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sumjcr:NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULE MAKING 

ALP-JWP 

With reference to your memorandum on this subject, dated May 26, 1959, 
inviting comment on proposed nuclear reactor site evaluation criteria, 
we now have these comments from our AID laboratories, the Los Alamos 
Scientific Laboratory (LASL) and the Sandia Corporation (S0).  

Both we and our laboratories appreciate the problem of assembling concise, 
yet broadly inclusive, criteria on which a safety evaluation for siting 
can be drawn. Bat both laboratories had these similar reactions and com
ment which we brief for your information: 

The LASL notes that criterion b, 'Exclusion Distance Around Power and 
Test Reactors," is cast in terms of power level and function (power or 
test). Type of reactor to be operated would be as important a criterion 
in setting exclusion distances as is size or function.  

Similarly, SC feels that the non-uniformity in muny aspects of reactor 
design and operation prevent effective utilization of rigid siting 
criteria at this time. Flexibility of siting criteria should be main
tained until reactor technology is more firmly established. The de
scriptive parameters of any'reactor site do not, in themselves, constitute 
a basis of a good reactor safety evaluation. To impose the restriction 
that certain parameters describing a reactor site exceed a minimum 
description which would be set forth in a federal regulation, could 

impose unnecessary restrictions on the siting of some reactor types and 
not be sufficient for other reactor types. To describe reactor siting 

criteria (for example, exclusion distance) definitely at this time would 
require that all reactor types be classified according to levels of 

inherent nuclear safety. It does not appear feasible te develop such a 

classification today. Guides, rather than rigid standards, would seem 
more in order at this time. Efforts might be expended in clearer 
definitions of the aspects of site meteorology, seismology, hydrology, 
etc., which should be considered when determining how such factors affect 
the overall reactor safety.  
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The LASL and SC both note that no mention is made of mobile reactors 
and, while land and air travel on nuclear power is yet distant, there 
are now maritime applications mhich must use harbors. It occurs to 
us, however, that such reactors are outside the purview of the currently 
proposed rule making.  

With respect to criterion c, "Population Density in Surrounding Areas," 

me suggest that probable direction of population growth, as well as 
current population density, be a siting consideration.


