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UNITED STATES 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20B4B 

May 25, 1966 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE COMMISSIONERS 
SUBJECT: OPERATING PHILOSOPHY FOR NAVAL IS3LEAR VESSELS 

You will recall that at the Meeting with the Advisory Committee 
on Reactor Safeguards held on May 6, 1966, the ACRS suggested the 
desirability of a definitive formulation of Admiral Rickover's philo
sophy of the operation of Naval nuclear vessels. The purpose of this 
would be to assure the continuity of the operating safety of the 
present system. The staff would appreciate guidance as to how this 
matter should be taken up with Admiral Rickover. 

I would like to discuss this matter at the Information Meeting 
scheduled for Thursday, May 26, 1966. 

Original signed 
W. B. McCool 

W. B. McCool 
Secretary 

cc: 
General Manager 
Director of Regulation 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum copy .. Ger' 
■manto^a 

TO File DATE:
 Mav 12

»
 l966 

F R O M : W. B. McCool, Sec. 

SUBJECT: SAFETY REVIEW OF DOD REACTORS 

SECY: ICB 

1. During the Meeting between the Commissioners and Members 
of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards on May 6, 1966, it was 
agreed AEC would press the effort to negotiate an appropriate Memorandum 
of Understanding with the DOD regarding the safety review of UOD reactors. 

2. It is our understanding the Director of Regulation is taking 
the required action. 

Commissioners 
Director of Regulation 
Deputy Dir. of Regulation 
Asst. Dir. of Reg* for Admin. 
Asst. Dir. of Reg. for Nuclear Safety 
General Manager 
Deputy General Manager 
Assistant General Manager 
Exec. Asst. to Gen. Mgr. 
Asst. Gen. Mgr. for Reactors 
General Counsel 
D i r . , KD&T 
Dir., Congr. Relations 
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Memorandum 

€/ A.?, "fc 

TO 

FROM : 

R, E. Hollingsworth, General Manager 
Harold L. Price, Director of Regulation 

W. B. McCool, Secretary pr j 

DATE: May 6, 1966 
Approved 

Date 
R.E.H./H.L.F. 

SUBJECT: CHECKLIST OF MEETIHG WITH MEMBERS OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR 
SAFEGUARDS, FRIDAY, MAY 6 , 1 9 6 6 , 1 1 : 2 0 A . M . , ROOM 1030 , D .C . OFFICE 

SECY:ICB 

1. Modification of the Statutory Requirement for ACRS Review 

The Commission and the ACRS agreed submission of legislation 
could be deferred until the next Congressional session. (DR/OGC) 

2. Safety Review of DOD Reactors 

AEC will press the effort to negotiate an appropriate Memorandum 
of Understanding with the DOD. (DR) 

The Commission will discuss the Naval Reactors' safety review 
procedures with Admiral Rickover from the standpoint of assuring the 
continuity of the present system. The Commission noted the ACRS 
suggestion regarding the desirability of a written record of the 
philosophy of operation of Naval nuclear vessels. (DR/SECY) 

3. Conflict of Interest 

cc: 
Commissioners 
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UNITED STATES 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20S45 
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MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN SEABORG 
COMMISSIONER PALFREY 
COMMISSIONER RAMEY 
COMMISSIONER TAPE 

SUBJECT: SAFETY REVIEW OF DOD REACTORS 

On September 22, 1964, the Commission reviewed and discussed AEC 1067/19, 
"AEC Safety Responsibility for DoD Reactors." Following that, and a 
subsequent meeting with the Commission on November 18, 1965, I initiated 
discussions with Mr. William J. Howard, Chairman of the Military Liaison 
Committee, for the purpose of developing a "Memorandum of Understanding 
Between the DoD and the AEC" with respect to the safety review of DoD 
reactors. It was our plan that this Memorandum of Understanding formalize 
the procedures and working relationships between the AEC and the military 
services, in implementation of the Presidential Directive on this subject. 

It is the purpose of this memorandum to report on the status of our 
negotiations with DoD and, more specifically, to alert the Commission 
to a recent situation that has developed in connection with two 
Air Force reactors. 

Status of Negotiations with DoD on "Memorandum of Understanding" 

As noted in my memorandum of June 30, 1965, our first conference with 
Mr. Howard and representatives of the DoD took place on February 25, 1965. 
At this meeting we discussed in detail the informal procedures which 
were being followed and arrived at, I thought, a general understanding 
as to the principal items to be incorporated into an AEC-DoD Memorandum 
of Understanding. While the DoD was less than enthusiastic as to the 
need to develop such an agreement, they prepared and forwarded to us the 
first draft of the Memorandum of Understanding. After discussing this 
draft with the Commission we submitted to the DoD on September 9, 1965, 
a revised draft for their review and comment. We have made a number of 
follow-up calls to Mr. Howard's office concerning the status of DoD 
comments on the AEC draft but we have not received a reply to date. 
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Even though we have been unable to negotiate a formal Memorandum of 
Understanding, we have had no significant difficulty in carrying out the 
Commission's responsibilities with respect to the safety of these 91b 
reactors. There have been recent developments, however, with respect to 
two Air Force reactors which suggest a possible deterioration in the 
AEC-Air Force working relationship and which point up the need for a 
clearer understanding between the two agencies as to respective 
responsibilities in this area. 

Operating Problems - PM-1 Reactor at Sundance, Wyoming 

A recent review of the Air Force operating experience with the PM-1 
reactor at Sundance, Wyoming, revealed a number of operating difficulties 
such that we and the ACRS became concerned that they might represent 
potential safety problems. We identified these potential problems in a 
letter to the Air Force dated March 24, 1966, and requested their 
evaluation of the situation. On April 13, 1966, the Air Force responded 
that the operating difficulties experienced had been completely resolved 
from a nuclear safety standpoint. No further explanation was given nor 
were any of the reasons for their conclusions advanced. We do not 
regard this as an acceptable response and plan to follow up with the 
Air Force in an attempt to obtain more specific information concerning 
their resolution of these problems. 

Air Force Nuclear Engineering Test Facility (AFNETF) Wright-Patterson 
Air Force Base, Ohio 

The AFNETF reactor was designed by Allis-Chalmers and built by the 
Corps of Engineers for the Air Force. The Corps of Engineers also had 
the responsibility for its initial start-up. We concurred in the 
initial start-up of the reactor by the Corps of Engineers on the basis 
of a request submitted by the Corps. Our review and concurrence did 
not include operation of the reactor by the Air Force since the 
Air Force had not submitted such a request. Our usual procedure in 
reviewing the long-term operation of a reactor involves a thorough 
review of its initial operating experience, as well as a review of the 
organization and qualifications of the group which will have operating 
responsibility. 

On November 17, 1965, it came to our attention that the Air Force had 
assumed full operating responsibility from the Corps of Engineers and 
that the reactor was in operation. At a meeting called by us on 
December 1, 1965, the Air Force stated that the transfer had taken 
place and that the reactor was being operated in a restricted manner. 
They further indicated that the reactor would continue to be operated 
in this manner pending receipt and evaluation of the check-out data 
from initial operations. Following this meeting, we informed the 
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Air Force on December 23, 1965, that we were satisfied with the competence 
of the Air Force organization, provided the reactor continued to be 
operated in the restricted fashion described by them. We further 
indicated that in order to complete our review in regard to their proposed 
experiment program, we would need a report covering initial start-up of 
the reactor. This information has still to be furnished. 

Conclusion 

While we do notbelieve that any of the difficulties mentioned above 
require urgent action on the part of the AEC, they do reveal a situation 
that could potentially lead to future safety problems. They also point 
up the need to develop as soon as possible a clearer understanding 
between the two agencies as to their respective responsibilities in the 
safety review of 91b reactors. 

On the basis of our experience to date, I am not hopeful that the staff 
will be able to negotiate an acceptable Memorandum of Understanding. 
While I plan to continue our efforts to resolve this matter with the 
DoD, direct Commission participation probably will be required. 

I would like to discuss this matter at an early Information Meeting. 

'(Signed) HLP 
Harold L. Price 
Director of Regulation 

cc: General Manager (2) 
Secretary (2H — ^ c 
OGC (2) 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

October 12, 1965 

•Dear Mr. Chairman: ^ 
The President on October tenth signed 

an Executive Order entitled "Amending Regulations 
Relating to the Safeguarding of Vessels, Harbors, 
Ports, and Waterfront Facilities of the United 
States," a copy of which is enclosed. 

Sincerely, 

■^vSlliam J» Honkins tSUiam J . Hopkins 
Executive Clerk 

Honorable Glenn T. Seaborg 
Chairman 
Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington,. D. C. 

Enclosure 



FOR IMMEDWrE RELEASE W OCTOBER i l , 1965 

Office of the White House P re s s Secretary 
(Bethesda Naval .Hospital) 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

President Johnson has signed an Executive Order entitled, "Amending 
Regulations Relating to the'Safeguarding of Vessels , Harbors , P o r t s , and 
Waterfront Facilit ies of the United States, " 

Executive Order 10173, issued in 1950, established regulations con
cerning the protection and security of vesse l s , harbors , and waterfront 
facilities. The Coast''Guard, as the responsible agency, has administered 
and enforced these regulations since that t ime. Recent experience has 
indicated a need to expand the scope of these regulations by providing for 
the establishing of Security Zones over and adjacent to waters near a r eas 
where ship iaunchings a re taking place in order to. r es t r i c t the entry of 
persons or vessels by any manner or means. TMs-amendment will 
accomplish that purpose. " 

l a addition, Executive Order 10173 is being amended to apply exist
ing provisions to the newly authorised aones when they are established 
and to clarify the definition of a Captain of the Por t . 

It is expected that with these amendments, the task of preventing 
damage or injury to vessels and waterfront facilities, as well as persons , 
will be made simpler and more effective* 

more 
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EXECUTIVE ORDER 

AMENDING REGULATIONS RELATING TO THE SAFEGUARDING OF 
VESSELS, HARBORS, PORTS, AND WATERFRONT* FACILITIES 

'• OF THE UNITED STATES 

By vircue of the authority vested in mo by the Act ox August 9, 1950, 
64 S:afc. 427, which amended section 1 of title II of the Act of June 15, 
1917, 40 Sjai. 220 (50 U. S. C. 191), 'and as President of the United States, 
I hereby prescr ibe the following amendments of tae regulations prescribed 
by Executive Order No. 10173 of October IS, 1950, as- amended by 
Executive Order No. 10277 of August I , 1951, and Executive Order 
No. 10352 of May 19, 1952, which regulations constitute Pa r t 6, Sub
chapter A, Chapter 1, Title 33 of the Code of Federal Regulations: 

l» Section 6. 01-3 i s amended to read as follows: • 
£6. 01 -3 Captain of the Por t . "Captain of the Por t" as used in this 

par t , means the officer of the Coast Guard, under the command of a 
District Commander, so designated by the Commandant for the purpose 
of giving immediate direction to Coast Guard law enforcement1 activities 
v/iwhin his assigned a rea . In addition, the District Commander shall be-
Captain of the Por t with respect to remaining areas in his District not 
assigned to officers designated by the' Commandant as Captain of the Por t . 

2. Section 6. 01-4 i s amended to read as follows: 
b6. 01-4 Waterfront Facility. "Waterfront facility" as used in this 

part.; means all p ie r s , wharves, docks, and similar structures to which 
Vwi-els may be secured; a reas of land, water , or land and water under 
and in immediate proximity to themj buildings on such structures or 
contiguous to them and equipment and mater ials on such structures or 
in such buildings. 

3. A new section 6. 01-5 is added to read as follows: 
-6 . Gi-., Security zone. "Security aone" as used in this par t , means 

all areas of land, water , or land and water , which a re so designated by 
«r.c Captain of the Por t for such t ime a s he deems necessary to prevent 
damage or injury to any vessel or waterfront facility, to safeguard por t s , 
harbors , t e r r i to r i e s , or waters of the United States or to secure the 
observance of the rights and obligations of the United States. 

4.-. Section 6. 04-5 is amended to read as follows: 
c6. 04-5 Preventing access of persons , art icles or things to vesse ls , 

or waterfront facilities. The Captain of the Por t may prevent any person, 
ar t ic le , or thing from boarding or being taken o r placed on board any 
vessel or entering or being taken into or upon or placed in or upon any 
wa-erfront facility whenever i t appears to him that such action i s neces
sary in order to secure such vessel from damage or injury or to prevent 
damage or injury to any vessel , or waterfront facility or waters of the 
United States, or to secure the observance of rights and obligations of 
the United States. 

5. A new section 6. 04-6 is added to read as follows: 
86. 04-6 Establishing security zones; prohibitions with respect 

thereto. The Captain of a Por t may establish security aones subject to 
the t e rms and conditions specified in 86. 01-5. No person or vessel shall 
enter a security zone without the permission of-the Captain of the Por t . 
No person shall board or take or place any ar t ic le o r thing on board any 

more 
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vessel in a security aone without the permission of the Captain of the 
Port . No person shall take or place any article or thing upon any'*"• 
waterfront facility in any such aone without such permission. 

6. Section 6. 04—7 is amended to read as follows: 
26. 04—7 Visitation, search, and removal. The Captain of the Port 

may cause to be inspected and searched at any t ime any vessel , water
front facility, or security aone, or any person, ar t ic le , or thing thereon '■ 
or therein, within the jurisdiction of the United States, may place guards 
•c.;:̂ n any such vessel , waterfront facility, or security aone and may 
remove therefrom any and all persons, ar t ic les , or things not specifically 
authorised by him to go or remain thereon or therein. 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 

October 10, 1965. 

# # # 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 
TO 

FROM : 

SUBJECT: 

File 

W. B. McCool, Se< 

AEC-DOD MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

SECY:JCH 

DATE: J u l y 14> 1 9 6 5 

1. At Regulatory Information Meeting 160 on July 12, 1965, 
the Commissioners reviewed Mr. Price's June 30 memorandum and agreed 
the DOD should be informed that their draft, as transmitted to 
Mr. Price by Mr. W. J. Howard's April 14 letter, is not acceptable 
to the Commission. 

2. It is our understanding the Director of Regulation is 
taking the required action. 

cc: 
Chairman 
Director of Regulation 
Deputy Director of Regulation 
Asst. Dir. of Regulation 
Asst. Dir. of Reg. for Admin. 
Asst. Dir. of Reg. for Nuclear Safety 
General Manager 
Deputy General Manage*' 
Asst. Central Manager 
5>»>«. Asst. to Gen. Mgr. 
General Counsel 

\ 
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^ UNITED STATES 0 ^ 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545 

JUN 3 0 1965 4 

MHYDRANDCJM FOR CHAIRMAN SEABORG" 
COMMISSIONER BUNTING 
COMMISSIONER PALFREY 
COMMISSIONER RAMEY 
COMMISSIONER TAPE 

SUBJECT: AEC-DOD JEMORANDUM OP UNDERSTANDING 

On September 22, 1964, the Commission reviewed and discussed AEC 1067/19, 
AEC Safety Responsibility for DoD Reactors. It was the purpose of that 
paper to set forth a proposed approach to the establishment of more formal 
procedures for (a) the safety review of particular reactors transferred to 
or acquired by the Army and the Air Force under Section 91b of the 1954 
Act, and (b) the review of safety standards, procedures, or Instructions 
generally applicable to the location and operation of such reactors. 
Following discussion of the paper, the Commission approved the initiation 
of exploratory staff level discussions with the Department of the Army 
and Air Force In accordance with the general guidelines as set forth in 
AEC 1067/19• The Commission requested that following these discussions 
a meeting be re-scheduled for Commission consideration. 
At Regulatory Information Jfeeting 131 on November 18, 1964, I reported 
that after discussions with representatives of Department of the Army It 
had been concluded that the matter should be discussed with and coordi
nated through Mr. W. J. Howard, Chairman, Military Liaison Committee. 
The Commission agreed with this procedure. / 

I contacted I-'3r. Howard by letter dated December 10, 1964, and requested 
the opportunity to meet with him and his staff. This conference took 
place on February 25, 1965, with representatives from the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, Army, Air Force, and Navy present. At this meeting 
we discussed in detail the suggested guidelines which are outlined In 
paragraph 7 of AEC 1067/19. 
Mr. Howard has forwarded to me by letter dated April 14, Attachment 1, 
which is DoD's version of a draft Memorandum of Understanding which would 
formalize existing arrangements regarding health and safety responsibilities 
for DoD reactors. We do not feel that the DoD draft r-femorandum of Under
standing adequately meets the guidelines set forth In the above-mentioned ^ 

v 1 
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staff paper (1067/19), or the requirements of the President's Directive, f 
Attachment 2. The Office of General Counsel believes that the points i 
specified in the staff paper, which have not been covered in the DoD draft i / 
Memorandum of Understanding, are desirable, particularly since agreement \ 
by the AEC to this draft Memorandum of Understanding may be considered as 
delineating the full extent of the Commission's responsibility under the 
President's Directive. 
Upon the Commission's review and approval, it is recommended that Mr*. Howard 
be notified that the DoD draft is not acceptable to the Commission and that 
DoD consider the AEC draft Jfemorandum of Understanding, Attachment 3. This 
draft follows closely the guidelines set forth in 1067/19 and the language 

\ use<$ in the Presidential Directive which delineates AEC and DoD safety re
sponsibility for 91b reactors. A comparison of the DoD draft with guidelines 

is made on Attachment 4. and jthe proposed AEC draft 
I would like to discuss thijs with the Commission at an early Information 
Meeting. 

Id L. Price ,/, 
Director of Regulation >j I Attachments: 1. DoD ltr dtd 4-14 w/draft Memo 

2. President's Directive • 
3. AEC Memo of Understanding 
4. Comparison 
cc: ' General Manager 

Secretary ( 2 X -
' OGC (2) 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Military Liaison Committee ° 

to the l 

Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington 25, D. C. 

14 April 1965 

3fc». Harold L. Price 
Director of Regulation1 
U. S. Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. Price: 
Inclosed is a draft AEC-DoD Memorandum of Understanding concerning 
health and safety responsibilities for DoD reactors which is in 
response to your letter of 10 December 1964 and the conference 
held in my office on 25 February 196*5. 
, Request the draft Memorandum of Understanding be reviewed and your 
concurrence or recommended changes be forwarded to this office. 
I , Sincerely yours, 
1 i i 
!| * ' /s/ W. J. Howard 

W. J. HOWARD 
Chairman 

1 Inclosure 

ATTACKS^ 1 
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• 

MSMPANDUM OF ITNDERSTANDING 

Between the 

Atomic Energy Commission 

and the 

^ p a ^ n t or Sefense j 

Health and Safety Responsibilities for DoD Reactors <: 

I . Purpose 

The purpose of this agreement is to formalize and perfect existing 
arrangements regarding health and safety responsibilities for DoD 
reactors. 

II. Agreement 
In order to enable the AEC to participate in the identification and 
resolution of health and safety problems, the AEC and DoD will be 
guided as follows: 

A. New Reactor Projects. Each project which is the first ''> 
! f 

of its kind will be furnished to AEC for review at the design , ' 
stage, but before fiiial design is frozen. A further review 

j ' i 

will be made by AEC,iat the preoperational stage, of the 
reactor as built. AEC safety reviews will not be required 
for reactors having substantially the same design as one 
previously reviewed.i 

/Attachment 1/ 



3. Modifications of Reactors. Significant modifications to 
existing reactors which raise questions concerning health 
and safety will be furnished to the AEC for review while in 
the design stage and again in the preoperational stage. 
C. Qualifications of Reactor Operators. AEC will become 
fully Informed of the procedures by which DoD agencies 
assure the adequacy of qualifications of reactor operators. 
D. Safety Policies, Standards and Instructions. Directives 
or regulations establishing safety policies, standards, and 
principles will be furnished to the AEC for information and 
such comment as the AEC may choose to make. The DoD will 
be responsible for the proper implementation of these 
policies, standards, and principles. The AEC will not 
review detailed operating procedures and instructions. 

E. Reports. j 
1. Significant events, conditions, or operational problems 
relating to health considerations or reactor safety will be 
reported promptly to the AEC on a case basis. 
2. Any potential safety problem noted by the AEC In reactor 
design, construction, modification, operator qualification, 
or safety policies, standards and instructions will be 
reported promptly by the AEC to the DoD for resolution. 



F. Visits. Upon invitation by DoD, AEC representatives may 
participate in on-site visits for the purpose of observing 
operations, conditions, or equipment relating to health con
siderations or reactor safety. 

Exceptions 
All reactors which are the subject of special agreements, such as the 
reactors under the cognizance of the Director, Division of Naval Reactors, 
ASC/Assistant Chief, Bureau of Ships, U.S. Navy, for Nuclear Propulsion, 
are excluded from this agreement. 

Glenn T. Seaborg j 
Chairman 
Ut! S. Atomic Energy Commission 

W7J. Howard 
Assistant to the Secretary 

of Defense (Atomic Energy) 



1 " JT 

c o 

September 23, 1961 

Dear Mr. Holifield: I 
I In my letter of May 3, l!36l, I informed you that I had issued a directive clarifying the ;responsibilities of the Atomic Energy 

Commission and the Department of Defense for health and safety 
in connection with nuclear weapons. 
Following the same philosophy as that expressed in the directive 
covering nuclear weapons:I have today issued a related directive, 
copy of which is enclosed. This directive covers responsibility 
for protection of public ; health and safety in connection with 
activities involving utilization facilities and special nuclear 
material used therein held by the Department of Defense pursuant 
to directives of the President issued under section 91b of the 
Atomic Energy Act. I have also directed the Atomic Energy 
Commission and the Department of Defense to take the action 

\ necessary to implement the directive. 
\ 

i y 

Sincerely yours, 

/s/ John F. Kennedy 
.1 
Iflhe Honorable Chet Holifield 
House of Representatives 
Washington 25, D. C. 
Enclosure 
Directive 

Copy for Mr. Seaborg 

ATTACH ENT 2 
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PRESIDENTIAL DIRECTIVE 
Responsibility will rest with the Department of Defense for identifying 

and resolving health and safety problems relating to the operation of 
utilization facilities, or to special nuclear material for use therein, 
which are held by the DoD pursuant to directives of the President under 
Section 91b of the Atomic Energy Act. In view of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954, the AEC will participate in the identification and resolution of these 
problems as a matter of responsibility. In this connection the Department 
of Defense or the appropriate Military Departments will prepare, issue and 
enforce safety standards, procedures or instructions applicable to the 
location and operation of utilization facilities and to special nuclear 
materials for use therein. Advice and assistance will be obtained from the 
AEC on the safety aspects of the design of utilization facilities and in the 
preparation or amendment of safety standards, procedures or instructions 
relating to location and operation of utilization facilities and to special 
nuclear materials for use therein, and comment or concurrence shall be 
obtained from the AEC as to their adequacy. Any disagreement as to safety 
aspects, arising as a result of comment by the AEC, which cannot be directly 
resolved by the two agencies vb.ll be referred to the President for decision. 

Approved by the President 
September 23, 1961 • 

http://vb.ll


AEC DRAFT 

I-EDRANDUI'I OF UNDERSTATING 
B3TVSEN TxiE 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
AND THE 

DEPAREENT OF DEFENSE 

Health and Safety Responsibilities for DoD Reactors 
Acquired Pursuant to Section 91b of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended 

I. Purpose 
The purpose of this agreement is to set forth existing arrangements 
observed pursuant to Presidential Directive of 9/23/61, regarding 
health and safety responsibilities for DoD reactors acquired pursuant 
to Section 91b of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended. 

II. Agreement 
This agreement recognizes that: (a) responsibility rests with the 
DoD for identifying and resolving health and safety problems relating 
to the operation of utilization facilities or to special nuclear 
material for use therein which are held by the DoD pursuant to 
Directives of the President under Section 91b of the Atomic Energy 
Act; and (b) in view of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, the AEC will 
participate in the identification and resolution of health and 
^safety problems of Section 91b reactors as a matter of responsibility. 
In carrying out their respective responsibilities under the 
Presidential Directive, the DoD and AEC agree as follows: 
IA. New Reactor Projects. The DoD will seek advice and assistance 

from the AEC on the safety aspects of the design and operations 
of reactor facilities. In this connection, a preliminary safety 
analysis report describing each reactor facility vihlch is the 
first of its kind will be furnished to the AEC for review and 

/ 
/ 
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comment before final design is frozen. A final safety analysis \ 
if report will be furnished to the AEC for concurrence prior to the | | 

Initial start-Hip of the facility. For reactor facilities having 
the same design and operating principles as one previously reviewed, 
the AEC safety review will be limited to the siting factors. 

3. Modification of Reactor Facilities. All proposed modifications 
to reactor facilities which may affect health and safety or which 
involve safety considerations not described or implicit in the 
final safety analysis report will be furnished to the AEC for 
review and comment Or concurrence. 

C. Qualification of Reactor Operators. Criteria and procedures 
used by the DoD in the qualification of reactor operators will . 
be furnished to the'AEC for comment or concurrence. , 

I 
D. Safety Standards, Procedures and Instructions. The DoD will ' // 

SL 2 . 
be responsible for the preparation, issuance and enforcement , / 
of safety standards!, procedures and instructions relating to , 

I 1 the location and operation of reactor facilities and to , ' 
special nuclear materials for use therein. Proposed standards, 
procedures and instructions will be furnished to the AEC for 
comment or concurrence as to their adequacy to protect public ; 

health and safety. Normally the AEC will not review detailed 
operating procedures or instructions. 
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E. Reoorts. 
1. Significant events, conditions or operational problems and 
any inspection findings relating to health considerations or 
reactor safety will be reported promptly to the AEC on a case 
basis. 
2. Any potential safety problem noted by the AEC in reactor 
design, construction modification, or safety procedures, 
standards and instructions will be reported promptly by the 
AEC to DoD. 
3. The DoD will advise the AEC of any disagreement as to 
safety aspects arising as a result of comment by the AEC. 

F. Visits. Under mutually acceptable arrangements AEC will, from 
time to time, participate in on-site visits to DoD reactor 
facilities for the purpose of observing operations, conditions 
or equipment relating to health considerations or reactor 

\ safety. 

III. Exceptions 
All reactors which are the subject of special agreements, such as 
the reactors under the cognizance of the Director, Division of 
Naval Reactors, ASC/Assistant Chief, Bureau of Ships, U. S. Navy 
for Nuclear Propulsion, are excluded from this agreement. 

Glenn T. Seaborg, Chairman W. J. Howard 
U. S. Atomic Energy Commission Assistant to the Secretary 

of Defense (Atomic Energy) 

/ 
/ 



COMPAI jffla I OP DOD DRAFT blTEI GUIDJ-LEJES SET FORTH 
HI 1067/19 & © PROPOSED ALC DRAFT 

Guidelines in 1067/19 Proposed AEC Draft Proposed DoD Draft 

I. Purpose 

II. Agreement 

A. Lew 'leactor Projects. Each project which 
which is the first of its kind would be sub-
initted to AEC for review at the design stage, 
but before final design is frozen. A further 
review would be made by AEC, at the preopera
tional stage, of the reactor as built. The 
agreement would specify the kinds of informa
tion to be submitted for each stage of reviex'7 
and prescribe the timing of such submittals. 
These reviews would essentially be parallel 
to those for licensed reactors and would be 
based upon appropriate hazards summary re-
norts. Safety reviews would not be required 
for reactors having substantially the same 
design as one previously reviewed. 

I. Purpose; The purpose of this agreement is to 
set forth existing arrangements observed pursuant to 
Presidential Directive of 9/23/61, regarding health 
and safety responsibilities for DoD reactors acquired 
pursuant to Section 91b of the Atomic Energy Act of 
195^, as amended. 

II. Agreement; This agreement recognizes that: 
(a) responsibility rests with the DoD for identifying 
and resolving health and safety problems relating to 
the operation of utilization facilities or to special 
nuclear material for use therein which are held by 
the DoD pursuant to Directives of the President under 
Section 91b of the Atomic Energy Act; and (b) in view 
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, the AEC villi 
participate in the identification aid resolution of 
health and safety problems of Section 91b reactors 
as a matter of responsibility. In carrying out their 
respective responsibilities under the Presidential 
Directive, the DoD and AEC agree as follows: 

A. Ifev; Reactor Projects. The DoD will seek advice 
and assistance from the AEC on the safety aspects of 
the design and operations of reactor facilities. In 
this connection a preliminary safety analysis report 
describing each reactor facility which is the first 
of its kind vdll be furnished to the AEC for review 
and comment before final design is frozen. A final 
safety analysis report vdll be furnished to the ARC 
for concurrence prior to the initial start-up of the 
facility. For reactor facilities having the same 
design and operating principles as one previously 
reviewed, the AEC safety review will be limited to 
the siting factors. 

I. Purpose: The purpose of this agreement is 
to formalize and perfect existing arrangements 
regarding health and safety responsibilities 
for DoD reactors. 

II. Agreement: In order to enable the AEC to 
participate in the identification and resolution 
of health and safety problems, the AEC and DoD 
vdll be guided as follows: 

A. Jew Reactor Projects. Each project wnich is 
the first of its kind will be furnished to AEC 
for review at the design stage, but before final 
design is frozen. A further review will be nude 
by AEC, at the preoperational stage, of the 
reactor as built. AEC safety reviews will not 
be required for reactors having substantially 
the same design as one previously reviewed. 

A IT VJ f n h 



- 2 

Guidelines in 1067/19 Proposed AEC Draft ProDosed DoD Draft 

B. liodifications of Reactors. The agreements! B. Modification of Reactor Facilities. All proposed? B. Modifications of Reactors. Significant modi-
would define in general terms the proposed 
modifications of reactor facilities on which 
AEC advice and assistance would be requested. 
They would require AEC review of modifications 
involving significant safety questions not 
previously reviewed by AEC. 

C. Qualifications of Reactor Operators. 
AEC would become fully cognizant of the 
procedures by which Army and Air Force 
assure the adequacy of qualifications of 
reactor operators. 

modifications to reactor facilities which may sig
nificantly affect results or conclusions of analysis 
contained in the final safety analysis report will 
be furnished to the AEC for review and comment or 
concurrence. 

C. Qualification of Reactor Operators. Criteria j 
and procedures used by the DoD in the qualification ] 
of reactor operators vdll be furnished to the AEC i 
for comment or concurrence. f 

fications to existing reactors which raise 
questions concerning health and safety will be 
furnished to the AEC for review while in the 
design stage and again in the preoperational 
stage. 

C. Qualifications of Reactor Operators. AEC 
vdll become fully informed of the procedures by 
which DoD agencies assure the adequacy of 
qualifications of reactor ooerators. 

D. Safety Policies, Standards and 
Instructions. Internal departmental 
issuances, such as directive or regula
tions establishing safety policies, 
standards and principles, would be sub-
(tnitted for AEC conroent or concurrence. 
'AbC would not review detailed operating 
procedures and instructions. 

E. Reports. Tae agreements would provide 
for reports of reactor operations including 
any inspection findings involving signifi
cant safety questions to be submitted to 
AEC at prescribed intervals. Provision 
would also be rade for timely reports on 
certain categories of abnormal events or 
incidents which appear to have important 
ssfety sirmficance. These reports, 
to ether '. 1th reports of inspection 
rindinrs, should enable AEC to partici-
te in the identification and 

D. Safety Standards, Procedures and Instructions. 
The DoD vdll be responsible for the preparation, 
issuance and enforcement of safety standards, pro
cedures and instructions relating to the location 
and operation of reactor facilities and to special 
nuclear waterials for use therein. Proposed stand
ards, procedures and instructions will be furnished 
to the AEC for comment" or concurrence as to their 
adequacy to protect public health and safety. 
formally the AEC will not review detailed operating 
procedures or instructions. 

Reports. E. 
1. The DoD vdll report promptly to the AEC on a 
case basis si<mifleant events, conditions or opera
tional problems involving significant safety 
questions relating to reactor operations. These 
reports, including inspection findings, should cover 
any incident or condition which prevented or could 
have prevented a system from performing its functions 
relating to prevention or reduction of nuclear 
radiation hazard to the public. 

D. Safety Policies, Standards and Instructions. 
Directives or regulations establishing safety 
policies, standards, and principle" -'-m --D 
furnished to the AEC for information and such 
comment as the AEC ray choose to make. The DoD 
will be responsible for the proper implementation 
of these policies, standards, and principles. 
The AEC will not review detailed operating 
procedures and instructions. 

E. Reports. 
1. Significant events, conditions, or opera
tional problens relating to health considera
tions or reactor safety will be reported 
promptly to the AEC on a case basis. 

2. Any potential safety problem noted by the 
AEC In reactor design, construction, modifi
cation, operator nullification, or safety 
policies, standards end instructions vdll oe 
reported oroi<x)tly bv the AFC to the DoD for 
resolution. 
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Guidelines in 1067/19 Proposed AEC Draft Proposed DoD Draft 

resolution of health and safety problems 
as rectuired by the Presidential Directive. 

F. êvie./s of Reactor Operations. The 
agreement would recognize that AEC repre
sentatives, on occasion, might participate 
In on-site visits to observe reactor opera
tions and equipment, and to observe reactor 
operator examinations, for the purpose of 
obtaining information on the department's 
standards and procedures and the adequacy 
of advice and assistance provided by AEC 
regarding them. 

III. Exceptions 

2. Any potential safety problem noted by the AEC in 
reactor design, construction modification, or safety 
procedures, standards and instructions will be 
reported promptly by the AEC to DoD. 

3. Ihe DoD vdll advise the AEC of any disagreement 
as to safety aspects arising as a result of comment 
by the AEC. 

F. visits. Under mutually acceptable arrangements, 
AEC vdll, from time to time, participate in on-site 
visits to DoD reactor facilities for the purpose of 
observing operations, conditions or equipment 
relating to health considerations or reactor safety. 

III. Exceptions: All reactors which are the subject 
of special agreements, such as the reactors under the 
cognizance of the Director, Division of Naval 
Reactors, AEG/Assistant Chief, Bureau of Ships, 
U. S. Navy for Nuclear Propulsion, are excluded 
from this agreement. 

F. Visits. Upon invitation by DoD, AEC repre
sentatives may participate in on-site visits for 
the purpose of observing operations, conditions, 
or equipment relating to health considerations or 
reactor safety. 

III. Exceptions: All reactors which are the 
subject of special agreements, such as the re
actors under the cognizance of the Director, 
Division of Naval Reactors, AEC/Assistant Chief, 
Bureau of Ships, U. S. Navy, for Nuclear 
Propulsion, are excluded from this agreement. 
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MAY 12 SS5 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN SEABOSG 
'  ■ COMMISSIONER BtKtXffG.  R  .

COKMISSIQSiER PALFREY 
. GOKIISSKXffiR HAME* 

' _ . * *;.  CHHIISSUKffiR TAPE ^ 
SUCJfiCti AECDOB tjEHORANDUH OF USm3OTANDL\'G 

On Separator 32, 1964, the Ceasission reviewed am* diseassed 4EC 1067/19, 
A££ Safety Responsibility for Oofi Reactors, : It »as the purpose of this' .' ̂  
paper to set forth a proposed aiiproaeli to the establishaeot ©f sore formal ;'  ̂  
procedures for (*) the safety review of particular factors transferred  
to or acquired by the A m y and the llir Force nude? Sectiea Sib of the  .' 
1954 Act, and £e) the review and safety Standards procedures or instructions 
generally applicable to the location and operationof stick reactors. 
Following discussion of the'paper, the CoKaissien approved the initiation 
of exploratory staff level discussions^ with the fiepartsents of toe Any. ",■„ 
ana Air Force in aeeeraanee with the fancr&l' guidelines ̂ as set forth in 

AEC 1067/19. the CoasitsioB requested that £»Slovins these discussions a • 
meting be rersehaduiei for* Cos»issioa consideration.  ~ / '

T ' . 
At Regulatory Information Seetingjsi on Kovesber IS, W%4, I reported 
that after discissions with representatives of Bepartweat ©f the Jrsy it 
had been concieded that the satter should be discussed with and . ' 

* coordinated tbreqgfr Mr. 8. J. Bewail Oulr&aii* Military Liaison Cessiittee. 
The Cowission agreed with this procedure.,: 
1 contacted Mr* Howard hy letter dated Qfteeisher It, 1%4, copy enclosed, 
and requested the opportunity to seet aith hia ami his staff. W i s 
conference tookplace on February 25,~ 1965, with representatives frea the 
Office* of the Secretary of defense, Asw* Air Force and Navy present. 
At this aeeti&g we discussed in detail the suggested guidelines iMcfi are 
outlined ia paragraph 7 of AEC 1067/19.  __ ' ~ :   J > ... 
Mr. Howard has sow forwarded to &e by letter dated April 14, copy enclosed* 
Ca0*s version of a draft riecsorandus ©f Understanding tthtcfc would formalize 
existing mrangesents regarding health and safety, responsibilities .for 
DoD reactors. "Bus Deb draft ISewerasdma of Understandingis in keeping _ 



* - * 

with the general guidelines which are- set forth, in the a£&re*psenti«ned 
staff paper and ref lects , I &eHeve> a proper delineation of health ' 
and safety responsibilities for 006 reactors*-. The Aengfiage. i s In seae* -
respects sore general than the language ©attiaed i n garsirapii seven of - ' 
the staff paper; -bat In aaar view permits' as t© -bê  involved in these 

" tastier® and at" those points necessary t& €$&&■'&& eor safetyi-«-espea$i~ 
b i l i t i e s under the Atemie .Energy Aet. aad-fh* Presidential Directive... 
"There are. eert&ia riaast changes and revisions In the 33©l> draft *3i4ch r • 
feel should be ssde. Subject to these changes, which are se t for th ' i s « 
brackets-on the draft,*I reeoauead the €« i i s s i«» j § favorable " " "" 

. consideration of the~3oD draft as modified. 'iftjon the CGia»iss4e»*s" ■/•. 
review and approval, I neeld propose to notify ar* Bojand-t&et th i s draft 
i s acceptable to the Cejasissiea. HUB next step'weald-thesis final •*-
clearance by DoD and arrangesents «ade for the foraal execution of the • 
Uaderstandiag, '. / ' * .-. * ^ " -

the General "itaager has no objection to the So9 draft Memorandum of . 
titoderstanding as nidified* fiiile the ^eaerjti Cessnsel hm no legal" - * 
objection, aV believes that the points specified in the staff paper 
(so© enclosure 3} which have net besa -covered in the NetnoraaduB of " 
tajderststdlag are lesirable, part icalwly since a^reeisent by the AEC to 
th is Meserasdas of Understanding »qr be considered as delineating the 
fell extent of the Coaaission^s raagJenafbinty- wader the President's 
Directive. * - ^ 

t would l ike 'to discuss this «lth the Coaelaeftoii at aa early Information 
Meeting* . • - - . - . " ■ * . 

. ~*-f Signed) HLP r 

V . ■•' * ' V . . . . ^ „ ;
 : > ~~ -;'Ha*6W L» f r i e e - - •■ ' 

• - ' „ ' : ~~ - ^--rM»eter,©£"Regiil@tiew ~ ■ 
" ~ - . " - _ ■ ■ " - - - " "f ' ' 

EftClosti*©®? " ~\ ~ '" ■' - beet $&$&& " ' 
1. HLPriee Mar dtd 13/ld/$4 - ■ ^ WmototSS, 80S 

t o ailowrd ; - . * • . - Curtis Melson* IMS 
2 . WHo«ri I t r dtd 4/14/6S - „ ' - r HIPrlee, Rbfi 

v/Qraft Heao of iladerstaiwliag,. " - „ CKBeefe, MG 
3 . Gospar&soa of BeB 0raft with" ' -"" " 'fiioweasteia, KG" ■ 
- Caideliaes in 1067/49 - \ w '„- : ' M t t e t , RBG * .- -

, . ' " : ' ' - 'fOBoen, B8& 
ce: general Manager, ' " \ - ESPrice* SLR 

.Secritary (2J^ - ^ - - - a s s e , CO 
General Counsel {%) ~- ' " 'Forrest ffestecB, J&S 

AD1R:A0»JRB6 06C , _ ' < » ' ' " B1R;RBG 
Gmenderson:ps '-! . . ' / - HbPrice 

f/11/05 S/ -765 S/ /&S S/11M 



UNITED STATES 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

W A S H I N G T O N D C 20545 <- n 

P 
Y 

December 10, 1964 

Honorable W. Jack Howard, Chairman 
Military Liaison Committee to the 

U. S, Atomic Energy Commission 
Department of Defense 

Dear Mr. Howard: 

As you know, the Presidential Directive of September 23, 1961, defines 
the respective responsibilities of the Department of Defense and the 
Commission for nuclear safety of reactors transferred to or acquired by 
the Department pursuant to section 91b of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 
as amended. A copy of the Directive is enclosed for ease of reference. 

In accordance with the Directive, the military departments from time to 
time request AEC's comments or concurrence on the nuclear safety aspects 
of proposed new reactors and on significant changes in the design and 
operating procedures of existing reactors. The departments have also 
submitted for AEC's review and concurrence nuclear safety standards, 
procedures and instructions relating to section 91b reactors. 

No cases have arisen, as far as we are aware, in which there has been 
a failure to comply with the Presidential Directive; nor are we aware 
of any pending problems in this connection. However, a current review 
of the present practice applicable to safety reviews of section 91b 
reactors suggests the desirability of establishing our procecures on a 
more formal basis. I would, therefore, like to discuss this matter 
with you at an early date and, at the same time, consider with you 
possible arrangements under which discussions with appropriate officials 
of the military departments might be initiated. I will appreciate your 
informing me as to what date or dates would be convenient to you for 
this purpose. 

Sincerely yours, 

/s/ Harold L. Price 
Director of Regulation 

0 



D E P A R T M E N T OF D E F E N S E 
M i l I T A R Y i l A i b O N C O M M i r i T F 

I O I Hi 
A l O M I f I N l l « . Y ( O M M I S S I O N 

W A S H I N G T O N «"> I ) C 

Mr. Harold L. Price 
Director of Regulation 
U. S. Atomic Energy Commission 
Washington, D9 C. 

Dear Mr. Price: 

Inclosed is a draft AEC-DoD Memorandum of Understanding concerning 
health and safety responsibilities for DoD reactors which is in 
response to your letter of 10 December 1964 and the conference 
held in my offa.ce on 25 February 1965. 

Request the draft Memorandum of Understanding be reviewed and your 
concurrence or recommended changes be forwarded to this office. 

Sincerely yours, 
/< 

''ft ^ 
W. J. HOWARD 
Chairman 

1 Inclosure 

A 

Rec'd Off, Dir. of Peg 
Date */-/C'i'J' 

http://offa.ce


MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
BETWEEN THE 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
AND THE 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Health and Safety Responsibilities for DoD Reactors 
[Acquired Pursuant to Section 91b of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended] 

Purpose 

The purpose of this agreement is to formalize [ai»d-pe*#ee€] existing 
arrangements [observed pursuant to Presidential Directive of 9/23/61] 
regarding health and safety responsibilities for DoD reactors 
[acquired pursuant to Section 91b of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 
as amended.] 

Agreement 

In order to enable the AEC to participate in the identification and 
resolution of health and safety problems, the AEC and DoD will be 
guided as follows: 

A. New Reactor Projects. Each project which is the first of 
its kind will be furnished to AEC for review at the design 
stage, but before final design is frozen. A further review 
will be made by AEC, at the preoperational stage, of the 
reactor as built. AEC safety reviews [of design information] 
will not be required for reactors having substantially the 
same design as one previously reviewed. [With regard to the 
latter, AEC safety reviews will be limited to information 
regarding proposed new sites.] 

B. Modifications of Reactors. Significant modifications to 
existing reactors which raise questions concerning health 
and safety will be furnished to the AEC for review while in 
the design stage and again in the preoperational stage. 

C. Qualifications of Reactor Operators. AEC will [heeeme] 
[be] fully informed of the procedures by which DoD agencies 
assure the adequacy of qualifications of reactor operators. 



D. Safety Policies, Standards and [InstgwesieRs] [Principles]. 
Directives or regulations establishing safety policies, 
standards, and principles will be furnished to the AEC for 
[iBfesmataenf [advice and assistance] and such comment as the 
AEC may choose to make. The DoD will be responsible for the 
proper implementation of these policies, standards, and 
principles. The AEC will not review detailed operating pro
cedures and instructions. 
E. Reports 

1. Significant events, conditions, or operational 
problems relating to health considerations or reactor 
safety will be reported promptly to the AEC on a case 
basis. 
2, Any potential safety problem noted by the AEC in 
reactor design, construction, modification, operator 
qualification, or safety policies, standards, and 
instructions will be reported promptly by the AEC to the 
DoD for resolution. 

F* Visits. Upon invitation by DoD, AEC representatives may 
participate in on-site visits for the purpose of observing 
operations, conditions, or equipment relating to health 
considerations or reactor safety. 

III. Exceptions 
All reactors which are the subject of special agreements, such as 
the reactors under the cognizance of the Director, Division of 
Naval Reactors, AEC/Assistant Chief, Bureau of Ships, U. S. Navy, 
for Nuclear Propulsion, are excluded from this agreement. 

Glenn T. Seaborg, Chairman 
U. S. Atomic Energy Commission 

W. J. Howard 
Assistant to the Secretary 

of Defense (Atomic Energy) 



DoD DRAFT AS MODIFIED COMPARED WITH THE 
GUIDELINES SET FORTH IN AEC 1067/19 

Guidelines in 1067/19 

New Reactor Projects. Each project which is the 
first of its kind would be submitted to AEC for 
review at the design stage, but before final 
design is frozen. A further review would be made 
by AEC, at the pre-operational stage, of the 
reactor as built. The agreement would specify 
the kinds of information to be submitted for each 
stage of review and prescribe the timing of such 
submittals. These reviews would essentially be 
parallel to those for licensed reactors and would 
be based upon appropriate hazards summary reports. 
Safety reviews would not be required for reactors 
having substantially the same design as one 
previously reviewed. 

b. Modifications of Reactors. The agreements would 
define in general terms the proposed modifications 
of reactor facilities on which AEC advice and 
assistance would be requested. They would 
require AEC review of modifications involving 
significant safety questions not previously 
reviewed by AEC. 

Qualifications of Reactor Operators.. AEC would 
become fully cognizant of the procedures by which 
Army and Air Force assure the adequacy of 
qualifications of reactor operators. 

Safety Policies, Standards and Instructions. 
Internal departmental issuances, such as directive 
or regulations establishing safety policies, 
standards and principles, would be submitted for . 
AEC comment or concurrence. ALC would not review 
detailed operating procedures and instructions. 

DoD Draft as Modified 

D. 

New Reactor Projects. Each project which is the first of 
its kind will be furnished to AEC for review at the design 
stage, but before final design is frozen. A further review 
will be made by AEC, at the preoperational stage, of the 
reactor as built. AEC safety reviews [of design information] 
will not be required for reactors having substantially the 
same design as one previously reviewed. [With regard to 
the latter, AEC safety reviews will be limited to 
information regarding proposed new sites.] 

Modifications of Reactors. Significant modifications to 
existing reactors would raise questions concerning health 
and safety will be furnished to the AEC review while in 
the design stage and again in the preoperational stage. 

Qualifications of Reactor Operators. AEC will {feeeeme} 
[be] fully informed of the procedures by which DoD 
agencies assure the adequacy of qualifications of reactor 
operators. 

Safety Policies, Standards and flHStruetiens} [Principles]. 
Directives or regulations establishing safety policies, 
stantliris, and principles will be furnished to the AEC for 
[±,it\»rFrtt len} [advice and assistance] and such comment as 
the Ai:C may choose to make. The DoD will be responsible 
for the proper implementation of these policies, standards 
and principles. The AEC will not review detailed operating 
procedures and instructions. 



Guidelines in 1067/19 

e. Reports. The agreements would provide for reports 
of reactor operations including any inspection 
findings involving significant safety questions to 
be submitted to AEC at prescribed intervals. 
Provision would also be made for timely reports on 
certain categories of abnormal events or incidents 
which appear to have important safety significance. 

•
These reports, together with reports of inspection 
findings, should enable AEC to participate in the 
identification and resolution of health and safety 
problems as required by the Presidential Directive. 

f. Reviews of Reactor Operations. The agreement would 
roco^nize that AEC representatives, on occasion, 
j.aght participate in on-site visits to observe 
reactor operations and equipment, and to observe 
reactor operator examinations, for the purpose of 
..'I'taining information on the department's standards 
and procedures and the adequacy of advice and 
assistance provided by AEC regarding them. 

Modified DoD Draft 

E. Reports 
1. Significant events, conditions, or operational 
problems relating to health considerations or 
reactor safety will be reported promptly to the AEC 
on a case basis. 
2. Any potential safety problem noted by the AEC 
in reactor design, construction, modification, 
operator qualification, or safety policies, standards, 
and instructions will be reported promptly by the AEC 
to the DoD for resolution. 

F. Visits. Upon invitation by DoD, AEC representatives 
may participate in on-site visits for the purpose of 
observing operations, conditions, or equipment 
relating to health considerations or reactor safety. 
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UNITED STATES 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON 2S, D, C 
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Bear Larry: . - , 
The General Advisory Committse's letter to the Atomic Sasrgy Gomtaleslon 
on April 3, 1961, included a recommendation for the establishment of 
the profession of "Reactor Captain". This recommendation was part of a 
discussion of the AEG's safety policy and organization. the Commissioii 
has reported to the ffitC from time to time, and has had further dis
cussions which served, among other things, to clarify the "Eeactor Cap* 
Cain" concept. Your letter of July 8, 1964, described the three prin
cipal aspects associated with the "Reactor Captain" concept, toe name ~ 
Itself feeing of no significance. ?oo pointed out that (1) the indi
vidual must be sufficiently broadly trained to understand all factors 
of reactor safety; (2) he mm t hm& full information about the reactor, 
and full authority over its operation and safety during maintenance; 
and (3) he must not be distracted by other responsibilities unrelated 
to the particular reactor (or group of reactors in a single power sta
tion) , 

We wish to summarize our actions and findings in determining that the 
concept of the "Reactor Captain" is being met in AEC operations and 
in licensed activities. 
With respect to licensed reactor facilities, there is good evidence 
that the function of a "Eeactor Captain" is being fulfilled satisfac
torily through the supervisory organizations set up by the management 
of the respective facilities* It is not ABC regulatory practice to in
sist that each organization owning a reactor accomplish this function 
in accordance with a single pattern prescribed by the regulatory author
ity. ttt this regard, the regulatory staff*a safety evaluation is to de
termine that the owning organization possesses adequate technical com
petence to maintain and operat* the roaetor safety? that there are ap
propriate organisational assignments, with weil»de£i«ed responsibility 
and authority, with written procedures for all important operations, 
and with internal safety checks and balances for revisions in fa
cilities and procedures; and that the instructions to the actual reac* 
tor operators include directions to shut down the reactor without 
reference to higher authority If condition arises which would appear 
to make it unsafe. 

•The periodic Inspections by compliance Inspectors afford opportunity 
to ascertain that licensed reactor facilities are properly maintained, 

^ U&J 0-M-7~ ^^ $S « 
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and that the staffs are functioning in an acceptable manner. 

Wifih roapeot to JEC-ewniHi risaofcot « f w» have sondttetad * survey «t fc&ee© 
si tes 6® «so«n?fci*itt t t e t the v*4acty«3. aspects associated tUtit tJi© * t a e -
tor fapfctia** soaospt at© IwSng n»t by £®B opsratltig ooattdeters, ^*e 
A80*» Sre^fctutiraai, Bmw®$& feftw* pat Idaho off ices* *sd t&elr XMpawLv* 
operating coo£t*fttM»» «et» aeln#t#d iwr <Ms spaeifsl s»nr«yt nine® fch*y 
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Based upon o*a? operating ««c*aee»»
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Tbtsse discussions haw eaea useful , ami i f gut GAC has say further c^uee-
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meeting. 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 
TO 

FROM 

F i l e 

W. B . McCool, SeMfe&feary 

DATE: January 7, 1965 

SUBJECT: CORRESPONDENCE FROM ASSISTANT CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 

SECYtJCH 

At Regulatory Information Meeting 137 on January 6, 1965, 
Mr. Price commented briefly on the background of his proposed 
response to Admiral Connolly's December 23 letter regarding the 
proposed operation of USS DACE. The Commissioners approved 
transmittal of the draft letter as attached to Mr. Price's January 5 
Memorandum for the Commissioners. 

cc: 
Chairman 
Director of Regulation 
Deputy Director of Regulation 
Asst. Director of Regulation 
Asst. Dir. of Reg. for Nuclear Safety 
Asst. Dir. of Reg. for Admin. 
General Counsel 
Director, Reactor Licensing 
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UNITED STATES 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545 

November 2k, l$6k 

MEMORANDUM FOR COMMISSIONER TAPE 

V 5 ( ^ TJRetfGH GENERAL MANAGER ^for&~~ *' /***.*>£ 

SUBJECT: REPORT ON GENERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE'S REACTOR CAPTAIN 
RECOMMENDATION 

This memorandum report transmits a Division of Operational Safety 
(OS) summary of information collected directly from three AEC field 
offices and their respective reactor operating contractors on the 
General Advisory Committee's (GAC) reactor captain concept. The 
Brookhaven, Idaho and Savannah River offices were selected for col
lection of such information, since they represent a spectrum of 
the AEC's research, engineering development, and production reactor 
activities. 

We believe that this information illustrates that supervisors at 
AEC-owned reactors have been clearly assigned reactor safety re
sponsibilities in writing, and that they possess qualifications by 
way of training, experience, and certification commensurate with the 
GAC's reactor captain recommendation. This report also illustrates 
that the reactor operations supervisory staff at AEC-owned reactors 
are in attendance during all operations, are not distracted by re
sponsibilities unrelated to their respective reactors, and have full 
authority over, and information on, reactor operations and maintenance 
as these may affect safety. Continuing reactor safety surveillance 
is assured for each AEC-owned reactor by the internal reactor safety 
review, inspection and audit system required of each operating con
tractor, and by the regular reactor safety inspection and review im
plemented by the respective AEC field offices. 

The information collected in this survey generally duplicated that 
collected on previous occasions by the AEC in the areas of: (1) con
tractor standards and procedures for selection, training, and cer
tification of the reactor operating staff; (2) contractor's organiza
tional assignment of reactor safety authorities and responsibilities; 
and (3) contractor's internal safety review and inspection system. 
The analysis of detailed information collected from the three offices 
and their contractors did not uncover any "surprises" or situations 
which would warrant concern. 

0-IA. 7 CH, 
PF(!- »-i <H-ffr,. cU-f^j 



-2-

We feel that equivalence presently exists between what the GAC is 
seeking and what the AEC and its operating contractors are provid
ing on the reactor captain question. Further, we believe that the 
formality of identifying (by name and title) reactor supervisors 
whose role is most similar to a "reactor captain" could be satis
factorily achieved through the AEC's regular reactor safety apprais
al program and such procedure would assure continuing surveillance 
on this matter. However, similar data could be requested from the 
other field offices and their contractors, if it is believed to be 
useful. 

We would appreciate your direction as what further steps, if any, 
should be taken on this matter 

Nathan H. Woodruff, Director 
Division of Operational Safety 

Attachment: 
As stated above 

Distribution: 
Chairman Seaborg 
Commissioner Bunting 
Commissioner palfrey 
Commissioner Barney 
R. E- Hollingsworth, GM 
E. J. Bloeh, DGM 
D. A. Ink, AGM 
J. V. Viaciguerra, SAGM 
H. L. Price, KEG -
S. G. English, AGMRD 
W. B. McCool, SECY (2)-^ ^ 



"REACTOR CAPTAIN" INFORMATION FROM CERTAIN AEC-OWNED REACTORS 

The following data were collected from the AEC's Brookhaven, Idaho and 
Savannah River offices and their respective reactor operating contractors 
(Brookhaven National Laboratory, Phillips Petroleum Co., and Aerojet 
General Nucleonics, and the du Pont Company) in response to the General 
Advisory Committee's "reactor captain" recommendation and comments. These 
data emphasize the role of the individuals which the operating contractors 
have designated as being most similar to that described as a "reactor cap
tain" by the GAC. The role of the next higher and lower levels in the re
spective operating organizations are only described in general terms as are 
the roles of reactor safety advisory committees. Thus, attention is focused 
on the individuals who are thought to be of primary interest to the GAC. 
These data have been abstracted for brevity of presentation; however, the 
complete text of the respective replies is available upon request to the 
AEC's Division of Operational Safety. 

(more) 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 
File 

4« 
W. B. McCool, Secretary 4^//^% % 'Of 

DATE: November 19, 1964 

SUBJECT: SAFETY REVIEW OF DOD REACTORS 

SECY:JCH 

At Regulatory Information Meeting 131 on November 18, 1964, 
Mr. Price reported that in discussions with Colonel Burlin it had been 
suggested staff should now discuss the safety review of DOD reactors 
with TfiB. Jack toward, MLC. Ihe Commissioners agreed staff should proceed. 

cc: 
Chairman 
Director of Regulation 
Deputy Director of Regulation 
Assistant Director of Regulation 
Asst. Dir. of Reg. for Main. 
Asst. Dir. of Reg. for Nuclear Safe^r 
General Manager 
Deputy General Manager 
Assistant General Manager 
General Counsel 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT TOs„ & Status Dr. - Qjg 

Memorandum 
T O Harold L. Price, Director of D A T E : September 239 1964 

Regulation 

W. B. McC@ol9 Secretary ,%. FROM : 

SUBJECT: m c 1057/19 . ABC SAFSH u m B X B I L E n r FOR BOB REACTORS 

SECYsAJ 

1. At Meeting 2046 on September 22? 1164 s the Commission approved 
tfaa Initiation of exploratory staff level discussions with the Departments 
®f the Army and the Air Force la accordance with tba general guidelines 
set forth in ABC 1067/19. Following these discussions, the matter should 
be rescheduled for Commission consideration. 

2. The Commission has directed you to take the action required 
by the above decision. 

ces 
Chairman 
Deputy Director of Regulation 
Asst. Sir. of Regulation 
Asst. Dir, of Reg. for 
Asst, Dir. of Reg. for Nuclear Safety 
General Manager 
Deputy General Manager 
Asst. General Manager 
Asst. Gen. Mgr. for R&D 
General Counsel 
Directors, Reactor Development 
Director, Operational Safety 
Directors, Inspection 

-? 
€+f*fr H xj i^JjL^tr** u 
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S eptember 22, 1964 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE COMMISSIONERS 
SUBJECT: BACKGROUND ON STAFF PAPERS SCHEDULED FOR CONSIDERATIOR AT 

10:30 A.M. TODAY 

The following is a brief summary of the status of the staff papers 
scheduled for the 10x30 a.m. Commission Meeting this morning: 

AEC 1067/19 - ABC Safety Responsibility for DOD Reactors -
the Director of Regulation has prepared this 
paper in response to a suggestion made by 
Commissioner Ramey in his memorandum of 
August 20, 1963 (Appendix "B" to AEC 1067/19), 
as a follow-up to a brief discussion on the 
matter at Meeting 1954 held on July 29, 1963. 

h 
D0eNS!DECLASSinCATl0NREVffiWaO.l^ ^ 
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July 29, 1964 

AEC 1067/19 
COPY NO. 5. 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

AEC SAFETY RESPONSIBILITY FOR DOD REACTORS 
(DISCUSSION PAPER) 

Note by the Secretary 

The Director of Regulation has requested that the attached 
report be circulated for discussion by the Commission at an early 
date. 

M. B. McCool 
Secretary 

DISTRIBUTION 
Secretary 
Commissioners 
Dir. of Regulation 
General Manager 
Deputy Dir. of Regulation 
Asst. Dir. of Regulation 
Deputy Gen. Mgr. 
Asst. Gen. Mgr. 
Asst. GM Operations 
Asst. Gen. Mgr. R&D 
General Counsel 
Compliance 
Congr. Liaison 
Inspection 
Operational Safety 
Plans and Reports 
Reactor Development 
Manager, Naval Reactors 
Reactor Licensing 
Safety Standards 
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ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

AEC SAFETY RESPONSIBILITY FOR DOD REACTORS 

Report by the Director of Regulation 

PURPOSE 
1. To discuss the establishment of formal procedures 

for AEC participation in reactor safety determinations by the 
Departments of the Army and Air Force in accordance with the 
President's Directive of September 23, 196l (Appendix "A"). 

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY 
2. This paper outlines a proposed approach to the 

establishment of formal procedures (a) for the safety review 
of particular reactors transferred to or acquired by Array and 
Air Force under section 91b of the 1954 Act and (b) for the 
review of safety standards, procedures or instructions generally 
applicable to the location and operation of such reactors. It 
has been prepared in response to the suggestion made by 
Commissioner Ramey, in his memorandum of August 20, 1963 
(Appendix "B"), to the effect that the Commission formalize 
and strengthen the safety review procedures for reactors 
transferred to or acquired by the Department of Defense under 
section 91b of the Atomic Energy Act. 

3. The paper does not include consideration of procedures 
for reactors transferred to or acquired by the Department of 
the Navy. All Navy reactors except PM-3A and the Naval ship 
propulsion reactors were acquired and are operated under AEC 
licenses. The PM-3A is being treated as a special case. The 
propulsion reactors are, therefore, the only Navy reactors to 
which the safety review procedures proposed in this paper 
would otherwise be applicable. As to these, the staff believes 

- 1 -
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that it is not necessary or desirable to establish any new 
arrangements for safety reviews. The unique organizational 
relationship of Admiral Rickover as Manager, Naval Reactors, 
AEC, to the Bureau of Ships, which enables him to exercise 
nuclear safety responsibilities in both capacities, does not 
exist elsewhere in the military departments. According to 
the Summary Notes of Briefing on Naval Reactors (briefing 
held December 29* 196l), the Commission has assigned to Admiral 
Rickover execution of the Commission's responsibility to 
maintain "the present standards and procedures being used by 
Naval Reactors for assuring safety .,„.."* The system and 
procedures under which safety is assured for naval propulsion 
reactors are well known to and understood by the Commission 
and Navy. We believe that redefinition of these relationships 
is not desirable. 

DISCUSSION 
4. The Presidential Directive of September 23, 1961 

(Appendix "A") defines, in general terms, the safety responsi
bilities of the Commission and the military departments for 
section 91b reactors. We propose that specific procedures, to 
assure compliance with the Directive, be discussed separately 
with Army and Air Force and, as agreed upon, embodied in formal 
memoranda of understanding. The purpose would be to: (a) define 
the kinds of safety matters to be referred to AEC for review; 
and (b) provide a procedure for AEC participation in the 
identification and resolution of safety problems. 

5, We believe that the President's Directive requires 
that: (a) AEC provide advice and assistance that might be 
requested by the military departments on reactor safety questions 
* Atomic Energy Commission Summary Notes of Briefing on Nuclear 
Navy, held December 29, 1961. On file in Office of the 
Secretary. 

- 2 -
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(we now do this); (b) AEC be informed on and satisfied as to the 
adequacy of the system by which each department assures safety 
in the management and operation of its reactors (this is now 
true as to Navy but less so for Army and Air Force); and (c) 
there be a system under which AEC is furnished information to 
show whether the desired level of safety is being achieved 
under the interagency arrangement (this exists as to Navy but 
less so for Army and Air Force). 

6. In order to fulfill the requirements identified in 
paragraph 5, the proposed agreements or memoranda of understanding 
between AEC and Army, and AEC and Air Force, should provide for: 
(a) AEC advice and assistance as requested by the two departments 
on any matters relating to reactor safety; (b) a safety review of 
all new reactor facilities; (c) a similar review of major 
modifications to existing reactors; (d) AEC advice and assistance 
on those safety standards and instructions which establish or 
implement broad policies and procedures for reactor operation; 
(e) AEC cognizance of procedures and policies for qualifications 
of operating personnel and for maintenance of facilities; (f) 
periodic summary reports by the departments on operating 
experience, including any inspection findings of major safety 
importance; and (g) AEC participation from time to time with the 
departments in reviewing operations of selected reactors in order 
for AEC to better advise and assist the departments on safety 
standards. 

7. Each agreement would set forth the general principles 
under which Army and Air Force would obtain AEC review and 
AEC comments or concurrence, as appropriate, with respect to 
nuclear safety matters. In general, the following areas 
would be covered: 

- 3 -
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a. New Reactor Projects» Each project which is the 
first of its kind would be submitted to AEC for review 
at the design stage, but before final design is 
frozen. A further review would be made by AEC, at the 
preoperational stage, of the reactor as built. The 
agreement would specify the kinds of information to be 
submitted for each stage of review and prescribe the 
timing of such submittals. These reviews would 
essentially be parallel to those for licensed reactors 
and would be based upon appropriate hazards summary 
reports. Safety reviews would not be required for 
reactors having substantially the same design as one 
previously reviewed. 

b. Modifications of Reactors. The agreements would 
define in general terms the proposed modifications of 
reactor facilities on which AEC advice and assistance 
would be requested. They would require AEC review of 
modifications involving significant safety questions 
not previously reviewed by AEC. 

c. Qualifications of Reactor Operators. AEC would 
become fully cognizant of the procedures by which Army 
and Air Force assure the adequacy of qualifications 
of reactor operators. 

d. Safety Policies, Standards and Instructions. 
Internal departmental issuances, such as directive or 
regulations establishing safety policies, standards and 
principles, would be submitted for AEC comment or con
currence, AEC would not review detailed operating 
procedures and instructions. 

e. Reports; The agreements would provide for reports 
of reactor operations including any inspection findings 
involving significant safety questions to be submitted 
to AEC at prescribed intervals. Provision would also be 
made for timely reports on certain categories of abnormal 
events or incidents which appear to have important 
safety significance. These reports, together with 
reports of inspection findings, should enable AEC to 
participate in the identification and resolution of 
health and safety problems as required by the 
Presidential Directive, 

f* Reviews of Reactor Operations,, The agreement would 
recognize that AEC representatives, on occasion, 
might participate in on-site visits to observe reactor 
operations and equipment, and to observe reactor operator 
examinations, for the purpose of obtaining information 
on the departments standards and procedures and the 
adequacy of advice and assistance provided by AEC regarding 
them. 

8. With respect to reactors that are built by AEC as 
prototypes and for later transfer to one of the military 
departments, we propose to consult with the General Manager to 
identify any special procedural problems or considerations which 
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should be taken into account in negotiations with the military 
departments concerned. 

9. The proposed scope of the agreements contemplates 
that AEC would provide advice and assistance in the preparation 
of each service's safety standards, procedures and instructions 
by providing advice and assistance thereon in - accordance with 
the Presidential Directive. With regard to the design of 
specific reactor projects, however, AEC's role would continue 
to be in the performance of independent safety reviews, as 
requested. 

10. There have been no cases in recent years, as far 
as we are aware, in which the military departments have made 
significant changes or modifications to reactors without first 
having submitted them for AEC review. However, formal agreeuieiYb 
with Army and Air Force on the substance of procedures in the 
areas outlined above should provide an adequate basis upon which 
each agency can be assured that it is carrying out its 
responsibilities under the Presidential Directive. Negotiations 
looking toward such an agreement could be initiated by AEC 
through letters to Army and Air Force such as Appendix "D". 

11. As noted in the Report by the Director of Inspection 
dated March 25, 1964, Safety Procedures Applicable to POD 
Reactors (AEC 1067/18), no single, uniform procedure is likely 
to be adequate for both Army and Air Force. For that reason, we 
would expect that the content of the agreements will vary 
and be designed to accommodate differences between and within the 
two departments in safety organization and needs, 
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PRESIDENTIAL DIRECTIVE 

Responsibility will rest with the Department of Defense for 

identifying and resolving health and safety problems relating to the 

operation of utilization facilities, or to special nuclear material 

for use therein, which are held by the DOD pursuant to directives 

of the President under section 91b of the Atomic Energy Act. In 

view of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, the AEC will participate 

in the identification and resolution of these problems as a matter 

of responsibility. In this connection the Department of Defense or 

the appropriate Military Departments will prepare, issue and enforce 

safety standards, procedures or instructions applicable to the 

location and operation of utilization facilities and to special 

nuclear materials for use therein. Advice and assistance will be 

obtained from the AEC on the safety aspects of the design of utiliza

tion facilities and in the preparation or amendment of safety standards, 

procedures or instructions relating to location and operation of 

utilization facilities and to special nuclear materials for use 

therein, and comment or concurrence shall be obtained from the AEC 

as to their adequacy. Any disagreement as to safety aspects, arising 

as a result of Comment by the AEC, which cannot be directly resolved 

by the two agencies will be referred to the President for decision. 

Approved by the President 
September 23, 1961 

- 7 - Appendix nAn 
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APPENDIX "B" 

August 20, 1963 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN SEAB0R6 
COMMISSIONER PALFREY 
COMMISSIONER TAPE 
COMMISSIONER WILSON 
GENERAL MANAGER 
DIRECTOR OF REGULATION 

SUBJECT: AEC RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE SAFETY OF NUCLEAR 
REACTORS IN THE CUSTODY OF THE DEFENSE DEPARTMENT 

At Meeting 1954 on July 29th, the Commission considered Division of 
Inspection reports on safety review procedures for Part 115 reactors 
and AEC owned reactors. 

At this meeting, I brought up the related subject of safety review 
procedures for nuclear reactors in the custody of the Department of 
Defense, and indicated that there were questions in my mind whether 
the Commission was properly discharging its responsibilities under 
the existing review system. This tentative conclusion was based on 
a summary of the procedures, as presented in a memorandum dated 
June 22, 1963, signed by the General Manager and Director of Regulation 
in response to my request of some months earlier, and the previous 
record on this subject (including in particular AEC 1041/13). The 
Commission then requested the Division of Inspection to undertake a 
detailed study of the review procedures and report back later this 
year. 

I thought it would be helpful to discuss the main questions I have 
run into and suggest some possible means for improving our surveillance 
over these reactors. 

The reactors which are involved include: 
0 

Army 

SM-1 
SM-1A 
PM-2A 
MH-1A 
DOFL 

Air Force 

PM-1 
ASTRA 
GTR 

Navy 

Propulsion reactors 
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The main defect In the present system, in my opinion, is the reliance 
on voluntary action by DOD to request our advice and comment or con
currence. The Commission would appear to have a distinct legal as 
well as moral responsibility to participate in the identification and 
resolution of health and safety problems of utilization facilities. 
In reviewing the language of the Act and the Presidential Directive, 
and the past record (see AEC 1041/13 paragraphs 4, 5 and 7, at pages 6, 
7 and 8) which suggests that AEC advice be mandatory on DSD, I cannot 
agree that an informal, voluntary action mechanism provides adequate 
assurance. At the very least, some regularized method of spot checking 
by the AEC should be seriously considered. 

In this respect, I am especially concerned about our lack of control 
over changes or modifications to existing plants, and the fact that at 
present, according to the June 22nd memo, "no agreed criteria have been 
established for determining what changes will be submitted to us for 
review." Recalling the SL-1 incident, one of the lessons learned there 
was that there should be a formal mechanism for subjecting significant 
changes to a proper safety review. 

1 am certainly not suggesting that DOD has been or will be making facility 
changes important to safety without first consulting the Commission* I 
am merely pointing out that under the present system the potential for 
by-passing the AEC review is very high. 

Another problem of the present system, as discussed in AEC 1041/13 
(pages 9 and 32), is the apparent lack of consistency in the safety 
reviews conducted for the three services. I understand that it is not 
feasible to have complete uniformity, and that there must be some 
tailoring of requirements and procedures to each of the services. However, 
I cannot go along with the present system in which the nature and extent 
of reviews to be requested of the AEC is apparently largely dependent 
on the practices and policies of the respective service rather than on 
AEC1s independent action. There certainly should be some consistency in 
the type of review conducted by the AEC in each instance. 

The June 22nd summary suggests that more formally agreed procedures may 
be desirable at a later date. I would submit that the proper time to 
initiate action is now when the number of such reactors is relatively 
small. Since considerable time would be necessary to establish a more 
formal system and to get it functioning smoothly, it would seem to me 
that we shouldn't delay much longer. I might add that the Commission 
has been considering this subject since 1959. 

I realize that there are several arguments in favor of not having formal 
understandings with DOD on implementing the presidential Directive. One 
of the prime arguments presented is that we might dilute DOD responsibility 

- 9 - Appendix "B" 



%FFIC 

OFFIOIAirTJBS ONLY 

for safety by too active AEC participation in the control of these plants. 
Another concern is that these reactors would be subjected to surveillance 
by two groups with the attendant possibilities of conflicting require
ments and regulations. There is clearly some merit to these arguments, 
and thus extreme care would have to be taken in working out the exact 
procedures. However, since we already have the safety responsibility, 
these arguments should not stop us from taking the proper steps to 
assure that it is discharged In a more orderly fashion. 

There is certainly a basic question of the means by which we assure our
selves that the Commission is maintaining surveillance commensurate with 
its responsibility. A number of possible methods that could be used 
are as follows: 

1. Inspectors from the AEC could make periodic visits 
to the facilities. Some inspections apparently have 
been conducted at the RER. 

Alternatively, AEC inspectors could accompany inspec
tors from the respective services when they make their 
visits to the various facilities. 

2. Operators of the military plants could be required 
to pass examinations similar to those required for 
operators of licensed reactors. I understand this 
has already been done in some cases. 

3. Criteria similar to those of Part 50.59 could be 
established to clarify when the military service would 
refer changes back to the AEC for review. (Such cri
teria would require designation of technical specifica
tions for the facility.) 

4. Qpera^im-;reports could be transmitted to the AEC on 
W*jjm&*m^tm>>>-Again, oral and wr£fetsanr(?*epojrts have 
&eeri made to the AEC, but not on any kind of regular 
basis. 

I am not advocating any particular method, or combination of methods; 
there might be others which would be more palatable to the DOD. However, 
irrespective of the particular method chosen, I do believe that the 
Commission should act now to formalize and strengthen the safety review 
procedures for reactors transferred to or acquired by the DOD under 
Section 91 b. of the Act. 

James T. Ramey 
Commissioner 
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APPENDIX "C" 

June 22, 1963 

MEMORANDUM FOR COMMISSIONER RAMEY 

THROUGH CHAIRMAN SEABORG 

SUBJECT: AEC RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE SAFETY OF FIELD STATION 
REACTORS IN THE CUSTODY OF THE ARMED SERVICES 

Your memorandum of April 9, 1963 requests a summary of the procedures 
utilized by the AEC in discharging its responsibility for the safety 
of field station reactors in the custody of the Armed Services. 

The Presidential Directive of September 23, 1961, attached as Appendix 
"A," is the basic document defining the respective responsibilities 
of the AEC and the Department of Defense for safety of reactors trans
ferred to or acquired by DOD under section 91b of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954, as amended. 

In accordance with the Directive, the Military Departments request 
AEC's comment or concurrence prior to assuming operating responsibility 
for field station reactors. Such requests are normally addressed to 
the Director of Regulation and the reviews are performed by the Division 
of Licensing and Regulation. The reviews are based on the hazards 
summary reports submitted by the Military Departments concerned. The 
reactor design, operating experience, if any, and the general operating 
plans for the reactor are reviewed by DL&R and in appropriate cases, 
as indicated below, the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards. The 
AEC formally advises the Military Department of the results of the 
evaluations and reviews made by the Regulatory Staff and the ACRS, and 
makes appropriate recommendations with respect to the hazards of oper
ation. Further details with respect to the scope and procedures for 
these pre-operational safety reviews are contained in Enclosure I to 
AEC 1041/13 dated January 3, 1962. ' 

In accordance with the Presidential Directive, the Military Departments 
from time to time also request AEC's comment or concurrence on signi
ficant changes in the design and operating procedures of field station 
reactors* In this regard the Army has requested AEC's comment or con
currence on significant changes relating to the SM-1, SM-1A, and PM-2A 
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reactors, and has kept DL&R informed both orally and in writing of 
significant operational experience with these reactors. Similarly, 
the Air Force has requested AEC's comment or concurrence on a signi
ficant increase in authorized power level of the ASTR reactor and has 
Informed AEC of changes in staffing of the PM-1 reactor. The Navy 
has not as yet assumed operating responsibility for any field station 
reactor under section 91b of the Act. 

The determination as to whether a particular change or modification 
warrants AEC's review is made by the Military Department. No agreed 
criteria have been established for determining what changes will be 
submitted to us for review. 

Appendix "B" is a listing of safety review actions requested by Army 
and Air Force and includes, for completeness, requests made both 
before and after the date of the Presidential Directive* 

The procedures employed by DL&R for the review of safety matters on 
Military field station reactors are essentially the same as those for 
AEC-owned reactors. The staff deals directly with the appropriate 
personnel of the Military Departments. Copies of the hazards summary 
reports are furnished to the ACRS in all cases and, where the project 
presents novel or significant safety questions, the advice of the ACRS 
is obtained* 

The AEC has also been consulted from time to time in the drafting of 
internal issuances relating to reactor safety. For example, the Army 
formally requested AEC's review of its draft Statement of Policy on 
mobile power reactors and, following a series of discussions between 
our staff and Army, the Commission formally concurred in the draft 
statement. We have also been consulted informally by the Army on draft 
regulations planned to be issued within the Department "to assure that 
adequate health and safety measures are considered and observed In the 
design, construction, testing, operation, location and surveillance 
of all nuclear reactor systems for which the Army has operating re
sponsibility," Similarly, the Navy has requested advice on the proposed 
operations of Navy nuclear ships into specific ports and will request 
AEC's comment or concurrence on criteria to be developed for port visits 
of such ships. At the request of Air Force we conducted examinations 
to test the qualifications of operators of the Radiation Effects Reactor 
when that facility was operated as an Air Force reactor* 
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All requests by Military Departments for safety reviews are on their 
initiative. We have not Construed the Presidential Directive as im
posing upon the AEC responsibility for assuring that the Departments 
do, in fact, come to us on a^l significant safety matters; nor that 
they comply with the advice we give them. 

No formal understandings or agreements have thus far been prepared by 
or entered into between the AEC and the Military Departments prescribing 
detailed procedures under which the respective agencies discharge their 
responsibilities under the Directive. It is likely that as the number 
of field station reactors increases more formally agreed procedures 
may be desirable. 

The organizational elements which report to the General Manager have 
no responsibility for safety of field station reactors in the custody 
of the Armed Services. 

The Division of Reactor Development staff does, of course, keep currently 
informed on safety matters relating to reactor field plants in the custody 
of the Armed Services and does provide information to the services and 
to the Division of Licensing and Regulation as requested* 

/s/ H. L. Price 
Director of Regulation 

/s/ A. R. Luedecke 
General Manager 
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DRAFT LETTER TO ARMY AND AIR FORCE 

1. Certain of the reactors owned by the military 
departments were acquired and are being operated pursuant to 
the licensing provisions of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
amended. Safety reviews and inspections by AEC of these 
facilities are under the Commission's licensing program. 

2. Other reactors have been acquired by the Departments 
under section 91b of the Act and are exempt from licensing. 
For Army (Air Force) reactors in that category, the President's 
Directive of September 23, 196I defines the responsibilities 
of our two agencies for nuclear safety, and in this connection 
the Commission has recently completed an evaluation of the 
procedures and practices currently in effect for the nuclear 
safety review of reactors which are exempt from licensing. 

3. Safety reviews of section 91b reactors, and their 
nuclear fuel, and reviews of safety standards, procedures and 
instructions regarding such facilities have been requested by 
the Department of the Army (Air Force) and performed by AEC 
under practices which have evolved from our common interest 
in nuclear safety and from the close working relationship of 
our agencies in this field. The Commission's current evaluation 
has indicated, however, that the present procedures may not be 
adequate in every case to assure either the Department or the 
Commission that their respective responsibilities under the 
Presidential Directive are being fully executed. The present 
procedures do not appear to assure participation by AEC in the 
identification and resolution of significant nuclear health 
and safety problems, and correspondingly the Department may not 
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feel that it is receiving the advice and assistance to which it 
is entitled under the Directive. These are questions which, I 
am certain you will agree, should not be left in doubt. 

4. For these reasons it would seem desirable that the 
Department of the Army (Air Force) and the Commission jointly re
evaluate the procedures now followed and; with such revisions 
as may be indicated, formalize them by way of a joint 
statement of policy or memorandum of understanding. If you 
agree with the Commission that such a course appears desirable, 
arrangements can be made under which members of our respective 
staffs could initiate appropriate discussions for that purpose. 

5. I would appreciate your views on this suggestion. 
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