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proposed amendents to Parts 19 and 20 of NRC ~~"~ 7 .. ~ ~~E ~~~ ..: a.regu1ations. These amendmeats concern the :f-~JJJ"""9.$ ~ " . . . .reduction of standards for u cupational exposures ."" ~ ~""~ "T;-
---

-
~ ~ ~ " ' "

-- c'' T .:E=
for nuclear workers from 12 re=s/ year to 5 rems / T.~?:7.;; .
year.
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These amendments were published in the Federal ~~

...N _._ ; .l. . . . . .
~

Register on February 20, 1079.
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M A00ACH u ETTO IN';TITUTE OF TECHNOLC3Y

MEOICAL DEPARTMENT

ENVIRONL38tNTAL M EDICA L SERVICE

@ , ?? MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE. 209 230
g cAusRicos. wissacwus TTs o2ise

"'"TT GW.09

bah as ad 'l -19,20(pf FR,103 & % -ch 22,1979.

4Secretary of the Coc: mission p p
/* , * ' '~U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cor: mission g.

Washington, D.C. 20555 .y 9
Attention: Docketing and Servicing Branc. g g

D
Gentlemen:

I wish to submit coe=ents regarding the Proposed Rules published in the
Federal Register (Vol. 44, No. 35), dated 20 Pc'aruary 1979.

I am in favor of the proposed elimination of the accumulated dose averaging
formula 5 (N-18) and the associated Form tac-4. Also, I approve of the
proposed section 20.101.

However, I think that the proposed section 20.102 needs to be revised in order
to =ake it practic.il to comply with its provisiccs. The difficulty is that
its provisions do not allow for the situation whereby the individual does
not know his prior dose. It has been our experience that individuals who
have had previous work with radiation usually specify " unknown" when asked
to state their prior doue.

5

Therefore, the following alternate revisions are suggested:

1) Af ter ites (b) insert on item (c) which reads as folloss: "or (c) that*

an individual states that the prior dese is unknown to the individual".

is suggested that item (b) of proposed section 20.1022) Or, alteca tively, it
for individuals who have had previous work with radiationbe revised se that,

smrces, the licensee inallowed 60 days to obtain dose histories from previous
esployers.

I hope the above coc=ents will be helpful.
Sincerely,

. S ba.

Sa m l Levin
Radiation Protection Offi: 2r

, . 2 : e. c. .:8c :y ct r J . m . . . . . . . . . .'.7. 4;;
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Secretary of the Commission - [-N
U. S., Nuclear Regulatory Commission 8_

Washington, D. C. 2035$

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

RE: Proposed Cnanges in 10CFP.20

Dear Sir:

Since I have been engaged for many years in the inspection of nuclear
facilities countrywide I have studied the proposed changes with a great
deal of interest.

1. Elimination of the differentiation of permissible quarterly
exposure between persons who show a clear prior record as
compared with those who do not have a clear prior record
should simplify the record keeping in licensees' operations.
Two sets of limits will no longer be required for temporary
personnel. However, it does not eliminate the possibility,

that an individual can get well over the three rem per
4 quarter limit on successive jobs. It is very likely that

some licensees in their own defense will continue to request
prior exposures.

2. Sec,. .:n 20.101 and .102 refer at many points to " standards".
The table of permissible exposure does not give standards, it
gives limits. The reference to standards is totally in error
and is misleading. This mi use of tne word becomes particularly
confusing when related to the requirements for monitoring. These
requirements can eas tly be |nterpreted as calling for a pro-rating
of the annual " standard" for a quarterly period, which I believe
was not your intent.

Now that you are making .some changes may I urge substitution of a more
accurate and understandable terminology.

Yours very truly,

#

TsW .f.G
Roger T. Vaite
Engineering Consultant

RTW:=c
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March 21, 1979 N'

. .

Mr. Robert E. Alexander
Office of Standards Develep=ent
US Iiuclear Regulatcry Cc= mission
Uash u gten, IC 20555

Dear Bcb,

I a= glad to see the EC prcpese a rule reducing the per=issible annual perscenel
cxperure frc= twelve to five re=s per year. As ycu kncv ve cperated under the 5 re=s

-

per year policy at General Dynamics /Fert Werth. I centinued that policy when I ca=e
to the University withcut any apprec.able difff.culty. I have been particularly'

concerned abcut individuals er cc=panies that sell dese just because it is air.ilable
! in their " bank acccunt". This propcsed rule change shculd curtail er at least slev

,

( devn this practice.

I was going thrcugh sc=e old files a ecuple of weeks ago and ran acrcss sc=e rather
offical leciing decunents entitled, " Red Button en the tesk","Dr. Schneckle and y.r.

|
Pie-Eyed" and "What Price Survival" . The auther is unkevn. A1.;o in this file I fcunde

the enclosed article which might bring back sc=e sencries of ycur early EP days.

|

| Sincerely,

amt. W. s. - t

,
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Secretar/ of the Commision
NRC
/!ashington, D.O . .'

Dear Sirss
In f Response to your request for comments on the croposal to do

away with the 5(N-18) regulation, Iwhole-heartily support reducing the
ennual radioation es posure to the legal li=its of 4 5 a per year.
However, if this is just a prelude to reducing the legal limits to
500 millirem annualy, I'm afraid that I would have to disagree with

,

you. Reducing the allowable exposure to that low a level would re-
quire more manpower then is re lly required to complete any sort of
major maintenance evelutions inside a reactor compartment, thereby
driving up the already unreal costs of power production charged by
the major utilities.

s

Sincerely yours,

j' t%
Steven R. Lueders c g,
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March 16, 1979.

. ...

,[ . k - 4 M(.4475 \C'5iS
_

p | 9%s,

. . . . . . . . . . -

@
. 6co''

i:e--e:arv of the Cocnission [g 913 7 .3
c

:ln:1cn: Docketing and Service Branch ;-

g-q)5. :h: clear Regulatory Com=ission" -j_

;,as ing:en, D.C. 20555 bi s*. s" 4
A C4"

dNAn:'e en:.

In response to a notice of proposed rule making (44 FR 10388-90,

February 20, 1979) involving 10 CFR Parts 19 and 20, the Midwest.

Char:er of the Health Physics Society submits com=ents herewith
-,

for consideration in the final rulemaking. This correspondence

has been prepared and approved by the Legislative Cc==ittee, voted

en and approved by the Board of Directors, and presented to the
chap:er members for com=ent.

A.

In general, the chapter concurs with the rule change in that it

represents a step in the direction of maintaining radiation exposures
as low as is reasonably achieveable (ALARA) . Portions of the proposed

rule which, in our view, require clarification or amplification are as
follows:

s ,.

,.=. ., . n e w . . . = . . . . > -s

1

&b _ '
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March 16, 1979
Page Three

.

protection of the worker, licensee liability should be
'

established for these situations where individuals deliberat;
.

circumvent the regulations, as in the sbove example.

b. In the event that a tranaient individual going i==ediately
from one licensee to cnother (i.e., too quickly for the fil=
badge or TLD' issued by first licensee to be processed and

reported), should the second licensee be required not to

employ the worker until a reliable estimate of his exposure
is available? The ter= " reliable esti= ate", if used, would
require definition. The definition should state whether the

individual =ust furnish to second licensee: (a) results of
film or TLD monitoring or (b) results of pocket dosimeter

measurements or equivalent monitoring techniques.

3. Since NRC Form-4 will no longer be needed for its original purpose,

if the rule discussed abcve is adopted, it is recoc= ended that

consideratien be given to redesign this For= for use by the

individual in disclosing, to the licensee, previous exposure
records in the for= of a "... signed, written statement "

i ...

j Use of a for= for this purpose vould ensure uniformity of infor-
1

j =ation supplied to all licensees by all such individuals. It

; could also be used to record the type of measuring device on
which the individual's exposure record is based..

.

u ,y 2 r n - '' p m , . . - - . - _g,--,- . , - - - , _. .,
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Secretary of the Coe=ission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington D.C. 20555

ATT: Docketing and Service Branch

Gentle =en:

Relative to t'.:e proposed rule to eliminate the accumulated dose averaging formula '
5(N-18) and asse,iated form NRC-4 exposure history and i= pose annual dose limiting
standards while retaining quarterly standards, the following co==ents are rendered.

1. Clustering is very questionable epide iological evidence for radia-
tion induced disease.

t

2. It i's highly desirable to retain quarterly dese-limiting standards.
$

3. It is agreed that mathematical standards are necessary to prevent
abuses of the "as low as reasonably achievable" principle.*

4. Your concern about the undue intrusica into the physician-patient
i relationship is appreciated.

SinceOly,

.'/_: N._-;-. ' _ _ _'' ' L/ /.s s - - : .,< .
__

A.T. Tu=a, M.D.
Radiologist

Physicist

i Chief of Staff
ATT/paf

. -. .. . g . . y_ - n d . . . . . . . . sc.'. . . . . *

1
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Secretary of the Coc=ission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Coc=ission
Washingtor., D. C. 20555

Re: Nuclear Regulatory Commission (10CFR 19 and 20) Notices,
Instructions and Reports to Workers- Standards for
Protection Against Radiation. Prowsed Rule.

ATni: Docketing and Service Branch

Gentlemen:

We are in agreement to eliminate the need for the 5 (N-18) doseWe canaveraging for;,ule for radiction exposure to personnel.
foresee the occasion where radiographers in specific types of
testing would exceed the maximum permissible dosage, however,
safety precautions must be implemented to prevent this exposure,
to personnel..

20.102 Determination of prior dose. We take exception to the
.

following wording:
"Each licensee shall require any individual, prior

| to first entry of the individual into the licensee's
restricted area during each employment or work

|
assignr.ent, etc." ,

The word " individual" should be changed to ''a=ployee" and a
statement added whereas service companies could be permitted to
enter the facilities in an ecergency situation, yet caintain their,

'

own exposures to radiation, using their dosimeter, film badge
and other radiation monitoring devices.

Very truly our'd ,
/

g A%l.?iY p*W
D'arrell W. Pruitt
Radiation Safety Officer

DWP:pr

. . . w n =-e. ..................
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b}k b\hp
;Secretary, U.S. Nuclear Regt .cory

**IComission -

fDf
'

Washington, D.C. ?0555
s,

de([Attention: Docketing and Service Branch . , * pc-
Re: Proposed Changes in IJCFR,19 and 20

Sir:

1. While there is no magic reason to retain the 5(N-18) dose
averaging fomula,neither do I know of any reason to
prohibit a radiation worker from absorbed doses of 3 rem per
quarter or 12 rem per year. There is no evidence proving
that such exposures are hazardous - compared to all other risks
to which workers are exposed - and the effects of reducing )such limits on overati population exposures (genetic burden
is nil. I therefore oppose the proposed changes as being
unnecessarily and unreasonably restrictive.,

2. Retain the quarterly standard of 3 rem as appropriate.
.

3. Maintaining records of the total exposure of radiation workers
is Indeed reasonable.

,

Sincerely yours,
n

.

David E. Drum, M.D., Ph.D.
Radiation Protection Officer
Affiliated Hospitals Center, Inc.

DED/ms
*

1 -

. * * ." *, _ i ,- ~. ' ':7 : : 'd . . . . . . . . . . . . . .-. . . . n

U

DIVIStoN OF NUCLEAR MD! CINE . PETER SENT BRIGRA.\1 HOSP!TAL

72I HL*NTINGTON AVENUE . BosroN, .\tA55ACHU$ETTS oz!!y . (6I?) 3 2-6000
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Secretary of the Con:=ission C/ f 13
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U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Cc=sission |

-- 1
-

*o
s %p#Docketing and Service Branch 4IkWashington, D.C. 20355 ==' >

x%%, $
/

,

\

Re: Proposed Rules Changes A=ending (10 C7R Parts 19 and 20)
Iktices, Instructions, and Reports to Workers:

i Inspection Standards for Protection Against Radiation

t

Dear Sir:
i

Eunker Hill Ce== unity Colleg6 prsantly offers accre.dited training programs
in Nuclear Medicine Technology and Diagnostic Radiologic Technology, Both,

,

! ,

prograss incorporate the use of a wide array of energized equipment compara-
ble to chet found within the hospital setting. Some 80'; of this equipment

| has been provided to the college through a grant from the Manpower Grants
| Service, Of fice of Acad2=ic Af'. irs, Veterans' Administration. Students
|
' receive controlled laboratory ,?.xpcriences using this equip =ent which are de-

signed to acquaint the students with effect on the films produced and dosages
of rad tstion delivered resulting from adjustments of the various controls or
the use of accessories pertinent to each piece of equip =ent. Full awareness
of the ef f ects of radiation exposure to both patients and radiation wrkers
1s an integral and vital component of the students' training. ,

|

| Protocols for strict control of student exposure to radiation have been de-'

veloped within each program which are intentionally more :enservative chan
what would be recuired to keep student exposure to within presently accept-
able limits. fhe proposed limit for mandating the monitoring of minors 18
years of age or under (any quarterly losa in excess of 125" of the annual|

standards specified in Part 20.010) is a limit we fully endorse and indeed
have already incorparated into our protocals for all students irrespective

!
of age.

| -

' '

'-''"---i.................,

[kpt of Wdst5p.19 AdC
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Secretary of the' Comission liy y , 7 'N " . r3
. ftM <j HU.S. Nuclear T<egulatory Comissier. . ,.

;.)|,.,/, M/Washington, DC 20555 .

:3';.m.kly'

ATTN: Docketing and Service Branch S ',.
*

Reference: Proposed Rule making 10CFR Parts 19 and 20 "?!ctices.
Instructions and Reports to Workers: Inspection
Standards for Protection Against Radation." Federal
Register, Tuesday, February 20, 1979.

' -

Gentlemen:

This communication is intended as Rad Services, Inc. corporate
comment with regard to the above mentioned proposed rules.

As the leader in providing contract health phy:ics technician
services to nuclear generating facilities, we believe that the
flexibility afforded by the 5 (il-13) dose averaging formula is in

.

the best interest of the nuclear industry. Even though most of our
technicians do not exceed the 5 RE45 cer year dose, we feel that the
flexibility to do so provides a cos; c#fective and controllaole way

-

to accomplish the objectives of getting a power plaat back on line
in the most reasonable time possible without unduly ex asing more

We believc a system of controls is already ir. e'fect topeopl e.
limit the doses risceived by cur pecple and, we, as professionals,

Webelieve we can and have demonstrated Al. ARA in cur daily work.
are available to provide testincny to these facts and would be very
pleased to provide the commission with such evidence.

In closing, we would like to reiterate that we, and the irdustry
need a centrolled formula that would still allou the flexibility to
9M. the job done. The proposed rule, as written, does not allow this
lati tude. A better way would be to control E (N-18)!

.

Very truly yours,

RAD SERVICES, IllC.
. ; . .%.... ~

l.

, ~, i . <;iM l _ hn -
-

_

Steph'en M. Sorensen
Corporate Safety Offic.er

SMS/mjk

Mnm m, m..~V||3
. . . . . . _ ,

M1. "! i
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Secretar/ of the Comm'asicn *y ,

\ jU. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissicn
Yy A , )-washington, D. '. 20555 --L

Ms, ,, K J *%

Attention: Docketing and Service Bra #ch TFM ,

Dear Sir g .9

We would like to take this opportunhy to co=ent on the preposed
amendments to 10CFR20 that would eliminate the acc=ulated dose-
averaging formula, 5(N-18) , and the 12-rem-per-year r'adiation exposure
limit, as described in the February 20, 1979 Federal Register
( 7590-01-M) .

In your Supplementary Info mation Section, you state: "These standards
were based en recommendations of the National Counckl on Radiation
Protecti:n and Measurements (NCRP), the International Cc=1ssion on
Radiological Protection (ICRP) , and guidance for federal agencies issued'

by the for=er FedAral Radiation Council (FRC, . . .) " The section goes en
a to state: "The Cc=rtissien, taking into account recently published

interpretations of epidemiological data and associated recceendations
for lower standards, and also in response to petitient for rule making
to lower the dose standards filed by the Natural Rescurces ::efense
Council (UROC) and Dr. Rosalle Berte11, has determined that a hearing
should be held on the adequacy of present oc mpational radia:icn
dese-li:niting standards." While a hearing :uty be in order based cn your
assessment of the requests, it does not follow that deletion of tne
provisien for utilizing the 5(N-18) dese-averaging for=ula is either
necessar/ or wise.

J Reducing the radiation expssure limits as preposed will not lower the
work force man-rems, but spread them over a larger population. This

I

i
does not meet the intent of the NRC's ALARA concept. With the nurler of
radiation workers in the industry, and with the small nurter actually
exceeding the proposed 5-rem annual dose limit, it sheuld be apparent
that llaaseas are not abusing the ALARA concept. It is our feeling that

by deleting the provision, total exposure will be significantly
,

increased because of difficulty in = cst instances of replacement persennel
:

f
acec=plishing tasks which require highly skilled individuals to receive

j exposure above the 5-ra= annual dese. In other instances, outage costs

could be greatly increased with no reduction in man-rem exposure er a,

l .

total increase in exposure.
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PROFU5C R i hdh4fd1039
Mr. Samuel J. Chilk
Secretary of the Commission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 205f5

RE: Request for public hearing en proposed rule to
amend 10 CFR parts 19 and 20

Dear Mr. Chilk:
,

On behalf of Con'ronwealth Edison Co. , of Chicago, an
NRC licensee with extensive experience in the operation of.

nuclear power generating facilities, the undersigned her2by
e

requests a public hearing en the Commission's proposed rule
to amend 10 CFR parts 19 and 20, published in the Federal
Register on February 20, 1979, 44 Fed. Reg. 10388 ej;,sec.

Ifadopted,thisproposedrulewoub.deliminatethe
commission's current accumulated dose averaging formula,
5(N-18), and substitute annual and quarterly dose limita-
tions of 5 rem per year and 3 rem per quarter, respectively.
In addition, the proposal would modify notification,
reporting and other related provisions of the present

.

regulations.

This proposal raises important issues which warrantGincean opportunity f.m discussion before the commission.
these issues relating to dose accumulation are distinct from
the issues concerning the level of the occupational exposure
standards to be considered at the hearing described in the

p.. ,r - ,. m m ,. g . ,9 r ke , tentatively scheduled for
'jy preferabic to address these" " --
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[N % M37,c5'Secretary of the Coc:sission b
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission [" [
Washington, DC 20555 -

6'

,

D ~ D
' Attention: Docketing and Service Branch h
Gentlemen: ,

s

This comment is in response to the proposed rulemaking regarding changing
che allowable dose requirements in 10 CFR 20, as outlined in 4': F.R. 10388

.
(February 20, 1979),

i

I do not believe that this proposed change would close the loophole that
pt+sently exists (and has existed for many years) which allows individuals
to receive more than the allowable dose.

The regulations leave it up to the individual to disclose all prior exposure
The licensee must assume the disclosure is accurate, but thishistory.

assumption may not be valid since the individual may not keep accurate records
of previcus exposure, or he may conceal past exposure for various reasons.

In my opinion, lowering the allowabio exposure to individuals does not preventThisindividuals from receiving doses far in excess of the allowable limits.' '

is especially true for transient workers and moonlighters.

Many employers of service personnel are not licensees, so there is no burdenThe licenseesupon the employer to keep accurate records of employee exposure.
also are not under any burden to make timely reports of exposure to individuals
who are not their employees. In msty instances a report to an individual is

The individual could visitonly required after the end of each quarter.
several licensees during any quarter, without having any information as to his
dose at these licensees, until well after the end'of the quarter.

the licensees cannot do a thorough background check on all
It is obvious that It is clso difficult, if not impossible, toworkers under their license.
perform follow-up work such as exposure estimates from bicassay information,

For example, the requirements of 10 CFR 20.102(a)3for transient workers.
to back calculate total exposures based on intakes of airborne radionuclides
could c.tly be accomplished if a licen' ee had all the information on MFC hourss

and the like from other licensees.

It is equally obvious that individuals themselves cannot keep accurate exposure
records since they must depend on the licensee to give them data and the data
sometimes requires interpretation and calculations that may be beyond the ex-
partise of the individual.

.
.
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NRC
Feb. 28, 1979

I recommend that the present loophole be closed so that individua.ls will be
protected as required by regulation. An individual may choose not to be
protected and misiend a if.censee regarding his exposure, or the individualHowever, a risk of geneticmay make ac honest mistake rer.arding his own exposure. An individual'sdamage may exist so individual choice may not be allowed.
of fspring have a right to be protected and, therefore, the NRC should exercise
much strenger control over individual radiation exposures. -

s

The regulation should provide that each individual's exposure at any licensee's
facility be provided im=ediately upon laaving the facility if he is going to
visit another licensee's facility prior to returning. The regulations should
also provide for a means of determining if an individual has visited other
licensee's facilities during a particular quarter. This would give licensee's
the ability to check on an individual's exposure for the quarter and year.

Very truly yours,

. 7 b T

Richard DiSalvo
Radiation Safety Officer

or3

.

*
P

G

e

I

e
o

@

$

- - - . . , , _ ,_ . . ,
_

- - . _ . . -



.

,

,
,-

-

%f=.

+ .1 0

I%Dh.
L,-t 1.

. -qp. .

4c ~Ow.m,-r- e

S TAT E O F NEW YC AM

E N E R G Y O F Tel C T*

44Ea C' twwp%G 3

tw***t s'a-C *kata
,e ' ;.,;g c 7

20@* fM #3 &8
, , -. " " " " * * "

J AM Cs L. LAftoccA
-lf V - 11 1Co= =.ssiosto

.

May 4, 1979
g < l ( 9.* f

d S
en

Y .. .eic, 7$.\
*

y -
# ~~

W\I
T 'M g.-.%s
mSecretary of che Commission $*

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Ccmmission cy* 4 +Washington, DC 20555 ,

j\#
Attention: Docketing and Service Branch f;

Dear Sir:

The cocnicant New York State radicactive materials control agencies
have reviewed the recent NR: proposed amend =ents to the occupational
radiation p:otection star.dards (Federal Register, February 20, 1979,
Vol. 44, pp. 10388-90). With the exceptions discussed below, New York
supports the proposal including specifically the elimination of thei

5(N-13) dose averaging formula, and the establishment of a 5 rem annual
and 3 rem quarterly dose limit for whole body exposure.

.

New York recommends that NRC modify the period of application for
the annual limits frem the proposed " calendar year" to "any four consecu-
tive quarters". Such a change would eliminate the possibility of a 6 rem
semi-annual period and a 10 rem annual period, which would be permissible
under the " calendar year" format (i.e. last quarter or two of one year and
first quarter to two of the next) . It would also remove from licensees the
possible temptation to allow a radiation worker to exceed the dose limit
in the final quarter of a calendar year with the k:towledge that the worker
could continue radiation work in the following quarter, the first quarter

The " calendar year" format could also give theof a new calendar year.
impression of a double standard when a radiation worker who receives the
annual limit in the first two calendar quarters is prohibited from further
radiation work that calendar year, while another worker who receives an
identical dose in the final two calendar quarters is permitted to centinue*

radiation work without interruption.

Currently, New York State's applicable regulations, Industrial Code
Rule No. 38, Part 16 of the New York State Sanitary Code, and Article 175
of the New York City Health Code, all express the annual limit in terms of

r k. . .......
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"any 52 consecutive weeks", which is comparable (albeit not identical)
~

to

the recommended mcdification of "four consecutivs quarters".

A preliminary draft version of the. proposed ~ amendment, which was
provided to the Agreement States in June 1978, included a requirement
that licensees who are required to perform personnel monitoring, air
sampling or bioassays shall develop, dequment and impicment programs for
ensuring that occupational radiation exposures are maintained "as low as
reasonably achievable" (ALARA). That requirement was deletcd in the pro-

The New Yorkposed amendment formally published in the Federal Reg'. ster.
City Department of Health, one of three New York radioactive materials
licensing agencies with responsibility assumed under the NYS/NRC Agree-
ment, has expressed its objection to the deletion of the ALARA require-

It believer that without the caveat on numerical standards whichment.
ALARA provides, the maximum allowable limits may tend to becche wholly
acceptable. While the other two New York radioactive materials licensing

,' agencies, the New York State Departments of Health and Labor, concur in
the New York City endorsement of the ALARA philosophy for radiation pro-
tection, they do not share its support for the deleted requirement. They
feel that the implementation of the ALARA principle can be and is adequately
ensured in the review of an applicant's radiation safety program during the
licensing process, and in post-licensing inspection. Further, the State
Department of Health foresees difficulty in integrating such a requirement
into its progrse for regulating radiation producing equipment (e.g. x-ray
machines, accelerators) which currently consists of a registration ratLer
than licensing process. In that regard, the Health Departmant feels that
the ALARA requirement would mean significant increased workload with questien-*

able commensurate benefit.

New York appreciates the opportunity to cecnent on the proposed amendment.

Sincere}gs
*

r , .. .n

/ U
O. K. DeScer
Cirector of Nuclear Operations

cc: Dr. Francis J. Sradley

Thomas J. Cashman
Sherwood Davies
Dr. Leonard R. Solon
G. Wayne Kerr

i
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Secretary of the Cocnission 6s .te

U, S. Nuclear Regulatory Co==ission
Vashington, D. C. 20555 Di t,$,AY l 71979 > g

. ,,.. r. ..4 j
Attention: Docketine & Service. 3 ranch b ' wS *~'*

#
Gentle =en: g

'

Referenes: Proposed A=end=ents to
10CFR20. e

As the licensee for the Joseph M. Farley Nuclear plant we have the follow-
ing co==ents regarding the proposed a=end=ents:

1. 10CFR20.101. The eli=ination of the 5(N-18) accu =uJ ative dose
rule should not cause an i==ediate proble= with respect to our
own e=ployees, since the rule : ould be used only under exceptional
circu= stances. However, we are opposed to its eli=ination on the
grounds that the rare occasion =ay arise where it is needed to
acco=plish special work. Further, its eli=ination will have an
i==ediate and direct i= pact on a small group of contract workets
having special skills. Its el1=ination will not lower the total
=an-re=s required to accomplish special surveillance and =aintenance
tasks, e.g. eddy current tesciag of stea= generator tubes, and
could result in a net increase of total =an-re=s by the use of
.additicnal personnel to do the work.

Although, no t. related to dose , the eli=ination of the 5C1-18)
rcle would reduce the record keeping load related to securing
a:td maint-ining a prior lifeti=1 exposurc. historf on each worker.

| 2. 10CF220.104(a). This change would not affect us, since it is

|
Co=pany policy not to e= ploy persons under 18 years of age.

=
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{U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission

Page 2

.

.

.
- . -

The slight decrease in the level at bich personnel3. 10CFR20. 202.
monitoring equipment is required is ent expected to have a <

significant impact on our present personnel monitoring program.

Yours very truly,

/7, ~

W _-/ _

!
H. O. Thrash
Manager
Nuclear Generation

HOT /WMJ/rrb
.

9-

O

r

r
,

.

- --w-+- 2,- ,w- .--..- 3 , , - - - - - - , - - ,-~-% --.--n.. ---,.----,w,,, --r---_. - . . ,.-g---. - -%---.,, -- ,- --, p-.,



_ -

GAIL O. ADAMS. PH.O.
RAosotoc cal. PHYSictST

.

P.O.SOK 391
CtwTirsso svi

ONLAMM A CITY, ONLAHOM A 73 tCl
Aasamican goano or ftaciotoof

cuanica soano or NEALTae PeevelCS M -

\f,/ Nt f i~ t00CrJJ F:ts w dc
0

~~N20h/F$QQMarch
12, 1979 /EECFDED FJM

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission 3 . ,*

Wgl,6go7
-6Secretary of the Commission ;
CsWashington, D. C. 20555 ,fg&

' '* ,jAttention: Docketing and Service Branch -,

D )

Subject: 20 Feb 1979 Notice of Intent to Amend 10 CFR 19 and 20

Dear Sirs:

I thank you for adding my name to your list of persons notified of specific
Commission actions. In the past, my first notice has bsen received by accident
and after com=ent periods had expired.

I have been Radiation Safety Officer at the University of Oklaho=a Health
Sciences Center and three on-campus hospitals since January 1965. I act as
RSO on a consultant basis to hospitals and cther facilities throughout the
State of Oklahoma. I do not have responsibility for any installation in
which high LET radiation is the major radiation hazard.

It,see=s to me that 5(N-18) has been seen as a guide in two different
1) That relating to the radiation worker in the ordinary coursecontexts.

of his employ =ent. 2) That relating to any person, though a radiation worker
in overbearing probability, at a time of radiation emergency. You argue well
to abandon 5(N-18) for the first context. Supervisory personnel, particularly

If notthe RSO, needs a guide to e= ploy in the ' case of a radiation e=ergency.
5(N-18), please do not leave a vacuum. The difficulty then would probably be
both technical and legal. .

I wish to applaud re= oval of " permissible". It has been a long-standing

joke that " Maxi =um Permissible Dose" is neither a maximum nor permissible
nor a dose.

To note something you already know, I'm sure: it is very difficult to
Fearcollect the moonlighting portions of occupational radiation histories.

(on the part of the worker) is involved, conditicas and locations change
abruptly, and the worker typically does not see this as a priority =atter.
We try but I am unsure of the degree of cooperation received.

Yours sincerely,

.

..

G. D. Adans, Ph.D.

GDA:db
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'bSecretary of the Commission
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission jf g

,

Washington, DC 20555 74-

6 -

Subject: PROPOSED RULE CHANGE TO 10CFR20 Q M ( % p# 7
d

FEDERAL REGISTER VOL 44, No. 35 e$
DATEL TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 20, 1979 b

7
CbAttention: Docketing and Service Branch

Dear Sir:

The following comments are offered in response to the proposed
rule change to 10CFR20.

,

Comment 1 3

,

In light of operating experience and the ICRP-26 reco==endations,
the deletion of the 5(N-18) rule seems appropriate. However, in

accordance with the ICRP-26 recommindations, the NRC should eliminate
the quarterly exposure limits. This would give utilities additional
operating flexibility and may very well reduce annual man rem exposures.
In addition, it would be consi. stent with the philosophy of regulating

| only to the degree required.
.

The 3 rem whole body quarterly limit appears to be an arbitrarily
defined limit to help ensure that the annual limit is met. Utilities

will probably institute their own administrative limits to ensure
compliance with the annual limits and to optimize manpower utilization.

,

However, the utilities should be given the option to exercise their
A 3 rem, rather than a 5 rem, quarterly

I own judgement in these matters.
limit would neither provide the NRC with a very powerful tool to ensure
compliance with the annual limits nor act as an indicator of possible
undesirable conditions.

l

Coe=ent 2
1

The NRC should consider removing'the lens of the eyes from the
5 rem /yr limit of 20.101 since there is no reason why this structure
should be singled out when such organs as the thyroid and the lungs are

In addition, ICRP-14 has clearly demonstrated the relative
| , not.,

.

l.k.7.i . * *v-;ww.4JJd tri card. . .
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.

radiological insensitivity of the lens of the eyes. Using a 50 year
working life, and the 15 Sv (1500 rem) ICRP-26 recommendation, a
more appropriate limit would be 30 rem /yr.

Comment 3

Though not part of the proposed rule change, it must be emphasized
thr.t the technical basis for the'NRDC petition, namely-the Mancuso
report and the Portsmouth stud , have been discredited. In light off
this and the ICRP recommendations, a rule making hearing in respons,e

'
to the NRDC petition is unwarranted.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed rule
change. It is hoped that our comments prove to be useful.

-:s _,

Very truly yours,

f
EDWARD P 0'DONNELL
Chief Engineer

EPO:JM:no Nuclear Licensing

.
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Mr. Samuel J. Chilk e "'- Of.*Secretary of ihe Cc-4 ssion gS

~

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Cc=ission by
h chington, DC 205gg

AE I'CION: Docketing and Service 3 ranch

Subject: Cc=ents en Proposed 1.=end:ent to 10 CFR 20

Isar Mr. Chilk:

Co February 20, 1979, the linclear Regalatory Cc-* ssion
published in the Federal Register (hh F.R.10388 et seq.) proposed
ameni=ents to its regalatiens and requested. ce=ents on the proposals.
We appreciate this opportunity to provide the Cc- #ssion with '
Philadelphia Electric Cc=pany's ce=ents on the proposed a=end:ents.

hOne of the proposals being rade by the Cc=ission is to
delete the t.ccu= lated dose averaging for=ula, 5(N-18), frem the
regalations in part 20. We concur with this proposal and with the

-

Werelated proposal to eld ": ate the need for signed 2EC-h fo=s.
also concur with the Oc=ission's preposal to revise Section 20.102.
of the regalation to require a worker to sign a statement describing
his previous exposure for the year. We believe that this requirement
rightfully places sc=e responsibility en the worker himself and will

|
have the aided benefit of encouraging the worker to becc=e = ore aware,

of his accu =ulated dese.'

.

The Cor=ission is also preposing to establish annual li=its
for radiation doses of 5 rem per yen.r, as well as the quarterly id-4 ts
of 3 re=s per calendar quarcer. The ratienale for i= posing the quarterly
limit is to ec.able the Cc ~issien to receive early indicatiens of

topossible undesirable situations and provide the 120 the opportanit.7
investigate such situations. *ie believe that it would be =cre apprcpriate

.
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9 .2. Sa=uol J. 2.k Page 2"

April 25, 1979

for the regulations to pe=it a 5 rem e27osce at any ti=e during
the' year even if the expoeure occurred in a single calendar quarter,
since there is no significant difference in biological effect between
an annual limit of 5 rem and a quarterly limit of 3 res, rer purposes
of notification and control, the regulations could still require a
licensee to notify the Co==ission in the event of an expos = e in
excess of 3 rems per quarter.

Additiers'1, we believe some provisions should be made7
to pe=it a licensee, on prior application to the Cet=ission, to
utilize 12 rec per year in those circu= stances when use of the
higher li=it would be beneficial, e.g. mindm4 zing total radiation
exposure.

Very truly yours,

/ ~
-
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Secretary of the Commission /I' J
' g#ND,

{ -U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission C . 4

{.{ p Y'Washington, D.C. 20555

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch '. #h''

,0

r.K ; g ,N
WDear Sir: -

Re: Propesed Amendments to NRC Regulations Establishing Dose
L'miting Standards (10 CFR 19 and 20)

a

In the Federal Register, Volume 44, No. 35, Tuesday, February 20,1979, the

f U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission has outlined proposed amendments to its
regulations which will eliminate the accumulative dose averaging formuls. 5(N -18),
with the associated form NRC-4, and impose annual dose limiting standards while
retaining quarterly standards with associated requirements for reporting doses that
exceed standards.

After a thorough review, the Louisiana Nuclear Energy Division finds that it
supports the concept of establishing a 5 Rem annual dose limit with a 3 Rem
quarterly limit, and the elimination of the form NRC-4. However, the Division
cannot fully support the proposed changes, as we understand them, in their present
form until certain issues mentioned below are clarified or until more detailed
information is supplied by the NRC.

It appears that when an individual exceeds the 5 Rem annual dose limit, that
individual will not be allowed to work in a radiation area for the remainder of the
calendar year. This time of forced non-employment may be as long as 364 days or
as b-t as 1 day. The Division is particularly concerned about the impact that
these proposed changes might have upon an individual's right to earn a living and
that the hardsh'p imposed by these changes apparently would not be applied equally
to all who may be so affected.

Furthermore, if an individual is restricted from working in a radiation area
by the new regulations, the licensee will likely terminate the individual since he
can no longer be productive in his radiation-related task. Large companies may
provide other types of work, but smaller companies would either terminate the
individual or he would seek employment elsewhere in radiation-related work or
other types of work.
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It should be noted that in a proposed ruk.T.aking to 10 CFR Part 20,'
-

published February 6,1978, the Commission addressed ;he necessity of dismissal or
- ~

removal of a worker from all activities involvir.g poteatial exposure in subsequent
calendar quarters. In this document, it was stated that:

. '.i. "The dose limits recommended by standard setting groups such as
the National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements,-

International Commissior, on Radiological Protection, and the
Federal Radiation Council, (now the Environmental Protection
Agency), and implemented in the NRC regulations, are not
intended to mark clearly the difference between conditions that
are " safe" or " unsafe." Consideration of the linee.r dose /effect
concept indicates that the risk associated with additional dose at
low dose rates would be no greater than those associated wit!'
comparable dose received before an occupational overexposure.
The possible loss of employment by an individual is not con-
sidered to be warranted by the small risk involved in additional
dose within the limits in 20.101." (emphasis added)

.

It now appears that the NRC has changed its philosophy since publishing the above
referenced document. The Division is not aware of any new scientific evidence
supporting this change in position, so we must assume this to be an administrative
decision.

A possible, if not certain, counterproductive aspect of this requirement is
that individuals who suspect, or know, that they have exceeded the annual limits
may conveniently lose their personnel monitoring device; others may not wear the
personnel monitoring device for extended periods of time to insure that their dose
is low. Either situation will present very difficult enforcement problems, es-
peciclly ir. the industrial radiography industry where there is a real possibility of an
individual exceeding the annuallimit. It is also very likely that if an individual is
rutricted from work by a licensee he would attempt to go to work for another
company without making his previous exposure record available.

The Division strongly believes that provisions should be made to allow an
individual to resume radiation work in the calendar quarter following a dose in
excess of specified limits. One approach is to allow an individual to continue to

l work, if he so chooses, in a radiation area with a limit of li Rem per calendar'
| Thisauarter for the four consecutive calendar quarters after the overexposure.
| .sould provide for the extension of the lower quarterly dose limit for a period of

one year, independent of the time of exposure within the calendar year.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on these proposed changes.
t

Sincerely,
/

. e
. Jib PorNr

inistrator
Nuclear Energy Division

BJP:RLW:pfd
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cc: Office of State Programs
| All State Radiological Healt? Programs
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Secretary of the Comission p
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission oopg| 3-
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Dear Mr. Chilk- , . *

e#**5 SRe: Proposed Rule to Eliminate the Accumulated
Dose, Averaging Formula, 5(N-18) (F.R. Notice, g

C'tFebruary 20, 1979, p. 10388).

Florida Power and Light Company has reviewed the proposed rule change
and submits the following comments.

I. Hearings will be held in the near future to consider the
adequacy of present occupational radiation dose standards.
Pending the outcome of those hearings, any decision to
reduce the present standards would be inappropriate. <

The subject of occupational exposure has generated extended
debate and many issues are yet to be resolved. To overlook *

the uncertainty associated with such questions as technical
justification for reduced exposure levels and the impact of
the reductions could result in overreaction and unnecessary

To improve the probability of an intelligent, wellcosts.
reasoned decision, the commission is urged to delay consider-
ation of the proposed rule until the hearings are complete.

,

II. ,The rule as suggested. ignores the present efforts to reduce
occupational exposures to satisfy ALARA standards. ,If given
a reasonable demonstration period, the ALARA Progran can
reduce the exposure levels substantially without the nacessity
of abandoning the flexibility provided by the averaging formula.

The information provided in the F.R. Notice implys thatIII.
substantial individual dose savings can be realized by doing
away with 5(N-18); however, an E.P. A. Report indicates that
the average dose received by all U.S. workers using the
formula was substantially less than the maximum allowable

Based on data for 1976, which iswhen using the fomula.
comparable to data from 1977, the average received by all
workers exceeding 5 Rem / Year was 6.66 Rem, far below the
maximum of 12 Rem. (See Table 7.1, p. 74, Radiation _ Protection
Activities - 1977 EPA-520/4-78-003). This data verifys the
prudence with which the fornula is used and the minimal effect
on the individuals receiving the extra dose.
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IV. The proposed rule fails to address tha issue of exposure
standards for fertile women. 1,ny final rule relating to
occupational exposure must clanfify the comissions . position

,

on this'important~ question.

In conclusion, this Company supports the proposition that there is no
technical justification for modifying the current exposure standards
set forth in 10 CFR 20, Section 20.101(b). These standards are used
prudently and in the vast majority of situations result in exposures
only slightly higher than the proposed annual dose lirait.

,

Thank you for the opportunity to make these comments.

Sincerely,

.

M T:n T
g" Robert E. Uhrig

.

-

Vice President
Advanced Systems T. Technology

.
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Robert Lowenstein, Esquirecc:
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Mr. Samuel J. Chilk
Secretary of the Commission
U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY CONJiISSION
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dear Mr. Chilk:
'

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO 10 CFR PARTS 19 AND 20

The following coments are submitted in regard to the proposed amend-
ments to the regulations contained in 10 CFR Parts 19 and 20, as published in
the Federal Register on February 20, 1979, at 44 FR 10388. These provisions
would eliminate the "5(N-18)" rule or " dose bank" as it is sometimes called and
would implecant other related changes in the existing regulations.

Wisconsin Electric Power Company is a member of the Utility Occupational''

/ Radiation Standards Group (UORSG), organized under the general auspices of the
Edison Electric Institute (EEI). Wisconsin Electric has been an activer
participant in the preparation of the comments provided to you by the UORSG.
We support those corrents arid do not consider it necessary to belabor the
details here. However, it is appropriate that we provide some additional
observations specific to our own operatio, s.

At our Point Beach Nuclear Plant, exposures in excess of 5 Rem / year
have been minim.al. There were six such exposures in 1975, three in 1976, one
in 1977, and none in 1978. Of these, only one was above 6 Rem and none were
above 7 Rem. This rer.ord does not indicate any abuse of the 5(N-18) provision;
rather, it indicates that prudent and restricted use of the flexibility afforded
by the rule has been made when the particular skills and experience of certain
individuals were needed for the performance of a specific task.

The proposed changes would remove this afforded flexibility and would
provide little or no corresponding benefit to workers. In the Commission's
notice, cost effectiveness is assumed but not analyzed, ALARA benefits are

; claimed but not demonstrated, and no technical justification is provided. We
| believe that in certain circumstances the costs of the proposed rule change

could be appreciable, for example, when downtime is increased due to the
unavailability of personnel with particularly needed skills. At the same time,
the proposed rule change may be inconsistent with ALARA, particularly when

. , . .
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relatively unskilled personnel are assigned to tasks which would be otherwise
performed by more experienced indivicuais. In such cases, collective dose may
be expected to increase because of additional time spent at the task. Finally,

. . ,
from a radiobiological poilt of view, there is no evidence that any significant-"

change in risk is attributable to the rate of exposure for the time frares
involved here. There is no significant difference in risk for receiving 5 Rem
per year for two years or receiving zero Rem in one year and 10 Rem the next.

For these reasons, we oppose the adoption of the rule changes proposed
by the referenced Federal Register notice. We are aware of the current proposals
by certain special interest groups and several individuals to reduce the current
radiation dose limits. Their positions have received considerable peer criticism
and are not accepted by well established and recognized bodies of radiological

'

expertise. We ask that the Commission hold hearings before any modification
of existing radia. tion standards is undertaken, in order to allow full and open
discussion of the technical merits of any such proposal.

These comments do not apply to the proposed changes to 10 CFR Paragraph
19.13 which are primarily administrative in nature and to which we have no
objection.

Very truly yours,
~

A D
.

M4.AL

Sol Burstein Exec tive Vice President

.

'
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U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Ccmmission $ 37 -
1[M )?b)'{b
M 9Washington, D. C. 20555 ~

g*Attention: Cocketing and Service Branch g g

& .

'o f y g .\ \~

Subject: Comments on Proposed Amendments to
10CFR Parts 19 & 20

Gentlemen:
.

This letter is provided to clarify the stctement of tha EEI Health
Physics Task Force provided in my letter of April 16, 1979. The
proposed amendments have not been supported with scientific data
that justify a modification of current rules which have evolved
from extensive research and experience with ionizing radiation.*

More specifically, the explanatory information contained in the
.

notice indicates that the Commission has not thoroughly evaluated
,

the impacts of eliminating the 5(N-18) dose averaging formula.

We object to the elimination of the formula without adecuate justifi-
cation. If the Ccmmitsion persists in its intent to eliminate the.
formula, we recor=end strongly that the NRC include this matter in
a public hearing prie- to instituting the change. It is imperative

that the interested parties be given the opportunity to present their
views directly to the Ccmmission and that a thorough record be
es tablished.

This additional cor=ent is provided to supplement our comments of
April 16,1979.

l Sincerely,

.

Lionel Lewis, Soard Memcer

(
EEI Healtn ?hysics Task Force

.:
; a ,., ,.
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April 24, 1979

Samuel J. Chilk , Secretary
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Nashington, D.C. 20555

Re: Comments on Amendments to 10
C.F.R. Part 20 On Occupational
Radiation Limits

Dear Secretary Chilk:

I would like to make several brief comments on the pro-
posed regulations to eliminate the 5 (N-18) exception to tneNotice of the pro-general occupational radiation limits.10338 (Feb. 20, 1979).posed amendments appeared in 44 F.R.

I agree with the major thrust of the amendments which
does away with the 5 (N-18) exemption to the nominal cccupa-The exemption
tional radiation standard of 5 remp per year.

, now almost swallows up the rule and allows the vast majority
of nuclear workers to be exposed to up to 12 rems of external,

Given the recent scientificwhole body radiation in a year.
work on low-level radiation which indicates that it may be,

many times more harmful than was believed when the present
standards were set, this reform is long overdue.

The notice asks for comments on whether any quarterly
dose limit is needed. A quarterly limit is needed and it

| should be one-fourth of the annual limit, 1 1/4 rems, not 3'

A quarterly limit is needed because of the nuclearrems. labor or migrant atomic| industry's use of short term contractThe supo' sed justification of an occupationalj
workers.| standard which allows much greater radiation dose than the'

public can be subjected to is that a worker can reasonably bein return for his
exposed to greater danger than the publi:a worker to a year's worth of

It is unfair to subject
I risk for a day's pay. Sixty percent of a year's risk (3 rem)j pay.

is not much better.

The current standards are based on a calendar quarter,
so a worker can be subjected to one quarter's dose on March 31|

l

!
l
!
|
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and another complete quarter's worth on April 1, with a similar
problem for short-term workers for two days' pay. The standard
should be a continually updated one--what the worker has.been
exposed to in the previous _ three months or a year. In any
event, given these cumulative , inequities in the current account-
ing, the quarterly limit should be one-fourth of the annual

. limi t . .

The Federal. Register notice proposes an obfuscation of the
heading of the regulations. The change is justified as NRC
recognition of the fact that there is some risk in any radia-
tion exposure. The NRC proposes to remove the word " permissible"
from the heading. It seems the NRC equates the word " permissible"
with " safe." " Permissible" occupational radiation exposures
are exactly what these regulations are about--what the NRC per-
mits. Retitling the regulations " radiation protection standards"
begs the question of whether the standards protect work 2rs
enough, and thus contains the very categorical reassurance that
the change supposedly eliminates. In addition, the new title
is a cop out, eliminating explicit recognition that it is the
NRC regulations which permit workers to get certain maximum
routine radiation doses. President Carter has ordered federal
agencies to move in the direction of clear, forthright regula-
tions, not the other way.

- An unfortunate side effect of elimination of the 5 (N-18) i

rule is that employers will no longer need to calculate a
worker's lifetime history of occupational radiation dose on
Form NRC-4. Thus, an employer will have no incentive to keep*

convenient tabulntions of its workers' exposure histories all
in one place. This is unfortunate in two respects. First, it

increases the difficulty for a worker to get a ready cumulation
of his lifetime do se at any time during his career or upon leav-
ing an employer or retiring. Secondig, it impedes future epi-

<

demiological radiation research by requiring researchers to'

dig through many ; rear's old, original records, possibly in
different formats, to establish dose histories.

The solution to this byproduct of the proposed reform is
to establish a national registry of all occupational radiation

In addition to providing accurate, up-to-dato in-exposures.
I formation to workers themselves and researchers (with appro-|

priate provision for protection of privacy), a computerized
national registry would help eliminate the problems which nowSuchexist with workers who work for more than one employer.
workers are expected to report their previous exposure history
to their new employer. If the registry were updated daily, as
the Navy does in its nuclear shipyards, the radiation registry-
could be used to inform employers of exposure histories of new

,

|

,
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workers and prevent violations of radiation exposure regulations.

If you have 'any questions about these comments, please
give me the opportunity to clarify and supplement them.

Sincerely yours,

Tr; . | | .
. .

Michael H. Banc> oft
Staff Attorney

MHB/ms .
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Attention: Docketing and Service Branch ,, ,g C

Gentlemen:

Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc. respectfully
submits the following comments on the commission's proposed amend-,

ments to 10 CFR Parts 19 and 20, relating to dose limits for workers,
published in the Federal Register on February 20, 1979.

,

We believe that NRC's action in proposing these regulations is
premature. It would be more reasonable, and better in keeping with
good scientific standards-setting practice, to await the receipt of
forthcoming relevant, substantive information before selecting a

j course of action. As the Commission states in its Notice, it is
planning a hearing on the general subject of occupational dose
standards later this year. The Environmental Protection Agency is
expected to announce similar hearings in the near future. The Report
of the Committee on the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation

(BEIR Committee) will soon be issued. NCRP is also reviewing its

guidance in this area. The Interagency Task Force on Ionizing Radi- ,!

ation, recently issued a series of draft reports, including its re-
port on proposed institutional changes in radiation control. As a
result, these new regulations might have to be reviewed and possibly -

changed to make them consist cnt with those of other agencies and to
reflect the latest information.

There is no urgency for a change in dose limits. Most exposures
to workers have been well below the current limits, and there is no

_ , _ _,
_e vidence that, exposure,to ,the. highest radiation levels currently allowed

' J.F7 "" 4diate threat te health, or could beccme
. s h- -- .o.p -- ,

n. m w2. are, review and adopt standards after allin .x_

'

DUPLICATE DOCUMENT usceived. The benefits of delaying a
;

| Jons to the existing regulations until
i j Entire document previously

tj entered into system under.
i J
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General Counsel O
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Coc=tission
7920 Norfolk Avenue
Bethesda, Maryland 20034

,

Dear Sir,

In the absence of medical data to support it, we sincerely oppose
your agency's proposal published in the Federal Register 20 Febru-
ary 1979 to change 10 CFR Part 20 to eliminate the dose limiting
formula 5 (N-18) or " dose bank". Your proposal suggests the i=ple-
mentation cf new rules without waiting for planned hearings later

/ this year.

Analysis of the proposal's affect in the operation of our own unit
.

suggests that some of the results will be counter to the objectives
you seek to achieve and may we.ll work to the physical disadvantage
of radiation workers. There are unfavorable economic implications
to the nuclear electric companies and their custcmers, but these are ,

of no consequence if it is clearly demonstrated that the workers'
health environment is indeed improved and not accidentally degraded.

'

It see=s to us to be an imprudent course to follow to implement a
change in regulations precipitously and without full evaluation be-
ferehand..

- The proposed changes in regulations were not precipitated by the
discovery of any previously unidentified hazard to health. As a

matter of fact, I know of no data suggesting that the current regu-
lations are inadequate.

.

Sincerely,
7-

6&'

,

Chairman of the Board and President! .
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' c-Mr. Samuel J. Chilk @ 4
Secretary of the Commission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Ccmmission #l *TM1717 H Street NW
Washington, DC 7055S gyg

%CAttention: DockaMng and Service Branch -
'

'*
b i *

Subject: Proposed Amendments to 10CFR19 and 10CFR20

8ICentlemen:

This is in response to the Commission's notice in 44 Federal Register
10388 (February 20, 1979) requesting comments on proposed amendments
to 10CFR19 and 10CFR20 of the Commission's regulations. The effect of
these amendments would be to eliminate the dese averaging formula
and the associated exposure history records and impose new annual
dose-limiting standards while retaining quarterly standards.

Westinghouse believes that, in matters relating to radiation protection, ,

the guidance and recemendations of such eminent scientific bodies as ,

the International Comission on Radiological Protection (ICRP), the >

'

National Council on R:diation Protection (NCRP) and the committee on
the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR) must be relied

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) .has the responsibilityupon.
for reviewing the reccmmendations of these scientific bodies and
promulgating ~ general guidelines and standards for radiatien protection,
guidelires and standards to be utilized by other agencies of the
federai government. In view of the fact that EPA is presently
reviewing and updating existing federal radiation protection guidance
for occupational radiation exposures, we believe that the proposed
amendments to the Commission's regulations are inappropriate at
this time.

The EPA has also announced, at the Atomic Industrial Forum Conference
on Regulation of Radiation in the Nuclear Industry (April 1979), their
intention to convene a public hearing following publication of their
proposed new federal gu dance on occupational radiation protection standards.
Since there is no iminent need to promulgate the propcsed amendments
we believe that action should be delayed until EPA issues its _

occupational radiation protection guidance. At that time, the proposed
,

amendment should be considered in concert with any other changes
necessary to implement the EPA guidance.

n e m e.a.cb.= = u.-
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Westinghouse believes that while it is not a: ::priate to prcmulgate
changes to the existing NRC occupational redi: tion protection standards
at this time, participation by NRC in the EPA proceedings and
preparation for possible future changes is thely. In this regard,
Westinghou e offers the following specific ccmments on the proposed:.
changes to 10CFR20 for the NRC consideration during their preparation:""

1. The proposed deletion of the dose averaging formula should
be accompanied by the addition of the ICRP recommendation,
in its Publication 26, of allowing up to twice the annazl
limit under special circumstances:

" Situations may occur infrequently during normal
operations when it may be necessary to permit a few
workers to receive dose equivalents in excess of the
recommended limits. In such circumstances external
exposures or intakes of radioactive material m4y be
pennitted provided the dose-equivalent commitment
does not exceed twice the relevant annual limit in
any single event, and, in a lifetime, five times
this limit." -

Guidance should be included for the detenninaticn by the licensee
of those situations which constitute special circumstances. This
guidance might include:

i a. Demonstration that exceeding the individual exposure
limit is the lowest practicable level of total man-rem
exposure for the particular operation (s) under con-
sideration,-

b. The risk of potential health effects to the affected
worker (s) is understood by the worker (s) and

c. The workers voluntarily accept the risk.,
'

2. The wording change to tne "undesignated center heading proceding
20.101 through 20.103" is not " intended to imply that doses above '
the standard are unsafe and that doses below the standard are
safe." Instead, the standards are "for regulating the affected
industry." Therefore, we recommend that the wording be changed
to "R_egulatory Standards Applicable to Doses, Levels ar.d Concen-
trations", tnus removing implication that the change is being
made for radiation protection purposes. We believe that this
wording more clearly reflects the intent and philosophy of
these sections of the regulations.

.

*
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3. We support the inclusion of exposure limits fo- a calendar ~-
quarter at the 3 rem per quarter value only or. the grounds
that the lack of such a numerical limit in the regulatiens
could result in future misinterpretation of the intent of.,

3.
the regulations and the imposition of stricter quarterly
limits. Allowing workers to, receive up to 3 rem per
calendar quarter provides operational flexibility which
esually results in lower total man-rem. exposures. In
these circumstances, lower limits would not be in hamony '

with the "as low as is reasonably achievable" (ALARA)
concepts. We also believe that the exceptii:,n noted
in Comment 1 is applicable to the quarterly limit
as well as the annual limit.

4. We support the intent and specific wording regarding
personnel monitoring, definitions and the limits for
minors.

In summary, we believe that the recomendations by such scientific bodies as
ICRP, NCRP and BEIR should be reflected in the Commiss' ion's review of its
regulations and standards. That guidance should reflect the intent of such
recommendations including any exceptions. Further, we believe that any
changes to the NRC regulations concerning occupational radiation protection
are inappropriate at this time in light of the forthcoming overall
occupational radiation protection standards being considered by the EPA.
The proposed changes should be held in abeyance until the EPA guidance
is issued, at which time this proposed change should be considered
together with ar.y other changes which may be appropriate.

We thank you Tor the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed changes
to the regulation. We.would be happy to discuss our comments further
with you should you so desire.

V truly yours,
,

, ,

l

| .

T. M. Anderson, Manager
- ~s. .

'
|

Nuclear Safety Department

RJt.utz/lz
.

I

|

|
'

' ~~ ~ - - _ - - ~ _ . ___ _



a, A'

4+e<%> ig<<,4
% h

4'

m eE v.<e _
TEST TARGET (MT-3)

.

l.0 9 a DM
li 5 3E GE-as

|,| '' , h , D ||||N 3

-t'^ t 1.8
I

l.25 "

l.4
]m_.6Oi_ |

/ _ __ .-- s" =
4

'

*$kk_%*///
# /4%,,

'id,,ih,[
'

g, ,.



A JQ
f k >$$,

////[+f Afh*o\\Y#
,

.
\\ IMAGE EV/.LUATION NN )

TEST TARGET (MT-3) l

.

l.0 'J E L2a
Mti Bum

|,|'',h,IN |||b ,

"'

/ j .8

11.25 1.4 1 1.6
1.

- |

/ 6" >c

#5+li}|0
4 4%

*?;#yb//;/
-

''
4%,9,.,37,p



.

N Tel:chero et? 266-7011
. . . . ,

4.... .. , . . .

k /d tio.3 .otseb bw. * ***

YANKEE ATOMIC ELECTRIC COMPANY
3121

. . , ,

fb 20 Tumpske Road Westborough, Mcsscchusetts 01581

'Y a nan
WTC 79-14*

April 23, 1979 [ I''%
h

.9.i .w'W
$ - $,le,T

'

4-

N3;. I .@ h
'

s ;Secretary of the Cc=1ssion p *

T:1:ed S:a:es Nuclear Regula:ory Cc=issic: M
c%. .p.Q,'' MWashington, D . C. 20555

0>/A::entic=: Decke:ing and Service Brand 4 ,g
..

Subject: Co=en:s Regarding Federzl Register Notice Appear 1=g on Page 10388,
volu=e 44, No. 35, Tuesday, Februarf 20, 1979 Proposed Rule to
10 CIR Par:s 19 and 20

* Dear Sir:

This letter is in response to the 7ederal Register Notice reierenced
above inviting public ce=en: c the Cc=issic='s preposed rule " Notices,'

Ins:ructicns, and Reports :o Workers; Inspection Standards for Protection
Against F.adiatice."

The Tankee A:c=ic F.lectric Cc=pany is deeply concer ed tha: the 57.C
prepcses to =ake fu=da= ental changes to 10 CFR Part 20 ef the Cc=issic 's
regulations through nor=al "=o: ice and co=ent" tulemaking. The preposed
eli=ina:ics of the 5(N-IS) rule, if adopted, will under=ine a licensee's
flenibility in dealing wi:h infrecue:: special occupa:1ccal exposure
situations. ~'he NRC proposed rule cha:ge specifically references the ICR?-26
recc=endatic: that the 5 (N-lS) rule be el1=inated, but selec:ively f ails
to state tha: ICU -26 substituted an al:erna:ive provision for pla==ed
special expesure.

In our view, the staff has net provided adequate analysis or justifica:ic:
to propese this funda= ental rule change or other rule changes asscciated vi:h
=cdifying 10 CTR Parts 19 and 20. We recuer: the staff's proposal to eli:1:a:e

the 5(N-18) rule and :he other proposed changes be fully exa=1:ed in public
hearings.

A bl ,L

m:
/

_ _ , _ _ __
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g ' b*/ [d *V .Ci~Mr. Samuel J. Chilk epSecretary of the Commission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission ,.

. _ . d. o
~

Washington, D. c. 20555 N , . ';- ,

Re: Propored Amendments to 10 CFR
Parts 19 and 13, 44 F.R. 10388
(February 20, 1979)

Dear Sir:

The Utility Occupational Radiation Standards Group
("UORSG") was established in 1978 under the auspices of the
Edison Electric Institute, the principal national association

.' of investor-owned electric utility ccmpanies, for the purposes
of expressing the electric utility industry's views on, and
providing industry assistance to other ep.tities in connectioni with, matters relating to occupational exposure to radistion
in nuclear facilities operated by EEI member companies.
UCRSG has reviewed the amendments the Cc= mission proposes to
make to certain of its regulations contained in 10 CFR,
Parts 19 and 20 and, in response to the Co: mission's in tita-
tion to submit written coments with respect thereto, submits
this letter of comment.

The central provision of the proposed amenfments
,

would eliminate the accumulated dose averaging formula,
l "5(N-18)," scmetimes referred to as the " dose bank." CCESG

opposes the el'imination of the dose bank en the grounds'

that: (1) except for a rather weak ALA9A analysis in which
cest-benefit effectiveness is assu=ed but not analyzed, no .

sound justification for the proposed amendment is provided
by the Cc= mission; and (2) the elimination of the dose bank

I
l would result in a ser.'ous loss of fle::ibility to the nuclear

industry with little corresponding benefit to the wc kar
i

I population.

CORSG is particularly cencerned that the Commission
j has prepcsed to eliminate the dose bank throuch nc ice and

cc= ment rule-=aking at a time when both the Ccmmission ,

|

.u .:.; u. h.-:*

! .~

D y e Fy y gtsps91 - W s1

__



_

s
.

.

Mr. Sa= uni J. Chilk
' April 23, 1979t

PAGE TEREI

industry has been continuing its_ efforts to maintain ex-
posures as low as is reasonably achievable.

Again as noted above, elimination of the dose bank
may be contrary to the best interests of ALARA. Planned
individual exposures in excess of 5 Re=s per year ordinarily

' . occur only'in situations ~in.which it is necessary to assign
a particularly skilled and experienced individual to perform
a spe.cific high-exposure task. In such situations, the
proscsed amendment could result in more, and possibly less-
skilled and less-experienced, workers being assigned to such
tasks, and consequently greater non-productive and total
man-rem exposure.

For these reasons, UORSG believes the flexibility
afforded the industry by the 5(N-18) rule should be retained.
This flexibility is particularly needed for those special
situations which require the specialized services of outside
contractor personnel, such as steam generator replacement,
steam generator tube plueging, in service inspection, to
name a few. Unanticipated increases in the scope of such
tasks during refueling and maintenance outages can lead to
justifiable applications of the flexibility provided by the
dose bank. Where repeated instances of higher exposures
have Leen experienced, the industry has developed and will
centinue to develop either facility design changes or improve-
ment; in maintenance and inspection aids to mitigate such
exposures. The loss of flexibility which would result from
the propcsed amendments would have a significant impact when
needed most, i.e., during unanticipated maintenance in high
radiation areas. At best, additional costs and additional
dose would be incurred for extra personnel; at worst, down-
time would be increased.

The brief explanatory material contained in the
Cc==issien's notice suggests that the proposed eliminatica
of the dose bank has not been thoroughly evaluated either by
the Co==issi n or its staff, and that certain of its pctential
consequences have been ignored, such as its potential adverse
effects on worker population exposures with miniscule off-

Insettinc benefits in terms of individual worker exposure.
fact, the notice is virtually devoid of any documenta icn
with the exception of reference to Report 26 of the In er-
national Commission on Radiation Protection (ICRP).

In Report 26, the ICRP concludes that exposures of
5 Rems per year constitute an acceptable socie:al risk,
commensurate with, if noc smaller than, other risks normally'

__ ___ - . _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ - _ . _ _ _ , ._, . . . . . _ _
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. Mr. Samuel J. Chilk
* April 23, 1979

~~

PAGE FIVE

;

at the inference _in the Commission's Federal Register notice
that a degree of technical merit should-be attributed to the
NRDC petition, the Bertell petition and other "recently
published interpretations o,f epidemiolo'ical data and asso-g
ciated recommendations for lower standards." Most, if not
all, of these recent claims by.various individuals are , " :.

s

contrary to the positions expressed by'the prestigious'

entities referenced above and, in addition, are not standing
up well under peer review. In the absence of a sound tech-
nical basis for so doing, it is inappropriate for the Commis-
sion to pursue any changes in the existing standards.

Also related to the proposal to eliminate the 5(N-
IS) rule is the corresponding elimination of the requirement
to complete and maintain the information contained on NRC
Form 4. Since the need for licensees to determine lifetime
exposure histories would be eliminated, the sole repository
of lifetime exposure information on individuals would be the
NRC via termination reports. This is a somewhat peculiar
feature in view of the recent HEW recommendations that dose
histories be better maintained, although perhaps consistent
with the concept of centralizing such records. Notwithstanding
the attractive feature that licensees might be freed from a
certain amount of record-keeping by this provision, UORSG
dces not consider it prudent to rush into the elimination or
discontinuance of the si=eable body of data currently managed

i by licensees. If lifetime exposure histories are to be
eliminated, other provisions should be made to ensure the
availability and continuity of this data.

UORSG has no objection tc the intent of the
changes proposed for 10 CFR Section 19.13. However, we

recommend that the provision be restricted to "=easurable
dose."

In the Commission's Notice, the NRC Staf f admits
that "no quarterly standards are needed," and then proposes
a 3 Rems / Quarter limit in proposed 10 CFR 20.101 as a " pre-

i

| cautionary measure." We do not believe that there is any
; necessity, precautionary or otherwise, for such an additional
| -limit. The limit should be expressed either on a quarterly
' basis (as currently done) or on an annual basis, but not

both. Supplemental limits introduce needless complexity in
record-keeping and enforcement without a concomizan; decrease
in risk. A similar rationale should apply to the quarterly
dose restrictions in Sections 20.104 and 20.202. If a basic
annual limit is to be used, then these restrictions should

,

| all be stated on an annual basis cnly.
|

. - - ..-. _ - _ _ - _ - __ _ _
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6m5*April 17,1979

C g@l9
. 9% 4Secretary .

,

1
... .. .

TJ. S. Nuclear Rec atory Commission ~~ b
'

.

Atta: Docketing anc Service Branch 4 \ so-
Washington, D. C. 20555 W

Dear Sir:

This is in reply to your proposed revision to CFR Parts 19 and 20
regarding radiation dose limiting standards published February 20, 1979.

Some ATA member airlines use radioisotopes for inspection of
aircraft and engines. Most of the affected ATA member airlines support
the proposal. However, attached are comments from American Airlines,

and Air Canada regarding the proposal.

3 Your consideration of these comments will be appreciated.

Sincerely,
f J

:. L..' , ,/ ' . s ; :. : ~
/, - -g a

E. L. Thomas
Assistant Vice' President -
Engineering.

A ttachments
VWB:1bh

_ n , . . . . . . .a.al hs

y & 79656$ 6313 in + 5
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Secretary of the Cc= mission
U.S. ':uclear Regulater/ C0==ission
Washingten, D.C. 20555

Atta: Dceketin; r.id Seriice Branch

Re: Fed. Reg. 44: 10383 (2/20/79).
-

Gentlemen:

I as writing to ecc=ent en the prepcsed revisions of 10 CTR 19 and 20 relating
to radiation protecticn standards applicable to doses. I am speciff.cally pointing
cut a difficulty with the proposed 10 CFR 20.102, "Cetermination cf Prior Ocse."

*f a persen dces not regaest his er her radiati n expcsure hister/ for the*

currant year when leaving e=plcyment, the new e=ployer may be subjected to undue
delays in placing the person to work at the positien invciving radiatica ex;csure,

(petentially exceeding 250 =re= per calandar quarter) for which the ,ersen was hired,
since the fermer employer has, frem 10 C72 19.13, 30 cr scre days to respend to
regaests frem for=er employees for expcsure histcr!. These delays would result in
fir.ancial burden to either the new employer er to the empl0yee (if the employer
refuses to provide c:mpensatica since the empicyer is prohibited fr== using the new
e=ployee's serii:es without the recuisite infer ation) and c uld perhaps he viewed
as restraint of trade er infringement en right to werk.

?c.ere are varicus measures that eculd be proposed to circumvent this problem,
but each has its own inherent difficulties. I suggest that furthe.- thought be given
to this aspect of the propcsed revised regulations.

Very traly ycurs,
'e / ,..f

b .h. r.' /h's
i

' '

,

I /

Pcna'' I. Zelac, Ph.0., C.H.P.
Oire-.cr, Padici:g* cal Health

and 3:aharards 0:ntrol

A,
?I :rm Mc<g ., . ,

... .

cc: Or. ?.D. Tcrbes
Or. :I.C. Charkes ..%

Cr. S. Her.an

& & 'M$6|34186 U[n') W 1 '(1.u n
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ijSecretary of the Commission k6, g. "U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Co. mission

Washington, D. C. 20555 5
b/

# #c:Cli *.Attenticn: Docketing and Service Branch

Cear Mr. Chilk:

This is in regard to the prepcsed rule by the U. S. Nuclear
Regulaccry Commission as published in the Federal Register of
February 20, 1979, relative to prepcsed amendments to the Ccemis-
sien's regulatiens en Protection Against Radiaticn.

GF the 50 nuclear generating stations with units licensed to
cperate (72 units), the IEEW represents the bargaining unit empicyees,

at 33 stations. Scme 6,000 cf cur members are permanently ' assigned
to the varicus stations, while tens of thcusands of cur memberse

rotate through the stations for required maintenance and service.

At the ptesent time we are in the process of discussing the
accumulated dcse average formula with cur Local Uniens wnc have
jurisdicticn in these nuclear generating staticns. In general, the
IEEW is supportive of the prepcsed rule by the Ccemissicn.

We will provide you with additional ecr.ent in the very near
futtre.

Very truly yours,

Q *.h#
|| '

}Cnarles H. Pillard
Internaticnal Presicent

CHP:mhb

.
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b he Secretary of the cor mission,
The members of 1.ocal Union , 457 , of the Conn. Yankee

*

'/
Unit, having reviewed your proposed ruleson 10 CFR Part 19j and 20 involving the elimination of the use.of the formula, '.i

5(N-18), have some cocanents and they are here presented.
h

< 1. We f eel that the provision f or the licensee to obtain -

previous total occupational exposure should remain intact.
'. Many workers may not know thier previous exposure bef ore

'oeing assigned work involving exposure on a new assi .it

and it would be difficult to disclose a previous dos. accuratlyp
in a signed statement. Addionally, the members want assurance-,

' that the licensee at any time can give them an accurate record

%,, , ,
of total lifetime exposure.

2. Af ter having reviewed the explaination of the reasons for
p allowing up to 3 REM f or a quarter , we f eel this should be looked-

into more carefully. At present, during a period of major work,
that allowed. If theghe licensee keeps the exposure just below

quarterly dose were to be reduced more than indicated, (below,

33EM ) then more than 320 workers would be ef f ected. If the
.Et M q-arterly dose were to be reduced somewhat, many licensees
@A would improve administrative controls, and install scme engineering

impeovements to reduce the exposure rather than hire more' ]j people. There is a cost benifit situation where it is of mere
.

gL- benifit to reduce exposure through administrative controls and,
'

engineering f eatures than to hire more people. We would ask&g you to look more closely at this and try to detirmine if a7:r-i

'N % reduction in allowable quarterly exposure weuld in f act
re sult in lower collective dose as well as individual dose.

) T,.. C;,

,

Sincere /

7" D y , 0 - h,~ -
. _ .

Theodore J. Riccio
for 1.ccal 457 , Cor.n. Yankee Unit

/3
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s

Secretary of the Comission
U.S. Nuclear Regul-tory Coc: mission
Washington, DC 2v355 .'

-

Atta: Docketine ed Service 3rtg,c1

Dear Sir:

I wish to co==ent on the proposed changes to 10 CFR Parts 19 and 20
as published in the Federal Register on Page 103S3 of February 20,
1979.

7al., I support the proposed changes. However, I have some con-
-'-e e f fec t on certain other regulations and about the possi-

St.. ving non-uniform regu. . ions from state to state.
.

The I.FE Corporation e= ploys people in a nu=ber of states scee of which
are Agreement States. In addition, some of the employees work in both
Agree =ent S tates and non-Agree- ent States. Without uniform regulations
in all states, administration of a r diation progra= becc=es very di.~fi-
cult. I reco rend that the Ccemission work with the Agreement States to

|
phase in the new regulations si,multaneously in all states.

I My other concern involves general licensees. Part M.51(a) specifies the
radiation dose applicable to general licensees as 10 percent of the limits

,

of 20.101(a). In the prrposed regulations, 20.101(a) disappears. There-)
| fore, it appears that 32.51(a) cust be amended.
|

7ery truly yours,

LFO COR?OUTICN
1 PROCESS C 'NTRCI, DIVISICN
|

1

Willia: 3. . Prendergast
. Ra ' .:1:n Safety,s,ff_Merg. ,,3 ,

. - _ ....<.m

WR?:ek

1
i
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Secretary of the Commission .' y' p:r' - '' Cl
'

i'U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555 -'d v"* M

O. -
-

.n

' "-7.ttentic a : Docketing and Service Branch 4q
Gentlemen:

Subject: Proposed Rule to Eliminate the 5(N-lS) Formula f r
Dose Averaging

Following are the comments of Beckman Instruments, Inc. cn
the subject proposed rule as set forth in the Federal Register
of February 20, 1979 (43FR 10388)

Regulatory requirements for cccupational exposure arc desir-
able for use as a guideline against which an operational

.
program may be measured. Ecwever, as stated in the pre-
arble, these requirements do net attempt to define a fine
line between sa:. and unsafe limits. We believe that under
certain circumstances it is highly desirable to provide sc:-e
flexibility in the permissible dese levels through the exer-
cise of discretien of a well qualified expert.

Therefore we recccmend that the proposed regulations in-
clude provisions allowing the prescribed dose levels to be

! exceeded when in the judgement of a qualified expert (e.g.

|
Certified Health Physicist or equal) all circumstances

i warrant such action. These previsions might well require
reperting to a regional ccmpliance office (or appropriate
local agency) the justification for non-recurring exceptions

,

|
cr a license amendment for recurring exceptions.

|
The proposed requiremen for the determinaticn of prior
exposure (320.102) essentially folicws that which was
proposed in February 1978. As stated in cur respense to
that prepcsal (cep" attached for your convenience of
ref erence) , a requirement for such written statements is

..s. : .s

of r/9/6/59S43 - JK
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4 hU.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission g
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'

'

Attention: Cocketing and Service Branch -,,r.~..c '

Dear Mr. Chilk:

COMMENTS CN 10CF2 PARTS 19 AND 2 0

On February 20, 1979, the U . S . Muclear Regulatory Commission
published in the. Federal Register proposed rule changes to
10CFR 19 and 20 which would eliminate the "5 (N-lS)" rule
where N is the age of the indivi?ual and impose a ceiling of
five rem per year for occupational exposure to ionizing
radiation. In addition, the Commission has also proposed
;arious changes in the reporting and record keeping for occu-
pationally received doses. These changes were evidently
prompted by Paragraph 35 of the International Commissicn of,

Radiation Protection publication No. 2 6 which withdrew ice
endorsement of the age related formula. The Commiss icn .us

e

indicated that it has adopted scce portions of the
recommendations of the ICRP while rejecting one of its most
important provisions, specifically Paragraph Ho. 113.
Paragraph 113 of ICRP No. 26 indicates that the ICRP allowed
for the situation in which a few key individuals may have to
rece: e expcsures higher than.5 ren/yr. The following

paragraph is quoted from ICRP Uo. 26.

" Situations may occur infrequently during normal operations
when it may be necessary to permit a few workers to receive
dose equivalents in excess of the recommended limits. In

such circumstances external exposures or intakes of radic-
active material may be permitted provided the dose-equiva-
lent commitment does not exceed twice the relevant annual
limit in any single event, and, in a lifetime, five times
this limit. The Commission wishes to emphasize the e.<ternal
exposures or intakes of this magnitude are only justified
when alternative techniques, which do not involve such ex-
posure of workers, are either unavailable or impracticable."

. . . . . . . . . . - ~

;. u - : .

The Energy People
~

;W 05 7N4445tf 'M
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')Secretary of the Co==ission ;
'

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cot::=ission
'4ashington, D.C. 20555

Attention: Docketing and Sertice Branch

Dear Sir:

The National Council on Radia: ion Protection and
Measure =ents (NCRP) is pleased to offer co==ents on he
proposed amend ent to Nuclear Regulatory Co==issien
regulations whici t,.ould eliminate the acca=u. ated dose
averaging for=ula, 5(N-18). The Co==ission's desire to
. educe the risks of occupational exposure is , c f course,
co==endable. however, the NCRP believes that waenever a
change is proposed in any reco== ended level, the reasons
for that change should be clear and definite. In this

the de=enstration of the need for the proposedesse,
change in the dose-li=iting rules appears to us to be,

inadequate. No fir reason is given. Inclusion of
consideration of the proposed chan3e in the scope of theI
proposed hearings on the general ques: ion of occupational
dose-li=iting standards =ight provide the opportunity :o
demonstrata the need for the proposed change.

|
The averaging for=ula does have a nu=ber of pcsi:ive

|
attribu:es, of which perhaps :he =est i=portant is the
flexibili:y 1: provides. I: demonstrates quite effc::ive!.y

i

that the nu=bers selected for annual IL11:s do not define
the boundary between safety and dragers I: thus per:1:s an
cecasional expcsure in encess of :he annual li=1: bu: bars
repeated passing of that 11=1:. Even if it is believed that
the averaging for=ul.t should be abandoned, sote =ethod of

,

providing this type of flexibility could be valuable.
|

. .g . . . . . ::. ; . . . . . . . . ~
1
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PLEASE REPLY TO: v-

BOX 817, TUXEDO. NEW YORK 10M7

''

. April 23, 1979 .
- -

-

pp \ 0 %
-

|| d$$ \garn'-.

Secretary of the Commission 'k- -.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission k $gh'

Washingt'on, D.C. 20555
s

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch g&g

Gentlemen:
sf

Mor nc~ 7m*4+-,1
~

A,a f',hI_would accrecia+a ::; ci..; -nev of n a nrocosed-

#amendments to Parts 19 and 20 na
RaTiiation Dose Standards. Could you also include informa-
tion relating to the public hearing which will be held on'

this action?
,,

! Any information which you have relating to this
topic would be of great interest to me. Thank you for
your consideration.

Very truly yours,

i

|
'

-
.

' orman Cohen, Ph.D.
| Associate Professor of
! Environmental Medicine

NC/j

)!). ....
y co-5,t.-

*** ; p
Acknow

'
.

/

' d

. _ __ .. _ - -_ - _. .



.

'
.

.

VAN DE RBILT U NIVE RSITY ,

N AS H VILLE. TENNESSEE 37:32 T a t s ,w o w s (615) 322 7311
by.,

Rdiarun Sa|rry Of: . Dires.o= -r m-:os-
e?A $ t-.~~- - . - M Q* %.

--- - '$ /) ffff/h5 5sW
-.a..,.

n'''?.. . % '_ m g~ 'e. -
Secretary of .the Coumission e '

m' IQ ..*( W ' , -'U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission --

'Jashington, D.C. 20535 D h jw , s .-
%- '~. A'r. p/Gentlemen,

'Je are in ;asic agreement with the NRC's proposal to =odify the presently
existing dose standards which allow up to 12 rem whole bocy dose per year
under certain conditions and believe that a straightforward 5 res per year
standard is preferable and is acceptable. However, we are opposed to retention
of a 3 rem c,uarterly limit. The 3 rem li=1t is so close to the 5 rem
annual standard that it would not seem to satisfy the NRC's rationale for
having the quarterly limit, i.e., serve as an earlv indicator of undesirable
situations. If the intent is to serve as an early indicator, then a ik rem
li=it is preferable. This latter li=it would also be consistent with the
quarterly li=its for hands (etc.) and skin,1. *., 25% of the annual standard.
Although we are in favor of eliminating the qui :erly standards, if they
are to be retained we would suggest a si=plifiet. ceporting for=at for doses
in excess of the quarterly 11=its. The reports, investigations and proposed
corrective actions would be required only for absorbed dose equivalents in,

excess of the annual standards, which would be regarded as the " official"-

dose standards. The quarterly standards would be used si= ply for early
8 reporting purposes: based on these reports the NRC, of course, could request

any additional information or action it dee=ed necessarf. This would be
si=ilar to a procedure we use at Vanderbilt for notifying and often
investigating reported doses in excess of 50% of quarterly or equivalent

| =enchly standards. These doses we describe as "significant exposures",
; in contrast to "overexposures", which would require =uch = ore thorough
i follow uo action.
!

| Paragraph 20.102 of the proposed regulations also neecs so=a clarification.
This requires that new individuals disclose in a written, signed state =ent
the a=ount of any radiation dose received during each quarter of the current
calendar year, prior to first entry into a licensee's restricted areas.

( Paragraph 19.13 (e) requires the previous employer to provide the individual
with this dose infor=ation. However it is not clear as to what sort of
docu=entation relating to this dose infor=ation is acceptabla. Does the

| NRC conce= place developing a for= to relate this infor:ation? Or, is

! the individual's recollection of his dose history acceptable? If so, ara
exact figures needed, or are order of =agnitude values acceptable? Is the
licensee obligated to check out any of this infor=ation for accuracy'

:. ;,. .
':
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*DCM NR April 20, 1979

@% S..k. N/0368) h
,

y

Secretary of the C = mission f-
Atta: Docketing and Service Section Q~. vN

|
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Co= mission dg g

|
Washington, D. C. 20555 * ~ a o .,/ e

Reference: (1) Federal Register, Volte:te 44, Number 35, dated February 20,
1979, Proposed Rule Changes to 10CFR Parts 19 and 20.

| Dear Sir:

Northeast Utilities Service Company (NUSCO) is pleased to be given the opportunity
to submit co=ments on the above referenced proposed rule change in 10CFR Parts 19
and 20. NUSCO is responsible for the corporate management of three nuclear power.
stations and has extensive experience in occupational exposure matters having been
involved in tha operation and design of nuclear power stations since 1965.

B

It is our understanding that the proposed rule change will eliminate the 5 (N-18)
dose-age averaging fcr=ula which could allow certain workers to receive up to
12 rems per year. The revised c.nnual limit will be 5 rem with a quarterly limit'

of 3 ren. The apparent intent is to reduce the risk to individuals uho were
esti=ated to comprise about 0.5 percent of the total number of radiation workers
in 1977. The Commission indicates that this change will have little effect on
the collective dose (=an-rem) .

An evaluation of the proposed rule change indicates the only apparent benefit
; is the reduction in individual risk to a s=all percentage (0.5) of the radiatun'

workers. On the other hand, the costs of this proposed rule change would be,
(1) the necessity for an increased number of workers with certain specialized
skills and as a result of a decreased work efficiency, (2) a potential for an
increase in collective exposure (can-rem) . It is not obvicus in the proposed

rule change where the above costs have been compared to the benefits of reduced
individual risks. It is necessary that this be done to provide a value-impact
analysis for the rule change.

The Co= mission references the International Co= mission on Radiological Protection
(ICRP) Publication 26 O . uary,1977) as the basis for the 5 rem / year limit.
However, the need to have the flexibility of utilizing a limit of up to 10 res/ year
for certain essential tasks was also indicated in ICRP-26. This flexibility has
not been included in the proposed rule change. This would be especially important
for high radiation dose-rate jobs whcre certain specialized skill workers are at
a premium. The industry has =aintaited the "as low as reasonably achievable"
(ALARA) philosophy in regard to workers' exposures. Any exposure in excess of
5 res/ year could be justified in accordance with the ALARA practices. These

Thejustifications would be documented and subject to Co= mission inspection.
industry record does indicate that in only a s=all percent (0.5) of cases is there

h hokiov(*H '''; ~;'.:d. EYh.*..*_J /Y '
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exposure in excess of the 5 res/ year limit. Utilization of the ALARA justifica-
tion criteria would further ensure that this low percent be maintained.

The philosophy and principles of ICRP-26 have not been adopted in their entirety
,

" by the Commission. The ICRP irdicates that at a level of about 5 to 10 rem
the rate of exposure during a calendar year is not biologically significant.
This leads to a dropping of quarterly limits and the flexibility of utilizing
a limit of up to 10 rem for certain ess'ential tasks where alternatives are
either unavailable.or impractical.. The Commission should consider these

~ ' ''

principles more closely.
'

'

In conclusion, the proposed rule change should be amended to incorporate the
necessary flexibility in accordance with ICRP-26. In addition, a value-i= pact

assessment is essential to provide the basis for the proposed rule change.

Thank you for your attention in this matter.

Very truly yours,

NORTHEAST UTILITIES SER ICE COMPANY

f / '

jff/j'''/ '
.

W. G. Counsil
Vice President

,

.
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@%p ['ISecretary of the Coc=ission [
''

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Co= mission- ,
-

.

Washington, D. C. 20555 e a-,

\| % g gA d
Attention: Docketing and Service 3 ranch

Subj ect: Co==ents on Proposed A=end=ents to 10CFR19 and 10CFR20, per
FR "olu=e 44, No. 35, February 20, 1979, pages 10338-10390
File: 79-010-419

Dear Sir:

The proposed amend =ents would eliminate the accu =ulated dose averaging
for=ula, 5(N-18), and the associated Fors NRC-4 exposure history and
1_ pose annual dese-li=iting standards while retaining quarterly standards.-

,

We of fer the following ec==ents in support of the proposed a=end=ents:
l

1. We agree with the concept of a precautionary quarterly
limit of 3 re=s as a useful indicator of potential un-

desirable exposure conditions. This quarterly li=it
still gives the licensee the flexibility of acco=plishing

,

essential work involving the higher dose rates.

{
' 2. Eli=1 nation of the 5(N-18) for=ula relieves the licensee.

I of a very cu=bersc=e burden of radiation enposure record
keeping and places the responsibility of current dose data
=aintenance ento the transient worker where it belongs.

Very truly vour- {

Q .l.,L i C fr*\ d. .

E. E. Van Brunt, Jr.

APS Vice President
Nuclear Projects
ANPP ? oject Director

EEV3Jr/JRM:ske

ec: R. L. Robb
J. M. Allen
F. W. Rartley
A. C. Gehr ,, , , ,

' ~ ~ ' .......".,,,.,,,,,
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f
-

^

[ 7, 7 ; - 3 - . + 3; 3
- -.-

NUCLEAR ENEROY1 - 6* . s, .. . . . . .. . .

' :.? j.

! PROJECTS DIVISION
I

GENERAL ELECTRIC CCMPANY 175 CURTNER AVE., SAN JOSE, CAL!FORNIA 95125 i

MC 682, (408) 925-5040

'I - ~

m.m e u T d - 8"kWF4/o fgfr
April 20,1979 _

.MFN-108-79 ,

,. ..s
. . :r..

i. y ~ -,:

f ia
4 iSecretary of The Commission G,s

.

%c#'' Ng7
#U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission - j

yN rKWashington, D.C. 20555
'

k @[ ,GlN kRa
Attention: Occketing and Servica Branch 4

h //e
h;'/DGentlemen: ,,

'co I sf
SUBJECT: PROPOSED RULE CHANGES IN 10CFR 19 AND 20

General Electric Company herein provides comments in response to the
NRC's notice of a proposed rule to amend portions of 10CFR 19 and 20 on
standards for protection against radiation published in the Federal
Register of February 20, 1979 at 44FR 10388-390.

.

'

The proposed rule changes raise substantial technical and scientific
issues on permissible radiation dosa. Proper scientific bases for

3 resolution of such issues must be the basis fer establishment of dose
control, and tr'e Commission's notice does not provide the time nor the
vehicle ucon which such changes should be based. Therefore, we recommend
that the proposed rules be considered in a hearing, as the notice suggests,
and that the Commission solicit testimony frcm excert scientific organiza-
tions and individuals for such a forum.

The following comments are based upon the mcterial presented in the NRC
notice.

1. The supplementary information por'. ion of the notice states that the
NRC's current assessment of a dose 12 rems per year is based on a

|
desire to reduce the risks of occupational dose. The information

|
supplied in the notice provides no basis for this position, and it
appears to rely on the assumption of linearity between dose and
effect.

2. The elimination of the 5(N-18) rems per lifetime basis may not
result in reducing overall man-rem dose in a facility. If specially

skilled emoloyees are not availaole to comclete some requirec work,
the suostitution of several employees of lesser skills would procably
result in a greater total dose. Since NRC thinking is accarently
based on the linearity assumption, the NRC's procosed elimination
of 5(N '3) is incomoatible witn total man-rem ALARA objections, ano
thus the NRC's position acoears inconsistent.

'
- ..

* * * U 8 4 4 9 9 48W e e e e g g og
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April 19, 1979 'k ck MEs EDISON
..

.i 3
/s -

JAMES S. GAANTSerial No. 1-61 44 | s g ie s a, a- ..
t n s ac ,

g zi ::a . ., ,.
'P?CfUIEb.J..*R./R2 4 qff ]$ ]g "si m-2333

n - *Mr. Saruel J. Chilk
Secretary-of the Co= mission .

U. S. Nuclear ~ Regulatory Co= mission''
' ' '

Washington, D. C. 20555

A::ention: Docketing and Service 3 ranch

Re: Co==ents on the pr:posal to change the dose standard to the whole body
in 10 Cy1 20 :o 3 re s per quarter and the annual dosa standard to 5
re=s

Dear Mr. Chilk:

The pr:: posed rules change the whole body dose scandards from 1.25 :o 3 re=s/
quarter and from 12 re=s/ year, provided 5(N-18) is act exceeded to 5 re=s/

1CRP Publication 26 states that for annual doses on the orser of 5year.
re=s, there is little or no biological advantage, except for an embryo or
fetus, in limiting the rate at which the dose is received. Therefore, no
quarterly standards are needed.

,

Generally, an individual receives most of his annual exposure during the
j yearly refue: Ling. By li=1:ing the quar:erly dose standard to 3 rams could

mean that an individual's yearly exposure would rarely exceed a cuar:erly
dose standard because exposures outside the refueling peried are :nsider-
ably reduced. ~his concept could actually result in higher to:al =an-re=s
for the following reasons:

1. An exoerienced individual being repl:ced by a less qualified one
:aking longer :o perfrr= the work would receive more exposure.

2. On jobs in high radiation areas, additi~onal exposure is received
entering and leaving the work areas.

An ALARA program =ust also consider total can-re=s, as well as reducing ex-
posures to an individual.

The position of the Toledo Edisen Company on :he proposed rules is : hat
quarterly doses stand.trds :hould be el1=inated based on the fac: :ha: dose
rates for annual doses on :he order of 5 recs does not presen: a biological
hacard and :c:al san-re=s would be higher by imposi. g quar:erly dose s:and-
ards.

Yours very truly,
. . . .

Jimes S. Gran: / '-- . . , _

'lic e-? r e sid ent , Energy Supply
-

. ....

'DM/*:W3/dav
WE 70.3:0 E: s:N ::Vo:Ny E :s:N ::.AZA :: '.* A :5:N .'s ENi E ~2' E::. ::- 2E=2
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BALTIMORE GAS AND ELEC7 RIC COMPAP'Y
P. C . B OX 147 5

B A LTI M C R E*, M A RYLA N D 21203

a -.4.*. i.o. 1.c 7o.. ...c.,,.,........n
?- g'

V CE S CE 5'l 2.$ . {4g*s #.

sweianggas. O a=3 C0%StewC*tCM %' ' -
. . . _ .

Secretary of the Cen=ission ffy ~. . :~ *.

- . Attention: Dockatinar & Service 3rsneh , w

U. S. ' fuel's Regulatory Cc==ission 19,27 78.~; >
,

e ~

Vashincton, D. C. 20555
- , > . ,

c' e..s,...... ,.- .e,
T&|h 4.%Subject: Cen=ents on Protosed Chr ce to ICCFE20 i

c' / , WEli=inating the 5(5 18) Rule e . <gs

Gentlemen:

3alti=cre Gas a-d ~' -+-i: Cc=pany fully subserttes te the AU.EA
:encert and to date has =aintained annual whole betr deses to 1.divit: sis
under 5 rem.

Ecvever, ve beliere the prepcsed chsnees shculd not te prim C;sted
at, this time pending cutec=e of the urce inz NRC.hes-ing en the adequs:y
of present cecutational dose-li=iting standards. r though 3GLE is = cst
anxious to protect personal hesith and safety and enderser standsrds
required te ensure adequate pretection, we do not endors= ake r--s of

existing standards without clear risk-tenefit and/cr cest-tenefit justifi-,

.

estion for doing so.

I
Some specific ite s related :: these pr pesed changes which

shculd be sdiressed d.-ing the hes-ines s e:

1) Se everall '.esith effect of possi':le in:ressed collectire risk
(=an-re ) vs. reduced individual r sk.

| 2) Se ecst-tenefit esses =ent of the t.ror.esed chanc.es te dese-limitine
,

l standa-ds.

3) Se justifiestion fer retaining cuarterly li=its within the 5 re per

[
yesr limit.

If the CO:.ission is concerned thout stuses Of the 5(n-13) f =ds
A-~ '--a ' nr , .cu sheuld e- nssi:eI prior to ec=:letien of the lov leva' -

-

to these licensees r:utinelv usine. the fonds thst it is intended forl
;

use in special cases eni-r.,

I Sin:erel r.
,

\

. w.a w[ .m
,

(( ).

.
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Cra. of Wa S****fc

e.a %.a
s.~ 6a

s._ b d)].dMr. Samuel J. Chilk
"Secretary of the Commission y

*U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cormaission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Re: Petition for separate public hearing on proposed
rule to amend 10 CFR parts 19 and 20 .

s

Dear Mr. Chilk:

For the reasons stated in the attached lette'r, Common-#

wealth Edison Company hereby peLitions the Commission to act
. pursuant to the authority specified in 10 CFR SS 2.804 and
2.805 to hold a separate public hearing on the Commission's
proposed rule to amend 10 CFR parts 19 and 20, published in
the Federal Register on February 20, 1979, 44 Fed. Reg.
10388, et sec.

As explained in the attached March 13 letter, which
requested a hearing pursuant to the Commission's February 20
notice, a hearing separate from that to be held concerning
"the adequacy of present occupational dose-liaiting standards"
(4 4 Fed. Reg. 10388) is essential, to ensure that the Commis-
sion devotes adequate attention to the important and distinct.
issues raised by the February 20 proposal.

|

|
Sincerely,

b* hb,

l
' Roger Strelow -

Counsel for
RS:ldg Commonwealth Edison Co.
Attachment

,

& of19$73$daST ' N M _ _ _ _
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Mr. Samuel J. Chilk
Secretary of the Commission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

~

Washington, D. C. 20555

i RE: Request for public hearing on proposed rule to'
I amend 10 CFR parts 19 and 20

(. Dear Mr. Chilk: -

i On behalf of ' Commonwealth Edison Co. , of Chicago, an
NRC licensee with extensive experience in the operation of*

nuclear power generating facilities, the undersigned hereby
requests a public hearing on the Commission's proposed rule.
to amend 10 CFR parts 19 and 20, published in the Federal
Register on February 20, 1979, 44 Fed. Reg. 10388 et seg.

If adopted, this proposed rule would eliminate the
Commission's current accumulated dose averaging formula,.
5(N-18), and substitute annual and quarterly dose limita-
tions of 5 rem pe) year and 3 rem per quarter, respectively.
In addition, the proposal would modify notification,
reporting and other related provisions of the present
regulations. ..

This proposal raises important issues which warrant.

an opportunity for discussion before the Commission. Since
these issues relating to. dose accumulation are distinct from

r of the occupational exposure.
&yp th f -~ N'r~'W.Tg;4ha,,Jgva L4" m&2| erg - ~ uje hearing described in the-A w_m . s ,1

W tentatively scheduled for
%} DUPLICATE DOCUMENT dpreferable to address these -

d M
q Entire document previously
y entered into system under:
4

NgpQ @ [ANO

[, No. of pages: g p. .
,

'
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-
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~

~0 \**t I imMr. Carlton Ka= merer )0 WA/0 3%$
*..a . . .

/
Director, Office of Congressional Affairs Ao
Nuclear Regulatory Commission Ev'r S[G 71717 H Street, N. W. d. p %

e 2Washington, D. C. 20505 tt.,

s f[8' &
:

4 o

T!.e '
[+*Dear Mr. Kammerer: @ 6p

,s
Re - Gulf Nuclear, Inc. ' 4g,''

P. O. Box 58866 8

Houston, Texas 77058

The attached correspondence from Gulf Nuclear, Inc., is
self-explanatory. I will appreciate your censidering their
complaints and furnishing me a full report on the matter.,

Thanks very much for your help, and please advise.
.

Sincerely,

% m
RP/e Ron Paul
Enclosure Member of Congress

_ -

n_ . w o g 7 9 4 s 2 1 d i g e r , ~ - 'c
,
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'D CIN N /[/Secretary of the Ccemission
U.S. Tiuclear Regulatory Commission ' % p'
Washington, D.C. 20555

,
., , , . .

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

Dear Sir:

Reference Nuclear Regulatory Ccmmission proposed amendments to 10 CFR
Part 19 and 20 on Radiation Ocse Limiting Standards as published in
Federal Register Vol . 44, No. 35, for Tuesday, February 20, 1979.

The folicwing cements apply to the proposed amendments as shewn en the
attached Federal Register pages to referenced memo beginning en page 10389,
column 3.

Paragrach 19.13, 10 CFR Part 19 new caragrach e.

Notifications and reports to individual workers terminating employment.

Comment: The proposed amendment is logical and is supported.
.

Paragra::n 20.3(a),10 CFR Part 20
1 Definition of calendar year.

Cemen t: Ne cbjection.

Pa ragrach 20.101, 10 CFR Part 20

Changing undesignated center heading to delete the word "pemissible."

Cement: No cbjecticn.

Pa*3crach 20.101. 10 CFR Par 20

Revised radiation protection standards for indivicuals in restricted
areas.

.

Ccement: Those engaged in radiocrachy in American Airlines can acerate
within the preocsad dr 'a limits. Mcwever, coucling the revised
limits with removal o, the 5(il-18) for ula will adversely affect
scme individuals /ccmcanies in tne adiogracnic business.

......,9
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.

V {7590-01-M] The present Cmmicion action la (less tisan 0..M) of the trutivi<tunts par.
bMed on assessment of the need for tiripating in NRC licen.wd activides in

NUC,.:!AR RMULA702Y the 5(N-13) ' dese .veragtng formula 1977 re elvad dose: er.ecedbg 5 rem.s
COMM13510N which allows a worker to receive up to and. therefore, required use of the |

U rems en nar. We esmant b h ave. e g hc. s7. minatbn JDo cft Peres 19 and 23] bemt persormed because of the destra of 1. use of the formula v.ould have
NOT1 cts. IN$rtuCTIONS. AND 21P0273 To of the Commission to reduce the r: sis litdo effect on the coucctive (man.

woexr1ts: INSPfCTION $7ANDA20$ FCa of occupational radiation doacs in P" .10 (fose. but the individual risk
PROTKTION AGAIMST RAGLAUCN Commas:lon-llccnsed activiucs, the cottid be reduced for approximaticy |

Ccmmission's continuing systemauc 3:0 people (1577 dits). '

Procesed :Me assessment of exposure patterns and The Commiesten is s!so erceosire to
ACENCY: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory new recommend 2 Cons of the !nterna- an end * M 101 to .m t m !* n .nnunt

tional Commission on Rad!atocea! <calenca years stancarus for racationCom mion.
Protection which eliminate riua-terly cose. These r. .nuu stancaras would

ACTION: Proposed Rule. dose-limiting standards and the use of have the same values a would s2EY
SUI. DIARY: The Nuclear Regulatory the S(N.13) formula for controlling over four ea endar cua. .em uncee the
Com=11ssion CIRC) is proposing the allowable cumulative ?lIctime duse extstm2 1.25 rams ea- cu .-' a- n- d-

amendments to its regulations that up to age N. aM. A cennition of m .M n d a - vey

wou!d eliminate the accumulated dose The Comm!ss!cn t.aking into ac. would to neded to s 12. Ousrteriv
averag=g fr. mula. 5(N-13), and the count recently pub!!shed interpreta. dose stand:rds would oc retained. but
associs ed Form NRC-4 exposure his, tions of epidemiological data and ano- the standsrc for tne wne:e bccy would

ciated recommendations for Iowc
standards, ana also in respo=ss to ;e.Q.:9e m t M im o3ra-srnhtory, and imDose annual dose l!=1 ting

MCC3 for rule makingt*21cTetthe,dcsey.no ree. ::rement fo= xts:mne the tndl.
standarcs while retaining quarterly-

standards. Relattd emendments.wculd g.=i3 eeeu p 3 t,.; n .a Mc m n e rv.
express. In ter=3 on the new annEag s'an2ar& RIcd ly'.the .Natear R.D tome heen:ces occasionady nces tne~

standards?_ the stEd.ird. f.W"MsFt,T.f scurces Defense 1Counci! C.*RCC) anw Ecxibility rovided by the 3 rems ~'' r
visIOd'of%Ic,r 'rm. tents.,.!cr the pro I' 57.m.m g.;*.e *nI . a "hering sh"ouLj"bc'hcid on the calendar r.u" art 0r standard in ordc? to

s g +".. dctctmine"dIsiners.'the re
- _ . -- #e - e e

.

.ml monitoring equip. accompush essent!sl werk involving
mehCT5f~lhe requifeEntTfor conj s"dequacy of present cecupsConal nd,1 high dose rates. If this !*exibility were
trertf:totaTd ~sito* alm 6rke.Y!:ichIda ation dose-hmiting standed.s. Th:s removed, there could be a desirable

Ingt tr.i.n.sfect''it.nd m.oon_li_gh.t.in..g'worg] hearing wi!! te the ._. ject of,a se;a. effcet in that new facilities and/or
*

rate FunAz. Rte:ste.2 notice. I. m ten.* - ~ _ ''''- equipment m!aht be designed to meet
tadvely scheduled to be held in the Un town dose standad However, d !sDATES: Comment period expires spring of 1979.

April :3.1979. The Cerambien believes that the very likely that existing licensees

.

C],' []C 8[ UC" fom I,
ADDRESSES: Written cornments . **2

h* c er
should be submitted to the Secretary . rec auen ome m fx 'eoEam Q back!!!!!ng engineermg controls toof the Commission. U.S. Nuclear Reg. eaon of ena 'crm5 MN- reduce dose rate; and working times.
ulatcry Ccm=ussi,on. Washington. D.C. . er g,p,ava recured I a Ih I - t Thus. the co!!ective dese would not be

- ag
2:555. Attention: Docketing and Serv. g4g ,gG . a"$. Icwered and rnight be ircre: sed. In.

s
g

3"U** formed :a. embers of the sc:entific com.cetvad more ena.n 5 r~ .s carn z iM7
munity, as evidenced by ICRP recom.FOR FURTHER INFOR2.f.ATION In acomes t cce - me e -a m.
=andat:or.s. telieve that, for annual*

CON ACT: ees to ta.<e further act!on to reduce cc.
Mr. Robert E. Alexander. Office of .curum m For nese reascr.s ,h a me e M 5 Mm. he 3

the Comm:.uion believes the.t these .ittle or no b.niogiest acvantag ,.
Standards Develocment. U.S. Nucte.

cxc ,t for an emy^/,o or fetus, in Umtt.changes should te pr0 posed for ccm.
sr Regulatory Commission. Wasa,. ment at th s time, without waiting for 3** fa ".h the dos. Is re.

ICE -".'From this viewpo!nt, no quar.In * Dr* "*"'* 5 ' ( h 301 44 ' ceivedthe plan.ned hering. Nevertheless,5# ' 5)* comments on the destistility in, terP/ standeds are needed in 10 C.".

SUPP! Eh!ENTARY DWOR2.IATION: c!ud:ng these 'opcsed rule c.2nges Par *. 20. .However. the Commission
The Csmmission's basic rad!aden within the sccpe of the planned her. staff te!! eves that qua: er!y standard.s
40se-l!.=itmg standar:is for werkers ing re s;ecifically invited. stth 3.tscciated requirement.s fer re.

are set forth in 10 CFR Pvt. *0. T' e 5:eetf: at:v. the Cer --8.nien 's --~ porting doses that exceed these stand.
cur mt standard.s fer r.chete tedv ex. ee.me to nmenc * 00.to tt D. to CFR ard.s are necessa:/ as ;recautionar/
resure of 1 wt werkers sre: Par: a w cc:ete the ; rov;s;:n tnn a mes.st'res which ;,;ive cr!y indicatica
(1) 1.25 re-.s per calendar qur*er. 1;ce . e . r .vf re-- t :n .n= eyu a of possible undestracle s:Luations and

or- wer<.er to -cen e uo to 3 rems er ca.. provide NRC the cc: ort..nity to inves.
.(00 ra s ;*r esteada cuarter pre- encar curter c.nc 10 re-.s per rer tf tigate these situat!cn.s. !! necessar/ to
W ed mat me idenme seru- ulited the a ccum'nM ed !tf er me ct:en ensure that they re promptly correct.

desa deas .ot exceed S N-13) ren s, due ceas not exceed ma 'f N-it ccse. ed and that adequate menuns are

| years.
* va- rre Mrmula. taken to preeWde recurrence. At the .w ere N 's *Me are et tne ine:v:ausi :n '

The ICRP (ICRP Publication 09, same Mme, the cuarter:y :: ndrd cro-

''~6se standards were bnsed on rec. * "RecommendWom of the Tr t er- a. cosed i.e 3 rems per calentlar quarter -

ommendation of the Nat!onal Council tienst cor-me on Rac:oio n :n witoie body is cons;dered by the Com-
on Radiation Protection and Measure. Pmte.-uon." January 17 1A- Fe rn. missinn to be adequately tour for ef fec.
ments (NCRP). the International r,c n P rer.n - .1 m me.a.t eu t a x. me live reculatory ecntral sacn comal.
Commission on Radiological Protec. S N.m Mrmun sncmn no ecer ::e cred in con.' unction with L11e other

,
tion (ICRP). and guld nce for Federal ured. The f orm ita ,."u onema.d m. :tr.ndard.s and centro:s set ferth in the
agencies issued by the former Federal 'Unce2 M ta used e uv 'n nec:L mes re; alacons. Comn.ents on the dn"r.'

Rad!at!on CouncillFRC. the function .'a r w n""' " ? -4M '- t co'a cowc :e itiH*v of rcu:nm : curur:V c u a-
of whten is now incorpcrated into the ' " " " ' * " "ata tr.ndasic to tne Ccm. bmmni sinn: rm ve crecm:1.. : :'..

.

Environmental Protectice Agency). =:ss.cn revea1 that approximatci/ C3 vitec.

b not2 At 2tC15'"72. VCt. 44. MC. :sdt5sAY, H3tt:AtN0*.17t?
.
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'

* ' endst quarter of the terminsun= c.d- .any dose which the in<tivtriual may [6 W -01-f.*.]
endar y*er or frs: tion thereof, or pro- have received durie: each specifically -. ...-.. - . . ,** * * *vide an estimate of those doses if the tdentifled calendar quarter of the cur-

p finsHy determined personnel tncnitor- t dew year from sources of rs- Eco=4 Re:338'*ey Ai*is:r=*
nnt resu1*.s are not avstistle at t..st
time. Estirnated doses shall be c!estly dia' ion possessed or controlled bY [to CM forts 5 3. 331,3:2. SC3, and 3 J!

,

indicated as such. other pctsons. Esah licensee sha!!
2. Section 20. (s) of 10 CIR Part 20 maintain records of such statement.s (Docket No. h.RA-R-T3 831

is amended by r.dding Immediately fol- until the Commission authorises theft- $wregry,awtg;g og peeposgo agtg3
lowing subparagraph (4) a new subpar * disposition. TO fMPitfA'*df THE P' Y'tUtANT Aldo imagraph (44) tc rtas s.s follows: g.J57RL% FI:tt U;E ACT ' P 197s

.
CS. In 100.104.10 CFP. Part 20. pars-

3:3.3 Definitions. graph (s) is amended to read r.s '.o1 AGENCY: Economi: Recu!stor7 Ad-
(a) As used in this part:- lows: ministration. Departmant of Energy.s

' <0
.

ACTION: Not cc of Symposium-Hear- - -

-|
. = + e . ',f :D.158 Expanure af minors g

(4a) " Calendar year'* means four (s) No IIcensee :hsil pcssess, use cr St." tLIARY: The Econoutic Regula-
consecutive calendar quarters starting transfer licensed matertal in such a tory Administration (ERA) hereby an-
with the calendar quarter which manner as to cause any individus1 nounces that a symposium. hearing on
begins in January, within a res1.ted area who is under the Proposed Rules for Implements-

tion of the Power;iant and Industria!la years of age to receive in any period
of one calendar quar ct from rad!0ac- Fuct Use Act.1.f .1078 (FUA)a.-. .nd if requl be

o wil* * * * *
-

held en List:. - red.
pre' ceding i *0.10(ted centar hea "3
3 The undesig-- .,

m3 8d1 in 3 UTC 3 *10CI'P.Put5 List:h E 1073. In Wgton. Ken.
anon t dose in encess of S percea.t of tuci:y. Prceedures gt,vernm: t! e con-amened to read " Rad!st cn Protec.

tien Standards Appli atle to Doses. ; the annual standar'Is spect!!ed in the duet of thi.1 sympcsium-hearing are

Levels, and Concentraticas." I table in { 20.101. presented with this Mottee. This sy!'n-
4. Section *0.101.10 CTR Pr*. 20, is posium-hearing rep!sces the Lexing-

ton herin~. notice of which was pub-revised to read as fonows: . . . . .

lished in the PrunAr. RzetsTrt (44 FR
3*21. January 13, 1373, and 44 FRi :3.101 Radiation protection standards 7* In j *0.00~E* 10 ('*T'o N'* 'O* '"ws-

foe individuals in restricted stess.
** * 5:03 J..nuar/ 29.1973).graphs (sXI) and (a)C) are smendcd

Execpt as provided in { 00.104. no 11- to read as foHo'.vs: DAT""3: Symposium hearin; Till be ,
censee shall pcssess, use. or transfer U- held at 9:00 m. cn L! arch 2.1979, and

'

censed matens! in such a manner as to I:100: Personnel monitoring. If required. March 3.1373.
cause any individual in a restricted

([Ow,,E",. . he ICentucky C,,nter forarea to receive in any period of one (a) Esch !!censee shall supply appro. * -

[}I f [[
"

estendar quarter or one es!endar year priate personnel monitoring c';uip. n,-

from radicactive material and other ment to, and shall read.e the use of
'"-

#-W"sources of radiation a t0tst dose in - e3 e.ee c. 3~.
excess of the standards specified in ]g) y,'in Ivibal 18 ears of a:e .

* * N
the following table: COh A ACT:

or older who enters a restricted r.rce. William I. Webt (Off!ce of Publicunder such circursstances that the in- Informatlon). .;.00nCm!C Re;"Jlatcrv
Remst e RemJ u,r dividus1 receives, or is likely to receive. Administration. Censt n. .nt cfw,,

weer rev s dcse in say .csiendst quarter in Ener:y. Room 3-110."00-) Li Street,
| excess of 5 pere:nt of the annus! N?/.. Wasitir.: ton. D.C. *0451. C00) -

. $nYu$74e7d N.mg standards :pe !f!ed !n } *0.101. ' GM-2170.
e.

wava lera of etea se (0) Each Ia.dividus! under la :'ests of Stephen ?.t. Stern (Ren!ations and
*

:.'[u$ ud twurms ten Ts ]sge who enters a restricted area under
Emers:ency P!anning). Economic

ud udes Is% such circumstances that the Individdsl Regulstor*/ Admimstration. Depart-
receives, or 13 likely to receive, a dose ment of T.ng;y. ,Rocm 2130. 0W .*.!3 8 d" *' '"*'* * " "

treet. F. , .. rsshington, D.C.
any cskndst c.m !n u:ess of S.g4gg,g.3 3$33,332;5. Section *0.100.10 CTR Par "O, is

'1 :S ~*rc'"*t cf the ar~usi s"~*ar"-"revised to read as fell ws: y nebert Davies (!"veis Re:ulation-;

Ijspec .ed !n } 0.101. Prc sm Off!cc). Economic Reguis-
( }:0.102 Determination of prior dose. tory Ati=inistrat!*n. Cepartment of
' * * * * *Each II:ensee shs!I require any indi. Caer:7. Room 7:92. ::GO Li Street.
I vidual, prior to II:st entry of the indi- YJ/ Tashingtsn. D.C. 20461. CO2)
I vidust into the licensce's restricted dec. IG1. Pub. I. a. 703. C3 Stat. 9 83 U. "M-2310*

nres during esca employment or work U.S.C. 2*01), see. O3t rm smended. Pub. I. -

James II. ,Ief fe nais ICff!ce of Gen.03-4M 33 stst.1*12 H:U.S.C. 241 n r

I| ass!gnment under such circumstances Counsci) D*psetm ent cf
c ~d.1that the individus! */ill receive or 13 Dated at Washingten. D.C. this 1 th
vd,;.,y. necm G'114.10tn 4: Pen:uy -f

| likely to receive in any period of one day of February.1073. Amn T4. "N u.'.m *on,
calendar quarter a dn=e in excess of 5 D.C *04G1* (***) 6:3-02*
percent of the a:pilesb!e annus! Ter the Nuclear Re; ult. tory Com- ~~

SUPPL.E*.imAn? U!?CRL AT!CNstandards spee!!Ied in ! *0.101. to dis- mission.
c!cse in a written, signed statement. Con.iervation of renree energy re-

.a1Trtf. J. cit:!.n.,. sources thrm:ch cne?uragement of! either. (s) that the Individual had no
prior dose during the cucent calendar .Wc etco oNe Comm*.ssio=. gr.:ater ed wt strernate fuel use 4

; year, or (b) the. nature and amount of (ITt ::oc. C-5:35 ylled *-15.-*:115 :1 place cf m:por- d petrelcum and natu-
*

t *n
| rist:At 21315722. VCt. 44. flO. *.5-fu!!DX/ fit 2uA2Y 23,1977 .

|
|

|
- .
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April 17,1979 g gg
. . . .

Secretary cf the Commission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

Gentlemen:

After reviewing your proposed changes in 10 CFR Part 20 announced on February
20, 1979, we have the following comments.

We adamantly oppose lifting the 1.25 rems per quarter limit because we believe
this will result in higher exposures to many individuals and chaos in administering a
radiation contrel program. If it is necessary to establish a 5 rems / year limit do so'
but do not tamper with the 1.25 rems / quarter limit. By adopting a procedure
allowing up to 3 rems in a quarter if the licensee demonstrates that the worker has
not received greater than 2 rems in the preceding 3 quarters, i.e., the worker will,

not receive greater than 5 rems in any 4 consecutive quarters, you can retain the
1.25 rems / quarter limit, allow planned exposures to 3 rems and restric: the
exposure o; any individual to 5 rems in any a consecutive quarters. This seems to
us to be a much ber:er acproach than that chosen by the Commission.

1: should be turther noted that the use of a " calendar year" concept invalida:es the
framework of limiting a worker to 5 rems in any one 12 month eriod because i:

l allows an individual to receive 5 rems on the last day of one calendar year and then
5 rems oc :he first day of the next calendar year which could total IO rem in two
days not 5 rems in a year's time as specified in stating that "there is !it:le or no
biological advantage in limiting the dose rate for annual exposures on the order of 5|

rems".

Sincerely, ,

.,

''i W
'

. _, ,,g , .

Anno"b' -Michael H. Mobley .., ..'

Radiological Physicist
'" 72Q

Division of Radiological Health

MHM/jt 3/10
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TELE 3*4cNE,C. 8, B AS KIN
i n. 72. ..Apr11 17, 1979 g. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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.
nCmse v.. i Fi- /l_4. (WFA!/63f? .[.. , _ . . ;-h.U.(hx.I Q. . ~.2

..@ V{;).Mr. Sa=uel J. Chilk h -s
g

Secretary of the Co _dssica M

g.3
. . n. o > e ..-

4 ' I;i~ nU.S. Nuclear Regulatory C d ssion a

g g fJ"Washing:en, D.C. 20555
w c,

Dear Mr. Chilk: f
'c./ \

1 '.21

Subj ec:: Eli=1:ation of 5(N-13) Rule frc: 10 CFR 20

In the Federal Register notics of February 20, 1979 the NRC preposed
changes to 10CFR20 which would eli=ina:e the "5(N-lS)" rule. The justifi;ation
the Ccc=ission gives for uis accion is the recc==endation in ICRP 26 tha:
the 5(N-IS) rule be el1=inated. The Co dssion also notes ths: less than
0.5:: of the individuals participating in NRC - licensed f acilities received*

doses 1:. excess of 5 re=s, thus i= plying sini-ml i= pact f rc= eli=ina:ica of
the 5(N-18) rule. Revever, ICRP 26 recognined in sections 113 & 114 that

, infrequent situations nay arise in ser=al operaticas where exposure of a few
verkers in excess of the annual 11=1: nay be justified because al:ernative

techniques f= attaining lever exposure are either unavailable or i= practicable.
Specifically, ICRP 25 vould allev a worker to receive deses up to evice :he
annual '' ' * any single year and up :o five times the annua' ''''na
life:1=e for a planned special expesure.

We belic.ve :he intent of ICRP 26 would be achieved and the "As I.cv as
Reasonably Achievable" principle reinforced if the 5(N-lS) rule were retained
with a nedificatics of 10CyR20 to ''-* * -' e 5(N-13) rule to (1) planned special
exposure si:ua:1cus where alternative techniques :: reduce tha er,:csure are
unavailable or i= practicable, and (2) to lifeti=e special planned expcsures
belev 5 ti=es the annual 11=it. This would allev the utili:7 industry the

flexibili:7 which we censider necessary in these rare bu: significant situa d:ts
where higher exposure is justified.

Very : uly yours,

/ -,

- ..

'

******......... ,

IAyo of 7%/Adh - y -
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Se:re:ary of the Cor:sission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Co==1ssion

20535trashing:en, D.,C. ,

A::ention: Docketing and Service Branch

Subj ect: Proposed A=end=en:s to 10CTR Parts 19 and 20

References: Federal Register, Volu=e 44,:;o. 35, February 20, 1970
10388

,

E.n:n !!uclear Co=pany, Inc. appreciates this opportunity to co=ent on,

the Co=ission's proposed rule =aking. Ue wish to =ake the following

* ce==ents:

1. !!e are generally opposed to the piece =eal approach to = edifying the
Co=1ssion's radiation protec: ion standards which is sugges:ed in
this Proposed Rule. In the Supple =entarv Informa: ion supplied, :he
Co=ission indica:es tha: a rule =aking hearing cn :he subj ec: is
tentatively scheduled for the Spring of 1979. The Cc._=ission
presents no justification for a hasty .ae: ion af fec:ing only a very
=inor par: of the popula:ica of excosed workers, and those only by
less :han a fac:or of evo and one-half in annual dose. ,

2. The Corr.'ission cites the ICR? (ICRP Publication 26) as providing
the ra:ionale for eli=ina:ing :he 5(!;-13) dese-averaging for=ula,
establishing instead a 5 re: pe: year dose-equivalent 11:1 . his

ch ge does not wholly reflect the ICRP reco=enda:1ons. t."hile 1:

is crue tha: the IC*L? did not again reco=end the 5(:;-15) f ormula,
it did reco end certain allevances for planned stecial execsures
durine nor=al oeerations. (See Paragraphs 113 and lla of ;CR?
Publication 25.) In those paragraphs the ICRP rec:= ends, under
cer:ain conditions during nor=al opera: ions, planned special expos-
ures up to 10 re: per event and up to 25 re: in a lifeti=e. Tur her,
these special even: exposures were no: to affec: the abili:7 of :he
verker to acquire fu:rre annual dose-equivalent li=1:s.

..i-s. w..--.d. .......... ..... 4
w s

AN APPILIATs oF EXXON CORPCR ATICN

fr- ~
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Secretary of the Commission -3- April 17, 1979

Tor all chtse reasons we cppose the Commission's proposed actions.
We are aware of no information in informed scientific circles,
certainly not in the ICRP recom=endations, which warrants consider-
acion'at this time of reductions:in permissible annual dose limits.~

Therefore, we do not support a general rulemaking proceeding on the
subject of an overall reduction in annual dose limits. However, if
such a general rulemaking is condacted it would be a more appropriate
forum for evaluation of deleting the 5(N-18)for=ula.

Very truly yours,

*
,

1

R. Nilsan, Manager
Licensing

|Ei:WSN: sir
i

|Attachments:

f1) Table I ,

!

2) Paragraphs 113 and 114 ICRP 26.

,
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Secretary of The Commission Q gcJ # V''p My ,

U. S. Naclear Regulatory Commission W
@P ,\M/Washington, D. C. 20555 , .

p.
g."Attenticn: Occketing & Service Branch ec

Dear Sirs:

In res:onse to ycur peceased rule change (s) of 10CFR Carts 19 and 20
issued Februar I wish to submit my thoughts on the e'.icina-
tien of the 5(y 20,1979,N-18) formula.

Scme time back a program was initiated which called for ex:csures to
be held "AS LOW 'S PRACTICAL" and was followed by our current "AS LCW
AS RE.3SCNASLE ACHIEVABLE". These progra:s were to be achieved by plan-
ning, engineering, and design, etc. and did a;oarently exceed all expec-
tations in that cnly 320 individuals exceeded 5 Rems during 1977.

It a:: ears to me that we, the industry, did in fact take sericus your
"ALAP" and '' ALsRA" programs. Mcw that the pr: gram (s) are working, y:u

,' are going to further enalize us by removing the cnly :0c1 we hac left
.

in tne regulations to handla scme unforeseeable event. The elimina: ion.i

of tnis formula will not allcw us the right to use volunteers (:r volun-
teer ourselves) in the event of such a situation.

Based on ycur statement that " Elimination of the use of the forula wculd
have little effect en the collective (man-rem) dese, but the individual
risk c:uld be reduced for a:croximately 320 ;ec?le (1977 date)", I wisn
to ask scme cuestions:

1) What is the risk that could be reduced?

2) Hcw many more individuals : ust new be ex;csed to cover this
small percentage (less than 0.55)?

3) Mcw many of these new to be ex:csed (based en the elimination
of 5(N-18) are experienced and trained?

4) Are the rules and regulations I have been working under since
1955 tnat risky? (I truly don't believe it).

.

New York, N. Y.1CCc.tP :aExecucise C?fices: Cre state street 2 .

'
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f30Secretary of the Com:sission g' j
CW@g sr * RU. S. Nuclear Regulatory Cocmission am

a
Washington, D. C. 20555 ,

Att: Docketing and Service Branch Re: 7590-01-M

Daar Gir:

The following com=ents are in reference to the proposed changes in 10CFR19.13 and sec-
tions .3,101,102,104 and 202 of 10CFR20 as published in the Federal Register 20 Feb 1979.
I am % agreement with the proposed change te a 3 rem / quarter, 5 rem / year dose equivalent
limit and strongly support the adoption of this rule. The concept of " banked dose" or the
5 (N-18) rule has never been a denfensible policy, in my opinion. I do net feel that a
quarterly limit is necessary, but if it is adopted, it should not be less than the pro-
poscd 3 rem value.

The wording in the proposed section 20.102 states that each licensee shall require an
individual to furnish a written, signed statement of the prior radiation exposure "... prior
to the first entry of the individual into the licensee's restricted area during each employ ,

m:nt or work assignment...". The term work assignment is inappropriate in that it could be
-

interpreted as requiring a written report every several days or even more than once a day.
J

Further explanation of what is intended of removal of the words "or work assignment" is
suggested for this section. Likewise the words "specifically identified" in the next to the
last sentence of 20.102 are confusing and unnecessary, that is in what respect are the quar-
ters specifically identified? The intention appears to be to obtain the prior dose history I

for the current year. Thus, all calendar quarters 'to date must_be included.

The requirement for supplying written evidence of prior radiation history or providing j

personnel ronitoring depend heavily upon the interpretation of the word "likely" in the
'

phrase "likely to receiv'e". The dictionary indicates that likely is synonomous with prob-
probability )cble. In nuclear mecsure:c.:nts it is generally assumed that something with a 95?6

has a high probability, whereas a 5'e probability is low or unlikely. I would therefore
interpret a 5'e probability of exceeding a given dose limit as unlikely and therefore would

This assumes that there isnnt require personnel monitoring or a previous dose history. However, |cnough prior experience within a given restricted area to make such a prediction. '

my interpretation may not necessarily be the same as that of the NRC. Some discussion of
this matter in the proposed rule making would be helpful to licensees and to NRC inspectors (

|and licensing personnel.
l
I

Thank you for the opportunity to coment on these proposed regulations. My remarks
reflect only my own opinion and do not constitute an official University position in this
matter.

ISincerely, -

i(/ naby
RogerI.uGranlund,

I

|. - University Health Physicist
1

k , , , , , , , , ,.,gRWG:m

W he/N - /
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N NSecretary of the Commission U gR2? @ >2U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission ,

iWashington, D. C. 20555 =%s** , s. -*
-

-s-
C

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch e ,

*''

Gentlemen:

Reference: 44FR10388

People for Inergy Progress, a grass-roots energy advocacy organization,
has reviewed the proposed amendments to 10CFR19 and 20 (4aFR10388) that
would, among other things, eliminate the accurulated dose averaging
formula, and offers the following cc=ents for the Ccmmission's con-
sideration:

i

1. We cerceive that the Commissien is under considerable pressure by
individuals and organizations to reduce the permissible occuca-g
tional dose. We trust that the Cemission would not reduce that
dose without valid scientific demonstration that individuals who
receive deses at the current dose limit are caused injury by that
dose. We have studied the scientific literature and find no demon-
stration that an average of 5 rem per year or less for 50 years
with doses in some years up to 12 rem, causes injury to individuals
so ex;osed. There certainly is no consensus among ex;:erts in tne
field of radiatien biology or radiation protection that a cause-

i effect relationship dces or coes not exist at a 5 rem er yearl

average limit. Accordingly, we do not agree that the 5 rem ::er
year average limit should be icwered.

2. Nor do we agree that the 5 (N-18) formula should be eliminated.
Such action would have the same effect over 50 years of some in-'

|
dividual's working lifetime as lowering the limit. This occurs
because it is the aggregate dose over time that is related to

I

injury. The ICRP (in ICRP-25) continues to rec:=end 5 rem (50 mSv)
per year as the occucational limit for cccupationally ex:osed
persons IS years old and older. Therefere, if one new started to
work at 18 and worked at 5 rem ;:er year until age 53, he or she
could accumulate 250 rem. That 250 rem in 50 years has been ne
basic ICRP reco= ended limit since 1953 al-hougn ICRP did not,

| s:ecifically state so in any of it's cublica-icn . The current
'

ICRP rec:=enca-icns (ICRF-25) de not change tna rec:n encation.
Therefore, elimina-ing the 5 (N-IS) fer ula will no necessarily

| reduce anyone's lifetime ecse.I

' ' ' ~ ' ' ' 'r'.. . . . .. ...



- e _ .

~

. .

Secretary of the Comission
Page'2
April 16, 1979

3. Practically, however, elimination of the formula will limit most
radiation worker's lifetime dose to less than 250 rem. That occurs
because most persons historically have not started working with
radiation until after age 18. If the formula is eliminated, such

persons could receive lifetime doses less than 250 rem; e.g., less
by 5 rem for every year over the age of 18 that they were not
occupationally exposed. So, if I, myself, were to start working.

'

'-

at age 38, my maximum lifetime occupational dose (without the
formula) at age 68 would be 150 rem. With the formula I could
conceivably receive 250 rem by age 68. We knew of no scientific
evidence which demonstrates that a lifetime dose of 250 rem causes
more injury than a lifetime dose of 150 rem if both are accumulated
according tn current limits in 10CFR20. Until such evidence is
available, we do not agree that the formula should be eliminated.

4. Although it is clear that few radiation workers receive doses
between 5 and 12 rem per year, it is human experience that having
the flaxability to use the " bank" (as the dose available between
5 and 12 rem is sometimes called) is occasionally very useful.
Particularly in emergency situations or unforeseen circumstances,
the additional dose in a bank is necessary to mitigate or recover
from the situation. Consider the recent 3-Mile Island accident.
It is clear to us that the availability of dose in certain persons'
bank will be useful and may even be necessary to perform work
practically in cleaning up. Admittedly such accidents hav'e been
rare and, we trust will continue to be. But the formula should
not be eliminated, because it will reduce operational flexability-

in those infrequent instances when that flexability is most needed.

5. Finally, the ICRP no lor.ger recommends use of the formula, not
because of new data that demonstrates a higher risk of injury if
the formula is used, but because it "seems to be unnecessary,"1
to prevent accumulation of more than an annual dose-ecuivalent
limit within a short period of time. F:,;rther, the ICRP staces,
"there is no evidence to indicate that the Commission's recommended
system of dose limitation has failed to provide In adecuate levd
of safety."2 Also, "Long-continued exposure of a censiderable

,

;

proportion of the workers at or near the cose-equivalent limits
wculd only be acceptable if a caraful cost-benefit analysis had
shown that the higher resultant r ik would be justified."3 Clearly,
the Commission's emphasis on ALARA is more consistenc with the ICRP
radiation protection philosophy than simply elimination the for ula.

1. ICRP-25, Paragrapn 35
2. IBID, Paragraph 77
3. I3ID, Paragraph 102

$

.
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Secretary of the Comission
Page 3
April 16,1979

6. n conclusion, PEP urges that the 5 (N-18) formula be retained~

because:

a. There is no scientific' demonstrated need to eliminate it to
reduce doses.

1

b. There is a need to retain flexability in certain emergency
situations.

c. The ALARA program is more effective in limiting dose than
eliminating the formula would be.

We ap;:reciate the opportunity to furnish the above information and
trust our com:ents will contribute to continuing effective and practical
regulations.

Very truly yours,

A. N. Tschaeche
Managing Director

ANT:mh/1590-1592
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April 16, 1979

Secretary of the Commission

Washington, D. C. 20555 c5' g3U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission

4 ,
.

ei'' Ag t9 ss6 a-
-

/Attention: Docketing and Service Branch ,,,,

N,

b

Dear Sir: * T@ C

The following are the official comments of the Health Physics Task Force
of the Edison Electric Institute, (EEI) on the notice of proposed rule-
making, 10CFR Parts 19 and 20 which appeared in the. Federal Register
Vol. 44, No. 35, Tuesday, February 20, 1979 beginning on page 10388.

The EEI Health Physics Task Force does not believe that the epidemiological
data and associated reco=endations for lower standards, ner do the Petitions
also referred to in the Proposed Rule, present an adequate basis for calling ,

a hearing on the adequacy of existing occupational radiation dose-limiting ,

s tandards . We also do not believe that they present an adequate basis for *
the elimination of the 5 (N-18) dose averaging formula.

The studies referred to (presumably Mancuso et al, Bress, Bartell) have all
been repudiated by their peers in the technical literature. It is expected
that the BEIR Report 3 when issued also will not support the above studies.

The Comission cites ICRP 26 as a further basis for the elimination of the
5 (N-18) dose averaging for.nula. We want to remind the Commission that
ICRP 25 permits dose averaging and presents a fortula which allows excess
exposure in limited cases of up to 10 rem per year, and as much as 25 extra
rem in a lifetime.

If the Comission eliminates the 5 (N-18) formula and cites ICRP 26 as the
basis for its action then it must also allow the limited dose-averaging
permitted by ICRP 26.

The EEI Health Physics Task Force believes that this additional exposure
may be necessary for limited numbers of skilled workers in an extraordinary
maintenance situation, such as, for example, certain welders used in a PWR
steam generator replacement operation.

!
.
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We also want to remind the Conmission that ICRP 26 ordinarily permits a
dose of up to 5 rem year at any dose rate (i.e., with no quarterly
doselimit).'Therr r*e if the Commission imposes a limit of 3 rem per
quarter it should t.vt attach special conditions or meaning to doses close
to this quarterly limit as long as they are necessary and are received
and controlled "ader ALARA conditions.

Thank you for permitting us the opportunity to comment on th'is Propcsed '
'

Rule. We expect that our comments will be noted and that appropria?o
changes will be made in the final rule.-

.

-

Lionel Lewis, Board Member
EEI-Healtn Physics Task Force

.
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gSecre:ary of the Coc=ission

C. S. Nuclear Regulatory Coc=ission
Washington, D. C. 20555 Q qc9- W' g

.

3
f g# dgAttention: Docketing and Service 3 ranch (tj .

,

b.4 V-
Subj ect: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Co==ission 4 QV '6

Proposed Rule on Radiation Dose 1.1=its $ y'' #Duke Power Co:pany Co=ents

Reference: Federal Register Volume a4, No. 35
, Tuesday - February 20, 1979
g

e Dear Sir:

The following are our ce=ents on the proprsed a=end=ents.

1. The referenced docu=en: states "The ce=ission taking in:o account
recently published interpretations of epidemiological data r.cd
associated reco=endations for lover standards and also is respense
to petitions for rule =aking to lower the dose standards filed by
the National Resources Defense Council (NRI:C) and by Dr. Rosalie
3er: ell has deter =ined that a hearing should be held c* 3.e adequacy

of the presen: occupational radia:1on dose li=1:ing s.andards."
!

1

Duke Power Co pany feels very strongly tha: the data and petitions
presented by the NRDC and Dr. Rosalie 3er: ell (specifically :en-'

tiened) and other i= plied studies (such as the work by Mancaso
al and 3ross) have been repudiated by responsible peers and bye:

spokesmen fro = National and International bodies responsible for
reco=erding radiation protection dose s:andards. Therefore. :he

the need
| reasons quoted cbove for holding a hearing do not supper: .

| for a hearing. Such hearings are not necessary nor should they oe
held. There is no currently generally recognized biomedical basis

| natsoever for a reduction in dose 11=1ts. The 3EIR Repor: 3,

|
wh*n issued, should be a totally adequate review.
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April 12, 1979

2. It is further stated in the referenced document that in 1977
approx 1=ately 320 people exceeded an annual dose of 5 recs; and
that in accordance with the latest ICRP 26 ret:==endations, the

NRC proposes to eliminate the 5 (3-18) for=ula and li:1c annual
-doses to 5 rems. No mention is made of the fact that the ~present

.

NRC regulations permit exposures up to 12 rs= per year at the rate
of 3 re= per quarter; and also that there =ay have been a real need
for these relatively few people to exceed 5 re=s in a given year.
It should also be noted in this regard that ICRP 26 =akes some pro-
vision for a relatively s=all nunber of people, such as the 320
people cited above, to receive exposures in excess of 5 re=s per
year. ICRP 26 per=1:s these relatively few exceptional exposures
up to 10 re in a given year and no more than 25 excess re=s in c
lifeti=e. The argument is =ade in tha. referenced docu=ent that the
individual risk could be reduced for these 320 people by el1=inating
the f or=ula with "little ef f ect on the collective (=an-re ) dese."
It can be argued equally well that since only 320 people (less than
0.5% of those participating in NRC licensed activities) are affected,
that the fornula should be retained for special considerations
warranting its use, such as stea= generator replacement.

3. The reasons given by the NRC to linit quarterly doses to 3 re=
=axi=u= are inappropriate. ICRP 26 has reco== ended no such li=it
and this point is acknowledged by the NRC in the referenced docu=ent.
Further= ore, the NRC acknowledges that there is no biological advan-
tage in setting such a li=it. It is unfortunate that the NRC has
chosen to use the wording that the 3 res per quarter linic would
serve as an indication of," precautionary =easures which gives early
indication of possible undesirable situations." It should be noted
here that ICRP 26 sets no such li=it on the 5 re: per year dose race.
Presu= ably under ICRP 26 radiation verkers could receive the whole
5 re: annual dose in one quarter of the year providing they had no
further exposure for the re=ainder of the year. Since there is no
currently reccgnized biological significance in a 5 re= annual dose
delivered in a shorter ti=e period, it follows that there cannot be
any significance to a 3 re= dose in a quarter. The 3 re= 11=1: would
merely serve to provide some flexibility for acco=plishing necessary
work.

4 In regard to transient verkers terninating e= ploy =ent, the' industry
has previously reco== ended to NRC that i=nediate reports be given
to those individuals who request such reports, presu= ably because
they intend to work at another f acility se=eti=e before the end of
the given quarter. The industry showed where it would not be cost
ef f ective to give i==ediate reports to all transient workers if
such reports vou'd serve no useful purpose. Nevertheless, the
preposed regulat ons have a require = ant f or a report upon ter=ination

_ . . _ . __. . . - _ . _ . - _ _ _ _ __
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Page 3
April 12, 1979

to each transient verker. It is our belief that this aspect should
be reconsidered by the NRC.

Inconclusion,DukePoweECompanyfeelsthatthereisnot sufficient
. reason nor is thera any. experience to support the NRC's proposed ane.nd- ,

ments to 10CTK Parts 19 and 20 regarding occupational dose linics., ,

.' ;
,

i
Ver truly yours/

'

l'
.s. J./amv.

'41111am O. Parker, Jrkg
'

RFJ:vr
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Secretary of the Commission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Attn: Docketing and Service Branch

RE: Comments on proposed rule changes to 10 CFR
Part 19 and 20

9

Dear Sir:

> The basic concept of enforcing 5 Rems per year is admirable
along with allowing 3 Rems in a calendar quarter. The
manner of approach we feel, is poor because there is no
latitude and the wording indicates that overexposures are
deliberate, that is exposures in excess of 1.25 Rems per
calendar quarter.

1

1 There are several basic questions that are conspicuously
absent from this proposed rule as it appears in the Federal
Register dated February 20, 197s.

1. What happens to the worker when an exposure greater that
5 Rems occurs? Is he not permitted to work with radio-
active materials because he has exceeded his exposure
due to an accident? If this is the case, it would seem

,

| to be a violation of his right to earn a living.
|

2. An overall resentment by the industry should be expressed
because of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Co: mission supposi-

,

|
tion that no one tries to control levels.

,

1
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3. It is a known fact that the majority of thoco workers
who exceed 3 Rems were involved in power reactor work
and that probably ninety percent of the Regulatory
Guides issued are directed at that group. We feel that
the NRC should investigate its role with the power people

-

and consider forming two divisions, one for power reactors
and the other for byproduct materials. And possibly even
a third division, that being related to medical. There
are far too many rules that cover the three phases that
are applied to all even though they are specific to only
one group. F;: ample, of the three hundred twenty indivi-
duals menticned who exceeded 3 Rems, only about twenty
were indus*. rial byproduct users. But you are proposing
an overall rule for all facets of your licensing program.

4. Your justification consideration mentions Dr. Rosalie
Bertell and the Natural Resources Defense Council as
petitioners.and indicates basically that the NRC has
decided that these along with EPA, ICRP and others have
recommended that you accept these ideas. Realizing
that this is a proposed rule making and I have the
opportunity to comment, where is a reliable user repre-
sented in the above group? In other words , the NRC is
quick to recommend rule adoption based on supposition
which falls in line with hysteria created by anti-nuclear
groups such as Dr. Rosalie Bertell and the NRDC.

:- - - ., . _ - - . - - . _. - .. . . . . . _ _ - . . _ . . . . --
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Careful examination of your document reveals no justifiable
reason for acceptance except as in many cases the NRC feels
it is justifiable. There are several other questions besides
the major ones mentioned ab ve. What is the cost impact esti-
mated to be en the industry? Will the NRC in the manner it
has portrayed in the past be there quickly to level a civil
penalty on the industry? All present forms and procedures
will be made obsolete and reeducation of all personnel will
be a necessity.

Based on the above I oppose the modification or changes to
10 CFR, ! art 19 and 20. Realising that there are possibilities
that there are underlying causes for this type of change, if
and when these causes from a reliable and reputable source
are publised, then I will reconsider my position.

*

Very truly yours,

f| ' 'kt.

Walter P. Peeples, Jr.
President

WPP/aeg

Fred Rohde, Managing Director of the Non Destructivecc:
Testing Management Association

Congressman Ron Paul
|

| U.S. Senator Lloyd Bentsen
U.S. Senator John Tower

i

f
,
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CI APRl91973 > 4Secretary of the Commission- " '

U. 5. Nuclear Regulatory Co==ission g ",, 3 q.

Washington, D. C. 20555 b c .,

Co
Dear Sirs: ,N c-

In reviewing your prcposed rule change for dose-limiting standards
for workers, several. cc=ments must be made in opposition to such
change.

(1) The present 5 (N-18) rems, 3 rems per calendar quarter has
been in effect for a number of years and there has been no
conclusive evidence that this system does not provide ade-
quate safety margins.

(2) The present limits have been taught in the industry and the
philosophy relating to lifetime exposure is predicated on
such training. The impact in economics of retraining would
be cubstantial. Also, the reaction of individuals to such'

.

change could likely be one of confusion, as the NRC has pro-
~ vided a guideline on the limiting dose, now they change it.

i

"Have I been unduly exposed because of the NRC's newly founf
knowledge, and are the new limits adequate?"

(3) The adoption of this rule change would ;~,s2rly show the NRC's
acceptance of the linear hypothesis theouy.

This change appears to be the adoption of a rule for the sake of changs
There is no scientific evidence to support this change and hypothesis
is certainly not sufficient reason for this change. There are many reg

ulations which are promulgated to ensure the safety of workers in this
industry. If those are applied and well understood, they are sufficie.-
to reduce radiation exposures.

You have stated as a purpose that individual exposures must be reduced.
If the amount of work in radiation areas last year resulted in 320
persons receiving greater than 5 rems, does the application of che
linear hypothesis result in reduced problems frcm exposure if such ex-
posure is spread out over a greater proportion of the pcpulatien? I

think not'

s/r9b1.....,
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In summary, we oppose the rule change as being economically and phil-
osophically unsound and feel there is lack of evidence to support the
need for more stringent safety measures. .

Sincerely yours,

I.' ORPORATED .NUCLE R SYSTEMS, 7

f L ,L
-

-

.

.

.

.

Harry Rich'ardson
President:

HDR:sd.
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AW j
Docketing and Service Branch ,

/~ '
g% YWe 4,**, WSecretary'of the Cem.ission.

United States Nuclear Regulatory
Comission ~ W

Washingten, D. C. 20555

Dear Sir:

Subject: Prcoosed Chances To 10CFR20

The Supply System offers the foilcwing cc=ents concerning the proposed
changes to 10CFR20 which appeared in the Federal Register February 20, 1979.

1) 10CFR20.101 - No additional cc=ents are offered for the proposed
changes to this section of the regulation.

2) 10CFR20.3 - The proposed additional definition " calendar year" was
added to this section; however, " calendar quarter" was not redefined.*

As the Supply System stated in April 1978, a calerdar quarter should
L. be defined as a standard quarter (1-1 to 3-31, etc.) because licensees.

could be using different time periods for reporting dese informaticq.
This could increase the pcssibility of an overexposure, since ene*

licensee could assign a dose to a previcus calendar quarter and/or
calendar year, and another licensee could include the dose as part of
the current year.

We recer=end that this cement be recensidered. for inclusion with the other ,,

proposed changes.

Very truly yours,

M Cy'
D. L. Renberger
Assistant Dire; tor

Technology

mg
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Secretary of the Co=mi:;sion Serial No. 203
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission . Docket Nos. 50-280
Washington, D. C. 20555 50-281.

50-338
Acts: Docketing and Service Branch 50-339

License Nos. DPR-32
DPR-37
NPF-4
CPPR-78

Dear Sir,

Pursuant to the provisions of Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations,
. Paragraph 2.805, the following con =ents and suggestions are submitted for con-
. sideration in regard to the proposed amend ents to the regulations contained in
10CFR Farts 19 and 20, published in the Federal Register on February 20, 1979 at

* 44F.R.10388. The proposed a=end=ents pertain to the basic radiation dose-limiting
standards for workers, set forth in 5 20.101 of 10CFR Part 20, and related see-
tions of the regulations, including 1 19.13 of 10CFR Part 19 and 55 20.3, 20.102,
20.104 and 20.202 of 10CFR Part 20.

1. The proposed new paragraph (e) to be added to i 19.13, 10CFR Part
19 states:

"(e) At the request of a worker vlio is
terminating emplopent with the li-
censee in work involving radiation
dose, or of a ' worker who, while es-

ployed by another person, is ter=ina-
ting assign =ent to work involving radi-
ation dose in the licensee's facility,
each licensee shall provide to each
such worker, or to the worker's desig-
nee, at termination, a written report
regarding that worker's radiation dose
during each specifically identified cal-
endar quarter of the terminating cal-
endar year or fraction thereof, or pro-
vide an esti= ate of those doses if the
finally determined personnel monitor-

. ..~; - m - , J oe.results are not available at thatm,---,-

; - ated doses shall be clearly2

*
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Secretary of the Comission . ' 'h.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

Dear Secretary:

I wish to register my aoproval of eliminating from current
NRC regulations the use of the accumulated dose averaging for ula,
5(N-18), and related ratters, as contained ir, your croposal
appear:ng in the Federal Register of Tuesday, February 20, 1979,
pages 10388-10350.

Sincerely yours,

.

8
.

William H.'Aaroe, Director
Industrial Hygiene Division

WHA:dg
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April 6, 1979

'

Mr. Robert B. Minogue
Director .

.
.

, ,

r

Office of Standards Development
'

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Washington, D. c. 20555

Dear Bob:

Enclosed is a copy of my talk from Monday's
session of the AIF Conference. I hope the examples will
be of some benefit to you, as well as some of our coments
on AIARA and its implementation. I would also hope that
sometime before a decision is made, you and some of youri

staff will be able to visit one of our stations. I am

k extremely troubled that so many of the rules and regulations
being imposed on the industry are being written by people
with little practical experience, or outdated experience.'

Last Thursday and Friday, Dr. William Mills from the U.S.
EPA visited Dresden Station. Much to my amazement, I found
out it was the first time he had ever visited a nuclear
power plant. He seemed, to our people, to be a very
knowledgeable and practical gentleman, but a nuclear power
plant is considerably different than most other radiation
facilities.

As I indicated to you at the session, I am also
concerned about what our various regulators consider to be
reasonable costs. It frightens me to hear them talking about
five or ten million dollars as if it was very small. I am

sure that the accumulation of all of these very small costs
'

is the reason that the cost of electricity today is double
what it was less than ten years ago.

I was pleased to hear you.say that you intended
to use the experience of good performers as the basis for
your standards. My only concern would be that, based on

t ~~m~rsyg ., . g _,7 ,
. , , , ,.

one or tuo notches beyond. This' ^ ' '
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Secretary of the Cc=nission ,

. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comnission 'g ..
.

.- -

Washington, D.C. 20555 ; .

ATTN: 00CKETING AND SERVICE BRANCH \', - Q

SUBJECT: PROPOSED RULE CHANGE 10CFR PARTS 19 & 20

Gentlemen:

We have reviewed the proposed rule change as printed in the Federal Register,
Vol. 44, No. 35 of Tuesday February 20, 1979 concerning 10CFR Parts 19 & 20.

We find no major problem with the rules as proposed.

We would hewever like to suggast an additien in Paragraph 20.102 and in any
other part concerning disclosure of exposure by an. individual.

We feel that some stateTent indicating that failure of the individual to make
a true disclosure concerning exposure under 20.102(a) or (b) could be punish.
able by fine or imprisonment of the individual.

Sincerely y'ours ,

- w -

,

1 John B. McCormack
-

| Assistant Radiation
'

Prbtection Officer

JBMc/ds

|
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Secretary of the Commission ,,

U. 5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
-

Washington, DC 20555
G

Attn: Docketing and Service Branch

Gentl emen:

Re: Proposed Changes to 10 CFR Paet 20 to Eliminate
the 5(N-lS) Accumulated Dose L.imit

I

I have reviewed the prcposed amendments to 10 CFR Part 20 that were* .

published in the Federal Register on 20 February 1979. My comments.

are as follows:

1) I am strongly in favor of making 5 rems per year the
dose limit, with no exceptions, for whole body exposure.

2) I would likat to see the limits for calendar quarters
abolished, as recommended in ICRP Publication 25. If

this is too radical a step, then the quarterly limits
for the skin of the whole body, and for the hands and
forearms, feet and ankles should be set at 505 of the
annual limits, rounded off upward to a reasonably round
number. If current annual limits are kept, this would
be one 15 rems / quarter to the skin of the whole body and
40 rems / quarter to the hands and forearms , and feet and
ankles. Having a limit of 18.75 rems in the regulations,
with a significant figures, makes no sense to me when
the instrumenta used to measure the doses often involve|

an er-or of no better than 105 or so. t.imits should be'

specified in numbers rounded off to one significant digit,
or two significant digits if the first digit is a low
number and the second digit is a five (e.g.15, 25).

| 3) NCRP Re: ort 39 recommends lower annual limits for the skin
i

|
of the whole body and for the forearms. In addition,

ICRP Publication 25 rec:mmends a lower annual limit for
the hands, feet and ankles. Therefore. I feel that 'IRC

i

|
.,l -
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regulations should reflect the most conservative annual
limits recommended by these two authoritative bodies:
* Rems per

calendar year

'

Whole body 5
. . .

.

Skin of whole body 15

Forearns 30
.

Hands, feet and ankles 50

.. ~ 4) If the annual limits recommended in item 3 above are
adopted, and if the elimination of quarterly limits is
too radical a step to take, then I would like to see
the quarterly limits set as follows:

,,
,

Rems per
cale-i .' unarter.

*

Whole body 3

$ kin of the whole body 8

Forearms 15

Hands, feet and ankles 25
'

5) It makes even less sense to have quae'terly limit?, fer persans
under 18 years of age, so I urge that the limits te set at
10% of the annual limits for adults during any calendar
year. This would make occupational excosure for these
younger workers the same as that permitted in unrestricted
areas.

6) I would like to see the requirements for recuiring personnel
monitoring set at a percentage of the annual limit in a
calendar year--10% seems reasonable, e. g., 500 mrems to the
whole body. This limit is based on the recommended dose to
the fetus of 500 mrem over a 9 month gestation period. Levels
for requiring personnel monitoring could be increased for
older workers, to say 25% of the annual limits in a calendar
year.

7) I do not understand what makes a 17 year old worker any dif-
ferent from a 17 year old member of the general public. Members
of the general public are not required to wear personnel meni-
tor.ing devices, so workers should not be recuired to wear them,
even when under 13, unless they are expected to exceed 10" of

.

*-r --9-- A
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the adult annual limits in a calendar year. If this con-
cept is not acceptable, then perhaps 5", would be a good
compromise. It might not be possible to measure neutron
e'xt1sures at these levels with commercially supplied dosi-
metry systecs, however, particularly if the dose to the
whole body is highly fractionated. The question of re-
quiring personnel dosimetry for neutrons deserves much
more study and consideration at these low levels.

'

8) The requirement to determine prior doses during the current
calendar year for persons being monitored appears to be
excessive and a paperwork lightmare, at the dose levels *,

,

specified in the proposal. There are situations in the
nuclear power business where this would be appropriate,
but it should not apply to the bulk of medical and research
licensees where most exposures remain quite low, even with
rapid turnover of personnel . I reccmmend that dose limita-
tion with more than one employer be limited to calendse
year accumulations, and that it only apply to those indivi-
dt als who are realistically expected to exceed 50",, or per-,

'

haps 25'.', of the annual limits in a calendar year.

The above comments are mine alone, and do not necessarily reflect the
opinions of the Regents of the University of California or any of
their senior management personnel. Your consideration of these ccm- '

ments is appreciated.

Very truly yours,.
,

.
. c ':c =

Frank E. Gallagher, III,:|CHP
. Radiation protection Officer

-

FEG:er

|
.

|
|

1

- - - -. - _ . - _ , _ . . . , . _ _ , _ . . ., . _ _ . , _ _ . _ _ . . . _ ,-



.

|..

t c.NNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITYa
*

CH ATTANCOGA. TENNESSEE 37401

c.7ff +q./# " * 8 * -"'"r319 Edney Building
g n=79 2 *C

.

April 3,1979

Robert E. Alexander
Office of Standards Develop =ent ,

U.S. Nuclear Pegulatory Cc==issica
-

Washingten, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Alexander:

I as very interested in receiving a copy of NRC's prepcsed amend =ents
(dated Feb:aary 20) to its agulations that would eli=inate the
accumulated dose averaging formala mentioned in the Current Report
article,'Eadiation, Task Fcece Eeport Fears Ha::ards May Be Greater
Than Previously Suspected', page 1527 A copy of the article is

i

enclesed.

If there is a charge for this copy being sent to =e, please info:n =e'

before sendin6 the copy.

Thank you very much for your assistance.

Sincerely,

j, f- ; ,/

u~ % w x * - - ^. *; , . .
''

Jchn C. Elliott, M.D.
( ' Chief, Health Projects Staff/

DJ tision of Medical Services
!
|

|
Enclosure

:

\

|

|
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and to cope with incrrasing numbers of complaints. Whiting overenmmg barners. and com nunicatmg ...ccuvely both

stressed the reed for early sett!cment (f discrimination verbally and nonvertally.

g
comp!amts. Ha outlined a system which the agency may
begin usmg in a few regions this summer. Radiation .

-

The proposed system would permit more opportunity to
,

settle cases wahout lengthy investigqtions and litigation. TASK FORCE REPORT FEARS HAZARDS
One opportunity exists immediately af ter the compla.nt is - MAY BE GREATER THAN PREVIOUS!.Y SUSPECTED
made. Whiung said, when the complainant, employer and Exposure to low levels of radauen rnay be more hazard-

*

OSHA disenmmation tr/.estigator would meet and attempt ous than previously suspected and further research is needed
to settle the case face to face. Current OSH A procedure re. to.cisrify the possible health effects of low dose radiation,

*- quires a complete investigston of the complaint before a according to a February 27 statement by Secretary ofsettlement is made. an intestigation which does not bring, Health. Education. and Welfare Juseph A. Cshfano. .ir.
the employer and complainant together. Califano re! cased for public ecmment draft work group .

If the face-to-face meetmg is unsuccessful. settlement
may be possible after the fullinvestigation is comp!ete. but

reports of the Interagency Task Force on haliing Racation.
The reports cuver research on the health eficets of low levelbefore the case is recommended to the solicitur, according

. radiation. access to records for epidemiolegical research.
to niting.

Bc . employer and employee are better served by early the provision of mformation to the puU!e about raianon ex-

sett!ement - the employer in reducing the smount of posure. the compensation of those who are injured. and the

backpay awarded the employee 6 settlement and in avoiding - reduction of radstien exposure.
The task force was cr sted in May 1978 at the request of.

pessible court costs, and the employee in receiving an offer the White House. Last October Cengress mandated thatof joFr'eirtstatement and backpay as soon as possible.
,

IiEW "estabhsh a comprehensive program of research mto
Whiung said. .

Weedmg out trivial and non-OSHA complaints already is the bio!ogical effects of low-level ,onizing radiation" and
being done in OSHA's eastern refions by means of a new " conduct a comprehensive review of federal programs'of
screening process. accoring to CSH A cfficssls. Rather than research on the biological effects of iomzing radiaton "

investigaung in pc. son every complamt recened, an exten- The task force is chaired by HEW and includes re;resen-
tauves of the Departments of Deferae. Energy. and Labor.site telephone interview now is conc:cted with the employee '

to determine if a valid 11(c) comp!smt exists. Approximatc- the Veterans Administration, the Nue! ear Regafatory Com-

ly 15 percent of incoming complaints were chmirated in the mission. and the Envirormental Protecnon Agency.

past month without conduenng a I:.tl-scale investigation. Cahfano said the reports are to be circulated widely for

OSHA officials said. pacine review and comment and cautioned that they are
Buildir g Case Law draft versions and do not have final approval of the heads of

Since discriminatior law is "a part of the Act that is still the ager.cies involved.
being developed." Wniting cautioned that esses that ws!! He explained that H"W is expanding its radiation research,

build law "must be pursued." program. includmg a comprehensive research pregram on
Whiting said one ca:e of particularimportance in the area. occuostional ex;osure to low level radianon to be conducted

of job safety discrimination is the decision of the U.S. Court by the Center for Disease Control Cahfano noted that se:en-3

'of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit in Marshall v. Whirlpool tific assumptions about the extent of the risk from exposure
'

Corporation and Empire.Det rait Divisfort. Detroit to low levels of radation. whie's are the bases for existeg

, Steel Corporation (7 OiHC 10751. Calling the decision a gmdehnes for racation expcs.re. have been cas!!enged by
, " victory" for OSHA. Whiung said the esse " sets cs up severs! recent stumes. "At'nough none of these stumes is

again" for a Sapreme Court dec:s;on on the right of a worker conclusive, they do suggest that the incidence of feukemia
to walk off the job in the face of imminent danger.The Court produced by low !cvels of radiation may be higher than
previously dechned to review a Fifth Circuit Court of scientists previously thought." Cah!ano c'ommented.
Appeals decision in Marshalf v. Daniel Construcuor He observed. " Workers in a number of occupanons, in-
Company (6 OSHC 1031). cludmg. for example. uranium and ;hos; hate miners.

. nuclear energy p! ant employees. certain health. care pct.
P .btsc Information Effort sonne!. and resestchers are exposed to racauen we'l above.

Calling the area e' 11tes work " absolutely essentul." what the genera! publie receives " The work group report on
Whiting said OSHA is embarking on a public information reduem; radation exposures added. " Health professionals,,
campaign to educate workers about discriminaticA The sed techmeians incur the highest total population dose. but
agency plans to release within a few weeks a poster and the popalation dose for workers m the nuclest. power m-
pamphlets on diseramation. and a It!m on the subject now dustry and in manufactunng and general mcustry is alsa

*,

is bemg produced by CSHA.
OSHA officials anticipate an muease in the number of sigmfacent."

com;!aints as a result of the pubhcity. an increase which of- Ocewoetions: Esposure Umit

ficials admit will strain the limited resources of the 11(c) "The major issue in worker exposure has been the ade- ~~
staff unless many more cases can be settled more quickly. quacy cf the current occupanonal dose hmit." according to
Each of the 59 investigators has an average of 50 cases per the report
year - a 'leavy case load according to OSHA officials. ..A number of agencies share the responsibihty for en-

suring that worker exposures remain as iow as reasonablyNegorietions Training achievable below the estabhshed occu;ational standard."itThe first two days of the February 27-March I semmar
were devoted to neg"iations training. Gerard I. Nierenterg exp!ained. "A;; roaches to rega!suon vary accormng to the

and Richard A. Zeit of the Negotiation Instatate. New York indastry and the regulatory powers conferred on the respon-

City. conducted sessions on the " art of negotiatmg " Topics sable agency.",

covered included philoscphy and clirnate of negot;stens. " General:y the NRC ;rotects workers m the nuclear fuel

skillimprovement, strateg:es and counters in negotiatict.s. cyefe as well as those who employ by-prodact materials in

-
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industrial and health care settmgs. B. has the authority dial painters, uranium miners, and nue. .idustry
to condition licensmg on the user s developr .cnt cf workers.
procedures to maintain o eupational exposures as low as " Mortality statist,ics for radiologists in the United States
reasonably achievable ( ALARA). The NRC is seeking to ex- and Great 13rstain have been compared with statistics for
pand the operator's ALARA program review during actual other physicians and for the general population in several
operations, fo!!owing issuance of a license," the report con- studies over the past 35 years. Increased risk of leukemia
tinued. and other cancers has been regularly d.ocumented, par-

It explair.ed further that the Occupation 31 Safety and ticularly for older physicians exposed in the,early days of
Health Admin.stration "has no licensing authority and does radiologic practice when radiation hazardi were not fully ap-
not insist on application of ALARA, but rather attempts to preciated. Similar effects were not seen, however,in a study
ensure adherence to dose limits."In summarizing the ste,- of mortality among 6.560 U.S. Army World War II X-ray
dird for occupational exposure, the report said: "The dose technologists in whom radiation doses were presumed not to
hmit for nuclear workers permits application of a formula be as great " the work group observed,*

a!!owing up to 12 rems of radiation per year, providing that !! contmued, " Ongoing studies in the United States con-
the accumulated dose from prior years does not average tinue to follow cohorts of radium dial painters who 40 to 50
more than 5 rems per year since age 18. The standard years ags ingested substantial amounts of radium while
applies only to whole-body radiation. Separate standards ex- pointing the tips of their paint brushes with their lips. Greatly
ist governmg doses to individual organs" (29 CFR 1910.96; excessive numbers of bone tumors have ocentred in these
Reference File. 31:5357). workers. '1his ref!cets the fact that radium concentrates

The report also observed that the Mine Safety and Health 4 internally in bone tissue and that in many of these workers
Aaministration "has powers similar to OSHNs and is sufficient radium accumulated to produce high levels of local
responsible for ensuring that exposures to miners remain radiation dose (500 - 1,000 rad). An excess of colon cancer
below prescrib,ed ambient levels" (30 CFR 57.5-37 through has also been observed as well as an excess of nasal sinus -

.

57.5-47: Referena File, 31:1908).
.

carcinoma. presumably the result of radicacti.ity diffusi::g. .

It also summarized the controversy surrounding the from bcne to adjacent mucous membranes."
current occupational dose limit. It said, " Environmental

Portsmouth Novel Shipyardgroups and some unions contend that the standard should be
lowered to 0.5 rem per year because of the recent studies The report mentioned the investigation of mortality

" suggesting that radiation is 10 times more hazardous than patterns in nuclear workers at the Portsmouth Naval
has been pi,. iiously thought. 0thers beliue these studies are Shipyard in Kittery, Me. "This work has suggested an excess
in error." of cancer, primarily leukemia, among shipyard workers.

The report noted that industry and certain other unions The study however, covered only one-third of identified,

* "believe that the present standard, combined with implemen- deaths among workers and relied on indirect sources to
tation of ALARA, provides good protection for workers and define radiation dose. Levels of occupational radiation doses R',*
that lowering the standard would result in a higher worker are substantially below allowable limits in nearly all
population dose because more workers would have to be ex- workers. Interpretation of these findings remains uncer-
posed to radiation sources for a longer total time." It added, tain." the report cautioned.
" Environmental groups answer that lowering the standard Further studies of the shipyard are being conducted by the
would force industry to develop improved technology that National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health
would eventually reduce the population dose." (Current Report. February 15. p.1465).

The work group explamed. " Exposures cf United S'atesN AC Proposes to Amend Rules
uranium miners to radioactive radon daughters have beenNRC proposed on February 20 amendments to its

regulations that would eliminate the accumulated dose estimated by measuring radiation levels in mines and
reconstructmg the work histories of m, cividual miners. Ex.averagmg formula mentioned above and the associated

Form NRC-4 exposure history, and impose annual cess lung cancer has been observed m these workers, par-
ticularly among workers who smoked cigarettes. Excessdnse-limiting standards while retaining quarterly standards. lung cancer has likewise been found m other mining pep-Related amendments would express. in terms of the new an- ulations exposed to radon daughters, includmg \ew.nual standards, the standard for dose to minors, the re-
foundland fluorsps miners. Swedish and American hard rock

quirements for the provisiun of personnel monitoring equip-
ment. and the requirements for control of total dose to all mmers.,,English iron miners, and Czechoslovaluan uranium'

'

.

52uorkers neluding transient and moonlighting workers (44
$ - d

The commission asked that comments ba submitted by with respect to 35.000 werkers employed since 1544 gt the
nuclear facilities in Hanford. Wash. "Several of theseApril 23 to the Secretary of the Comm.ssion. Nuclear

Regulatory Commission. W'ashington.' D.C. 20555, Attention: reports mdicate increased mortality from multiple myeloma
.

.

and pancreatic cancer possibly associated with occupationalDocketing and Service Branch. radiation exposure. Similar patterns of excess cancer mot .NRC also decided to hold a hearing this Spring on the ade- tal.ty m Hanford workers were described in an earlier
/ quacy of presr.at occupational radiation dose-limi'ing stan- _ analysis of death certificates. Some, but not all. of these

rther information on NRC's proposed amarJfrr.ents_it analyses have also suggested statistically significant excess.
_

# available f re>m na Lexactier UtiscEo'LStanduds, mortality for lung cancer and for all cancers as a group..

t
However the report cautioned. " Interpretation of these~ Development. U.S Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

g uccion. O C 2M W ** N'I4 f5175. analyses w th respect to mereased risk of radiogenic cancer ,

is highly controversial . . . . To resolve these differences, sub- 4'

- - -
-

L%of lonising Radiation stantially more data will be needed both on the Hanford -[Q
The task force's science work group noted that workers and on similar occupation groups with particular

epidemiological studies concerning occupational radiation emphasis on the possib!e role of competing carcinogenic
exposures have involved medical radiation workers, radiurr. agents" (Current Report. February 8. p.1438).

} 8-79 Occupee.onal Sole.y & Health Repo.ee. .
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Secretary of the Cc==ission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Co==ission

.

Washington, D. C. 20555 --

Attu: Docketing and Service Branch , ,,

~r

\; pDear Sir: s
.

Subject: Elimination of Accu =ulated Dose Averaging For=ula.

I would like to =ake the following ce==ents on the proposed changes
to 10 CFR Part 20, as outlined in the Federal Register of February 20, 1979
(vol. 44, No. 35).

1) I basically oppose elimination of the 5(N-18) for=ula for rhee

The current reasoning is that a co:a1 lifeti=e dose of
-

following reason.
250 ROI delivered a: either 12 RDI per year (until 5(N-lS) is rerched)a IJhi_e thereor 5 RDI per year will have the sa=e net biological effect.
is currently some question about whether the total lifeti=e dose should
be reduced, I know of no data that indicate that a dose rate of 12 RDi/yr.
is significantly = ore risky than a dose rate of 5 RDI/yr.

The present for=ula assu=es that the i=portant stochastic effects of
radiation (genetic da= age and carcinogensis) are dependent pri=arily on
total accu =ula:ed dese. For one of these, genetic da= age, i: is *certainly
= ore reasonable to expose older persons who are beyond the nor=al child

In the case of a job requiring a = ore-or-less fixed can-re:bearing age. formula allows adose (such as in the Nuclear Power Indus:ry), the present
certain flexibility in the distribution of dose between younger and older

If :he 5(N-18) for=ula is eliminated then everyonc would beworkers.
limited to 5 RDI per year and it is easy to i=agine a situatien (again for '

the case of a fixed total =an-re= exposure to a given group) uhere the
younger seg=ent of the populacion receives a dose higher than at presen:.
This see=s to =e to be an undesirable, negative consequence of eli=ina:ing
the 5(N-lS) dose averaging concept.

2) I strongly favor the proposal :o retain quar:arly dose li=its, but
' to raise the =axi=u= per=issible dose to 3 RDI per quarter. Again, there|

appears to be no evidence that a dose ra:e of 3 RO!/ quar:er is any=cre
detri=en:a1 than a dose rate of 1.25 RD!/ quar:er (for the sa=e annual dose
of 5 RDI) .

/
Vin . -.: .

a

h h [ '
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3) I su.ggest that =ax1=== per=issible quarterly doses for the skin
and extre=1:1es be raise (. in a =anner analogous to : hat for :he whole
body. Li=its of 15 RDi/ quar:er for the skin, and 30 RDI/ quar:er for the
extre ities seem to be reasonable values that would provide greater

flexibility, without increasing the risk.

. . .

Very truly yours,.

.

.. .
. <. .

Walter F. Wegst, Jr. PhD
Manager of Safe:y and
Institute Heal:h Physicis:-

Certified Eealth Physicist.

*
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Ti!E CENTER FOR THE HEALTH $CIENCES

@/ft?, /C.*M/) , Los ascEt Es. cAurcastA 90cu

Secretary of the Commission
O. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

~

Washington, D. C. 20535 _

.

Attention: Cocketing & Service Branch

b*
~

Re: Comments on elimination of the 5(fi-18) rule.
(Proposed Regulation Change) , ''[

is sound and within current thinking of both the NCR? and ICR? andThe basic concept However,
for most situations would not place any particular limitation on :he licensee.
two parts are of some concern:

Sectiar 20.102 wr.,uld requi re each new person to sign statement listing his prior
'

dose within the calendar year. The administrative paper work
*

load on the University would be excessive considering several
Thethousand new persons start work with radiation each year.

potential gain in limiting doses would be negligible.'

ofAn alternate approach would be to pro-rate the dose for the res
the year starting at the time an individual begins work.

For example:

If a person started April 1, the allowed dose for the rest of the
year would be 3-3/4 Ren without regard for anything "they have had
prior to this time, and without written state ~ents by the person
involved. No additional paper work would be involved and the dose
to the person would still be considerably uncer 12 Rem as curren:ly
permit:ed.

Section 20.202 (Personnel monitoring) requires monitoring for people over 13 and unde.-Technically, this13 at 250 and 62i millirem per quarter res:ectively.
is attainable for hard gamma and sof t photon but is not technically
feasible for neutron. Meutron filrs do no: res:end to .eutron

Neutron films have a lowerenergies between thermal and 500 KEV.
reading limit (track counting under an oil immersion microscoce
and conversion to P.Et0. Neutron files cannot be run for long
periods (in excess of one (1) month) due to latent image fading.

'

Experience indicates that in-house dos imet ry can do a .conside rablyCom:ercial vendors often placebetter job than commercial vendors.
to 300 mrem in a cuarter) . Eventhe cut-off point a: 100 mrem ( egral

at these levels, the results are poor. Examoles of a recent inter-
comparison are on file in this office.

/9 ,.

. ;- k.'. !.,3
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. Effectively it isn't possible to read low neutron doses with any reasonable degree'

of accuracy so that the regulation would require something which is not reliable due
to technical limitations.,

* .

Very truly yours ,
f . .. . f-

,- > .
.

, .
, ,,.

- .

,

John C. Evraets
.

i Radiological Safety Officer

JCE/ap.
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P O. BOX 3158 e TULSA. OKLAHOMA 74101 e (918)939-2201

March 27, 1979 .

.

&

Office of Standards Development
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Attention: Mr. Robert E. Alexander .

Reference: Proposed Rules,10 CFR Parts 19 & 20
" Notices , Instructions , & Reports to
Wot0.ers: Inspection Standards For
Protection Against Radiation"

.

Dear Mr. Alexander:
*1

The following are coe=ents on the proposed a=endments to 10 CFR Farts 19
and 20:

How can the NRC justify the expense of changing and operating under a regu-
lation that has been acceptable, as is indicated in the NUREG-0495 "Public

'

ThereMeeting on Radiation Safety for Industrial Radiographers", Page 61?
apparently have been no new scientific developments since the publicationEven moreof these questions and answers that would justify such a change.

to " fail" to re-dangerous will be the tendency for persons who disagree,
port incidents that previously would have been reported.

The proposed changes to Part 20 could possibly reduce the reported exposures
to approximately 0.57. of the individuals participating in NRC licensed acti-
vities. The cost involved to have this reduction in exposure to approxi-
mately 0.57. of the participating individuals will be passed on from the licen-
see ultimately to the taxpayer and the consumer.

*
.

AL4 AGREEvfNTS CONTINGENT UPON STRIKES. ACC: DENTS AND OTHER CONOmONS SEYCND OUR CONTROL
ALL CONTRACTS ARE SUBJECT TO AP*#0 VAL sv AN OFFICER OF THC COMPANY OuCTAfiONS suasECT TO CHANGE wtTHOUT NOTICE

%

I
- / l
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YUBA HEAT TRANSFER CC .ATION

Page 2
March 27,1979
Mr. Robert E. Alexander

.

'

In sur: mary, until some sound reason is presented to justify a change, let us
use our present regulations _,to protect our whole population not only from ,

radiation, but also higher taxes and inflation.
|
t

Very truly yours,

!
YUBA HEAT TRANSFER CORPORATION

[

29 '
Allen Cash
Radiation Safety Officer

ACC:CD

cc: T. R. Harrington

*
, .
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' Address Reply to:- ..n

- Radiatica Safety Office
Center for the Health Sciences .

University of California x
405 Hilgard Avenue 2..,.

Los Angeles, CA 90024 Q y.},_ ,

. . ,7 - rgn:.:,.
.

Secretary af the Ccmmission f_j s - r f 0 1 ~~ '
" ' ' ' ' ' ' 7

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission J.*ci
' ,$ ?.' '.1. " 7 N
' .,3 - .. s ;q11ashington, DC 20555
";. [*Attn: Cocketing and Service Branch .

k. J '

Re: Comments on Procosal to Eliminate 5(N-12) Rule

The Legislation and Standards Ccemittee, with approval of the Executive
Committee, of the Southern California Chapter of the Health Physics
Society. 'has decided to make several cements on the proposed elimination

-

of the 5(N-15) whole body accumulated dose rule from 10 CFR Fart 20. The
procosed change to NRC regulations was published in the Federal :!ecistero

on 20 Fecruary 1979, in Volume M, Number 35.

Car co=ents are as follows:

| A) Section 20.101 Radiation protecticn standards for individuals in
restricted areas.

1) Regulatory requirements for occupational radiation excosure con-
trol must not be regarded as limits defining the boundary between

Rather, they are guidelines tnat can be usedhar= and no harm.
| to judge the effectiveness of the licensee's radiation protecticn'

This is certainly a proper regulatory function. How-
pro gram.

it is most imoortant that twse regulatory requirements doever,
not restrict the qualified ex::ert (certified heal;h physicist or
equivalent) in providing ocerational procedures that balance
benefit versus risk judrents in certain limited radiation use

The use of the dose averaging conceot was one way ofsi tuations .
croviding such flexibility. Mcwever, this arof trary lifetime'

dose limit is not the only method to orovide this needed flexi-
Therefore, it is our recomendation that if the 501-13)bility.

rem accumulated dose concect is to be eliminated, then it is vital
that scme criteria be included in the regulations whicn estab-This
lishes the orocedure for wai fer of the 5 rem annual limit.
waiver need not be aut::matic (as with the present 5(N-13) rule),
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