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73.100 design basis threat or radiological sabotage I can accept sabotage for a big reactor but,
for a small SMR, why aren't we worried about the complete theft of the entire, truck-
transportable reactor?

176 140.3 Is $1,000,000 big enough?
188 171.15 (c)(1) "The FY 2022 annual fee..."" Is there more up-to-date information?

OK T have finished reviewing what I had planned to do of the draft of Rule 53 and a
considerable amount more. But that is not the entire job. Even harder is to identify what was
not mentioned and should have been. Here are a few off the top of my head.

The need for emergency planning and a trained, exercised emergency response organization is
being quietly ignored. The edge of the response area appears to be just the inside wall of the
reactor building. There is no mention of training for responders. And, of course, nobody
mentioned the need for MONEY to pay for such training.

I have to say that I am not comfortable discussing radiation dose amounts in the terms they use
today BUT, it seems to me that very high doses are now necessary before anyone is obligated
to take action. (I am thinking of a short term 20 Rem dose somewhere I think. If I remember
correctly, this is 4 times what we were allowed to get over a whole year as radiation workers
at the nuclear plant.)

Nobody has suggested that some mobile response equipment (like the legacy fleet has
accumulated, often referred to as FLEX equipment) might actually be needed.

And, you know, back when I was on the United Engineers & Constructors payroll, I helped
build a PWR physical containment building that actually contained either a hydrogen burn or
maybe even an explosion: and held! Today, that is out. We now talk of "functional"
containment. This is a promise that 3 different things will suffice.

I don't understand how outside law enforcement is going to be able to promptly respond to
problems at isolated small SMRs in time to do any good. Also, it appears that it is expected
that this response will be done on a gratis basis.

And, if you think about it, have you seen any discussion of how a trailer truck sized SMR
eventually holding radiated fuel is going to be removed from the site at the end of its § year
life?

Today, the emphasis is on cost. But, the NRC does not realise that you cannot promise the
industry that they can have BOTH flexible and predictable unless you actually SPEND THE
MONEY to build two different sets of procedures: one is flexible (and NOT predictable) and
the other is predictable (and NOT? flexible).

Since 2019, when I first came across NRC digital discussions on digital common cause failure,
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I have been disappointed with its treatment by the US NRC. I believe it to still be a problem.

And finally could I mention that I think the US NRC needs to have an actual number set as the
amount of acceptable risk, to be used in risk calculations.

Well, that is it for tonight.
Thank you,

Tom Gurdziel



