occurrence of
any credible accident. Such limits should be expressed in terms of
permissible radistion exposure for hoih normdl and emergency situa-

tions,. Iimits on the permissible conceniraiion of radicactive

efﬂmnt in the various envirermental media skould also be establish-
ed. Thase standards should define as completsly. as posaible the

_phrase'ﬂi;lnotcroateundu.huardtothehadthandsafetyofﬂw

public"

Onee thess standards are adop'aed, s cri’faria will be availsble aga:!.nst
which 1t would be possible toc examine a proposed reactor systen in re-
lation to its type, operating characteristics, power level, site, and
configuration in order to determine. vhatﬂuigm.features will be -

' necessary to meet the safety performance standards. The onus should

be on the proposer to show that his mm'illuet the ninimm
aa.foty performance standards. -

ensure the public safetly is 1ndependont of the type of reactor under

We feel that the matter ef aatting 'ﬂ.n:hlm sat‘oty performance™ to \.} QS f
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consideration and that theses standards will be essentially identical
for all such machines. On the other hamd, the methods devised to en-
sure that a given reactor system meets these standards is a design _
problem, strongly dependent upon the type and location of the reactor,
which may have several acceptable solutions. For these reasons we
believe that the Camnission should concern liself primarily with the
establishment of "minimum safety performance standards® and that any
degign which can reasonably be expected to comply with.these stand-
ards should be admitted for consideration.

In light of the foregoing suggestions, we would like ‘4o set forth a
few specific comments on the notice of proposed rule making forwarded
with your referenced memorandum,

1. Because of the quantitative nature of the factors considered in
‘site evaluation, we believe they should not be listed in any
rule or regulation issusd by the Commizaion but should be Iur-
nished licensees in the form of guidance. information. This
1ist of factors should be expsnded to include all the .specific
parameters o be comsidered in an hasard analysis. An effort
should be made to exclude any preconceived notions which might
prejudice a proposer's demonstration that his system will meet
the "minimwm safety performance standards®.’ '

2. Paragraph a., General, states that constructiom of a proposed

" reastor facilify at a proposed site will be approved if reason-
able assurance exists that it will not create ®undue hasard to
the health and safety of the puhlic®, -No informaiiom is
provided, however,. as to what constitutes. an undus hasard. Ob-
viously, some criteria must be established before a given design
csn be analysed in relation to the associated hasards. This
emphasizes our suggestion that the firat step should be the
establishment of “minimwm safety performance standsrds®.

3. Also in paragraph a., it is stated that the issuance of a
construction pemit does not imply that the issuance of an
operating license will be granted later. We feel that this
is a highly wmdesirable situation for the following reascns:

a. Any organiszation would be most wnwise to make a capital
outlay for a power reactor installation on the basis of
a construction permit if there was any reascnabls doubt
that an operating permit would be issued.

b, The Comission would find iteslf :Ln an almost wntenable
position in refusing to permit an organisation to operate




Harold L. Price -3 - , July 7, 1959

k.

5.

In
0

a plant for which a construction permit has been issued.
At the time the action is taken for an operating pemmit,
the fact that a plant has already been constiructed must
necessarily become a large factor, which makes a de-
cision on the technical matier most difficult. -

We realize that, at the present status of the art, separate permits

. must be issued initially covering comnstruction at a particular site

and later actual operation. However, 4t is our hope and recom-

mendation that the ultimate situation will be that a single permit
be issued covering both construstion and operation. This should be
the Comeission's aim for realization in the not too distant future.

In paragraph b., Bxclusion Distances Arownd Power and Test Resactors,
minimum exclusion radii under the complete control of the licensee
are quoted which we feel will cause unnecessary concern on the part
of the licensees over land requirements for their proposed projects.
We feel that it should be left to the proposer to show that he has
established a minimum exclusion area arownd his proposed facility
adequate to meet ‘the requirements of the "minimum safely performance
standards®. As an example of the impact of specified exclusion areas,
we observe that most power reactors will be located adjacent to
navigable waterwasys because of cooling water requirements. The ex-
clusion areas suggested would nscessitate inland location of the’
reactor thereby adding a continuing economic penalty due to ceolant
water pumping losses. ' .

Paragraph ¢., Population Density in Surrounding Areas, states that
reactors should be located in areas of small population density,
10-20 miles distance from large cities, and that the location of
reactors near to air fields, arterial highways and factories should
be discouraged. We feel that such a requirement is wnrealistic in
view of the lack of control which the licensee would have over the
inevitable popilation shifts likely during ths economic 1ifetime of
the reactor, likewise, there are no guarantees wnder the law that
air fields, arterial highways and factories would not be erected in
proximity to an existing reactor sometime in the future. We sug-
gest that over-emphasis of this factor in site evalustions should

be avoided.

sumary, we believe that there is a great med. at the present time
for ths Commission to establish a detalled set of tuinimum safety

performance standards® to serve as criteria for the evaluation of pro-
posed power and test reactors.
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After the establishment of these standards, the factors to be considered
in site evaluation shonld be provided, in as great .a detail as possible,

 as information to guide the licensee in his design. The onus, however,

should always be on the licenses to demonstrate to the gsatisfaction of
the Commission that his proposed reactor system will meet the “ainimum
safety performance standardas". '

“ | % Sapirie. |

1. Mo DR to DFC dtd 6/24/59
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