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Attention: Docketing and Service Branch.

Dear Sirs:

I aa the Dirz:c<cr of a Radiation Protection Service which includes

of personnel =oniicring dosimeters. I am interested in '.he prozosed rile
on certiiication o personnel iosimetry processors vy a standaraized type
of labcratery.

Pirst, I will descride hriefly the basis of my thoughts on personnel :nonitcr-
ing and rwntlems assoclated with it. My first filx %adze mornitering o
pmo'u-e’ was done in 1926. In the 1ntcvenirg fifty- four vezrs I have
gexrvei sevaral ned .,u institutions as Sadlological rhysiclist and Fallaticn
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calely TI21.:2. T have retired from teaching ané rzsearch, *ut have ceatirued
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%W Siract a caclaticn protection service which was started in 1955.

I shall begin by directing comments on an apparent general agreement amory
Federa’ Agencies that a personnel deosimetry problem does exist. Zut the exact
nature of the protlem is not so apparent. The measure of radiation exposure by
neans of personnel dosimetry 1s acknowledged as an unprecise mocedure.
Nevertheless, it has served well to help maintain exposure “oses within
recommended "safe" levels. Also, it has served to help provide adequate
mrotective equipment and has served as a gauge of how well perscornel use thelr
equipment.

It has been suggested that dosimetry data could be used as a bdbasis cf
epideniologic;l studies of dose-effect relationship. I would question the
value of such stulles even if calibration errors of the processors zrs
eliminated. Other errors in the recorded dosimetry data wauld forsclose
use of it to develop a meaningful dose-time effect relationship. ’."-a"
arrors in the data are associated with certain inherent characicriztics
of aan. They are therefore difficult tr control. Mishandlin: or ucsizet
cc*u.s from careless axd indifference of the workers. As z r=culs, :‘_;':i-
fizant differences exists between actual dose recesived by the werlker and %hs
o2 ecordcd in his records. Examples of commor. mishandlingz o7 zssinmziers ars:

a. Dosimeters left at home for a few days.

©. DJosimeters left for unknown time in unpro<actsd —roz.

¢. Intensional exposure of dcs_::etﬂrs by inquisitive wexiar,

(Probably, to test the tester)
anw
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2. QJosizsters worn behind lead ::ven 40 avold unfawvarable “ast reapori.
2, o0 si.nota:s not worn by the ":cnscientlious sbjectors”.
i+ ~08t and damaged Josiueters.

Aishandling of dosimeters occur in a siznif ca,nt percent of the tas*s in
23a2i st perlod and they contriluta: luaccuracics Lo the tlze-duss daa

of personnel mcnitoring.

1 question the practicality of cexrtificaticon of processors oy a standarus
laboratory. Situations will exist in which the processc reports accurate
axposure 2oses, but fall to pass the performance tests o1 the standaxd later-
atery. This conflict can cccur if the physical factors of dosimeter cali-
trations used by the processor and by the laboratory are different.

T don't like the term "processcr”. It implies only physical nanipulation

of squipment. Monitoring perscnnel has responsibilities of much wider scope.
Radiation monitoring should include inspection of protection facilitles and
work habits of personnel. It should develop respect, not fear, for the
potential danger of lonizing radiations. Such responsitilities belong

to the Padiological and/or Health Fhysicist. But tc. many workers are left
without protection help if those responsibilities are left entirely to
physicists,
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Standardizaticn Laboratory, either private or government, is not the solution.
Such a laboratory could result in greator errors in personnel dose neasurements
and could cause conflicts beuween Irocessors and laboratory.

At the present time, and until such tine that the relaticaship cf low dose-
long time exposures %to blological effects in nun is well established, the
personnel dosimetry problem might be helped most by periocdic inspection of
personnel monitoring establishments with concurrent inspectiorn of facilities
and personnel being mcnitored. This would require a large number of inspectors
who are qualified in the mechanics of monitoring and knowledgeable of the

work conditions and work habits of persops being monitored. Such a system

of inspection night be combined with the ,iesent inspection system exsrcised by
the State fadiclogical Health Services.

Respectfully Submitted,

Carl £ Nuain oo

Carl 3. Nurnberger, Fh.D
Certified facioclogical and Health Physicist
2irector lRacdiation Trotectlion Service




