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THRU: Robert Lowenstein, Acting Director April 3, 1961
Dlv. of Licensing and Regulation

Clifford K. Beck, Assistant Director
Nuclear Pacilities Safety, DL&R

MEETING WITH ATOMIC INDUSTRIAL FORUM ON FROPOSED SITE
CRITERIA MARCH 17, 1961 — 4

At the regquest of the Atomic Industrial Forum, the writer met
on the above date with 24 members of a committee of the Atomic
Industriel Forum, appointed 0 study the problem of site
eriteria {11st of wmexbers attached). The committee had held
extensive discussion of the proposed site criteris prior to
the arrival of the writer.

Mr. Kenneth Davie, Chairman of the AIP Committee, in presenting
Dr. Beck to the group, commented on thelr awareness of the

great difficulty of writing site criteria and their recognition
that the published regulstion constituted the most comprehensive
and competent effort in this direction which had thus far been
accomplished.

Dr. Beck explained briefly some of the background philosophy and
objective in the development of the proposed guides and explained
briefly its major features.

The meeting was then cpened for general discussion which continued
for about three hours on a wide veriety of topics. Menmbers of

the commitiee, in general, were not adverse to having the
information presented in the guides publicly avallsble and _
utilized by the AKC in the selection of sites. The general cousensus
was that they constituted a valusble contribution in the direction
of clarification and articulation of policy in this area.

However, the group was almost unanimous in its opposition to certain
features of the guides which were expressed in & vide varlety of
ways. Basically the following two ltems comnstituted the heart of
the opposition of the committee to the proposed criteria:
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1, They belleved that the broposed criteria offered too many
open invitetions and advantageous levers for prospective iInterveners; and

2, They belleved that these criteria would establish e concept
vhich would forever require substantiel isolation distance and prevent
eventual dependence on engineering safeguards in lieu of separation.

-~ Additional comments included the following: (a) Ko reduction in

~ severity of the requirements or the mmbers in the regulations can ever
'be achieved in the future, however mich confidence in safety may incresse
because, in the first Place, AEC probadly would not have sufficient
courage to accept the {mplicéation of reduced safely, &nd in the second
Place, 1T reductions were proposed, they would constitute further
invitations to intervemers. (b) What o? development and growth of
population in the evecuation zome after g reactor was built? As soon
a5 & population criterion should de exceeded, it would constitute an
open invitation for an intervemer's injunctiom; 4if & reactor could
pot then be built in the location, its operation should not continue,
would be the argument.

The attitude of the group wes not hostile to the proposed guldes but
rather indicated their substantiel concern sbout the twvo main
points indicated sbove. It was sgreed that they would study the
proposed guides further and submit suggestions for revisions to

the Commission probably as individuals rether than a5 a group.

Enclosure:
1ist of attendees

cct: H. L. Price
Acting Director of Regulation
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