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Honorable leonard Farbstein
House of Representatives

Dear Mr, Farbstein:

You were informed on March 20, 1967, by Mr, Richard L. Callaghan,
Assistant Administrator for legislative Affairs, National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration, that your inquiry of March 13,
made on behalf of Miss Elizebeth R. Hogan, New York City, had
been transferred to this agency. The following information and
coments are supplied in response,

We have no comment on Miss Hogan's attempt to draw parallsls
between "the recent NASA accident” and the Conmission's program
for licensing and regulating miclear power plants, but will deal
with her conclusions which imply that the AEC may give inadequate
consideration to the safety of nuclear reactors.

Most of Miss Hogan's questions contain references to the Consoli-
dated Edison Company's Indian Point Station Unit 2, for which the
Commission issued a construction permit on October 14, 1966, Por
your information, Miss Hogan appeared at the public hearing con-
ducted by an atomic safety and licensing board in that case at
Buchanan, New York, September 14-15, 1966, and expressed her views
concerning the possibility of nuclesr accidents at the p '
plant. After consideration of all the evidence and the record in
the proceeding, inoluding the safety reviews conducted by the AEC
regulatory steff and the Commission's statutory Advisory Committee
on Reactor Safeguards, the board issued a favorable decision and
ordered the issuance of the construction permit, :

Miss Hogan suggests, by references to parts of the AEC regulatory
staff's safety evaluation of the Indian Point Unit 2 construction
permit application, that danger lies in the fact that some safety-
related matters remain to be resolved while the facility is being
conatructed. Construction permits are not issued unless there is

[311
PDR
c

1160336 470424 ‘
ADOCK osooogg;




—?

Mr. lLeonard Parbstein -2 -

assurance, on the basis of specific plans or research and develop-
ment programs of the applicant, that such matters can be resolved
during the construction stage. Further, the applicant must submit
another application for the cperating license on completion of

_ eonstruetion, which again is yeviewed separately by the AEC regula-

~ tory staff and the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards to
assure that all safety-related matters have been resolved. Even
then, the initial operating license 1s issued cn a provisional
basls until it has been demonstrated that the facility will be
operated safely; and thereafter, the reactor is kept under contimi-
ing AEC swrveillence through periodic inspections and safety
reviews, A copy of the booklet "Licensing of Power Reactors” is
enclosed, which you may wish to forward to Miss Hogan.

Miss Hogan states that the possibility of a major nuclear plant

. accident "is dismissed as 'highly improbable.'"™ While the
probability of such an accident is remote, the Commssion's require-
ments of extensive systems of engineered safety features, designed
both to prevent accidents and to limit the consequences if any
should occur despite all precautions, show that this concermn has not
been "dismissed." Such safety features are amply illustrated in the
AEC regulatory staff's safety evaluation of the Indian Point Unit 2
project, from which Miss Hogan has quoted. I am also enclosing a
copy of the booklet "Atomic Power Safety," which discusses these
matters in general. o . ‘

Miss Hogan suggests that the good safety record of nuclear power
plants now operating might induce complacency snd carelessness;
and that the desire of utllities to meet schedules, together with
miscaleulations and technological overconfidence, may cause a
~ disaster through a major nuclear plant accident. The Commission's
‘ concern for public health and safety has always been predominant
in the licensing and regulation of nuclear power reactors, and
every effort will be made to maintain the safety record that has
been achieved to date. o :

Miss Hogan, both in her letter and in the attachment to her letter,
refers to an operating incident last fall which disabled the Enrico
Fermi reactor. This operating difficulty did not pose any threat
to public safety. B : ,

Concerning Miss Hogan's desire to "increase the interest of Congress,"
the matter of nuclear reactor safety has, of course, been of paramount
interest to Congreas and its Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.
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| I aumcloskxga copy of a press release dated March 13, 1967. which

anounead public hearings on the licensing and regulation of nuclear
reastors. Thase hearmss m still in pmmss.

Sincerely yem .

T slgned ) Harold . ?r‘n’e@}'.
Harold L. Price
Director of Regulation

Enclosures: .
1s I1stter from Miss Hogen

~ with attachment
2. Booklet, "Licensing of Power Reactors”
3. Booklet, "Atomis Power Safety"
i, Press Release - Hearings on AEC
Regulatory me :



HOUSF OF REPRESENTATIVES. U.s.
- WASHINGTON, D.C.

e Mareh 13,y 1967

Congressional Liaison Office
National Aeronautics and
Space Administration
400 Maryland Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D. C.

The attached communication is sub-
‘mitted for your consideration, and
to ask that the request made therein
be oomplied with, if possible.

It you will advise me of your e
‘action in this matter and have the .. ..:
letter returned to me with your.
reply. I will appreciate it.

Misa Elizabeth R. Hogan '
. 222 West TT7th 8treet -
New York 01ty

- May I pleasge have your advice
..., and comment.‘y
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EEONARD _FARBSTEIN
' M 0..

l9th, Néw York
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" Benjamin .Franklin Hotel
1222 Wog' 7'70h:,_S'oof, .
New York, New York 10024’

‘ Repfjﬁéohdfd'Fafbétéin':,
: -Rayburn Bldg., Suite 2455
Weshington, Dgcg“““ﬂ' B

DearWCongresSman,?arbsteih:*

_In view of thq-COncéfhwydﬁfhavéiéxpressed'abouf'nucléar':‘ X
Plant hazards, I thought you might be interested in theo enclosed .
questions about,nuclearlplant4safety,qraised~by'the,recontaNASA_
ac‘ciden_f,. : S ol L S T IR

. ‘Again, 'l would be intercsted im your reaction to a proposal

" that instmuctions be published on whit the public should do, in’
the event of a major ataomic plant accident or other serious '
accident involving radistion. 1 have not been gble to find any
sucn instruections, (even elementary ones, such as staying indoors,
 closing all windows, etc.) but they could be important in two ways.

~. Firet, the instructions themselves ' could save lives-in the o
i, ovent of a major accldent, (and after bhe NASA digaster, the Formi 7

‘nusleer glﬁnt,aocident of Oot. 5, 1966, snd other "nighly , .
improbable" events of the past year, thls seems essential.) Agaln, '
the distribution-of booklets on this would serve 'to make more ..
people saware thuat there 4re hazards related to nuclear plants-- -
. a fact that is not very well known, st preasent, (at least among -
- many of the people I have spoken to on the subject). TN
] e enclosed materisl ‘to a few.other ~

. I”am Sending'cdpiee of “th ‘ ;
. Congressmen, among, them Rep. John Saylor;. who' has spoken on several

 'ioccasions,onrthe~issuefof=atomic blhnt”safat".-vAnythingﬂ ou can do
. . : Y M

ko incra&sé*ﬁhe‘intereat cf‘Congresagin;phiswViQQIVISSueyawquld,be
B _Qeeply‘appreciatedfQﬁducouldﬂbe-pr'gresthimgortgggeg:gm* R

R Qith;fhdﬁké?fo#?j&hi?ﬁég&.iﬂﬁeresﬁraﬁdgeffﬁbﬁé;dﬁgﬁéhaiélt L
'*ggreater‘pub;io‘safety;1p”th9}ypolear'age‘;fukwwi;,g:, ' C N

iSipcbfély;iﬁ7 ;

"l ol Ky o
(nsee) £

lzebeth 8, Hogan '




;uxﬁﬁ‘ .. The AkC's Safety hvaluation of Indian Point Nucl ear Plant d2
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" Quostions tho NASA accident of 1-27-67 reises with regard to L

possible accidents'at'nucloér4power plants

.~ (1) On January 27, 1967, three American astronauts 108t their lives: .. .
-+ ' because of u flash fire in their spscecraft. A PR

)
¥
“ye

statess (Pgges 37-138) : , ‘

- "Also of concorn are the potential adverse effects of firos
originating in the control and salety system wiring and/op
witnin the control room itself. Iin ow opinlon, & direct, -
analytical safebty analysis relating to the possibility of :

.- reactivity excursions resulting from such fires i3, in practice, '
impossible due to the random nature of fire damage and the nearly_,&
- .+ Anfinite variety of possible circuit faultsz(some *unsafe'!, some '
. ‘ .. -'safe') which could result. However, we believe that the natural’
- # " complexity of resctor control and safety systems coupled with 8 -y

. redundant, fall-safe design firmly besed on applicable criteria, . :.

- accepted codes, etc., conStitUheSUthe-best:derense agalnst S

-7 serious fire-induced accidents. o : .

"In this connection, a“literature search was conducted with the
asslstance of the computer facilities at the Nuclear Safety
" Information Center (NSIC) at- Oak rldge National Laboratory, to . -

... study the historical record of such excursions,  NSIC has informed.

. us that they were unable to find any records of incldents involving’
- reactor damage as a result of fire-1induced excursions. S

- "Based on the foregoing considerations, we belieVe'that.Qriterion%fg
.16 1s satisfied." . ' - R

~ How can the AnC, or. tne public, be satisfled when potential acdverse
effects of fires are admitvted to be "of concern", when & saloty '
‘analysis of them is “impossible", and when Lhere &re Nno records o
of incidents involving reactor damsie as & result of fire-induced -
excursions, on which to base proper safeguardsi -

sy

- This 1s especially questionable in vlew of the NASA agcident of
January 27, 1967. As the N.Y. limes of Jan., 29, 1967 reported: ' -
"They all beliéved that they had a good spaceship, one that could .

- take them on & complete li day flight, Commender Chaffee surmed .

"up their feelings: 'I think we've got sn excellent spacecraft,es "
We're confident it's a darmed good spacecraft,¥ = - . ay

.»'(2) "In a discussion at & news symposium here last Dec. 15, Dr. Joseph' !
v Shea, the Apollo program manager, sald that the oxygen . systems on .

the Apollo spacecraft had been plagued by difficulties. ... e

- "Dr, Shea said that NASA had decided sguinst trying to overcome . °
every problem arising in connection with spoce flichts, S
- " 'We have been trylng to take an epproasch In the program that {n’

. offect says: Kun the program In e Felanced way, don't try to make

- everything-too perfect, don't try to make everything too complex :

"'or you'll never get the job done in the first place,' Dr. Shea said.]
- "This decision has kept the Americen space program moving aiong, '

"-. even when spacecraft have nov_functioned sceording to specificatio

ns
~ovn (Ne Xo Times, dang 9. TOTT
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wuestions the NASA accldent of Jan. 27, 190 raises . (Page 2)

LIt s 1nberenbins tu note, that in an srticle "How Haste In Space
- Makes Waste" (Hender's wWigest, July, 196]4), Joe hlex Morris :
' Polnted out:

i anC estimeted thal a single accident could cost 3,400 lives,

- This raiqe .tne'QUestion ‘of whother the atrl, which appurently

" Ilndian Point # 2), might not be ;nvlting un even greaber disaster"
L.involvlnm thousands of livea? .

- reseuarch and develooment have been conducted concurrently instead

~homework is completed before trying to bulld somnhnlnp.A

" San Onofre and Gonnecticut Yankeo facilitlea by the time the

*‘In view of the. NAbA disaster, and the AEG's own estimates of the

has teiton Lho aame appronch Lo nuclonr powet plant satety, (as
can Le noon {0 Lhe quotatlon from 1ts Galety bvaluation of

'Some o[ NASA's major;probl(m" heve arliasen from bhe fauct that

of making sure,- as one Gongreasman put it, that. 'the sclentific

Yhere 1s much’ evidence bo suggest that the Anb is making the same¢'f' i
-. mis Lakea s

- "he Amerlcan Standards Association end the lnstitube of
rlectronic and wslectrical engincers sre sctivoly enpaged in
the development of standards governing the design, testing,
and installstlon of reactor protection systems. ... Lvaluation
of the indisn Point Unit No, 2 resctor protection system: will
be be ed on such .standardsL us they are proposed or adopted.’

(Page 15, Safety nvaluation) 5

. - : : Indien Point Unit 2
MPurther experimental informetion shouln be available from the

. Indian Point 11 rgcilitx is to ogerate.

'~ (Page 22, Safety hvaluetion)
o lndian Point Unit 2 i
With remard to ‘other <afety factors.

"We bellave that these matter' can be resolved during tho
construction of the facilitx

(Page 30, bafety ‘wvaluation)
(lndian Point Unit 2)

/ 

damage’ ® major nucleer plant accident could cause, (in 1957, tho

injure 43,000, snd cause property demage of o? billion) the Lo
wisdom of keeping the nucluar power industry "moving aIOﬂg --ab -
an ever-increasing pace-~when atanderds. governing the design,

- testing &and instellation of reactor protection SYStems hav3 ot ff75w

yot been fully developed--is highly questionable.vv

"...space officlals Have warned repeatedly that the #S billlon-a-fi
yeur they were receiving was Just & little less thsn they needed
to be certain of meeting the 1970 deadline. It forced them, they
finld, into & 'auccess ‘achedulel=-one Lhnl allowed lor no contlngendies

such ns Fridey's ‘calastrophe,

"For this resson, if no other, cribics in bonbre mny question
whchn(r selely, ps well B8 lee-hubleq"wero edversely affected .




(Paze'3)ﬂ

A similar question has been raised with regard to utilities
snd reector manufacturers. :

& sLLonﬁ the NaSA accidenh of Jan. 27, 1967 rai“

As Dr, Theos J. Thonmpson,

. Reactor SLfeguards during 1961), steted, in april, 1962:% .
. "Increasing the power capebility from Lhe samé qize reactor is the
best way to improve the economics. in many reactors, - Here safety
and_econonics tend to clash hesd on. The economlé pressures. are
vory great, 8s youy know. We need better undersvending of the
'...fundamentnls of burnout- before Wo. know how close wo can apnroech
- the condition safelye «o¢ '

B ince the protlem is not well Fpsolved 1t ie dif’icth to. have
a cl*ar consclence about loceting a large rezctor -now, with high
pressure, flattened flux distributions,
: out condicions--as they muet to be economic—-in the center of a
: clt * oo 0
vary reactor that has b een operatea to date, unless it has had
atl .least one almost exact prototype as is the cese with submsrine
reactors, hes demonstrated some small differences from expected
- behavior. 4aAlmost &lways these have not teen important, but they
- 8eem to indicste that one should bé very cereful in locsting a firs§
~ of 3its kind (or slzez reactor in 2 glace where engineeored safeux I
. 1s used exclusively, age Indnmnity and ﬂeactor Safety")
. wTevtimony of bLr, fhompson, Hearings beiore the oubcommittee on - .“" §
":Radiation, Hesearch and Development of the Joint bommittee, April 1962-

. These remarks are ospecially pertinent with regard to Indian Point
Nuclear Plant # 2, which is the largest reasctor to be considered

for licensing  to date, ‘and 1s loceted 2l miles from the nstion's

largest city. An initlel construction permit has already been issued,?

(u) "As the world grieves the deaths ‘of
kdward H, White 24 and Hoger b. Charfee, several haunting questions
are ‘insistently raised: Did the record of more then a.halfl- decade
of manned spesce flight without a casualty lnduce cerelessness’

. Wore thelr )ives sacrificed becruse of the stringent, though enti relx

.. arbitrary, timetable for the 4pollo Project and the short ocuts -

introduced to try to meet that schedul et Were any precautions

neglected out of zeal to beat the. Russ19ns to the moon?

CANJX. Times zditorial, Jan. 29, 1961) :

pioneers Virglid 1, Grissom,

~ Similar questions oan be asked of our rapidly expanding nuclear
. power industry.v S :

\8) Will the safety record of nucluarApowergp]antq now Qperating,

- {pointed to with pride so often by the ALC and reactor .
~. manufacturors--at lesst until Lhe recent serlous’ aooident
- ab the Ferml nuclesr plant. in Uctober,ul966)3uy .

induce complaceney or carelessness?

. Congressran Loonard‘Farbatoln raleed this;qheeﬁienf?

‘”f fJHIY. 1965

(Cheirman of the Advisory bommittee on If n;;»

snd running neer the burn-h_ﬁn*“

-

S R 5

.
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7 duegiions bho NASA uccldent of Jan. 27,.1967 ruises - Weee ) !

7 In introducing a bill that would mpke utilities end reactor
- manufacturers responslble for wl00 milllon in addition to the

-5-proV1310ns_of the krice-anderson ACt, In the event of « nuclesr
7 plant accldenb,'Congressman Farbstein remarked: e

“;;"lf_atomic POWEr grows us rapidly as now forecast by the
“Atomle Lnergy Commiss'tion, we will have more than 100 large
plants in overntion within the next 15 years. Unfortunately,

the o0ld saw still holds»trua--'familiarity brecds contempt'. -

. This 19 true even with'respect to-extremoly_dangcrous, _ :
' "Instrumentslities. This blll 1s designed to keep them careful. 2
" e push _for low-cost power, there io inherent s deSire to' |
. 38Ve costs bty placing atomic power plunis near the center of

_.-power consumption end by reducing the cost of safety devices.

1 feel certasin no utility would bow to such economfc-pressur68ghq

8t thls stare of the development of atomic power, I do fesr, '}

'“ngeven; thet there mey be a tendency Lo become complecent as

Lhe yeors go by, and 1 think tne public is enbibled to the . -
~Brotectlon which is Inherent in some._degree of financial

- Xesponsibility for negligence,” - o I R

‘ ‘ T (Congressional Hecord, July 12, 1965) " e

‘ Tho7biiliwg3.not passed, bht‘thenquesbloh remains,

_(b)'WLll lives be sacrifiCed'bécauSe'of t1me-tab1es, and shbrtAg{
o-eubs introduced Lo _meet these? ' , S L e

o Congression91 1nVestigatioh of the loss of our nuclear: :
- submarine Uhresher revesled thet "I'o meot its deadline for ~ . |
c - compleving ovirhsul of the Yhreshey, however, the Fortsmouth A
-+~ Naval Shipyard pérmitted Uhe submarinre to po on a shakedown s
‘ecrulse without iInspecting all the-ioints."’tN.Y;.Times_l-lO-65)Y”'

“]iEvldencé-or'1nadequate'design,_pbor‘wqumanship; and .defective
. .plping weas also uncovered,'and;a-sllver.brazing method was
. “'chosen to Join pipes, instead of welding, because 1% "eppeared.
:,.bo be cheaper and easler",. = . T

i;fTh&re 1s no doubt that Lhere ls.a“specidi deadlinéypfoblem-!f'-
‘ w1th regard o nuclear vower plangg; S C

- Con-Lkdison's publicetion, "around the System™, (November, 1906)°
;. 8tressed that delay in the consiruction of its Cornwall DN
. project "has made it imperiative" for Con-tdison to hasten
. the installatlon of other equipment, among . this, Indian Point
. Nuclear Plant 7 2. Co e . o -" o

. 1, Con-kdison Is not the only utility fighting u desdllne on
‘nuclear Power vlants, a Spokesman for tho-Jersey.Gentral L
- Yower end Light Company recently ssid thut the fuct that its i
U Oyster Creek nhclungmﬂlﬁgymﬁqgmﬂggggpl months behind nchodule

ol o erllienl™. e Lompany's new power Uniis sre R
- planned on"a  coordinea ted system basis, "end 1f they don't get i
-4t on time 1t will creute & problem.™ — SO Co
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' ”; Yueations thae NASA accident of Jan. 27. 1967 ralses

consldered necessary was taxen to
troneuts and their spacecraft. .

j;ﬁ) Certainly every procautlion
. protect the lives of our 8s
. Yet the accldent occurred.

Obviously, there were miscslculations snd technological over-
confldenco, 88 to whst was necessary to protect the astronauts
and the two young airmen who died in a similar accident a few’
~ days later, as the N.YX. Yimes pointed out
. agaln us the Times stated, there had been warningsa, prior to -
~ theso accidents. =~ = S L , '

- Isn't it possible thal similar‘miscalcﬁlations_and,téchhblbgicalf

- nuclear plant accidentl

October 5, 1966 is only the latest in a serles ©
nuclesr power plants, The fact that the Fermi accident involved

.." ‘fuel melting, and that the Tull extent of the damags 1s baking
.- months to determine,’ makes 1t an especlally sig

. In any case, an.accldent at some time 1
‘degree, expected in our spaoce progranm.
_“December, news correspondent Nelson be

"'if he was bothered by the "law of averagea", 8O
. possibility of & catastrophic fallure waes concemed.

In a C.B.S. interview in:

By contrast,~the."lnw of_aV6ragés"'Quéstxon_eeéms never to have.
been asked with regard to a major'nuclear.plant.acqidenb. Inst
‘this lu dismissed aa[“highlygimprobablo“u{v. s

;l?But how "highli'improbabld" 13 ité-reallxéFih view of the ,,.g
"-iquotations from the AC's Saleby bvaluation of: indian Poinp'ag

.. and other points ralsed here?

o

51%;; 1t more -~ or_lées.-¥ orobables -

"."than’ the NASA accldent? R

- ...~ than’our loss of ‘the nuclear submarine, Thresher?
.- “.*¢han the blsckout of November 9, 1965, = '

;7 (considered so improbetle that not even a nuclear
“. .. atteck would trigger 1t7) o '

~.* " than the collislon of two unmanne
o .. disclosed in October, 1966%

" (According to the N.X..

. against such an sccident

in an editorial, Feb. 3K

- overconfidence may cause & national disastqr,-through:é mgjor [’
f - There have been warhigvs'ih'this-area too. ‘The serlous accidencj
o &t the bnrico Fermi atomic plant (30 miles from Detroit), on. ' 7
' f accidents atv
nirficent warninge.

n- the future was, to -some.

nton asked Golonel Grissom:
far as the .. - - .=

oa
RR A

d'D;S.ZSpacedbaft in orbiﬁ

Times;'Oct{ullf 19663 "The odds g

(Page 5) -

o

© amlllion to ome.m)

-5l556.u% in 1976; . .
“with bhousands of lives, end bill

ﬂ;this- uestion dese Or, %y i

were estimsted at better than’

:'fiwith'Consolideted.EdiSonf&lone plahhing to §héhéélits“paﬁﬁernkdff
‘electric generation from nuclear plants, from L.1% in 1966 to . .~




... Excerpt from Annual Report to Congress of the
- -Atomic Energy Commissivn for 1966

>

| REACTOR AND
OTHER NUCLEAR
FACILITY LICENSING

Chapter 2

The AEC’s regulatory .program for nuclear facilities is aimed

toward assuring that the construction and operation of reactors and

" other nuclear faclhtles is conducted in a manner consistent with public =~ -
health and safety and the common defense and security. The pro- - S
_ gram encompasses both proposed new facilities and surveillance of

" operations of emstmg facl]mes. i

THE REGULATORY PROCESS

In addition to its licensing actlvmes, the AEC’s regulatory staff

. has responsibility for the conduct of safety reviews of reactor facili-

ties owned and operated by the AEC and by the Department of De-
fense, providing advice on siting, design and operation of reactors,

. and porting operations for nuclear vessels.

The licensing of a power or test reactor involves a comprehensive
safety analysis of the application for a construction permit by the
AEC regulatory staff and an independent review by the Advisory

. Committee on Reactor Safegnards as required by the Atomic Energy
. Act of 1954, as amended. A mandatory public hearing is then con-

ducted by an atomic safety and licensing board appointed by the Com-

. mission from the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel. After

the hearmg, the board renders an initial decision which is then sub-

- ject to review by the Commission. Essentially the same type of review -

process occurs with respect to an application for an operating license,

exXcept that a public hearing is not mandatory.! . Licensed reactors con-
* tinue under AEC surveillance throughout thelr lifetimes.

; .
1 The llcenslng process ls described ln detaﬂ in the booklet, “Licensing of Power Reactors,”

- which may be obtained, without charge, by writin;; to the Divislon of Reactor Licensing, .
.." or the Division of Pubnc Information, U. B. Atomlc Energy Commlsslon. Wnshlngton, D C.




44 REACTOR AND OTHER NUCL#AIL FACILITY LICENSING

Role of the ACRS e

The Advisory Committce on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) is a
statutory group established to. advise the Clommission with respect to
the safety aspects of proposed and existing nuclear facilities. The
committee (see Appendix 2 for listing of members) conducts an inde- .
pendent review of safoty studies referved to it and presents its con-
clusions and recommendations to the Commission in written reportg
which are made part of the public record, except for clussified material.
The ACRS not only evaluates the safety aspects of proposed new fa-

-cilities, but also reviews significant changes to exisling facilities or

their method of operation and participates in the preparation and re-
view of proposed safety standards. The ACRS is composed of repre-
sentatives of the nuclear and other phases of American industry and

of several national laboratories and academic instit utions, who are -

- experts in their fields with substantial experience in physics, engineer-

ing, chemistry, metallurgy, and environmental sciences.
During 1966, the full committee met on 14 occasions, and 69 meet-

“ings of ACRS subcommittees were held. The committee provided

reports to the Commission on 13 privately or municip:lly owned facil-
ities, 7 on Commission facilities, and 2 on facilities owiied by other gov-
ernment agencies. In addition, the ACRS submiited six reports
on general subjects such as periodic, comprehensive (10 year) reviews
of operating power reactors and reactor safeguard research, and par-
ticipated in the development of nyclear facility safety criteria and
guides.

ASLB Hearings |
Statutory Atomic Safety and Licensing Boards (ASLB) were es-

tablished in 1962 to permit greater flexibility and informality in the |

conduct of power reactor licensing proceedings. Prior to the estab-
lishment of the boards, the public hearings were conducted by AEC
hearing examiners. These boards are selected from a panel (see Ap-
pendix 2 for list of members) made up of technically qualified persons
from the academic community, private industry (including AEC con-
tractor personnel) and the AEC’s heuring examiners. A three-man.

. board—composed of two technical experts and one member qualified

in the conduct of administrative proceedings—is drawn from the panel -
for each licensing matter referred to the ASLB by the Commission. -
In addition, a technically-qualified alternate is appointed to each board.
During 1966, six new boards were designated. ' .
- On November-30, the Commission estalblished the positions of per-

_manent Chairman and Vice Chairman of the ASLB Panel to coordi-
" Date the activities of the boards and help _expedite the conduct of
", licensing hearings, ~ ~ . . . T .




