
r

.

. _ .c- - .

02E,2 $J..$.,9Q fd,52_d-f 0
. . _

.

0
pc vcuer.c . . -

(5'ff= W 1ifr0$
i

-
,

:-

73 Mt.'? 25 P2:16
c.,:na e-sw u,,. wwn .. yq* P'u'C?cv 5.arut. yea

J.
-

" * ~ " '
Romo, 2 4 MAR.1993

,

Prot, n. 3160

Secretary
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Attention: DocketinR and Service Branch

Subject: Proposed rulemaking 10CFR Parts 50, 52 and 100, " Reactor
Siting Criteria" (Federal Register Vol. 57. No 203 - October
20, 1992).

,

1

Dear Sirs,
i

Referring to the proposed rules in the subject, I'm pleased to provide
you with the attached ENEA-DISP comments.

Sincerely yours

0cuar' NA'
-

Gior. anni Naschi
,
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Comments to:
,

REACTOR SITE CRITERI A 10 CFR Parts 50,52 and 100
((Proposed Rules in Federal Register October 20, 1992) ;

B

US Regulations, especially at the CFR level, have always played a
relesant role in public debates that took place in our country; this is the

,

main reason why we have to be very reactive to those parts of the
,

'

proposed rules which could have a heavy impact on this debate.
In this respect the population density criterium (part 100.21) appears

to be of major concern. In fact, if the figures reported into the rule, such
as 500 people per square mile, are understood as Technical Reference, the
future for nuclear energy would be even more difficult in Italy, as the

;ascraged population density in our country is very close to the quoted i

figure. '

We realize that such limit is written down in a form (should) which
is not mandatory, howeser we are afraid that a misunderstanding is still
possible.

On the other side, the Commission itself states that " nuclear power
plants meeting current safety standards could be safely located at sites
significantly more dense than 500 people per square mile", that reflects ,

2

our position. In conclusion, our suggestion is to remove the specification
i

of numerical limits.
Furthermore we think that such limits could find a better place in

Regulatory Guides, where possible application criteria could be addressed,
asoiding any possible misunderstanding and any arbitrariness in
interpretation. '

We agree that remote siting is part of the concept of defence in
depth and that sites with as low as possible population densities have to be
preferred; however we believe that very strict requirements could be too
heavy if compared with expected accidental behaviour and could
discourage plant improvements. In this respect we suggest to adoM more -
realistic criteria such as distance based weighting factors and limits
applicable to sectors.

Regarding the other questions, we bellese that most of them arise
from the policy of separating siting from designing. This is clearly the
case of the problems connected to the definition of the exclusion area. On
this matter our opinion is that both Exclusion Area and Emergency
Planning should be correlated to reactor design and related safety feature.

Other questions, such as the consideration of meteorological aspects
,

,
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at site permit stage, depend on the specific characteristics of the available *

sites. The collection and the analysis of meteorological data are required
at that stage, in our country, in order to exclude very unfavorable sites. |3

t

Also from geology and seismology point of _ view, the separation !

hetween the two phases: siting and design, is not always simple. Particular !

analyses, for example the bearing capacity, cannot be treated separately. ,

Such analyses, sometime, can exclude the site both from the economic ;

point of view and for the-feasibility of particular earthworks (es. deep
backfitting in areas where shallow confined acquifers are present).

>

Regarding the SSE, in the text it is alvays stated to use in a combined
manner the probabilistic (first) and deterministic (second) approaches.
This approach may be good in US because of the existance of EUS and !

,

: Wl:S tectonic situations. However the majority of the countries in the
world have only or interplate or intraplate situation. It would be better to'

state clearly that probabilistic methods are more important for intraplate i

!areas while the deterministic methods for the interplate ones. Generally
speaking the probabilistic methods provide too many data that can be
misused. ,

For the seismic input,0,1 g and a wide band spectrum are considered i

good reference ( i.e. minimum value) for SSE.
!

Regarding capa6.e and active faults, the new definitions appear very ;

good. However the new terminology, respectively: capable tectonic source i

and seismogenic source, is not necessary absolutely. It is still not clear to i

many international Experts the difference between the old terms;
:therefore new terms can create only a larger confusion.
1

The emphasis that is given to the importance of the " professional
judgment" in taking decisions appears good. However it is important to
put emphasis also on the fact that the judgment can be assessed properly
when good Experts and good databases are available.

i
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