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tUNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

December 4, 1989

Ms. Anna Harlowe
Issues Coordinator
Ecology Center of Southern California
Post Office Box 35473
Los Angeles, California 90035

Dear Ms. Marlowe:

This letter further responds to your Petition of March 8, 1989, requesting
that the NRC fix or close all nuclear power reactors designed by General
Electric Company (GE).

As bases for this request, you allege that (1) in 1972, a member of the NRC
staff recommended that GE-designed .reactors be banned in the United States;
(2) in 1975, GE engineers generated the "Reed Report" that detailed dozens of
safety and economic problems with GE-designed reactors and recommended that
GE stop selling those reactors; (3) in 1986, an NRC official admitted that 24
GE reactors with Mark I containments had a 90 percent chance of failure in a
nuclear accident; (4) in 1987, an NRC task force confirmed that Mark I
containments were virtually certain to fail in an accident; (5) according to
NRC safety studies, Mark II reactors have many possible scenarios for early
containment failures; and (6) Mark II designs, on which the Reed Report focused,
have dozens of safety and economic problems and have suffered massive cost
overruns during construction as a result of design problems.

On Dune 5, 1989, I informed you Chat your request was being treated under
10 CFR 2.206 of the Commission's regulations and that a formal decision would
be issued within a reasonable time.

For the reasons set forth in the enclosed Director's Decision under 10 CFR
2.206, your Petition has been denied. A copy of Che Decision will be filed
with the Secretary of the Commission for the Commission's review in accordance
with 10 CFR 2.206(c). The Decision will constitute final action of the
Commission 25 days after the date of issuance unless the Commission, on its
own motion, institutes a review of the Decision within that time. I have
also enclosed a copy of a notice that is being filed with the Office of the
Federal Register for publication.

Your letter also expressed concern that GE is pursuing a "standardized" Advanced
Boiling Water Reactor (ABWR) design which you allege fails to address many of
the shortcomings identified by GE's own engineers as far back as the 1975 Reed
Report.
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The Reed Report was a self-critical study performed by General Electric intended
as a product im'provement study to enhance the availability and performance of
GE reactors. In February 1976, two NRC staff members reviewed a copy of the
report in GE's Washington, D.C., offices and determined that the report (I) did
not identify any new safety concerns, and (2) did not indicate that GE had
failed to report any significant safety concerns to the NRC.

In June 1987, the NRC established a special task group to reevaluate the issues
raised in the Reed Report, taking into account the advances in nuclear power
technology and the many reactor years of operational experience in the 12 years
since the Reed Report was written. In NUREG-1285, the special task group
drew the following conclusions:

(I) The Reed Report does not identify any matters that would support
a need to curtail the operation of any GE boiling water reactor
currently licensed.

(2) The Reed Report does not identify any new safety issues of which
the NRC staff was unaware.

(3) Although certain issues addressed by the Reed Report are still being
studied by the NRC and the industry, there is a basis for permitting
continued plant operations while those issues are being 'resolved.

These conclusions are consistent with the conclusions of our February 1976
review. Additional information, including the history of the Reed Report and
the topics discussed in the Reed Report, is contained in NUREG-1285, a copy of
which is enclosed for your information.

The staff has not yet completed its safety evaluation for advanced boiling
water reactor designs. Nor has any uti lity applied for a license to build
or operate an ABWR. However, the staff is implementing 10 CFR Part 52 and
the Severe Accident Policy Statement and the Safety Goal Policy Statement in
its review and evaluation of the severe accident issues that are being
addressed in advanced light water reactor (LWR) design certification applica-
tions as well as in the conceptual design documentation on non-LWR designs.
The staff's conclusions regarding these matters will be in accordance with
the Comnission's policy that future designs for nuclear power plants should
reduce the risk from severe accidents.

Sincerely,

Enclosures:
1. Director's Decision
2. Federal Re ister Notice
3. RHH~2 , eed Report"

Thomas E. Murley, Director
Office of.Nuclear Reactor Regulation


