BrCHTEL CORPORATION
ENGINEERS-CONSTF?UCTORS
TWQO TWENTY BUSH STREET . - . SAN FRANCISCO 4 CALIFORNiIA

June 9, 1961

Secretary
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission
Washington 25, D.C,

Attention: Director, Division of Licensing and Regulation
Gentlemen:

We have reviewed the Proposed 10CFR 100, "Reactor
Site Criteria", as published in the Federal Register on February
11, 1961, in the light of our experience and interest in nuclear
power plants and submit our comments herewith. We believe that
the formulation and publication of criteria by the Commission is
useful to industry and encourage the Commission to continue this
effort.

We believe that the general form and approach used in
the proposed criteria is logical and of value to those contemplating
the construction of nuclear power plants. Such a guide will be of
most use at the time that reactor types, alternate sites and general
engineering features are under consideration. The Criteria must
recognize the importance of the protective engineering features
which will or can be incorporated into the design without at the same
time requiring engineering details which will only be available at
the time of preparing the definitive design. The Criteria should
also be sufficiently flexible to take account of experience and new
data as these are developed.

We believe that this Criteria should be restricted to
power reactors since the technical and economic considerations
for testing reactors are substantially different.

Section 100. 2 of the pProposed criteria implies that
reactors which are novel in design are necessarily less safe than
conventional reactors. Some novel devices or plant concepts may
increase plant safety despite the lack of experience with them.
Also, this section states that the only compensation for reactors
which have relatively unproven safety features is greater isolation.
We consider that design precautions can substitute for greater iso-
lation and these should be given full consideration. )‘f)Z’/
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Similarly, Section 100.10 tends to minimize the impor-
tance of plant cesign {eatures among the faciora considered when
evaluaring sites. The inherent safety features of the plant and the
extra safety provisions provided in the design should be recognized
a8 having equal importance ag well as the starting point for any
site evaluation. In fact, we believe that risks can be reduced more
by design than by i1solation.

While we recognize the problems involved in the very
low probability exposure of large numbers of people to radioactivity
released from a reacter incident, we do not believe that the pro-
poeed establishment of a "population center distance' as defined in
Section 100. 5 and used in Section 100.11 is 2 logical or techmically
sound way of dealing with this matter. The definition is inadequate
fcr practical use and the reasoning behind the application of a
factor of 1-1/3 is not set forth.

In our opinion, some method of evaluating the risk of
exposing large numbers of persons should be developed taking into
account the integrated man-rem exposure potential based on the
proposed plant including its design features, the meteorology, and
the size, distance, and direction of areas of substantial population.

The statement in Saction 100. 10 (iii) on release of
licuid radioactive effluents is in our opinion unduly alarming. It
ceems very unlikely that future inland sites can be found which
have water supplies which are not used at some downstream point.
Although contamination in the hydrographic area may be more
persistent than atmospheric contamination, there is always ample
rime for waraing before the water is used. We would sugges: "The
plant design must provide reasonable 2ssurance that radioactive
liguid effiuents cannot accidentally contaminate usable water
supplies and prevent use of the water for long time periods. The
provisions to prevent accidental releases as well as the impor-
tance of the potentially contaminated water must be considered. "

Section 100.11 (a) states that the applicant should
acsurns a fiesion prodnct release illustrated in Appendix A,
corresponding to a core meltdown, as the basis for evaluatior.
This would define the maximum credible accident and containment
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design accident for all plants. In cur opinicr, prezent design efforts
and future work will make a core melidswn an 2xtremely improbable
event, evern to the mest critical evaliator. We believe that the atate-
manie in this section shouid be meodified o allow this conclusion when
design crd operaling experience cemonstirates that our coniiteace is
jasiitied.

The inter. wac uaperiance of the exarmple in Apgzadix A
ig not clzar., Paragraph (b) of sactien 100,11 saviic clavitv this
pint, From our expuersience, it would be unreasoasdie to aggume
et Arpendix & caw even e uded s an iaitial guide for the ragquirsd
diviances wWithout some adinatmaent ot the reacior deguga, cuntain-
tazini features, 3ad local meteoralozv. We feel that Appendix &
anou:d he elimmitdred irora the Driteria or, i retained, additienal
ecameleg ahorld be iacluded ghowing caliulavions for plante with
additicnal safesy and conainmeni featuras. Refzrence ic anry tuch
exabuples should inaicale that approprizie dezign Ieatures, site dota,
ard technical facts vhould be used in preparing initial estimates of
ths specified distances in accordaunce with the Criteria.

We note that in the present Appesdix A invarsion on-
ditrons were used with the air moving 1n the same direction {or
eviiunnng the leakege ai the sater edge of rne low pupulation xone
uver the enlire courne of the accident. Thie s2eme guirte unrealistic
ard ruisteading. Assaraing an anveregion only 50% of the time with
th: air 'noviag ftoward any ont point S30% of the tizxas woald he u
sivaple and mcre reslistic worst cae: asswnption, although etill
st rvative. ke way cuse, conditions periinsat to the eite n
Guestion should ba utilized in making tire calculaticne.

Sute selecting ie & wejsr fasm? ta the Lexiialion ¢f rew
nucizar power plame, which ot rare, 6 ganerally recognizad a8 »a
mpaviant pational gesl. The modi{iciticns whichk we buggedl 2re
witersed 30 atlow for futhare 1mapeurynientd throigh Jerign and
w3aratic; exprriencs azg to avaifd peblic doepite oL e latant of
b propessn gutde. YWe hape thal you will give gorious censides-
207ty Aot cowaventy £ we!f 83 Commants of Sther indastrial
orgenisatiuay whicn ehare ooz aiercst it avt only bullding
eCOreialcaly AL FaCTIvE Lut aade nuslesr power plance.
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In this connection, we have worked closely with the Atomic
Indusztrial Forum Reactor Safety Cormmittee and wish to indicate our
support and approval of their recomrnendations.

Sincerely yours,
ﬂ;&"“}MLDg Qﬂ-ik

WEKD:mmh W. Kenneth Davis
Vice President



