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Secretary of the Commission
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C., 20555

Dear People,

« worlid appr ceivd o
proposed amendents to Parts 19 and 20 of NRC
regulations. These amendzeats concern the
reduction of standards for c.cupational exposures
for nuclear workers froz 17 rems/year to 5 rems/
year.

These amendments were published in the Federal
Register on February 20, 1079.

Thank you for this consideration.

Lofottbzsen Y e

William Reynolds
March 6, 1979
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Secretary of the Commission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20535

Attention: Docketing and Servicing Branc®
Gentlemen:

1 wish to submit comments regarding the Proposed Rules published in the
Federal Register (Vol. 44, Neo, 35), dared 20 February 1979.

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

However, I think that the proposed section 20.102 needs to be revised in crder
to make it practical to comply with its provisisus. 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 do.e.

Therefore, the following altermate revisions are suggested:

: 1) After item (b) insert on item (¢) whic reads as follows: "or (¢) that
an individual states that the prior drse is unknown to the individual”.

2) Or, alte.~s:ively, it is suggestec that item (b) of proposed section 20.102
be revised s~ that, for individuz.s who have had previous work with radiation
s~ rces, the licensee isallowed 60 2ays to obtain dose histories from previous
e-vlovers.

I hope the above comments will be helpful.

Sincerely,

P 20

Sa#nuel Levin
Radiation Protection Offs sr
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Rogen T WaITe
CONBULTING ENGINRER
42 MIDOLEBROOK ROAD
WEST HARTFORD CONNECTICUT 068119

CERST Rt o March 23, 19
PROMSED Bk T '«'3 e, )

Secretary of the Commission
U. §. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20355

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch
RE: Proposed Lnanges in 100%720
Dear Sir:

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

1. Elimination of the differentiation of permissible quarterly
exposure between persons whe show a clear prior record as
compared with those who do not have a clear prior record
should timp'ify the record keeping in licensees' operations.
Two sets of limits will no longer be reguired for temporary
personnel. However, it does not eliminate the possibility
that an individual can get well over the three rem per

v quarter limit on successive jobs. It is very likely that

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

2. Sac. 3n 20.101 and .102 refer at many points to ""standards''.
Yhe table of permissible exposure dces not give standards, it
gives limits. Tre reference to standards is totally in error
and is misleading. This mi use of the word becomes particularly
contfusing when related to the reguirements for monizoring. These
reauirements can easily be interprete. as calling for a pro-rating
of the annual ''standard" for a quarteriy period, which | believe
was not your intent.

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

Yours very truly,
g——

-
-

LW ciunlns

Roger T. waite
Engineering Consultant
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March 21, 1979

Mr. Robert E. Alexander
0ffice of Standards Developme
US Nuclear Regulatcry Commiss
Washk? gten, DC 20555

Dear Bcb,

I ax glad to s2e the NRC propese a rule reducing the permissible arnual perscunel
expcrure from twelve to five rems per year. As ycu kacw we cperated under the 3 rems
per year policy at Gerneral Dyramics/Fort Worth. I continued that policy wken I came
to the University without any apprec.able 4422 2ulty. I have been par<icularly
sonceraned about inldividuals or ccmpenies that sell dose just because it is avtilable
in their “banz account". This propcsed rule change should curtail cr at least slow
down this practice.

I was going through scme old files a couple 37 weeks ago and ran acrcss scme rather
~240a]l locking dcouments entitled, "Fed Zutton on the Cesk","Dr. Schmeckle and Mr,
Pile-Iyed" and "What Price Survival'. The author is unkown, Alsc 1a this file I fcund

the emclossd article whish might bring back scme memcries of yeour early =P days.

Sincerely,
é’.ﬁaf
Hugh W. Bryant
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Secretary of the Commision

NRC

Washington, D.C.

Dear Sirs:

In 7 Responss to your request for comments on the oropcsal to do
away with the 5(N-18) regulation, Iwhole-heartily support reducing the
annual radiocation e:;posure to the legal limits of § 5§ R per year.
However, if this is just a prelude to reducing the legal limits to
€00 millirem annualy, I'm afraid that I would have tc cisagree with
you. Reducing the allowable exposure to that low a level would re-
gquire more manpower then is re lly required to comolete any sort of
tajor maintenance evelutions imside a reactor compartment, therebty
driving ur the already unreal costs of power production charged by
the major utilities.

Sincerely ycurs,

teven R. Lueders

. ’
™
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& el MIDWEST CHAPTER
i % HEALTH PHYSICS SOCIETY

March 16, 1979

cw-ve-3ry of the Commission 1
i.-e~+ion: Docketing and Service Branch
'f-f. vuelear Regulatory Commission
nisningzon, D.C. 20555
= s .ezen:

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

..

re

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

consideration in the final rulemaking. This correspondence

has been prepared and approved by the Legislative Commit:ee, voted

on and approved by the Becard of Directors, and presented to the |
|

chapter members for comment.
.,
In general, the chapter concurs with the rule change in that it

esents a sctep in the direction of maintaining radiation exposures
Portions of the proposed

"
"

ep
as low as is reasonably achieveable (ALARA).

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

follows:

B el e ’-4091 ‘:1}, cafﬂ ............
£ - e

E2warz Jascewsky Exacutive Secretary
Micwest Chagter - meaitn Shysics Society
Argonne Naticnai Lacoratory

Sa‘ety & Tecmnical Buiicing

7800 3. Cass avenyue
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Poplar Bluft Bospital, Inc.

= 218 CAK 87 AEET
PHONE THS-7701  BOSY OPMCE BOX 943

POPLAR BLUFF. MISSOUR! 63501
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March 16, 1979

Secretary of the Commission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington D.C. 203555

ATT: Docketing and Service Branch
Gentlemen:

Relative to t.e proposed rule to eliminate the accumulated dose averaging formula
§(N-18) and assc~iated form NRC-4 exposure history and impose annual dose limiting
standards while retaining quarterly standards, the following comments are rendered.

1. Clustering is very questiomable epidemiological evidence €far radia-
tion induced disease.

2. 1I: is highly desirable tc retain quarterly dose~limiting standards.

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

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

Since: °ly,

- - F )
- Y b

7 R e —
A.T. Tuma, M.D.
Radiologist
Prrsicist
Chief of Staff
ATT/paf

Duge of 19¢42101 75



Pryor Founary, Inc. Subsidiary of J1Case

A Tenneco Company

e e

P O Box 349
Pryor Qwanoma 743871 . .p 4 iy e

(918) 476.332" o+ PR o 3 - QHFR .

March 15, 1979

Secretary of the Commission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 2055%

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

ATTN: Docketing and Service Brauch

Gentlemen:

We are in agreement to eliminate the need for the 5 (N-18) dose
averaging for:ules for radiation exposure €O personnel, We can
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 perscnnel.

20.102 Determination of prior dnse. We take exception to the
following wording:

"Each licensee shail require any individual, prior
to cirst entry of the individual into the linensee's
restricte? area during each employment or work
assignrent, etc."
The word "individual" should be changed to "employee" and a
statement added whereas service companies could be permitted to
enter the facilities in ar emergency situation, vet maintain their

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

Very truly yours,
>c‘<_/, we2/ 7] fé (s

Darrell W. Pruitt
Radiation Safety Officer

JWP:pT

case
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HARVARD MEDICAL SCHOOL DEPARTMENT OF RADIOLOGY

JOINT PROGRAM IN NUCLEAR MEDICINE

CHARLES A. DANA CANCIR HOSPITAL « CHILDREN'S HOSPITAL MEDICAL CENTER .
PETER BENT BRIGHAM HOSPITAL @

W
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March 15, 197§"%O0 - | ST e

Secretary, U.S. Nuclear Regu .cory
Commissicn
Washington, 0.C. 208555

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

Re: Proposed Changes in WCFR19and 20
Sir:

1. While there is no magic reason to retain the 5(N-18) dose
averaging formula,neither do I know of aay reason to
prohibii a radiation worker from absorbed doses of 3 rem pe-
quarter or 12 rex per year. There is no evidence proving
that such exposures are hazardous - compared to all other risks
to which workers are exposed - and the efiects of reducing
such 1imits on overa 1 population exposures (geretic burden)
is nil. 1 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 ‘ndeed reascnable.

Sincerely yours,

~

Rauat Z. Qo

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

DED/ms

-
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CHARLESTOWN, MASSACHUSETTS 02129 -
TELE-~ONE: (417) 241.3600

N o i TUNAER March 15, 1979

Secretary of :he Commission

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Docketing and Service Branch
Washingten, D.C. 203553

Re: Propos~d Rules Changes Amending (10 CFTR Parts 1¢ and 20)
Y tices, Instructions, and Reperts to Workers:
Inspection Standards for Protection Against Radiation

Dear Sir:

Bunker Hill Comunity College prasuntly offers acersuitad training programs
in Nuclear Med.cine Technology and Diagnostic Radiologic Technology. Beoth
programs incerporate the use of a wide array of emergized equipment compara-
ble to chet found within the hospital setting. Scme 80% of this equipment
has been provided to the college through a grant from the Manpower Grants
Service, 0fi% e of Acad:mic Afl.lrs, Veterans' Administration. Students
recelve controlled laboratory axpiriences using this equipment which are de-
signed to acquaint the students with effect on the films produced and dosages
of radistion delivered resulting from adjustments of the varicus controls or
the use of accessories pertinent to each piece of equipment. Full awareness
of the effects of radiation exposure to both patients and radiaticn workers
{s an integral and vital component of the students’ training.

Protocols for strict control of student exposure Lo radiation have been de-
veloped within each program which are {intentionally more :onservative than
what would be required to keep student exposure to within presently accept-
able limits. [he proposed limit for mandating the monitoring of mimors 18
years of age or under (any quarterly Jose in excess of 1.25% of the annual
standards specified in Part 20.010) is a limit we fully endorse and indeed
have already incorporated inte our protocals for all students irrespective
of age.

v saed

Ougl oF 195159229
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‘March 14, 1979

Secretary of the Commissien
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissior
Wwashington, OC 20833

ATTN: Docketing and Service Branch

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

Gentlemen: ' .

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

As the leader in providing contract health physics technician
services to nuclear generzting facilities, we believe that the
flexibility afforded by the S (4-18) dose averaging formula is in
the best interest of the nuclear industry. Even though most of our
technicians do not exceed the 5 RZIMS per year dose, we feel that the
flexibility to do sc provices a cos: effective and controllable way
to accomplish the objectives of gettirg a power plaat back on line
in the most reasonable time pessible without unduly exdosing mare
people. 'We believc a system ~% controls is already in a fect to
1imit the dosas received by cur people and, we, as professionals,
believe we can and have demonstrated ALARA in our daily work. e
are available to provide testimcny to these facts and would be very
pleased to provide the cormission with such evidence.

In closing, we would Tike to reiterate that we, ard the incustry
need a centrolled formula that would still allow the flexibility t0
g2t the job done. The proposed rule, as written, coes not 21low this
latitude. A better way would be to control £ (N-18)!

Very truly yours,

"
e

» THC.

i

RAD SERVICE

. o
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Caorporate S
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PROPUSED Ruv PR - - R FR e}
Secretary of the Commissiou
U. §. Nuclear Regulator; Commission
washington, D. ~. 208358
Attention: Docketing and Service Brea:ch

Dear Sir:

Wwe would iike to take this opportuni.y to commer: on the proposed
amendments to 10CFR20 that would eliminate the accumulated dose-
averaging formula, 5(N-18), and the l2-rem-per-year radiation exposure
limit, as described in the February 20, 1379 Fecderal Register
(7590-01-M) .

In your Supplementary Information Section, you state: "These standards
were based on recommendations of the Naticnal Council on Radiation
Protectisn and Measurements (NCRP), the Internaticnal Commission on
Radiological Protection (ICRP), and guidance for federal agencies issued
by the former Fedaral Radiation Council (FRC,..-)" The section goes on
to state: “"The Commissicn, taking into accounc recently published
interpretations of epidemiological data and asscciated reccmmendations
for lower standards, and also in response to petitions for ru.e making
t5 lower the dose standards filed by the Natural Rescurces Cefense
Council (NRDC) and Dr. Rosalie Bertell, has determined that a hearing
shou.d be held on the adeguacy of present oz -upational radiation
dose-l:miting standards."” While a hearing .ay be in order based n your
assessment of the requests, it does not follow that deletion of tae
provisicn for utilizing the g(N-18) dose-averaging formula is either
necessary or wise.

Reducing the radiation expisure limits as proposed will not lower the
work force man-rems, but spread them over a large: populaticn. This

does not meet the intent of the NRC's ALARA concept. With the number of
radiation workers in the industry, and with the small number actually
exceeding the propesed S-rem annual dose limit, it should be apparent
that l.-eiseas are not aktusing the ALARA concept. It is our feeling that
by deleting the provisiocn, total exposure will be significantly

increased because of difficulty in meost instances of replacement perscnnel
accomplishing tasks which require highly skilled individuals to receive
exposure above the S-ram annual deose. In other instances, outage costs
could be greatly increased with no reduction in man-rem exposure or a
total increase in exposure.

e - .:-'i‘..u-.wo---oo.oo-o“
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Mr. Samuel J. Chilk

Secretary of the Commission

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 203%5

RE: Request for public hearing on proposed rule to
emend 10 CFR parts 19 and 20

Dear Mr. Chilk:

On behalf of Commonwealth gdison Co., of Chicago, an
' NRC licensee with extensive experience in the operation of
nuclear power generating facilities, the undersigned her:by
requests a public hearing cn 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.

1f 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 per year and 3 rem per guarter, respectivaly.
In addition, the propcsal would modify notification,
reporting and other related provisions of the present
regulations.

This proposal raises important issues which warrant
an opportunity £-~ discussion before the Commission. Gince
these issues relaving to dose accumulation are distinct from
the issues concerning the level of the occupational exposure
standards to be con<idered at the hearing described in the
SEck it 3 e s~ .onime, tentatively scheduled for
: o s M, v preferable to address these

DUPLICATE DCCUMENT

Entire document previously
entered intc system under:
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February 28, 1979

Secretary of the Commission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20553

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

Gentlemen:

This coument is in response to the proposed rulemaking regarding changing
che allowaole dose requirements in 10 CFR 20, as outlined in 4" F.R. 10388
(February 20, 1979},

I 40 not believe that this proposed change would close the loophc-le that
ptesently 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 =xposure
histcry. The licensee must assume the disclosure is accurate, but ihis
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 allowab.i.: eaxposure O {ndividuals does not prevant
individuals from receiving doses far in excess of the allowable limits. This
is especially true for ~ransient workers aad moonlighters. .

Many employers of service personnel are not licensees, sO there is no burden
upon the employer to keep accurate records of employee exposure. The licensees
also are not under any burden to make timely reports of exposure to individuals
who are not their employees. In ms~y instances a report to an individual is
only required after the end of each quarter. The individual could visit
several licensees during any quarter, without having any information as to his
dose at these licensees, unt!l well afzer the end of the quarter.

1t is obvious that the licensees cannot do a thorough background check on all
workers under their license. It is clso difficult, if not impossible, to
perform follow-up work such as exposure estimites from bt.oassay informaticn,
for transient workers. For example, the requirements of 10 CFR 20.102(a)3

to back calculate total exposures based on in:zakes of airborne radiouuclides
could c¢.ly be accomplished if a ‘{censee had all the information on MPC hours
and the like from other licensees.

It is equally obvious that individuals themselves cannot keep accurate exposure

records since they must depend on the licensze to give them data and the data
some%imes requires interpretation and calculations that may be beyond the ex-

pertise oi the {adividual.

g ,'.‘.3 .’7..........-.-77,
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Feb. 28, 1979

1 recommend that the present loophole be «losed so that individusls will be
protected as required by regulat‘on. An individual may choose not to be
protected and mis.ead a 1’.censee regarding his exposure, or the individual

may make ar honest mistake regarding his own exposure. However, a risk of genetic
damage may exist so individual choice may not be allowed. An {ndividual's
offspring have a right to be protezted and, tharefore, the NRC should exercise
much streager control over individual radiation exposures. ‘e

The regulation should provide that each individual's exposure at any licensee's
facility be provided immediately upon 1-aving the facility if he is going to
visit another licensee's facility prior to returning. The regulat‘ons should
also provide for & means of determining 4if 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, .

i r f 4 ,1’ /
'/é:fw/ /i «[/- :/;:,"4"0
Richard DiSalvo

Radiation Safety Officer

-
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May 4, 1279

Secretary of che Commission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, DC 2053553

Attention: Dosketing and Service Branch

Dear Sir:

T.e ecocnizant Mew York 3tate radicactive materials sontrol agencies
have reviewed the recent NRC proposed ameniments to the occupacional
radiation prutection standard (Federal Recister, February 20, 1979,
Vol. 44, pr. 10388-90). With the exceptions discussed below, New York
supports the proposal iaecluding specifically the elimination of the
§(N~-13) dose averaging formula, and the astablisnment of a 5 rem annual
and 3 rem quarterly dose limit for wnole beody exposure.

New York recommends that NRC modify the period of application for
the annual limits from the srogosed "~alendar vear" to "any four consecu-
tive guar+<ers". Such a chang would eliminate the possibility of a & rem
semi-annual period and a 10 rem annual per.icd, which would be permissitle
under the "calendar vear" format (i.e. last guarter or two of one year and
first guarter to twe of the nexs). It would also remcve from licensees t.ae
possible temptation to allow a radiation worker to exceed the dose limit
in the final quarter of a calendar Yyear with the knowledge that the worker
could continue rad:iation werk in the €ollowing guarter, the first Juarcer
of a new calendar vear. The "calendar year" farmat could also give the
impression of a double standard when a radiation worker who receives the
annual limit in the first two calendar guarcters is prohibited from fSurtler
radiation work that calendar year, wnile ancther worker who receives an
identical dose in the final two calendar quartars is permitzed to ccontinue
radiation work withcut interruption.

Currently, New York State's applicable reculations, Industrial Code
Rule No. 38, Part 15 of the New York State Sanitary Code, and Article 7S
of the New York Cisv Health Code, 2ll express vne annual limit in terms of



Secretary of the .ssion -2- May 4 ‘9

"any 52 consecutive weeks”, which is comparable (albeit not identical) %o
the recommended medification of "four consecutivs gua.ters”.

.
A preliminary draft version of the proposed amendment, which was

provided to the Ajreement States in June 1978, inclucded a requirement

that licensees who are required to gerform personnel monitoring, air
sampling or biocassays shall develop, do~ument and implcment programs for
ensur.ng that occupational radiation exposures are maintained "as low as
reasonably achievable" (ALARA). That requirement was deletcd in the pra-
posed amendment formally published in tiie Federal Rec’ster. The New York
City Department of Health, one of three New York radicactive naterials
lirensing agencies with responsibility assumed under the NYS/NRC Agree=
men:, has expressed its objection to the deletion of the ALARA reguire=-
ment. It belisves that without the ca.cat on nums: ical standards which
ALARA provides, the maximum allowable limits may tend to beccme wholly
‘acccpcable. while the other two New York radiocactive materials licensing
agenciuvs, 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 dec not share its support for the deleted reguirement. They
feel that the implementation of the ALARA principle can be and is adeguately
ensured in the review of an applicant's radiation safety program during the
licensing process, and in post-licensing inspection. Further, the State
Derartment of Health foresees difficulty in integrating such a requirement
into its program for regulating radiition producing equirment (e.g. ¥-ray
machines, a~cslerators) which currently consists of a registration rat.er
than licensing process. In that regard, the Health Departmunt feels tliat
the ALARA reguirement would mean significant increased workload with guesticn~
able commensurate benefit. :

New York appreciates the opportunity to comment on the propesed amendment.

Sincerel:

/‘ _._q

,//;‘( ,/\'J:‘f/') ’/
. K. DeBcer X

jrector cf Nuclear Operations

o t)\

¢es: Dr. Francis J. Sradley
Thomas J. Casiman
Sherwoccd Davies
Dr. Leonard R. Solon
G. Wayne Kerr
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S«cretary of the Commission
U. . Nuclear Ragulatory Commission

Washington, D. C. 20553 v [ 21875 DL

Tl

o ot *o Nyeetey

Atcention: Docketing & Service 3ranch

Gentlemen:

Referenc2: Proposed Amendments %O
10CFR20.

As the licensee for the Joseph . Farley Nuclear plant we have the follow=-
ing comments regariing the proposed aczendments:

1. 107FR20.101. The elim naticn of the 5(N-18) accumulative dose
rule should not ~aus:c an immediate problem with respect to our
own employees, since ihe rule would be used only unde: exceptional
circumstances. However, we ave opposed to its elimination om the
grounds that the rare occasion may arise wher: it is needed to
accomplish special work. Further, its elimination will have an
{mmediate and dirsct impact on a small group of contract workeis
having special skills. Its elimination will not lower the total
man-rems required to sccomplish special surveillance and maintenance
tasks, e.g. eddy current tesrt.ag of steam generator tubes, and
could result in a net increase of total man-rems by the use of
additicnal personnel to do the work.

Although, not related to dose, the climiuation of the S(-18)
r.le would reduce the record keeping load related to securing
aid maint-ining a prior lifetim. exposurc history on each worker.

2. 10CF220.104(a). This change would not affect us, since it is
Compaay policy not to employ persons under 18 years of age.

;!41 TR
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Secretary of the Commission May 1, 1979
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissicn

Page 2

. 10CFR20.202. The slight decrease in the level at which personnel
monitoring equipment is required is &of expected to have a
significaat impact on our present perscanel monitoring program.

-t

Yours very truly,

AN Y/
-
H. 0. Thrash

Manager
Nuclear Gemeration

HOT/WMJ /b
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grorosn gt 0-19 20@""”*’“88) March 12, 1979
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Secretary of the Commission
Washington, D. C. 20333
Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

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

Dear Sirs:

I thaok you for adding my name to your 1list of persons notified of specific
Commission actious. In the past, my first notice has bz2en received by accideat
and after comment periods had expired.

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

Tt seems to me that 5(N-18) has been seen as a guide in two different

contexts. 1) That relating to the radiation worker in the ordinary course
of his employment. 2) That relating to any persom, though a radiation worker

‘ in overbearing probability, at a time of radiation emergency. You argue well
to abandon 5(2-18) for the first context. Supervisory personnel, particularly
the RSO, needs a guide to employ in the case of a radiatidn emergency. If not
5(N-18), please do not leave a vacuum. The dif iculty then would probably be
both technical and legal. .

I wish to applaud removal of "permissible". It has been a long=-standing
joke that "Maximum 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
collect the moonlighting portions of occupational radiation histories. Fear
(on the part of the worker) is involved, conditions and locations change
abruptly, and the worker typically does not see this as a priority matter.
We try but I am unsure of the degree of cooperation received.

Jours sincerely,

G. D. Adams, Pa.D.

GDA:db

: _-;’,lx..'.‘?ﬁ-.
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Secretary of the Commission
US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Wwashington, DC 20555

Subject: PROPOSED RULE CHANGE TO 10CFR20
FEDERAL REGISTER VOL 44, NO. 35
DATEL TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 20, 1979

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

Dear Sir:

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

Comment 1 B

In light of operating experience and the ICRP-26 recommendations,
the deletion of the 5(N-18) rule seems appropriate. However, in
accordance with the ICRP-26 recomm:ndations, the NRC should eliminate
the quarterly exposure limits. This would give ufilities additional
operating flexibility and may very well reduce annual man rem exposures.
In addition, it would be consistent 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 optien to exercise their
own judgement ip these natters. A 3 rem, rather than a 5 rem, quarterly
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.

Comment 2

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
got. In addition, ICRP-14 has clearly demonstrated the relative

38 By card.. q}“’."?.‘ cevaave
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EB15CO SCNVICES . i
INCORPORATED -2- March -, 1979

radiological insensitivity of the lens of the eyes. Using a 50 year
working 1ife, 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
thet the technical basis for the NRDC petiiion, namely the Mancuso
report and the Portsmouth study, have been discredited. In light of
this and the ICRP recommendations, a rule making hearing in response
to the NRDC petition .s unwarranted. -

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

s

Very truly yours,

Sl unct 2 (Fsons

EDWARD P O'DONNELL
Chief Engineer
EPO:JM:no Nuclear Licensing
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PHILADELPHIA FLECTRIC COMPANY
2301 MARKET STREET
PO BOX 8699
PHILADELPHIA PA 19101

.103&8)

SHIELDS L. O/ALTROFF (215) 841-5C0!
VICE PRESIDENT
SLECTRIC PRODUCTION

April 25, 1979

Mr, Sazuel J. Chilk

Secretary of ‘ne Commission

T. S. Muclear Regulatory Ccimissicn
Wesaington, DC 20555

ATTENTION: Docketing and Service Branch

Subiect: Cozmenis om Froposed imendzent tc 10 CFR 20

Op February 20, 1979, tk Muclear Regulatory Commission
published in the Federal Register (4, P.R. 10288 et seq.) propesed
amendnents tc its regulatiocns and requested cerments on the proposals.
We appreciate this opportunity to provide the Commissicn with
Philalelpnia Electric Cexmpazy's ccoments on the proposed axmerdzents.

One of the propesals being zade by the Cermission is %o
delete the zcouwmlated dose averaging formila, §(N-18), frem the
regulations in Part 20. We concur with +his propcsal and with the
related proposal to eliminate the need for signed NRC-L forms. We
also concur with the Commission's propesal %o revise Secticn 20.102.
of the regulatisn %o reguie 2 worker to sign a statezent describing
his previcus expcsure for the year. We believe that this Tegquirexment
rightfully places scme respornsibility on the worker himself and will
have the ailed benefit of encouraging the worker to become more aware
of his accumulated dcse.

The Cormission is also preposing %o establish armu2l lixits
for radiation decses of 5 rem per year, as well as the quarterly lizmits
of 3 rems per calendar quarter. The raticnale for inpeosing the guarterly
1imit is %o enable the Commissicn %tc receive early indications of
possible undesirable situations and provide the MRC the eppertunity to
investigate such situaticns., We teliave that it would be more appropriate
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April 25, 1979

for the regulations to permit a 5 rem esposure at any tize during

the year even if the exposure occurred in a single calencar quarter,
gince there is no siznificant difference in biological effect between
an annual limit of S rem and a quarterly limit of 3 rem. For purposes
of notification and control, the regulations cculd still require a
licensee to notify the Commission in the event of an exposure in
excess of 3 rems per quarter.

Additicnally, we believe some provisions should be made
to permit a licensee, on prior applicaticn to the Commission, to
utilize 12 rem per year in those circumstances when use of the
higher limit would be beneficial, e.g. minimizing total radiaticn
exposure.
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Secretary of the Commission

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

Dear Sir:

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

In the Feders! Register, Volume 44, No. 35, Tuesday, February 20, 1879, the
§ U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission has outlined propcsed amendments to its
regulations which will eliminate the accumulative dose averaging formula 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 § 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 appesats 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 “~rt 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 hardshis 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
ean n» 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.

Ackpow.idssd by o, S.h"--—:-‘?
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It should be noted that in a proposed ruic ~zxing to 10 CFR Part IC.
published February 6, 1978, the Commission addresse- ..e necessity of dismissal or
removal of a worker from all activities involvirg poieatial exposure in subsequent
calendar quarters. In this document, it was stated thot:

"The dose limits recommended by standard setting groups such &s
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 lineer dose/effect
concept indicates that the risk associated with additional decse at
low dose rates would 5a no greater than those associated with
comparable Jdose received before an occupational overexposure.
The possible loss of employment by an individua! is not ~on-
Sidered to be warranted by the small risk involved in additional
dose within the Limits in 20.10L" (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-
pecielly ir the industrial radiography industry where there is a real possibility of an
individual exceeding the annual limit. It is also very likely that if an individual is
restricted 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 ‘o 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
work, if he so chooses, in a radiation area with a limit of 13 Rem per calendar
~jarter for the four consecutive calendar quarters after the overexposure. This
.ould 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 cpportunity to comment on these proposed changes.

Sincerely,

el

. / M—
'/

7 Jim Porter

inistrator

Nuclear Energy Division

BJP:RLW:pfd

ce: Office of State Programs
All State Radiological Healt! Programs
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Mr. Samuel Chilk

Secretary of the Comnission

U S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dear Mr. Chilk:

Re:

Proposed Rule to Eliminate the Accumulated
Dose_Averaging Formula, 5(N-18) (F.R. Notice,
February 20, 1979, p. 10388).

= .z
e g
7S

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

5.

II.

ITI.

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 tu
reduce the present standards would be inappropriate.

The subject of occupational exposure has generated extendad
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 &nd unnecassary
costs. To improve the probability of an intelligent, well

reasoned decision, the commission is urged to delay consider-

ation of the proposed rule until the hearings are complete.

The rule as suggested ignores the present efforts to reduce

" occupational exposures to satisfy ALARA standards. If given

a reaconable demonstration period. the ALARA Program can

reduce the exposure levels substantially without the ngcessit¥
ula.

of abandoning the flexibilily provided by the averzging form

The information provided in the F.R. Notice imrlys that
substantial individual dose savings can be realized by doing
away with 5(N-18); however, an E.P.A. Report inuicates that
the average dose received by all U.S. workers using the
formula was substantially less than the maximum allowable
when using the vormula. Based on data for 1976, which is
comparable to data from 1977, the average received by all
workers exceeding 5 Rem/Year was 6.65 Rem, far below the

maximum of 12 Rem. (See Table 7.1, p. 74, Radiation Protection

Activities - 1377 EPA-520/4-78-003). This data verifys the

prudence with which the formula is used and the minimal effect

on the individuals receiving the extra dose.

Ackn e d g ed by cand. .‘t(?-m
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Mr. Samuel Chilk
Secretary of the Commission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commisiiin

Page 2

IV. The proposed rule fails to address the issve of exposure
standards for fertile women. /ny final rule relating to
occupational exposure must clarify the commissions 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(t). These standards are used
prudently and in the vast majority of situations result in exposures
only slightly higher than the proposed annual dose Timit.

Thank you for the opportunity to make these comments.

Sincerely,

—

:i)72_;ﬁ20»»33w‘\
Robert E. Uhrig

Vice President
Advanced Systems & Technology

REU:JRP:cf

cc: Robert Lowenstein, Esquire
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Mr. Samuel J. Chilk

Secretary of the Commission

U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dear Mr. Chilk:
"PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO 10 CFR PARTS 19 AND 20

The following comments 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 calied and
would implement 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 active
participant in the preparation of the comments provided to you by the UORSG.
We support those comments and do not consider it necessary to belabor the
dctails 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 § Rem/year
have been minimal. There were six such exposures in 1375, three in 1976, one
in 1977, and none in 1978. Of these, only one was above € Rem and none were
above 7 Rem. This record 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 1ittle 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 *hat 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

- - e
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Mr. Samuel J. Chilk -2~ April 24, 1979

relatively unskilled personnel are assignac to tasks which would be otherwise
performed by more experienced indiviauais. In such cases, collective dose may
be expected to increase because of additional time spent at the tack. Firnally,
from a radiobiological point of view, there is no evidence that any significant
~hange in risk is attributable to the rate of exposure for the time frames
involved here. There is no significant difference in risk for receiving $ 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 curre % proposals
by certain special interest groups and several individuals to reduce the curvent
radiation dose limits. Their positions have received considerable peer criticism
and are not accepted by well established ard recognized bodies of radiological
expertise. We ask that the Commission hold hearings before any modification
of existing radiation standards is undertaken, in order to allow full and open
discussion of the technical merits of any such proposal.

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

Very truly yours,

o

Sol Burstein Execdtive Vice President



2410 3Sugar M1l Read
Charlotte, N. C. 28210

@ April 24, 1879
P,

i i D0 =19 26(0aER 1£383)

Secretary of the Commission
U. S. NHuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20533

ttention: Docketing and Service Branch

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

Gentlemen:

This letter is provided to clarify the stitement of tha EEI Health
Physics Task Force provided in my letter of April 16, 1872, The
proposed amendments have not been supported with scientific cata
that justify a modification of current rules which have evolved
from extensive ratearch and experience with fonizing radiation.
More specifically, the explanatory information contained in the
notice indicates that the Commission has not thorcughly evaluated
the impacts of eliminating the 5(N-18) duse averaging formula.

We obiect to the elimination of the formula without acecuata justifi-
cation. If the Commicsion persists in its intant to eiiminate the
formula, we recommend strongly that the NRC include this matter in

a public hearing prio~ to instituting the change. It is imperative
that the interested parties be given the opportunity to prasent their
views Airectly to the Commission and that a thorcugh record e
established.

This additicnal corment is provided to suppiement cur comments of
April 16, 1879.

Sincerely,

o e

Lionel Lewis, 3cars Memger
EEl Health Physics Task Force

LL/jpt e n

pupe of 1704204219



y b
Y

PuBLIC CiTIZEN LITIGATION GROUP
SUITE 700
2000 P STREET. NN W
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20038

(202) 785.3704

April 24, 1979

Samuel J. Chilk, Secretary
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, 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 commerts on the pre-
posed regulations to eliminate the S5(N-18) exception to the
general occupational radiation limits. Notice of the pro-

posed amenaments appeared in 44 F.R. 10328 (Feb. 20, 1972).

1 agree with the major thrust of the amendments which
does away with the 5(N-18) exemption to the nominal cccupa-
tional radiation standard of 5 rems per year. The exemption
now almost swallows up the rule and allows the vast majority
of nuclear workers to be exposed to up to 12 rems of external,
whole body radiation in a year. Given the recent scientific
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 1s long overdue.

The notice asks for comments cn 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
rems. A quarterly limit is needed because of the nuclear
industry's use cf short term contract labor or migrant atomic
workers. The suporsed justification of an occupational
standard which allows much greater radiation dose than the
public can be subjected to is that a worker can reasonanly be
exposed to greater danger than the publiz in return for his
pay. It is unfair to subject a worker to a year's worth of
risk for a day's pay. Sixty percent cf a year's risk (3 rem)
is not much better.

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

Duge of 796118525
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and another complete guarter'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 guarterly limit should be one-fourth of the annual
imit.

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" »cc .pational 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:rs
encugh, and thus contains the very categorical reassurance that
the change supposedly eliminates. 1In addition, the new title
is a1 cop out, eliminating explicit recognition that it is the
NRC recgulations which perwit workers to get certain maximum
routine radiation doses. President Carter has ordered federal
agencies to move in the direction of clear, forthright reguia-
tions, not the other way.

An unfortunate side effe~t of elimination of the 5(N=-18)
rule is that employers will no longer need to calculate a
worker's lifetime history of occupational radiation dcse on
Form NRC-4. Thus, an employer will have no incentive to keep
convenient tabulations of its workers' exposure histories all
in one place. This is unfortunate in +JO respects. First, it
increases the difficulty for a worker to get a ready cumulation
of his lifetime doie at any time during his career or upon leav-
ing an empioyer or retiring. Secondl,, it impedes future epi-
demiological radiition research by vequiring researchers to
dig through many rear's old, original records, possibly in
different formats, to establish dose histories.

n.e solution to this byproduct of the proposed reform is
to establish a2 national registry of all occupational radiation
exposures. 1In addition to providing accurate, up-to-date in-
formation to workers themselves and researchers (with appro-
priate provision for protection of privacy), a computerized
national registry would help eliminate the problems which now
exist with workers who work for more than one employer. Such
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 gquestions about these comments, please
give me the opportunity to clarify and supplement them.

‘Sincerely yours,

Michael ¥

Michael H. Banc»oft
Staff Attorney

MHB/ms } |
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April 23, 1979

Secretary of the Commission ;
U.S. Nuzlear Ragulatory Commission . AL -
ashington, DC 20555 e L

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

-

Gentlemen:

Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc. respectfully
submits the following comments on the Commission's propcsed amend-
ments to 10 CFR Parts 19 and 20, relating to dose limits for wvorkers,
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 informaticn before selecting a
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 Tonizing 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 consis* .at 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

evidence that excgsu:e to the highest radiation levels currently allowed
B R diate threat tc health, or coulé beccme

are, review and adopt standards after all
_eceived. The benefits of delaying a
. ons to the e:xisting regulations until
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General Counsel

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
7920 Norfolk Avenue

Bethesda, Maryland 20034

e

Dear 3ir,

In the absence of medical data to suppert it, we sincerely oppose
your agency's proposal published in the Federal Registar 20 Febru-
ary 1979 to change 10 CFR Part 20 to eiiminate the dose limiting

formula S(N-18) or "dose bank". Your proposal suggests the imple-
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 scme of the results will be counter to the objectives

you seek to achieve and may well work to the physical disadvantage

of radiation workers. There are unravorable economic implications

to the nuclear electric companies and their custcomers, but these are 4
of no consequence if it is clearly demonstrated that the workers'

health environment is indeed improved and not accicdentally degraded.

It seems to us to be an imprudent course to follow to implement a

change in regulaticns precipitously and without tul} evaluation be-
forehand.

The proposed changes in requlations 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,

L e rald

Chairman of the Board and President ;

DA:wg
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QOCT WUMER @ April 23, 1979
ERODED RULE PR-:j 20(4‘1/:@/03885
Mr. Samuel J. Chilk
Secretary of the Commission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory fommission

1717 H Street NW
Washington, DC 20935

Attentien: Dogk;t‘r; and Service Branch

Subject: Proposed Amendments to 10CFR19 and 10CFR20

Cantlemen:

This is in response to the Commission's notice in 44 Federal Register
10388 (February 20, 1979) requesting comments on proposed amencments
to 10CFR19 and 10CFR20 of the Commission's regulations. The effect of
these amendments would be to eliminate the dcse averaging formula

and the associated exposure history records and impose new annual
dose-1imiting standards while retaining quarterly standards.

westinghouse believes that, in matters relating to radiation protection,
the guidance and recommendations of such eminent scientific bodies as
the International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP), the
National Council on Rediation Protection (NCRP) and the committee on
the Biological Effects of lonizing Radiation (BEIR) must be relied
ugon. (ne Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has the responsibility
for reviewing the reccmmendations of these scientific bodies and
promulgating general guidelines and standards for radiatiocn protection
guidelires and standards to be utilized by other agencies of the
feder:i government, In view of the fact that EPA is prescntly
reviewing and updating existing federal radiation protection guidance
for occupational radiation exnposures, we believe that the proposed
amendments to the Commission's regulations are inzppropriate at

this time.

The EPA has also announced, at the Atomic Industrial Forum Conference
on Rcjulation 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 occupaticnal radiation protection standards.

Since there is no imminent need to promulgate the propcsed amendments
we believe that action should be delayed until EPA issues its
occupational radiation protectinn guidance. At that time, the proposed
amendment should be considered in concert with any other changes
necessary to implement the EPA guidanca.

. - ———
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Westinghouse beljeves that while it is not az:-:priate to prumulgate
changes to the existing NRC occuraticnal rici:<ion protection standards
at tnis time, participation by NRC in the E?- :roceedings and
preparation for possible future changes is tizeiy. In this regard,
Westinghouze offers the following specific ccmments on the proposed
changes to 10CFR20 for the NRC consideration durinr their preparation:

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

"Situations may occur infrequently during ncrmal
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 radicactive material m:) be
permitted provided the dose-equivalent commitment
does not exceed twice the relevant annual 'imit in
any single event, and, in a lifetime, fivz times
this limis.”

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

a. Demons:iration that exceeding the indivicual exposure
limit is the lowest practicable ievel 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

¢. The workers voluntarily accept the risk.

2. The wording change to tne *undesignated center heading proceding
20.101 through 20.108" is nct “intended to imply that goses 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 "Regqulatory Standards Applicable to Doses, Levels and Concen-
trations™, thus 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 on. the grounds
that the lack of such a numerical limit in the regulaticns
could result in future misintzrpretation of the intent of
the regulations and the imposition of stricter quarterly
limits. Allowing workers to receive up to 3 rem per
calendar gquarter provides operational flexibility which
vsually results in lower total man-rem exposures. In
these circunstances, lower limits would not be in harmuny
with the "as low as is reasonably achievable" (ALARA:
concepts. We also believe that the excep“izn noted
in Comment 1 is applicable %o the guarterly limit
as well as the annual limic,

4. We support th2 intent ana specific wording regarding
personnel monitoring, definitions and the limits for

minors.

In summary, we believe that the recommendationt by such scientific bodiss as
ICRP, NCRP and BEIR should be reflected in the Commission'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 ligh* 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 shoulc be considered

together with any 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.
Ve~y truly yours, ;
A PR
¥ .

T. M. Anderson, Manager
Nuclear Safety Department

RJLutz/1z
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April 23, 1979

Secretary of the Ccommission
U:i:ed States Nuclear Regulatory Comnission
washingtom, D. C. 205353

Attention: Docketing and Service Brand

Subiect: Comments Regarding Federzl Register Notice ippearing om Page 10388,
Volume 44, No. 35, Tuesday, February 20, 1979 Provosed Rule to
10 CFR Parts 19 aad 20

in respense to the Federal Register Notice rafler anced
at oo the Cormissicn's proposed rule "Notices,

:
abcv inviticg ic
eports to workers; Imspection Stan wdards for Protection

r i
publi
astructicns, and
gaiast Radiaticn.
The Yankee Atomic Electric Cempacy is de ply <sncerned that the 32C
propeses to make fuandazental chacges to 10 CFR Pa:: 20 of the Commissicn’
regulations through nerz=al "notice and coczent” rulemakiag. The pr cposed
limination of the 5(N=-18) rule, if adopted, will under=ine a licersee’s
flenirilisy iz dealing with infrequent special occupational exposure
situations. The NRC proposed rule change specifically references the ICRP-25
recommendation that the 5(¥-13) rule be elizinatad, but selec:ivelv fails
to state that IC3P-26 substituted an alternative provision for pl anned
special expcsure.

¥ O

In our view, the staf? has nct provided adeguate analysis or fustificas
to propcse this fu “dane“.a- rule change or othc' tule cna 1ges ssscciatad with
acdifving 10 CFR Parts 19 and 20. We recue t the staff's prcposal to elizin

the S(¥-18) rule and the cther proposed cnanges be fully exa=mized im pukl:
hearizgs.

oF 1996298328
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Mr. Samuel J. Chilk

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

Re: Propored Amendments to 10 CFR
Parts 19 ané 29, 44 F.R., 10388
(February 20, 1279)

Dear Sir:

The Utilisy Occupationzl Radiation Standards Group
("UORSG") was established in 1978 under the auspices of the
Edisan Electric lnstitute, the prinzipal naticnal asscciation
0f inves=or-owned electric utility companies, for the purposes
of expressing the electric utility industry's views on, ané
providing industry assistance to other ertitles in connecticn
wita, matters relating to occupational exposure to radiiticn
in nuclear facilities cperated by EII member cormpanies.
UORSG has reviewed the amendments the Commission proposes to
make ta certain of its regulaticns contained in 10 CFR,
Parts 19 and 20 and, in response to the Commission s fiavica=-
tion to submit written coments with respect thereto, submicss
this letter cf comment.

The central provision of the propcsed amencments
would eliminate the accumulated dose averacing Zormulsz,
"S(N=18)," scmetimes referred to as the "lose bank." UCRSG
opposes the elimination £ the dose bank on the ground
that: (1) except for a rather weak AL, RA analysis in which
cast-penefit effectiveness is assumed but no. aralyzec, ¢
sound justification for the propcsed amencment is srovided
hy the Commission; and (2) the elimination of the cdose bank
would result in a sericus loss of fleuibility tc the nuclear
industry with little corresponding benefit to the werkers

(3]

populacion.
UORSG is particularly concerned that tle Cormission
has propcsed t=o eliminate the dose bank thrsuch netice anc
a time when bectih the Commissich

comment rule-making at

Dups 01946149577
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Mr. Samuel J. Chilk
april 23, 1979
PAGE TEREE

industry has been continuing its ellorts to maintain ex-
posures as lcw as is reasonably achievadle.

Acain as notel above, elimination of the dose bank
may be contrary to the best interests of ALARA. Planned
individual exposures in excess of 5 Rems per year ordinarily
occur only in situations in which it is necessary to assign
a particularly skilled and experienced individual tc periform
s spe~ific high-exposure task. In such situations, the
prog-sed amenément could result in more, and possibly lass-
skilled ané less-experiusnced, workers being assigned to such
tasks, and conseguently greacer non-productive and total
man-rem exgosure.

For these reascns, UORSG belisves the flexibility
afforded the industrv by the 5(N=-18) rule should be retained.
This flexibility is particularly needed for those special
sisuations which reguire the specialized services of ocutside
contractor personnel, such as steam generator replacement,
steam generator tute pluzging, in service inspection, to
name a few. Unanticipate= increases in the sccpe of such
tasks during refueling and mainterince outages can lead €C
justifiable applications of the flexibility provided by the
dose bank. Where repeated instances of higher exposurss
have Le2en experienced, the industry has developeé anéd will
continue to develop either facility design changes Or improve=
ment. in mairn-enance ané inspecticn aids to mitigate such
exposures. The loss of flexibility which weuld vesult {rom
the propesed amendments would have a sig if2icant impact when
needed most, i.e., during unanticipated maintenance ia high
radiation areas. At best, additicnal cocsts and additicnal
dose would be incurred for extra gersonnel; at worst, icwhn=
time would be incrpased.

The brie® explanatory material contained in tae
Commissicn's rotice suggests that the propesec eliminaticn
% the dcose bank has not been thoroughly evalu ted eithes bY
the Commissisn or its stafsf, and that certain of its potential
consesuences have been ignored, such as its potential a:ge:se
effects on worker populaticn exposures witi miniscule ofl~
set=ing benefits in terms ol individual worker exgosure. I=
£act, the notice is virszually deveid cf any documentacticnh
with the exception of refersnce T2 Repcrt 26 of e Inter-
nazicnal Commission on Radiation Protect.on (ZCRP) »

Ia Beport 26, the ICRP concluces that exposures cf
S Rems per vear constitute an acceptasle societal risk,
commensurate wizsh, if not smaller toan, other risks ncrma..y’



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 tc the
NRDC petition, the Bertell petition and other "recently
published interpretations of epidemiological data and asso-
ciated reccommendations for lower standards." Most, if not
all, of these recent claims by varicus individuals are
contrary to the positions expressed by the prestigious
entities referenced above and, in addition, are not standi

up well under peer review. In the absence of a scund .ech-
nical kasis for so doir3, it is inappropriate “>r the Commis-
sion to pursue any changes .n the existing stancards.

Also related to the proposal to eliminate the 5(N-
rule is the corresponding eliminaticon of the reguirement
complete and maintain the informaticn contained cn NRC
rm 4. Since the need for licensees to determine lifetime
xposure histories would be eliminated, the scle repcsitory
lifetime exposure information on individuals would be 2
NRC via termination :eporis. This is a scmewhat pecu‘-ar
feature in view of the recent HEW recommendations that dose
histories be better maintained, althcugh per&aps consistent
with the concept ¢f centralizing such records. Nctwithstanding
the attractive feature that licensees might be £freed from a
certain amount of eco*d-<°ep-“g by this prcvision, UORSG
dces not consider it :¢_e“ to rush into the elimination or
discontinuance of the sizeable body ¢f data currently managed
by licensces. 1If lifetime exposure histories are to be
eliminated, other pr:u;*;ons shouléd be macde tc ensure th
availability ané continuity of this data.

~—

O 0O w

S0 ® W L
Oh

0

UORSG has no cbjection tc the intent of th
changes p*oucsed for 10 CFR Secticn 19.13. However, we
recommend that tie provision be restricted to "meas;ra:le
écse.”

In the C:mn;ssion's Notice, the NBC StaZf admics
that "no guarterly standards are needed," and then proposes
a 3 Re ms/Quar er llﬂ t in proposed 10 CFR 20.101 as a "pre-
caut.onary measure." We do not believe that taers is any
necessity, precautionary or otherwise, £or s_cn an addizicnal
1imis, The limit shouléd be exprassed either on a guar terly
basis (as currently done) or on an annual basis, but a0t
beth. Supplemental limits introduce needless comslexity ia
recori-keeping and enicrcement witihout a <on cmitant cec'e=se
in sisk. & sznx-ar 'a:;oﬁa’e should apply to tle qua*:e:-y
dose restricti in Sections 20.104 and .0.202. IZ a bas:
annual limit 15 t- be used, then thcse restricticns should
all e stated con an annual basis cnly.
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April 17, 1979

Secretary

U. S. Nuclear Re_ 'atory Commission
Atta: Docketing ana Service Branch
Washington, D. C. 20335

Dear Sir:

This is in reply to your proposed revision to CFR Parts 19 and 20
regarding radiation dose limiting standards published February 20, 1872.

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 regardinz the proposal.
Your consideration of these comments will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

/’ —/
v - v ” ,
- Q- 7 b -
- - -
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E. L.. Thomas
Assistant Vize President -
Engineering

Attachments
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TEMPLE UNIVERSITY

PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19140

e T . April 23, 1979
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Secretary of the Commissicn
U.S. Nuclear Regqulatory Ccmmission
washington, D.C. 20855

Attn: Docketing 2ad Service 2Branch
Re: Fed. Rec. 44: 10288 (2/20/79).

—— ——_— ——

Gantlemen:

I am wt'-an =5 comment or the propcsed revisicns of 10 CFR 19 and 20 zelzating
to radiation protecticn standards agpl icable to doses. I am specif.cally scinting
out a d-.. culty with the proposed 10 CFR 20.102, "Cetermination ¢f Prior Cose."
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If a perscn dces not regquest nhis or her radiaticn exposure histecry for the
currant year when leaving emplcyment, :ne new employer may be subjectecd to uncu
y celays in placing the perscn T work at the zosition invelviag radilation exscosure
sotentially exceeding 250 mrem rfer calandar Juarter) for which ¢ P
since the former employer has, Zfrem 10 CFR 12.13, 30 or mors days to resgend 0
requests from former emplovees IOr exposure nistors. These delavs woul gsult in
firancial surden to either the new amplover or to tle emplovee (i the ove

= a
refises =5 crovide compensaticn since the emplover is =r hibited fxzem usi
emplovee's se—v;:ss witacut =he recuisite iaformaticn) and g=ual rhacs
as res=raint of srade or infringement on right tc weork.

- " 1 2 - o - -
There are varicus measures that cculd Se zrocgesed o circumvent thlis Frodiem,
P - % 2. 1 - * TS 3 3 . 4.
mut each has its own inherent difficulties. I suggest that Jurtier thougat 38 given
4 2 . 3
%2 this asgect of the propcsad revised ragu.lations.
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April 23, 1979
Secretary of the Commission

Ue S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

ttention: Oocketing and Service Branch
Cear Mr. Chilk:

This is in regard to the propcsed rule Dy the L. S. Nuclear
Regulacory Commission as published in the Fede*al ?egzs.e. of
February 23, 1379, relative to propcsed amencments to the Commis~
sion's regulations on Protection Against Raciaticn.

Of the 50 nuclear generating stations with units "c-rsed to
operate (72 unlts;, the IZEYW represents hhe bargaining unit employees
at I3 stations. Scme 6,000 of cur members are permanently assigned

' tc the various ststions, while tens of ‘“*usands of our memcers
rotate through the stations for reguired maintenance and service.

At the present time we are in the process of discussing the
accumulatag dose average formula with our Local Unicns whc have
1L.r'sd ction in these nuclear generating stat;:ns. In general, the

IBEW is supportive of the :rcposed rule by the Commissicn.

We will provicde you with acditional comment 1in the very near

futire,
Vr»y truly yours,
/42 2 C% "7 :: ‘f
Charles H. Pillard |
Internaticnal Presicent
CHP :mhb

-~w;_:;é; :/ car? .

Duge of 194 ¢/36 135
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The Secretary of the Commission,

The members of Local Union , 457 , of the Conn. Yankee
Unit, having reviewed your proposed ruleson 10 CFR Part 19
and 20 involving the elimination of the use of the formula,
5(N18), have scme comments and they are here presented,

1., We feel that the provision for the licensee to obtain
previous total occupational exposure should remain intact.

Many workers may not now thier previous exposure before

oeing assigned work involving exposure on a new assi- - .t

and it would be difficult to disclose a previcus dose accuratly
{n a signed statement, Addicmally, the members want assurance
that the licensee at any time can give them an accurate record
of total lifetime exposure,

I

A<

2

3, After having reviewed the explainat on of the reasons for

,:;‘ allowing up to 3REM for a quarter, we feel this should be lcoked
, {ato more carefully. At present, during a period of major woik,

o

r

she licenses <eeps the exposure just below that allowed. if the
Guarterly dose were to be reduced more than indicated, (below

19EM ) then more than 120 workers would be effected. If the
q.arterly dose were to be reduced somewhat, many licensees

would improve administrative controls, and install scme engzineering
{mpoovements to reduce the exposure rather than hire mere

seonle, There {s a cost benifit situation where {2 {s of mcre
henifit to reduce exzosure .arough administrative controls and

"
il

P
'l,[f
. “s'

“

4{? engineering features than to hire more pecple. “e would ask
!, - .
r F= you to look more closely at this and try %o cetirmine Lf a
eL? reduction in allowable jquarterly exposure would in fact
': in result in lower collective dose as well as individual duse,
(R _Stacerely,
\ ¢4 / f« /&
TR -314‘4'40"_'- s g
C;k‘ Theodore J, Riccio
for Local 437 , Corn. Yankee Unit
o -
39 ;
1934
e " ciaih
—wv Ac'("_;:., S
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- Procass Control Division
1601 Trapceio Road,
Waittiam, Massachuretts 02154
el: (6817) 8€2-2000
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April 23, 1979

Secretary of the Commission
U.S. Nuclear Regul-tory Commission
Washington, DC  2.333

Acen: Dogkesisy and Service Bz:ach
Dear Sir:

1 wish to comment on the proposed changes o 10 CFR Parts 19 and 20
1s published in the Federal Register on Page 10388 of February 20,

1879.
al, I support the proposed changes. However, I have some con-
e effect on certain other regulations and about cthe possi-
- O ¢ing non-uniform regu. .ioms from stace to stace.
The LFE Corporation emplovs people in a number of states some of which
are Agreement States. In additisn, some of the emplovees work in doth
Agreement States and no n-«g’ee*aﬂt States Without uniform regulations
in all states, administration of a rcd.a:-un program becomes very e L
cult. I recommend that the Commission work with the Agreement States £o
phase in the new regulations s-aultanecusly in all states.
Mv other concern involves general licemsees. ?art 32.51(a) specifies the
radiation dose applicable to gzeneral licensees as 10 percent of the li=aics
f 20,101 I 20,101 (a) disappears. There-

af 20,101(a). Ia the pr-posed regulations, 20,
fore, it aopears that 32.51(a) must be amendad,

- Caaa‘ﬂ wv-v«n
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R e Tt s h e -
9%CCESS CSONTRCOL DIVISICU

Ack=mn - - . CoEsnl

WR?rek

Dupe © £ 796139 75
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SECKMAN INSTRUMENTS, INC.
EXECUTIVE OFFICES
2900 marscr Scuievare Sox 1100 Fuilerten. Cauformia 32634 » Telepncre TU4) 3774848 o TAX 372.592-7380 ¢ Teren 18.734'3

April 23, 1979

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

.ttenticn: Docketing and Service Branch

Gen~-lemen:

Subject: Proposeéd Rule to Eliminate the 5(N-18) Formula £-r
Dose Averaging

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

Regulatory recuirements for cccupaticnal exposure are desir-
able for use as a cuzdel-ne against which an cperaticnal
rogram may be measured. owever, as stated in the pre-
arble, these reguirements _o nct astempt to define a fin

ine between sai. and unsafe limits. We believe that under
certain circumstances it is hichly desirable to ;:"'~e some
flexibility in the permissible dcse levels through trhe exer-
cise of discretion of a well cualified exvert.

Therefore we recommené that the prorcsed reculaticns in-
clude provisions allowing the prescribed dcse levels to De
exceeded when in the judcement of a qualified expert (e.g.
Certified Health Physicist or ecual) all circumstances
warrant such acticn. 1hese prcevisions micht well recuire
porting to a regional compliance cffice (or aprropriate
local agency) the justificaticn for non-recurring excerticns
or a license amendment for recurring excepticns.
The proposed reguirement for the determinaticn of gricr
exposure (§20.102) essentially Zollcws that which was
provcsed in February 1978. As stateé in cur ressconse to
that prevcsal (copy attached for your convenience of
reference), a reguirement £0r such written statements .S

of 7906/E9343
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April 23, 1979

Samuel J. Chilk

Secretary to the Commission

U.S. Muclear Regulatory Commission
tlashington, D.C. 20555

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

Dear Mr. Chilk:
COIIIENTS ON 10CFR PARTS 19 AND 20

On February 20, 1379, the U.S. lluclear Regulatory Commission
oublished in the. Federal Register proposed rule changes o
10CFR 19 and 20 which would eliminate the "5 (ui=18)" rule
where 1 is the age of the indivi ual and impose a ceiling of
2ive rem per year for occupational exposure to ionizing
rafiation. In additicn, the Commission has alse sroposed

‘

the reporting and record keepin

various changes in 1g for occu~-
sationally received doses. These changes were evidently
crompted by Paragraph 35 of the Internatiocnal Commissicn of
2adiaticn Protection publication lo. 25 which withdrew 1t~
endnrsement of the age related Zormula. The Commissicn .as
indicated that it nas adopted scme portions oI tae
recormendations of the ICRP while rejecting one of its nost
important provisions, specifically 2aragraph lie. 113.
Paragragh 113 of ICRP No. 28 indicataes that the ICR? allowed
£ar the situation in which a few key individuals nay nave to
rece ‘e expcsures higher than 5 ren/vr. The feclloving
maragraph is quoted from ICRP lo. 26.
"Situations may occur infregquently during normal operaticns
when i% mav se necessary to permit a2 Zew workers to receive
dose equivalents in excess of the recormmended limits. 2In
such circumstances external exccosures Or ilncaxes 0f radice
active rmaterial may be permitted prcvided tie dose~2quiva=-
lent commitnent does not exceed twice the relswant annual
1imis in any single event, and, in a lifetine, £ive times
ehis limit, The Commission wisnes T2 emphasize the external
exposures or intaxes of tal magnitude are cnly justilled
when altarnative tachnigues, whicn do not invelve such eX-
sosure of woriers, are 2.t.er unavailacle or impracticadle.”
-

The Energy Fecple
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and Measurements
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April 23, 13979

lecretary of the Commission

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, D.C. 20553

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch
Dear Sir:

The National Council om Radiation Protection and
Measurements (NCRP) is pleased to offer comments con the
propcsed amendment to Nuclear Regulatory Commission
ragulations wnich would eliminate the accumu. ated dose
averaging formula, 3(N-18). The Commission's iesire to
educe the risks of occupaticnal exposure is, .£ course,
commendable. However, the NCRP believes that wienever a
change is proposed in any recommended lavel, the reasons
for that change snould be clear and deiinite. Ia this

4 case, the demonstration of the need for the proposed
change in the dose-limiting rules appears o us €O ce
inadequate. Yo fira reason is given. Inclusion of

' consicderation of the proposed chausa in the sccoe of the
proposed hearings on the general gquestion of occupaticnal
dose-limiting scandards zigat provide the opportunily Co

demonstrate the need for the proposed change.

The averazing formula dces have a aumber of positive
atsribuszes, of which perhaps thes most Iigportant is the

flexibilicy it provides. It demonstraces quite effgsctively
~mat the numbers selected for amnual l.»its do a0l defina
tme boundary between safaty and df.ger Iz thus peraits an
sccasional expcsure in excess of :he annual limic Sut bars
repeatad passing of that limit. Zven 12 it is Selieved that
the averagiag formula should be abandoned, some metchod of

providing this type of flexibilitcy zculd bde valuadble.

4
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NEW YO <n UNIVERSITY MEDICAL CENTER

Institute of Er . .ronmental Medicine
|

S50 FIRST AVENLE SO YORK, MLY. 007

AREA 212 679-1200 )
; POFRED WIMEER )
- PLEASE REPLY TO:
e NEW YORK UNIVERSITY MEDICA CENTER PROMONED RULE PR -! z MZMFR'O 388

8OX 817, TUXEDO, NEW YORK 10387

April 23, 1979

Secretary of the Commission
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

Gentlemen:
. . . ;'I”"f
I _would appreci et osed A ® o

aQ%2QE22S5-E2_22SS5_l2.ﬂnd_Zﬂ_nﬁ_ﬂﬁc.ﬂcaupa;unnal. &
Radiation Dcse Standards. Could you also include informa-

tion relating to the public hearing whichk 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,

orman Cohen, Ph.D.
Associate Professor of
Environmental Medicine

NC/j

Duge of 71902 19362



VANDERBILT UNIVERSITY

NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37232

Tresrwone (613)

322.7311

CoLsE: .-;;igo(4?ﬁ/0388>

Secretary of the Commission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20535

Gentlemen,
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We are in  asic agreement with the NRC's proposal to =cdify the presently
existing dose standards which allow up to 12 rem whole boay dose per year
under certain conditions. and believe that a straightforward 5 rem per year
standard is preferable and is acceptable. However, we are opposed to reteati
of a 3 rem ruarterly limit. The 3 rem limit 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., sarve as an earlv indicator of undesirable
situations. If the intent is to serve as an early indicator,

limit is preferable. This latter limit would also be consistent

quarterly limits for hands (etc.) and skin, 1.+.,

25% of the annual standard.

Although we are in favor of eliminating the qu: :erly standards, 3

are te¢ be retained we would suggest a simplifiec ceporting format for dcses

in excess of the quarterly limits. The reports, investijations and prcposed
» corrective actions would be required only for absorbed dose equivalents in

' excess of the annual standaids, which would be regarded as the
dose standards. The quarterly standards would bSe used simply
’ reporting purposes: based on thesea reports the NRC, of course, could regquest
ary adéicional information or action it deemed necessary.

"of

&
=Cr

then a l¥k rem

with the

if they

- -

24 A 0t
fiicial

-

early

This would e

similar to a procedure we use at Vanderbilt for no:iivbug and often
quarterly cor e,;-zalan:
aonthly standards. These doses we describe as "s‘zni:;,a1» axpcsures”

in contrast to "overexposures', which would require =much more thorouzh

investigating reported doses in excess of 50% of

follow up ac:cion.

Paragrach 20.102 of the proposed regulations also

This requires that new individuals disclese in a
the azount of any radiaticn dose received during

written, sizaed
each quar'er of

calendar vear, prior to first entry into a licensee’'s restrictad
Paragraph 19.13 (e) requires the previocus employer to provide the
with this dose iaformacion. However it is 1ac clear as o what sor: of

neecs sema clar

ification.
statement
the current
araas.
{iadividual

documentation relating to this dose ianform is acceptaple. Does the
NRC contamplate qeve;oo.ng a fora to rala:e :his information? Or, 1is

the individual's recollection of nis dose history acceptadle? IZ so, ara
exact figures needed, or are order of magnitude values acceptadle? I3 the

licensee obligated to check out any of this informaction for accu

Y rny

Ouge of 19041 § ¢3 57



MORTHEAS. UT 035

P 7 gt T 5 PO BOX 270
: . - HARTFORD. CONNECTICUT 08101
: “yr ko o (203) 666-6911

PRQSRED mz,Pj_‘__"i,.. H4FR16388 )

Secretary of the Commission

Attn: Docketing and Service Section
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

. 1979, Proposed Rule Changes to 1OCFR Parts 19 and 20.

Dear Sir:

Northeast Utilities Service Company (NUSCO) is pleased to be given the opportunity
to submit comments on the above referenced prop-sed rule change in 10CFR Parts 19
. and 20. NUSCO is respomsible for the corporate management of three nuclear power
stations and has extensive experiasnce in occupational exposure matters having been
involved in tha operation and design of nuclear power staciomns since 1965.

It is our understanding that the proposed rule change will eliminate the 5 (N-18)
dose-age averaging fcrmula which could allow certain workers to receive up to

12 rems per year. The revised annual limit will be 5 rem wizth a quarterly limit
of 3 reu. The apparent intent is to reduce the risk to individuals who were
estimated 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 (man-rem).

An evaluation of the proposed rule change indicates the only apparent benefit

{s the reduction inm individual risk %o a small percentage (0.5) of the radiatinn
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 (man-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 Commiss.on references thke Intermational Commission on Radiological Protection
(ICRP) Publication 26 (’~zuary, 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 rem/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 where certain specialized skill workers are at

a premium. The industry has maintaized the "as low as reascnably achievable"
(ALARA) philosophy in regard to workers' exposures. Any exposure in excess of

5 rem/year could be justified in accordarce with the ALARA practices. These
justifications would be documented and subject to Commission inspectionm. The
industry record does indicate that in only a small percent (0.5) of cases is there

oF 79 W_B\ckmbé"“v el ol et

Reference: (1) Federal Register, Volume 44, Number 35, dated February 20,




exposure in excess of the 5 rem/vear 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 adoptad in their emtirety
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 essential 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-impact
assessment is essential to provide the basis for the proposed rule change.

Thank you for your attentiom in this matter.
Very truly yours,

NORTHEAST UTILITIES SERVICE COMPANY
9.4

W. G. Counsil
Vice President
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Secretary of the Commission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Attention: Docketing and Serwvice 3ranch

Subject: Comments on Proposed Amendments to 1OCFRIY and 10CFR20, per
FR Volume 44, No. 35, February 20, 1979, pages 10338-10390
File: 75%-010-419

The propcsed amendments would eliminate the accumulated dose averazing
formula, 5(¥-18), and the associated Form NRC-4 exposure history and
izpose annual dose-limiting standards while retaining quarterly standards.

we offer the following comments ian support of the proposed amendmzents:

l. We agree with the concept of a precautionary quarterly
1imit of 3 rems as a useful indicator of potential un-
desirable expcsure conditions. This quarterly limic
still gives the L;:ensee the flexibilicy of accomplishing
essential work involviag the higher dose rates.

' 2. Elimination of the 5(N-18) far: la relieves the licenses
of a very cumbersome burden of iation exposure record
xeeping and places the -es-c-s.:;;z-v of current dose data

maiatenance onto the transient worker where it Delongs.

1

Very truly you \

APS Vice ?:esi
Nuclear Projec
ANPP Project D

EEVB.r/JRM:ske

L. Robb

M. Allen

W. Harcley
A. C. Genr

tes
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NUCLEAR ENERCY

PRQJECTS DIVISION

GENERAL SLECTRIC COMPANY, 175 CURTNER AVE., SAN JOSE. CALIFORNIA 38128

MC 682, (408) 925-5040 @

Riilus Uogss fwici b ‘\ /9 1&94;9/0 38%
April 20, 1379 MFN-108-79

Secretary of The Commission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
wWashington, D.C. 20555

Attention: Docketing and Servica Branch

Gentlemen:

PROPOSED RULE CHANGES IN TOCFR 19 AND 20

SUBJECT:

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 dose. Proper scientific bases for
resolution of such issues must be the basis for establishment of dose
control, and the Commission's notice doces not provicde the time nor the
vehicle upon which such changes should be basad. Therefore, we reccmmend
that the propcsed rules be considered in a hearing, as the notice suggests
and that the Commission solicit testimony from expert scientific organiza-
tions and individuals for such a forum.

-
The following comments are based upaon the mcterial presaented in the NRC
notice.

The supplementary information por.ion of the notice states that the
NRC's current assessment of a dose 12 rems per year is Dased on a
desire to reduce the risks of occupaticnal dose. The informaticn
supplied in the notice provides no basis for this pesition, and it
appears to rely on the assumption of linearity Cetween dosa and
effect.

2. The elimination of the 5(N=18) rems per lifatime basis may not
result in reducing overall man-rem dose in a facility. '? specially
skilled emoXOyeos are not available to complete scme reguires werk,
the suostitution of several amployees of lesser skills would prooad’y
result in a greater total cose. Since NRC thinking is apparently
hased an the linearity assumption, the NRC's procosed elimination
of S(N="1) ‘s incamgcatitle with total man=rem ALARA objections, ang
thus the NRC's position appears inconsistent.

..... A LA

et of M9Perzgsse
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April 19, 1979

Serial Yo. 1-61

!N\.-h-;; u.- ;.. ¥ '} At
Mr. Samuel J. Chilk PROPUSEL 4oLl _-_:_‘;_‘_’_7_._“(44’ RJe3 53' e
Secretary of the Commission

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washiagton. D. C. 20535

Attention: Docketing and Service 3ranch

Re: Comments on the praposal to change the dose staadard to the whole body
ia 10 C7R 20 to 3 rems per quarter and tne annual dos: staadard to 3
rems

Dear Mr. Chilk:

The proposed rulas change the whole bedy dose standards from 1.25 =0 3 rems/
quarter and ‘rom 12 rems/year, provided 5(N-18) is nct exceeded to 5 reams/
vear. LCRP Publication 26 states that for annual doses on the or'er of 3
rems, there is little or no biological advantage, except for an eaprvo or
ferus, in limiriug the rate at which the dose is received. Therefore, no
quarterlv standards are needed.

Genmerallv. an individual receives most of his annual exposure durin; th
rearly refueliag. 3y limiting the guarterly dose stand rd 20 3 re=s could
=ean that an individual's vearly exposur: would rarely exceed a ciarterly
dose standard because exposures ocutside the refueling period are sonsider-
ablv reduced. This concept could actually result ia higher total san-rems
for the following reasons:
1. An experienced individual being repliced by a less qualified one
taxinz longer to perf-rz the work would raceive 3oTe exposurs.

2. Omn

jo on areas, additional exposura is received
anter

bs in high rad
i -

s
ng and leavin

An ALARA program must also consider total man-rems, as well as reducing ex-
posures to an iandividual.

The position of the Toledo Ediscn Compaany on the proposed rules is that
quarterly doses stancards should Dde elininated based on the fact tha:t dose
racas for anrual doses on the order of 3 rams does not fresent 3 bislogical
“azars and tozal man-rams would be aigher by iaposiag quart rlv dose stand-
rds.
Yours very truly,
James S. Grant R e
Vice-?resident, Eaergy Suspply - o
TOM/DWB/daw

THE TOLESC ESISCN CTMPANY 228CN SLAZA 20C MACISCH AVENUE TeLESS. o= <3882
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BALTIMORE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPAMY

P. O BOX 1478
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21203

.-

St .

o pgemen TR 20 (4R 10362)

ENa NEEAI G AND TINSTERUITCON

- e

Secretary of the Commission
Attention: Docketing % Service 3Sranch
U. S. Yuclear Regulatory Cormission
Washizgton, D. C. 20555
Subject: Comments on Provosed Ches _e to 1OCFR29

Tliminating the S(7-13) Rule

~ 1
Gent_emen:

< "~ 1" ) - % .
etric Company fully subscribes %2
- i -

-
ned anrual whole bedr dcses <C

ot
w

Sal+imere Gas and Zle
~proent and to date has maintail

amAar S »a

——-—— 7 e Saie

Yavarer, we helieve the proncsed changes shouli not te promiizated
as +hig time nendinz cutcome of the ureominz M2C hearinz on the adeguacy
S x g
of ~rezent scoupa+tional dose-limitinz standards. Asrough 3G%Z is most
rsee staniar

2
anxiocus tc protect Tersoral health and gsafatvr and en
-~

gaticn for deing so.

& i 3 —
Some specific items related to these oropcsed changes Whlch
ehouli be addressed <_°ing the hearings are
i . X s e C - 2
i e averall “ealth ef%c24% of sossiile increased ci__ective TLsX
(man-rem) vs. reduced individual r.sz.
2) T™he ssst-benelis assescment of the aramcsed chanses %2 dcse-linmiftlinT
standaris.
! o2 -~ < oY T 13 : . e - - [ 1
3) The justification for retaining guarter.y T1dmisg within tke T Tem Der
- L . -
vear li=it.
12 the Nommission is concermed 2Tout aryses oF 22s 3Imell) farmil:
arior %o 2omslezizn of the low level dose wearispa, vou shculd emmnasize
s ==pse lisenseaes routinelv using the Pavem:la tka% 4% ig inzended Tor
. °
yea in special cases onlr”.

. - "
N\ P
A \
‘.\"‘ - i W b |
- i i Y
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FRANTI w. CPEINmE I MTR FRED w. GELOON
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SCBLAT ~AATIN S UNN WILLIAMS

CRAIG WAT=TwS HMAURICE J. MOUNTAIN, JA.
LESTER $. MYwAN April 19 ’ l JOSH LOREN NORODAN

€. CONALD CLLIOTY
RCBCAT §. TAYLOR
STEVEN J. AGRESTA
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SIMEON M. "RIESBERG
EOWARD A, MuULLER
CAAMEN D. LEGATO
VRANCIS S, BLARE

BICHARD SHLASMAN
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Mr. Samuel J. Chilk

Secre=ary of the Commission

C.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

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

Dear Mr. Chilk:

For the reasons stated in the attached letter, Common-
wealth Edison Company hereby petitions the Commission to act
.pursuant to the authority specified in 10 CFR §§ 2.804 and
2.805 to hold a separate public hearinag ¢n 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.

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 adegquacy of present occupational dose-limiting s+-andards"
(44 Fed. Reg. 10388) is essential, to ensure that the Commis-
sion devctes adequate attention to the important and distinct
issues raised by the February 20 proposal.

Sincerely,

. -
(:g;z» g§£7bLmh—-

Roger Strelow -
Counsel for
RS:1ldg Commonwealth Edison Co.
Attachment

Duwar of 79073pd258



Leva, 11w Syamixcroxn, MartIiy & QrrENIILEIMER
2:i5 COUNNECTICUT AVLNUE. N. W., WASHINGTOMN,. 0. 2. 20006

TILCPwONnE (202) zo8-2320 CABLE: rOLLx wy TCLIA: 8%-2720

8r 1t va it -~
2D A INGTON
‘SlPm C. SwWIDALTR ol
ALl m OPPCUNEImER
-t G, PELLEM * March 13, 1979
BLRT MARTIN
T MATHIwWS
STIR 5. mTMAN
IEAMD SwmLAMMAN
TCR BARNCS
N S mOFF
SEPN m. PRICE
S™ALL 8. SwIPPARD
MNET™ 1 SCHANER
viS R ROEBINTON -
OMAS ™. LEMECRG
GEP STRELOW
wARD BIRLIN
LLlAM . TAFT IV

LEWELL © TuenBuL .
SRIANM G. DRISCOLL
CATHLLEN = DSUGLAS
FRED w GCLZO™
ANDARCLW D writsSvan

S. UINN Wi, AmE
MAUSITE 4. MOUNTA'N, &
JOSH LOREN NORTAN

C. SONALD CLLIOTY
ROBLAT 8. TavLOR
STEVENR J. AGACSTA, u®
GEORGE A. LerMAMISTRT, Un
SIMCEON M. xRICSeCRS
EOWARD B, muyuLLL?
CARMEN D. LEGATD

Mr. Samuel J. Chilk

Secretary of the Commission

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, D. C. 20555

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

Dear Mr. Chilk:

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 gquarter, respec:ively.
In addition, the propeosal 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
= ~h—<--~"~~ nn«nnrnvnn *ha laval of the occupational exposure
gce oo oo e a8 e hearing described in the
tentatively scheduled for,
P preferable to address these -
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RON PAUL
120 DiwrweT, Toxas

ASTE TN OFTCR.
Moow 1134
LonBworTe HousE Ormct Bulouea
Wamsmaron, OD.C. 10919

Conaress of the Tnited States

(202) z2s-sem1 Bouse of Bepresentatibes
Washington, 3.€. 20313
18 April 1979

L. ._lﬂ,Jo(MFA’lo 3;3)

Mr. Carlton Kammerer

Director, Office of Congressional Affairs
Nuclear Regulatory Commission

1717 H Street, N. W.

Washington, D. C. 20505

Kammerer:

™ &
Cear Mr.

HFTRIET SrwCRS
1110 NASA Roun |
SuTe W08
MousTon, TExas TTOS
(713) 133-2588

FMOUSTON CONGAEISIONAL MOT LoNE
(713) 237-13%0
[——

191 Overen Cazex Dmve
LAKE Jacxson, Toxas TTI6
(713) 97-39¢1
(713) 3831898

ARE JACKSON CONGRESSION U HoT sk
(713) 3v0282

Re - Gulf Nuclear, Inc.
P. O. Box 58866
Houston, Texas 77038
The attached corresgondence from Gulf Nuclear, Inc., is
self-explanatory. I will appreciate your considering their
complaints and furnishing me a full report on the matter.
Thanks very much for your helys, and please aévise.
Sincerely,
Q%
RP/e Ron Paul
Enclosure Member of Congress

Qupe of 79452991 &7
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<ef*etary of the Commission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, 0.C. 20835

Attention: Docketing and Service 3ranch

Dear Sir:

Reference Nuclear Regulatory Commission propesed amencments to 10 CFR

Part 19 and 20 on Radiation Dose Limiting Standards as put’*swed in
Federal Register Vol. 44, Ne. 35, for Tuesday, February 20, 1879,

The following comments apply to the proposed amencmenis as sncwn on the
attached Federal Register pages tc referencad memo Deginning cn page 10389,
column 3.

Paragrapn 19.13, 10 CFR Part 19 new paragrach 2.

Notifications and reports to individual workers terminating employment.
Comment: The propocsed amencment is logical and is supported.

mn

Paragracn 20.3(a), 10 CFR Part 20

Definition of calendar year,

Comment: Ne¢ objection,

Paragrapn 20.101, 10 CFR Part 20

Changing undesignated center heading to delete the word "permmissibie.
Comment: N¢ objectien,

Pariaransh 20.101, 10 CFR Part 20

Revised radiation protecticn standards for indivicuals in restriciad
areas.,

fomment: Those engaged in radingragny in imerican Airlines cin operata

= within the propesad d& e limits, Hcwever, coucling the revised
limits with removal 6. the 3(N-18) formula will zdversaly affect
scme individuals/comcanies in the ~agicgracnic Susiness

RS ]

Dupe of 7906/ & ¢ppSL
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NUCLZAR REGULATCRY
COMMISSION

{10 CFR Parts 19 ond 23]

NOTNICES, INSTRUCTIONS, AND REIPORTS TO
WORKERS: INSPECTION STANDARDS FOR
PROTECTION AGAINST RAQIATION

Propesed Tuie

AGENCY. US. Nuclear Regulatory
Commussion.

ACTION: Proposed Rule.

SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) s proposing
amendments to its regulations that
would eilminate the accumulated dose
averaging fcrmula, S(N-13), and the
associated Form NRC-4 exposure his.
tory, and impose annual dose-ilmiting
standaras while retaining Qgquarterily
standards. Related ~mendments would
express, In terras o: the new annual

standards? the stifdird T UGsEed !
s Yoas
minors. "'1.. e 'e' § 5o ..en:.L'or the pro- 4

visTorr’ofSersc. e monitoring_equ o-!
r:c:x"'i‘.‘d‘l‘u requirexients_{or conJ
trof ofitotal d5se to all Forkers (aclils
ing' & “:mfent’ud moon.us..t.ng wor 3
o= ———- o

DA‘!‘E.S: Comment
April 23, 1979.

ADDRESSES. Written comments
should be submitied to the Secretary
of the Commission, U.S. Nuclear Reg-
ulatory Commission, Washington, D.C.
20583, Attantion: Docketing and Serv-
ice Branch.

FOR FURTHER
CONTACT:

Mr. Robert E. Alexarider, Offlce of
Standards Develogment, U.S. MNucie-
ar Regulatory Commission, Wasn-
ington. DC. 20835 (phone I01-443-

5873).

SUTPPLEMENTARY DNFORMATION:
The Commission’s basic radiation
dose-limiting standards f{or werkers
are set forzh (n 10 CFR Part 20. The
current standards for whole Sody ex-.

"."‘Sg" of 33:it Norxers 1:-
1) 1.2 rems cer calendar quarer,

period expires

INFORMATION

Of'

(3) 3 sems per calendss guarter pra.

PROPOIID RULES

The present Coovmission actlon s
based on assessment of the need o
the 3(N-18) dese ~veraging formuid
which allows a woricr Lo receive up 0

2 rems per year. The assersmenti iS
beme periormed because of the desur?
of the Commission (0 redlice LDe riSas
of occupational radiation doses n
Comnussion-licensed  activitics, the
Cemumission's continuing systemalls
assessment of exposure :n::e-r'..s. and
new recommendations of the atema-
tional Commission on Radlologiml
Protection which eliminate qua-terty
dase-limiting standards and the use of
the S(N-18) formula for controlling
the allowable cumulative 'l[etime dose
up toage N,

The Commission, taking Iinto ae-
count recently published [nterpreta.
tions of epidemioiogical data and asso-
ciated recommend:tions for la.\c:
standards, ana also in response %2 -eu‘

tions for rule making le-rert‘u dose ]

standards: flled Dy “ide Nal " Ras

wnrca De!ef:se Counci! (.\"i"C) a.ndf

y-Dr: Rosalle "c“e‘x has determined
t‘x:.. 2 hearing shouts’ ::c held on the
adequacy of prescnt cecupational radi-
asion dose-liimitlng standards. This
hearing will be the *ubject of a sepa-
rate FDZRAL RutisTan notice. I is ten-
tatively scheduled to bSe heid in tle
spring of 1979,
Mﬂ.&.mn belleves

that the

in _this notice

C"' 'od "'I.(I" '.."..‘\." 3 rems dupiug 1977,

I adg:tion it cauld caliss some lssng.

ees to taxe fun:er action %0 recucs oc.
JLSugational _ggses, For these raasons
the Conmuaission believes that Llhese
changes should Se preposed for ¢com-
ment at tius time, without waliling {er
the plann hiearing., Nevertheless,
comments on the desinbility in-
cluging these - opcsed rule c. .nges
within the scope of the planned hear-
lnz a.re spe:.!.cnuy .rmt.c::.

rOwng

- U%id

Part :5 0 <:° 2te .:e :ro- s 'n tRat a

the lifecime aseusmiiiatasd

pree

Ziged thal

gcse coes not exceed 3(24-13)

years.

These standards were based on rec-
cmmendation of the Natioenal Courncil
on Radiation Protection and Measure-

ments (NCRP), the International
Commission on Rn.:nolm:zca.l Protec-
tion (ICRP), and guidarnce {or Fedoral
agencies issued by the {ormer Federai
Rag!ation Counci (FRC, the lunction
of which is now ncorperated (a0 the
Enavironmental Proteciion Agency).

FEDERAL 2ECISTZ2, VOL 44,

* “Becommendartion

iap ymomm e e -

uC.? Publlcation 28,
s _of the Interma.
munisiion _on  RRaaioiox:ésl
Proteciion,” January 17, 1375, ¥
mon Preey) Bag adicated

“IC2P

“The

Sil-i0) 'om' ia shouia 20 longer Se

. -~ - -y owr 3
usad. Tha formiila w323 ofiZind.y .o-

| daes cou:d T8

(less than 0.5%) of Lhe indivicdunls par-
tic:pating in NRC-llcenxed activities in
1977 received doses excoeding 5 rems
and, therefore, required use of the
dose-averaning formulil Ellmination
of i .. use of the formu.s would have
little offect on the coliective (man-
» n) dose, but the individual risk
could Le reduced for approximaticy
320 people (1577 data),

The n |
amead ~°0101 %o
(caicnda” yCar; stas

dish _anaual
caris (or magation

ot

u n.cn

‘Je_ﬁJﬂ_.L.ﬁ g .a..._cm..m

woul

cose standards would ue retained, But

the stancard {or Lne whole body would
"“-_-'.F:T—’_ : e

"'-"ren

geeupat.cn 3aze
Tome lLconzens ocz..sxona. 7 nced the
Nexibilily provided by the 3 rems per
calendar quarter standard in order to
accomplish essential werk [nvolving
high dose rates, I this fexibillly were
removed, there could be a cdesirable
e{fcet 1 that new {aciltlles and/or
quipmen: might e cesigned 0 meet
the lower dose stancdard. However, it (s
very likely that existing liccnsess
would use extra aorkers in order .0 ac-
complisn essential work mther than
back!itiing enginecering conirols to
reduce dose rate: and working times.
Thus, the collective dose would not be
lowered and might be ircreased. In-
{ormed members of the scientilic com-
munity, as evidenced by ICRP recom-

Ll Pt el
lioe 2

-.._-l

siencations, telieve that, {nr annual
doses on the order of 5 rems, there is
Uttle or mno bioiegical agvantage,

exceat {or an embryo or {etus, in Uimit-
ing the rate nt which the dose is re-
ceived, From this viewpoint, no guar-
terly standards are necded in 19 CFR

rt 20. However, the Commission
s:alf belleves thal quarter!y standarcs
ith asscciated requirements {or re-
por:ing doses that exceed those stand.
ards are necessary Aas ::re':lut onary
measures ¥hich give early [adicallen
of pos3idie undesiradle si u:u..or.: ard
provide NRC the opsoriunity L0 Nves-
tizate those situations, U necessary 10
ensurss that they are promptly correct-
ed and that adequate mearsures are
taken (0 preciude recurrence. Al the
same .ime, the guarierly stancard oro-
poscd, i.e., 3 rems per calendar quaricer
whoie body, s considered by the Com.
mission o be adequately low {or cffor.
tive reulatory ccontral waen consul-
ered n con'unction with the other
stancdards and conrols st forth in lhe
..,, lagions. Coomments on dasir.

o

Data asailasle to the 1‘.

=iss.on reveal that apgroximate:y :..3

iemrs Flam
—c s

MO. 3S5==TULIDAY,
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endar quarter of the terminating cal.
endar yerr or [raction thercol, or pro-
vide an estimate of those doses il the
finally determined pcrsonnel menitor-
ing results are not ava:lasie at that
time. Estimated doses shall be clearly
indicated as such.

2. Section 20.3(a) of 10 CTR Part 20
s amended by adding !mmediately {ol-
lowing subparagrash (4) a new subpar-
agraph (4a) tc reas. as foilows:

£20.3 Definitions.
(a) As used In this part:.

(4a) “Calendar year” means four
consecutive calendar quarters starting
with the calendar quarter which
begins in January.

3. The undesignated center heacing
preceding §20.101, 10 CTR Pasrt 20, &
amenc2d to read “Tadiation Protec-
tion Standards Applicastle to Doses,
Leveis, and Concentrations.”

4. Section 20.101, 10 CFR P 20, is
revised to read as [ollows:

£20.101 Radiation protection standards
for individuals in restricied areas.

Except 3s provided in §20.104. no li-
censee shall pessess, use or transier U-
censed material in such i mannerasto
cause any individual in a restricted
area to receive in any period of one
calendar quarter or one calendar vear
from radicactive material and other

sources of radiation a total dose (n
excess of the standards specified n

the {olowing tasle:

Rems ver Rems oot
calencar caencar

i quarer Tear
I| 1. Whole bedy resd and

| wunk wciive tiood.iorming
|| erganx jens of eyes or
Il gonads 3 3
|| L Hands and foresrms: (oot
| and ancies 18% it ]
| 3 Swn of wnoie Seay ——— ™ 30
|
I} 8, Secilon 20.102, 10 CTR Part 20, Is

revised to read as [olcows:

$20.102 Determination of prior dose.

Each licensee shall require mv indi-
|| vidual, prior to [irst entry of tie ingi-
,.Mu:u into the licensce's res:rc'ed
|| nrea during each emgployment or work

assignment under such circumstances
individual will receive or Is
receive (0 any period of one
“ calendar quarter a dnse in excess of 5
|| percent of the appilcable annual
| stancards specified (a :20.101, to dis
ka close in a wrmtten, signed statement,

i1 likely to

'm.ncr. (a) that the !ndividual had no
| prior dose during tie current calencar
year, or (b) the.nature and amount of

PROPC7ID RWLES

| any dose whirh the individual may
have received duriez each speci{leally
!dentified calendar quarter of the cur-
rent calendar year rom sources of ra-
diasion possessed or controlled bty
other persons. Eazii licensce shall
maintain records of such staiements
until the Commission author:zes thelr
disposition.

S In $20.104, 10 CFR Part 29, parae
graph (a) Is amended to read as ‘ol
lows:

§20.101 Expasure of minors.

(a) No licensce shall pessess, use cr
transfer licensed material in such a
manner as to cause any individual
within a res.: .tcd area who is uncer
13 years of age to reczive in any period
of one calendar quarier from racisac-
tive malerial and oti'er sources of radl-
alion 3 dose in excess of 2.9 percent of
iithe annual standards specilled in the
ltaoie o §20.1G1.

==

7. In §20.202, 10 CFR Part 20, para-
graphs (a)(l) and (ax2) are amendc2
to read o5 ‘ollows:

§26.202 Personnel maonitoring,

|
l (a) Each licensce shall supply appro-
| priate personnel monitoring cquip-
{iment to, and shall require the wuse of
such equizpment by:
(1) Each.indivicdual 18 years of a3
or older who cnters a resiricted aren
nder such circurnstances that the -
dividual receives, or is ligely to roceive,
a dose in any caleadar quarier in
excess of 5 percent of the ancual
|standards specified In §20.101.
(2) Each individual under 18 rears of
i iage who enters a restricted area under
| such circumstances that the [ngividual
!rect'v-s or Is likely t3 recelve, a dose
l1.28

]
i 'z any calendar gquaster nn excess of
l sercant of the annual standards
:is..ect.'led in §20.101.

i

(Sec .6.. Pub. L. 33703, G4 Stat 943 (42
U.S.C. 2201), see. 201 rs amended, Pub. L.
03-433, 33 Stat. 1242 (12 US.C. 33410
Dated at Washingzgtzsn, D.C, tiis 15t
day of Pebruary, 1279,
Fer the Nuclear Regulatory
mission.

Com-

Sawor J. Cirs,
Secrelery of the Commission
(R Doc. 70-3235 Flled 2-16-72: 1S am

[6425-01-11]
DETARTIASHT CF TIIIR3Y
Econamic Rezuiztery Adminiziration
{19 C73 Poets 582, 371, $22, 5C3, and 208]

{Docket No. LRA-R-78-19]

SYMPCSIUMIITANING QN P20P035E0 RULES
TO AP EATNT THE POYETPLAMNT AND N
QUSTRIAL FLILL UJE ACT OF 1573

GENCY: Ecouomis Regulatory Ad-
ministration, Deparimant of Energy.

mmom MNaotice of Symposium-Hear-

UMMARY: The Economic Regula-
tory Administration (ERA) hersby an-
nounces that a symposium-hearing on
the Proposed Rules for Implementa-
tion of the Powerpiant and [ndustrial
Fucl TUse Act of 1078 (FUA) will be
heid on Marsh 2, i072. and £ recu.ired.
Marshh 3, 1999, In La.-x.rr.on. Ren-
tuciky. Procedures guverning the cone
duct of this sympesium-hearing are
presented with tlis [7otice. This sym-
posium-hearing replaces the Lexing-
ton hearing, notice of vhich was pud-
lished in the PrasaL Rzcisten (44 FR
3721, January 13, 1979, and 44 FR
$803, Jaauary 29, 1979).

DATTS: Symposium-hsaring will Se
held at 9:€0 =.m. on ISarch 2, 1979, and
{f required, 2Zarch 3, 1979,

ADDRLCTS: The Kentucky Center for

Znerty  Rasenrch., Administration

Building, Iron Works Tike, Lexington,

Reontuecky.

POR PURTISR LNF

CONTACT:
William L. Weblt (Qffice of Public
Informatlon), Zetonnmic Reguiatory
:\bff‘.b’..li-‘;uo". nt of
r.-er'-v Rwoin 3-1119, 2302 11 Sireet,
nwW - ’.':"“hh‘. 00, D.C. 20%51. (262)
624-2170.

Stephen ML Sterm (Regulations and

CRIATION

Leparia

Tmergency Planning), Zconomic

Regulatory Administration, Depart.

ment of E;ner:,. Roera 2130, 2000 M

=rm~: M ‘Vasaingion, D.C.
0461, (2022 "“-652’..

Rcoert Lavies (Mueis Rer.x!g:lon-

Prograin Offlea), Sconomic Reguia-
tory Admizistration, Cepariment of
..xex"" Room 7202, 2000 M Street,
. Washiagen, D.C :':1'61. (202)
“"; ‘9'0 ;
Jomes il Hellernan (Q{fice of Gen-
c':.l Counscl), Department cf
Energy. Doom 6144, 1218 & Penunsyi.
vania Avenus, N .‘4 Washingion,
D.C. 204G, (2S2) a....-?.so
STPPLEMENTARY LITORMATION:
Conservation of gearce energy re
sources thrnugq  cnesuragement of
groater coal and altermate {yel use n
piace of inipori.d petroleum and Ali8-

FEDIRAL TEGISTER, VOL 44, 'O, I5-=TUEIDAY, FEERVARY 20, 1977 .



STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

CORDELL HULL SBUILDING
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37219

April 17, 1979 s . =19,20(447R 102 )

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

Attention: Docketing and Service Dranch
Gentlemen:

After reviewing your proposed changes in 10 CFR Part 29 announced on February
20, 1979, we have the following comments.

We zdamantly oppose lifting the 1.25 rems per quarter limit because we Delieve
this will result in higher exposures 10 many individuals and chaos in administering a

: radiation contr.l program. If it is necessary to establish a J rems/year limit €O sC
but do not tamper with the .25 rems/quarter limit. By adopting a procedure
allowing up to 3 rems in a quarter if the licensee cemonstrates that the worker has
not received greater than 2 rems in the prececing 3 quarters, i.e., the worker wil
Aot receive greater than 5 rems in any % consecutive quarters, you can retain the
1.25 rems/-uarter limit, allow plannec exposures 10 3 rems and restrict the
exposure of any iidividual to 5 rems in any & consecutive quarters, This seems 0
us 1o be a much better approach than that chosen By the Commissicn.

I+ should be turther noted that the use of a "calencar year" concedt invalidates the
framework of limiting a worker to 5 rems in any one 12 month JerioC Secause it
aliows an individual to receive 5 rems on the last day of one calendar vear and then
5 rems 0., the first cay of the next calendar year which couid total 1O rem in WO
days not 5 rems in a vear's time as specified in stating that "shere is little or nO
biolegical advantage in limiting the “ose rate for annual exposures on the order of J

rems”.

Sincerely,

R ST R

Mlichae! H. Mobley Askot-* - v ., L
Radiological Physicist T T

Divisien of Radiolegical Health

MHM/jt /10

of 790¢ co055 /'
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» 2 80x a00
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Mr. Samuel J. Chilk

Secretary of the Commission

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washiagtom, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Cailk:

Subject: Elimination of 5(N-18) Rule from 10 CFR 20

In the Federal Register notic: of February 20, 1979 the XRC progosed
changes to 10CTR20 which would eliminate the "S(N-18)" rule. The justifilatiocnm
the Commission gives for tiis actiom is the recommendation ia ICRP? 26 that

the 5(N-18) rule be eliminated. The Commission also notes that less than
’ 0.5% of the individuals partic pa:.ng ina WRC - licensed facilities raceived

doses ii excess of 5 rems, thus izmplying minimal impact irom aliminaticn of

the 5(¥-18) rule. However, ICRP 26 recognized ia sections 113 & 114 that
infrequent situations =ay arise in neormal operations where exposure of a feu
workers in excess of the annual limit may be justifiad because alternative
technizues for attaining lower exposure are either umavailable or impracticable.
S:ecifical-v. ICR? 26 would allow a worker to receive doses up to twice the
aznual limit ia any siagle vear and up o five times the aanual lizit in a
lifetize for a planned special exposure.

e beligve the ‘“:en: of ICRP 26 would be achieved and the "As low as
Reasonably Achievable" principle reinforced if the 3(N-18) rule were retaized
with a modification of 10CTR20 to lizmit the 5(N=13) rule to (1) planmned special
exposure situaticus where alternative techaiques 2 raduce the ex_csure are
unavailable or impracticable, and (2) to lifetizme special planned expcsures
below 3 tizes the a=maual lizmiz. This would allow the utility iadustry th
flexibilicy which we consider necessary in theose rars but significant situations
where higher exposure is jus:ified.

Very truly vours,

uun....."

Dt of 7906/ 4Pts4
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AT i ~19,20 ‘/‘/FR/0398>

secretary of the Cormission
U.5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
wasaingzea, D,C. 20533

Actention: Docketing and Service Branch
Subject: Proposed Amendzents to 1NCFR Parts 19 and 20

leferences: rederal Regiscar, Volume 44, No. 33, February 20, 1979
10388

Exxcn Nuclear Ceompany, Inc. appreciates this opportunity to commeat on
the Commission’s proposed rulemaking. ‘e wish to make the following
cocmmentcs:

3. e are generally opposed to the piecemeal apprcach ©0 acdifving the
Commission's radiation protection standards which is suggested in
this Proposed Rule. In the Suoplementary Inforzaticn supplied, Ihe
Commission indicates that a rulamaking nearing cn the subject Is
taatatively scheduled for rthe Spriag of 1879. The Cecmzissien
oresents no lustification {or a hasty acticm aifecting only a ver”
miner part of the population of exposed woriers, an those only 27
less than a faccor of twe and one-half iz annual dose.

t4e rationale for eliminating the 3(N-18) dose-averaging .
establishing instead a 3 rem per year dose-equivalent iz &
ge does not wholly reflect the ICR? recommencatioas. While 4ic
.rue that the ICR® did nct again recommend the 5(i-12) Zarzula
did reccmmend certain allowances for plannec special sudcsures
uring normal operaticns. (See Paragrasns 1.3 anc 114 of ICR2
ublicaciom 25.) La those paragraphs the ICR? recc=mends, under
certain conditions duriag acrmal operations, planned special expos-
yras up to 10 rem per eveat and up to 25 Te= in 2 lifetine. Turcsaer,
these special event axposuras were a0t to affect the abilicr of ¢t
worker to acquire fusire annual dose-eguivalent 1izils.

»
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Secretarv of the Commission -3= April 17, 1979

Tor all these reasons we c:ose the Commission's proposed actionms.
We are aware of no information ia informed sciemtific circles,
certainly nmot in the ICRP recommendaticas, which warraacs consider=~
ation at this time of reductions in permissible annual dose limits.

Therefore, we do not support a gemeral rulemaking proceec ing on the
subiect of an overall reduction in annual dose limits. Bowever, if
such a general rulemaking is conducted it would be a more appropriate
forum for evaluation of deleting the 5(N-18) formula.

Very truly yours,
R. Nilsan, Manager
Licensing
RN:WSN:slr

Attachments:

1) Tablel

2) Paragraphs 113 and 114, ICR? 26.
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el anni ) 2 IR0 ‘/‘*Fﬂloaes)
Secretary of The Commission

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

washington, 0. C. 20535

Attenticn: Docketing & Service Branch

Dear Sirs:

In reszonse %0 your preoosed rule chenge(s) of 10CFR Parts 1
issued Fenruary 20, 1979, I wish to sutmit my thoughts om N
tion of the 5(N-18) formula.

w0

Some time back a program was initiated which called for exsosures t9
be held "AS LOW 2S PRACTICAL" and was followed by our current “AS LOW
AS REASOMABLE ACHIEVABLE". These progra~s were to De achieved by plan-
ning, engineering, and design, etc. and did apparently exceed all expec-
tations in that only 320 individuals exceeced § Rems during 1377.
to me that we, the industry, did i serious your
"ALARA" programs. ‘low that the pr e working, vou
to further penalize us by removing o] we hac left
lations to handle scme unforesseable event., The elimination
rmula will not allow us the righ® %0 use volunteers [sr volune
lves) in the event of such a situation.

o
n
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Elimination of the usa of the formula weuid
active (man-rem) dose, but the indivicual
oximataly 320 pecple (1877 dat2)”, I wish

Based on your statement that
have little effect on the €91
risk could be recuced for aco

to ask scme cuestions:

1) wWhat is the risk that could be reduced?

2) How many more individuals must now be exposed

small percantage (less than 0.33)7

How many of those now toC De exsosed (baszd on the alf
of 5/N-18) are experienced and trained?

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

il

Execucive O*ices: One State Street P'aza + New York, N.Y. 1CC04

of 790%)85¢3&¥
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Secretary of the Commission , WAR \3""
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission N = _‘¢¢1f5:‘
Washington, D. C. 20555 %K) Coms et
Att: Docketing and Service Branch Re: 7590-01-M '57\]&; ‘..:\’/

Dear sir:

The following comments 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 1973.
I am ¢ agreement with the proposed change tc 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
S (N-18) rule has never been a denfensible policy, in my opinion. I do nu* feel that a
quarterly limit is necessary, but if it is adopted, it should not be less than the pro-
posed 3 rem value.

The wording in the proposed section 20.102 states that each licensee shall require an
individua: 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-
ment 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.
Further explanation of what is intended o: removal of the words "or work assignument" 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
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
personnel nonitoring depend heavily upon the interpretation of the word "likely" in the
phrase "likely to receive”. The dictionary indicates that likely is synonomous with prou-
able. In nuclear mersures.-ts it is generally assumed that something with a 95% probability
“as a high probability, whereas a 5% probability is low or unlikely. I would therefore
interpret a 5% probability of exceeding a given dose limit as unlikely and therefore would
not require personnel monitoring or a previous dose history. This assumes that there is
enough prior experience within a given rectricted area to make such a prediction. However,
my interpretation zsy not necessarily be the same as that of the NRC. Some discussion of
this matter in tlhe proposed rule making would be helpful to licensees and to NRC inspectors
and Jicensing personnel.

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

Sincerely, -
. “w ?
€2 L "'(/' e L L
Rodger W. Granlund
University Health Physicist

s - -'..‘&[7...........1;-‘

Dwpe of Tagagee/ 4
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fecretars of the Commission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, 0. C. 20835

Attention: Docketing and Service Sranch
Gentlemen:
Reference: 44FR10388

Peaple for Inergy Progress, a grass-roots erergy advecacy orgarizaticn,
has reviewed the proposed amendments to 10CFR1S and 20 (44FR10388) that
would, among other things, eliminate the accumulated dose averaging
formula, and cffers the following comments for the Commission’'s con-
sideration:

1. We perceive that the Commission is under considerabie pressure Dy

N individuals and organizations to reduce the permissible occuda-
tional dose. We trust that the Commissicn would not reduce that
dose withous valid scientific demonstration that individuals who
receive doses 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 30 years
with doses in some vears up to 12 rem, causes injury 2 individuals
so exsosed. There certainly is no consensus ameng experts in the
field of ragiaticn biology or radiation protacticn that 2 cause-
effect relationship dces or aces not exist at a 3 rem Der yeir
average limit., Accordingly, we do not agree that the 5 rem zer
year average limit should be Towered.

2. Nor do we agree that the 5 (N-18) formula should be eliminated.
Such action would have the same effect over 30 years of some in-
dividual's working lifetime as lcwering the limit. This occurs
because it is tne aggregal2 dose over time that is related 0
injury. The ICXP (in ICRP-26) continues to recommenc S rem (50 mSv)
per year as the occupational 'imis for occupationally exoosad
persons 18 years old and older. Therefcre, if cne now started 0
work at 12 and worked at 5 rem per year until age 3, he cor sne
ould accumulate 250 rem. That 230 rem in 30 years nas leen tne

basic (2P recommended limit since 1858 althougn ICRP 2ic not
soecifically szate so in any of it's publicationi. The current
1CAF recommencaticns (ICRP-25) do nct change that recormencation.

Therefore, eliminating the § (N-18) formula will not necessarily
reduce anyone's Jifetime dose.

Dupeof Mbea1081c



Secretary of the Commission
Page 2
April 16, 1879

3. Practically, however, elimination of the formul: will limit most
radiation worker's lifetime dose to less than 25C rem. That occurs
because most persons historically have not started working with
radiation until a“ter age 18. If the formula is #'iminated, such
persons could receive 1ifetime doses less than 250 rem; e.g., less
by 5§ rem for every year over the age of 18 that they were not
occupationally expesed. So, if I, myself, were to start working
at age 38, my maximum lifetime cccupational dose (without the
formula) at age 68 would be 150 rem. With the formula [ could
conceivably receive 250 rem by age 68. We knew of no scientific
evidence which demonstrates that a lifetime deose of 250 rem causes
more injury than a lifetime dose of 150 rem if both are accumulated
according to current limits in 10CFR20. Until such evidence is
availahle, we do not agree that the formula should te 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 availabie between
5 and 12 rem is sometimes called) is occasionally vary usaful.
Particularly in emergency situations or unforeszen circumstances,
the additional dose in a bank is necessary to mitigate or recover
from tne situation. Consider the recent 3-Mile Isiand accicent.

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 accicents have been
rare and, we trust will continue to be. BZut the formula should
not be eliminated, because it will reduce operaticnal flexadility
in those infrequent instances when that flexability is most neersd.

5. Finally, the ICRP no lcrger recommends use of the forryla, not
because of new data that demonstrates a higner ricv of injury if
the formula is used, but because it "seems to be unnecessary,":
to prevent accumylation of more than an annual dose-ecuivalent
1imit within a short pericd of time. Further, the ICRP states,
"shere is no evidence to indicate that the Commission’s recormenced
system of dose limitaticn has failed to crovide 1n adecuate Teve!
of safety."® Also, “long-continued exposure o7 a ccnsiceratle
proportion of the workers at or near the gdose-equivalent 1imits
weuld only be acceptable if a care®ul cast-benefit analysis had
shown that the higher resultant r sk would be justified."® Clearly,
the Commission's emphasis on ALARA is mere consistent with the ICRP
radiation protection philoscchy than simply elimination the formula.

. 1CAP-26, Paragrapn 35
2. 1BID, Paragraph 77
3. 131D, Paragraph 102



Secretary of the Commission
Page 3
April 16, 1979

€. .n conclusion, PEP urges that the 5 (N-18) formula be retained
because:

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

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

c. The ALARA program is more effective in 1imiting dose than
eliminating the formula would be.

We aporeciate the opportunity to furnish the above information and
trust our comments will contribute to continuing effective and practical
regulations.

Very truly yours,

. N. Tschaeche
Managing Director

ANT:mh/1580-1592
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April 16, 1979

Secretary of the Commission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 208555

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch

Dear Sir:

The following are the official comments of the Health Physics Task Ferce
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. 84, No. 35, Tuesday, February 20, 1979 beginning on page 10388.

The EEIl Health Physics Task Force does not believe that the epidemiolegical
data and associated recommendations for lower standards, ncr do the Petitions

also referred to in the Proposed Rule, present an adequate basis for calling ’
a hearing on the adegquacy of existing occupational radiation dose-limiting .

standards. 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 Commission cites ICRP 26 as a further basis for the elimination of the
§ (N-18) dose averaging formula. We want to remind the Commission that
ICRP 26 permits dose averaging and presents a formula which allows excess
exposure in limited cases of up to 10 rem per year, and as much as 23 extra
rem in a lifetime.

If the Cormission 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 EEIl Health Physics Task Force believes that this additional exposure
may be necessary for limited numbers of skilled workers in an extraordinary
mainte-ance situation, such as, for example, certain welders usec in a PAR
steam generator replacement operation.

YI:Q/?‘\

5 ‘---. ......... SRR AL
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Page 2

We also want to remind the Commission that ICRP 26 ordinarily permits a
dose of up to 5 rem - ~ year at any dose rate (i.e., with no quarterly
dose limit). Therr e if the Commission imposes a limit of 3 rem per
quarter it should n.: attach special conditions or meaning to doses close
to this quarterly limiv as long as they are necessary and are received
and controlled r~der ALARA conditions.

Thank you for permitting us the opportunity to comment on this Propused
Rule. We expect that our comments will be noted and that appropria‘e
changes will be made in the final rule.

X s

Lionel Lewis, Board Member
EEl-Healtn Physics Task Force
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April 12, 1979 iy -—.JZEG(WFR 103883

Secretary of the Comxission
U. S. Nuclear Regularory Commission
Washington, D. C. <0333

Attention: Docketing and Service Branch
Subject: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissicn

<
Propecsed Rule on Radiation Dese Limits
Duke Power Cczpany Comments

) Reference: Federal Register Volume 44, Wo. 35
{ Tuesday - February 20, 1379
¢ Dear Sir:

The following are our comments on the prop sed amendments.

1. The referenced docuzment states "The commission takiag iato
recently published interprecations of epidemiological data 2
associated reccommendaticons Ior lower standards and alse io re
to petitions for rulezaking €O lower the dose standards f.ilad oY
the Satioral Resources Defease Council (SRDC) and by Dr. Rosall
Sertell has determined that a hearing should De held ¢ .he adegquacy

of the present occupaticnmal radiation dose li:i:%pg s _ardardis.”

Duke Power Company feels very stTongly that the data and petitions
presented by the NRDC ané Dr. Reosalie Berczell (specifically ze=n-~
tioned) and other implied sctudies (such as the werk by Mancus?

er al and 3ross) have been repudiated by responsible peers and by
spokesmen from National ané Intermaticonal bodies responsitle for
recommerding radiaticm protection dose standards. Thereiore, the
reasons quotad above for holding a hearing do not sugpert the nead
for a hearing. Such hearings are not necessary nor snould they ce
held. There is no curreantly generally recognized bicmediczl basis
whatsoever for a reduction in dose limits. The 3EIR Reper: 3,
whn issued, should be a tocally adequate ceview.
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2.

It is further stated in the referenced document that in 1977
approxizately 320 people exceeced an annual dose of 5 raus; and
that in accordance with the latest ICRP 26 rec>mmendations, the
NRC proposes to eliminate the 5 (¥-18) formula and linit annual
doses to 5 rems. No mention is made of the fact that the present
NRC regulations permit exposures up to 17 rem per year at the rate
of 3 rem per quarter; and also that there may have been a real neec
for these relatively few people to exceed 5 rems in a given year.

t should also be noted in this regard that ICRP 26 makes scme pro-
vision for a relatively small number of people, such as the 320
people cited above, to receive exposures in excess of 5 rems per
vear. ICRP 26 permits these relatively few exceptional exposures
up to 10 rem in a given year and nc more than 25 excess rems in ¢
lifetizme. The argument is made in the referenced document that the
individua® risk could be reduced for these 320 pecple by eliminating
the formula with "little effect on the collective (man-rem) dose.”
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 formula should be retained for special considerations
warranting its use, such as steam generator replacement.

The reascns givea by the NRC to limit quarterly doses to 3 rem
maxisu= are inappropriate. ICRP 26 has recommended no such limit
and this point is ackaowledgzed by the IRC in the referenced document.
Furtherzore, the NRC acknowledges that there is n¢ piological advan-
tage in secting such a limiz. It is unfortunate that the NRC has
chosen to use the wording that the 3 rem per gquartear liais would
serve as an indication of "precautionmary zeasuras which gives early
indicaticn of possible undesirable situations.” It should be ncted
here that ICRP 26 sets no such limit on the 5 rem per year cose rate.
¥resumably under ICRP 26 radiation workers could receive the whele

§ rez annual dose in cne guarter of the vear providing they had no
further exposure for the remainder of the vear. Siace there Iis no
currently reccgnized bdiological significance in a 5 re= annual dose
delivered in a shorzer tizme period, it follows that there carnct de
anv significance to a ] rexz dose in a quarter. The 3 rem lizit would
merely serve to provide some flexibilicy £or accomplishing necessary
work.

In regard to transient woTkers terainating esployment, the InaustTy
has previously recocmended 2 NRC that immediate reports be ziven
to those individuals who request such reports, prasumably because
they intend to work at arother facility sometize Sefore the end of
the given quarzer. The industry showed where it would not be cost
effective to zive immediate reports 2 all transient woraers if

such reports wouv'd serve no useiul surzuse. lYevertheless, the
preposed regulations have a requirexzat for a report useom teTaization
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to each transieat worker. It is our belief that this aspect should
be reconsidered »v the NRC.

In conclusion, Duke ?ovct Company feels that there is not sufficient
reason nor is there any experience to support the NRC's proposed amend-
ments to 10CFR Parts 19 and 20 regarding occupaticnal dose linits.

‘\\}ua;___,Lﬂ./ﬁitll(Le;:jT\\\

wWilliam O. Parker, Jri\_d

Very truly yours,

RFJ:vr



() ol 1 i;;;;:::'«‘PR_LS‘QO ((QFR 10388')

PROVOSED t

GULF NUCLEAR. INC.
P.0.BOX 58866 HOUSTON, TEXAS 77058 (713)332-3581

April 1i, 1979

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

Dear Sir:

The basic coucept of enforcing 5 Rems per year is admirable
along with allowing 3 Rems in a calendar guarter. Th
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 gquarter.

There are several basic cuestions that are conspicuocusly
absent from this proposed rule as it agpears in the Federal
Register dated February 20, 197

1. What happens to the worker when in exposure greater that
5 Rems occurs? 1Is 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 seenm
to be a violation of his right to earn a living.

2. An overall resentment by the industry shculd be expressed

because of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission supposi-
tion that no one tries to control levels.

oo aha
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It is a known fact that the majority of those workers

who exceed 3 Rems were involved in power reactor work

and that probably ninety percent of tie Regulatory

Guides issued are directed at that group. We feel that
the NRC should investigate its role with the pcwer people
and consider forming two divisions, cne for power reactors
and the cther for byproduct materials. And posszibly even
a third division, that being related to medical. There
are far toco many rules that cover the three phases that
are applied to all even thouch 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 progran.

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 croup? In other words, the NRC is
quick to recommené rule adoption based on supposition
which falls in line witi hysteria created by anti-nuclear
groups such as Dr. Rosalie Bertell and the NRDC.



Secretary of the Commission
April 11, 1979
Page 3

Careful examination of your document reveals nco justifiable
reason for acceptance except as in many cases the NRC feels

t is justifiable. There are severzl other questions besides
the major cnes mentioned abcve. What is the cost impact esti-
mated to be on the industry? Will the NRC in the manner it
has portrayed in the rast be there guickly to level a civil
penalty on the industry? All present forms and proceduras
will be made cbsolete and reeducation of all personnel will
be a necessity.

Based on the above I oppose the mcdification or changes to

10 CFR, -‘art 19 and 20. Realizing that there are possibilities
that there are underlying causes for this type of change, L ¥ 4
and when these causes from a reliable and reputalle source

are publised, then I will reconsider my position.

Very truly yours,

/ }.f | 7. l, ‘2
At F Fecueie X+
Walter ?. Peeples, Jr.
President

WPP/aeg

cc: Fred Rohde, Managing Director of the Non Destructive
Testing Management Association
Congressman Ron Paul
U.S. Senatcr Lloyd Bentsen
U.S. Senatcr Jchn Tower
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April 11, 1979

Secretary of the Commizision
. U. S. iuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dear Sirs:

In reviewing vour proposed rule change for dose-limiting standards
for workers, several somme.“S 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 nc
conclusive evidence that this system does not provide ade-
quate safety margins.

(2) The present limits have been taught in the industry and the
shilosophy relating to lifetime exposure is predicated on
suck training. The impact in economics of retraining would

A be tubstantial. Also, the reacticn of individuals to such

change could likely be one of confusion, as the NRC has pro-

K vided a guideline on the limiting dcse, now they chancge it.

"Have I been unduly exposed because cf the NRC's newly founc
knowledge, and are the new limits adeguate?”

(3) The adoption of this rule change would -~ :1irly show the NRC's
acceptance of the linear hypcthesis theo.y.

This change appears to be the adoption of a ruile £or the sake of chancs
There is no scientific evidence to support this change and hyvpothesis
is certainly not sufficient reason for this change. There are many =
ulations which are promulcated to ensure the safety of workers in
industry. 1If those are applied and well understood, they are suific:
to reduce radiation exposures.

You have stated as a purpose that individual exposures must be reducsad.
If the amount of work in radiation areas last year resulted in 320
persons receiving greater than 5 rems, does the application of th
linear hypothesis result in reduced problems from exposure if such ex-
posure is spread out over a greater proportion of the pcpulaticn? I
think not!

. *’/H/?........

Qupt of Tdees¢42y



the rule change as being economically and phil-

In summary, we oppose
osophically unsound and fe=l there is lack of evidence to support the

need for more stringent safevy measures.

Sincerely yours,
NUCL SYSTEMS, E; RPORATED .

i call A S

Harry Richardson
President

HDR:sd_



W. 1gton Public Power Supply System
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@ o G April 6, 1979 M
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Docketing and Service Branch

Secretary of the Commission

United States Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washingten, D. C. 208555

Dear Sir:

Subject: Proposed Changes To 10CFR20

The Supply System offers the foilcwing comments concerning the proposed
changes to 10CFR20 which appeared in the Federal Register February 20, 1979.

1)  10CFR20.101 - No additional comments are offered for the proposed
changes to this section of the regulation.

2) 10CFR20.3 - The propesed additional definition "calendar year" was
added to this section; however, "calendar quarter” was not redefined.
As the Supply System stated in April 1978, 2 calerdar quarter should

\ be defined as a standard guarter (1-1 to 3-31,-etc.) because Ticensees
could be using different time periods for reporting cose informaticn.
. This could increase the pessibility of an overexposure, since one

licensee could assign a dose to a previous calencar gquarter and/or

2 LY .
calendar year, and another licensee could include the dose as part of
the current year.

We recommend that this comrent be reconsider~d for inclusion with the other
proposed changes.

Very truly yours,

Sl
[

D. L. Renberger

Assistant Dire.tor
Technology

mg
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Secretary of the Commission Serial No. 203

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission . Docket Nos. 50-280

Washington, D. C. 20555 50-281
50-338

Acctn: 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,

s Paragraph 2.805, the following comments and suggestions are subtmitted for com-
sideration in regard to the proposed amendments to the regulations contained in
10CFR Parts 19 and 20, published in the Federal Register on February 20, 1979 at

* 44F .R.10388. The proposed amendments pertain to the basic radiation dose-limiting
standards for workers, set forth in § 20.101 of 10CFR Part 20, and related sec~-
tions of the regulations, including § 19.13 of 10CFR Part 19 and §§ 20.3, 20.102,
20,104 and 20.202 of 10CFR Part 20.

1. The proposed new paragraph (e) to be added to § 19.13, 10CFR Part
1¢ states:

"(e) At the request of a worker who 1is
terminatirg emplovment with the li-
censee in work invelving radiatien
dose, or of a worker who, while em~
ployed by another perscon, is termina-
ting assignment tc 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 teramination, a written report
regarding that weorker's radiation dose
during each specifically identified cal-
endar quarter of the terminating cal-
endar year or fraction thereof, or pro-
vide an estimate of those doses if the
finally determined personnel monitor-
ine results are not available at that
‘ ated doses shall be clearly
such".

i
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Jeorge £. Pickan, MDD MP M.
Director

| State of Fest Sirginia

CEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
CHARLEITON 13308

April 6, 1979

T 19-40
- @4FRI0388) . _ -

Secretary of the Comission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, 0. C. 20535

Attention: Docketing and Servica Branch
Dear Secretary:

[ wish to register my aoproval of e
NRC regulations the use of the accumulat
§(N-18), and related

apoear.ng in the Fec
pages 10383-10230.

L LD -
LA

gral Register of Tuesday, Fetruary 20,

Sincerely yours,

.

William H. Aaroe, Jirector
Industrial Hygiene Oivisicn

WHA:dg

Dug of 7995299938

Jonhn D Rocketeller |V
Governor

%

iminating from cyrrent
dose averaging formula,
mattars. as containaed ir your proscsal

1979

L]



Cor ~wealth Edison

Cne 3nal Plaza Chicago Hlinors
Addi. <eply 10 Past Office Box 767
Chicago, lilinois 60630

April 6, 1979

Mr. Robert B. Minogue

Director

Office of Standards Develooment
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Coimission
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 comments
on ALARA and its implementation. I would also hope that
sometime before a decision is made, you and some of your
staff will be able to visit one of our stations. I am
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 2 very
knowledgeable and practical gentleman, but a nuclear power
plant is considerably diffeirent 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.

1 was pleascd to hear you say that you intended
to use the experience of good periormers as che basis for
your standards. My only corcorn would be that, based on

SERIN S 37 T DGR " JRC taking that good experience
rrone cne or t''o notches bevond. This
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o= 19-80 (H4FR fo355) serih 8, 1979

Secretary of the Commission =

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Kf; .
Washington, D0.C. 20535 \3; .

ATTN:- DOCKETING AND SERVICE BRANCH Nt
SUBJECT: PROPOSED RULE CHANGE 10CFR PARTS 19 & 20 JC

Gentlemen:

We have reviewed the oroposed 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 pr-oblem with the rules as proposed.

We would however like to-sugsast an additicn in Paragraph 20,102 and in any
cther part concerning disclosure of exposure by an individual.

We feel that some staterent indicatfng 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 impriscnment of the individual.

Sincerely yours,

T
T P 1&: }bve.(3>J_&,. ;.412 o

John B. McCormack
Assistant Radiation

-~

Protection Officer

JBMc/ds

Qupt Of 799527 P43 |
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_19-20 (527 10335)

Secretary of the Commission s
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission e
Washington, OC 20555 Qg;

Attn: Docketing and Service Branch
Gentlemen:

Re: Proposed Changes tc 10 CFR Pa-t 20 to Eliminate
the 5(N-18) Accumulated Dose Linit

1 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 faver of making 5 rems per year the
dose limit, with no exceptions, for whole body exgosure.

2) I would like to see the limits for calendar quarters
abolished, as recommended in ICRP Publication 26. If
this is too radical a step, then the guarterl, limits
for the skin of the whole body, and for the hands and
forearms, feet and ankles should be set at 50% of the
annual limits, rounded off upward to a reasonably round
number. If current annual limits are kept, this would
hecome 15 rems/quarter to the skin of the whole tody and
20 rems/quarter to the hands and forearms, and feet and
ankles. Having a limit of 18.75 rems in the reguiations,
with 4 significant Tigures, makes no sense tO me when
the instrumenss used to measurs the doses cften involve
an ervor of no better than 10% or so. Limits should be
specified in numbers rounded off to one significant digit,
or two significant digits if the first digit is a Tow
number and the second digit is a five (e.3. 15, 25).

3) NCRP Report 32 recommends lower annual Timits for the skin
of the whole body and for the forearms. In addition,
ICRP Publication 25 reccmmends 3 lower anpual |

limit for

the hands, fzet ani ankies. Therefore. [ f2el trat “AC

rl/lﬂ

Dupt- of m 5290047



Secretary of the wwmmission 4 April 197:

regulations should reflect the most conservative annual
limits recommended by these two authoritative bodies:

Rems per
calendar year
Whole body :
Skin of whole body 15
Forearms 30
Hands, feet and ankles 50

4) 1f the annual limits recommended in item 3 ahove are
adopted, and if the elimination of quartarly limits is
too radical z step to take, then I would like to see
the quarterly limits set as follcws:

Rems per
calendc. ynarter

Whole body 3
Skin of the whole body 8
Forearms 15
Hands, feet and ankles 23 #

§) It makes even less sense to have guacrteriy 'imit, for persins
under 18 years of age, so [ urge that the limits te set at
10% of the annual limits for adults during any calencar
year. This would make occupaticnal excosure for these
younger workers the same as that permitted in unrestricted
areas.

6) I would like to see the recuirements for recuiring personnel
monitoring set at a sercentage of the annual 1imit in a
calendar year--10% seems reasonable, e. g., 5C0 mrems tc the
whole body. This limit is based on the recommenced dose to
the fetus of 500 mrem over a 2 month gestation pariod. Levels
for requiring personnel monitoring could be increasad for
older workers, to say 25% of the annual Timits in a calendar
year.

7) 1 do not understand what makes a 17 year old worker any dif-
ferent from a 17 year old member of the general ouclic. “embers
of the gener2l public are not required to wear gersonnel meni-
toring davices, so workers snould not bé recuired €0 wear them,
even when under 13, unless they are expected to exceed 109 cf



-3-
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Secretary of the .manissién 4 April 1979

8)

the adult 3annual 1imits 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
ex; ysures at these levels with commercially supplied dosi-
metry syste~3, 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.

The requirement to determine prior doses during the current
calendar year for persons being monitored appears to be
excessive and a paperwork 1ightmare, 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 %o the bulk of medical and research
licensees where most exposures remain quite low, even with
rapid turncver of personnel. 1 recommend that dose limita-
tion with more than cne employer be limited to calendsr
year accumulations, and that it only apply to those indivi-
dials 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 com-
ments is appreciatsd.

Very truly yours,

~' & & 00 n
T At é;. :ﬁr&ilzﬁéag;%;;\
Frank E. Gallagher, III,.CHP
Radiation Protection Cfficer

—
—
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April 3) 1979

Robert E. Alexander

Office of Standards Development
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr, Alexander:

I am very interested in receiving a copy of NRC's propcsed amendments
(dated February 20) to its regulations that would eliminate the
accurulated dose averaging formula mentioned in the Current Report
article, "Radiation, Task Fcrce Report Fears Hazards May Be Grealer

. Than Previously Suspected, page 1527. A copy of the article is
enclosed.
’ If there is a charge for this copy being sent to ze, please inform me

before sending the copy.
Thank you very much for your assistance.

Sincerely,

ol 3
e Mo S W Ny
Jchn €. Elliott, M.D.
, Chief, Health Projects Staff
Iirision of Medical Services

Enclosure

- Dueof q¢58¢543 ¢
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and 10 cope wilh Increasing numbers of complaints. Whiting
stressed the reed for early settlement of discriminalion
complaints He outlised a system which the agency may
beg:n using in a few regions Ums summer.

The proposed system would permil more opporiunily 1o
settle cases wiihout lengithy invesligations and lligation.
One opportunity exists immediately alter the compia.nt is
made, Whiting said. when the complainaat. empioyer and
OSHA discnimination irvestigator wouid meet and aitempl
1o seitle the case face-to-face Current OSHA procedure re-
quires 4 complete invesligation of the compiaint before a
settiement is made, an investigation which does nol brinf
the emslover and complainant together.

If the face-io-face meeting is unsuccessful. selllement
may be possibie alter the full invesligation 1s complete, but
vefore the case is recommended to the soliciiuf, according
o Y uting.

Bou. employer and employee are belter served by early
settlement — the emplover in reducing the amount of
backpay awarded the empioyee ‘1 selliement and in avaiding
possible court costs, and the empioyee in receiving an offer
of jobr reimstatement anc backpay as soon as possible,

Whiting said. ’
Weeding out trivial and non-OSHA complaints already is

being done in OSHA's eastern regions Dy means of a new
screening process. according 1o OSHA cificials. Rather than
investigaung in pc son every complaint received. an exten-
sive telephone interview now is concuctec with the employee
1o determine if a valid 11(c) compiaint exists. Approximate:
Iy 15 percent of incomirg complaints were climinated in the
pest month withoul concucling a { “l-scale invesligation,
OSHA officials said.
Building Case Law
Since discriminatior law is "'a part of the Act that s sull
being developed.” Wiiting cautioned thal cases that will
build law “‘must be pursued
Whiting said one case of particular imporiance in the area
of job safety discrimination is the decision of the U S Court
of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit in Marshall v. Wiiripool
Corporation and Empire-Detruit Division, Detrout
. Steel Corporation {7 OSHC 1073). Calling the decision a
~ “victory™ for OSHA Whiting sa:d the case "sels ¢S up
again” for a Supreine Court decision on the right of a worker
to walk off the job in the face of imminent canger. The Court
previously declined to review a Fifth Circuit Court of
Appeals decision in Marshall v. Daniel Construction
Company (6 OSHC 1031).

Public Information EMor

Calling the area of 1lic) work “absoiutely essential.”
Whiting said OSHA 1s embarking on a pubdlic information
campaign to educale workers about discriminatics The
agency plans to release within a few weeks a posier and
pamphiets on discr ~ination, and 2 {iim on the subject now
is being produced by CSHA

OSHA officials anticipate an inc rease 1n the number of
complaints as a resut of the publicity. an increase which of-
ficials admit will stra.n the limited resources of the 1lic)
staff unless many more cases can be settled more quickly
Each of the 59 investigators has an average of 50 cases per
year — a heavy case ioad according to OSHA officials.

Negotiations Traning
The first two days of the February 27-March 1 semingr
were devoted to neg~iations traiming. Gerard [ Nierenderg
and Richard A Zeif of the Negotiation Institite, New York
City. concucted sessions on the “"art of negotiating ' Topics
covered included philosophy and climate of negotiatins,
skill improvement, siralegies and counters in negolialivas,
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gvercnming darriers. ané communicaling w-.cClively both
verdally and nonversaily.

Radiation .

TASX FORCE REPORT FEARS MAZARDS
MAY BE CREATER THAN PREVIOUSLY SUSPECTED

pe @

&yomlolowkvcholnduuonmybmm
ous ‘han previously suspected and further rescarch is neecded
to clarify the possible heaith effects of low-dose radiation,
according 10 a Fedruary 27 statemeat by Secretary of
Health. Education. and Welfare Juseph A Califano. Jr

Califano released for public comment draft work group
reports of the Interagency Task Force on Ionuing Radiaten.
The reports cover research on the health effects of low-level
radiation. acuess to records for epidemioiogical research,
the provision of information to the pu’i.c about racdiation ex-
posure. the compensation of those wio are injured, and the
reduction of radiation exposure.

The task force was cr-ated in May 1978 at the reques! of
the White House Last October Congress mandated that
HEW “establish a comprehensive program of researca into
the biological eifects of low-level .omzing radiation” and
“conduct a comprefiensive review of federal programs of
rescarch on the biological effects of iomzung radiation.”

The task force is chaired by HEW and includes represen-
tatives of the Departments of Deferse. Energy. and Labdor.
the Velerans Aaminisiration. the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
‘mission. and the Envirormental Protection Agency

Califans said the reports are to be circulated widely for
pudiic review and comment and cautlioned Lhal they are
draft versions and do not have final approval of the heads of
the agercies involved

He explained that HTW s expanding its radiation research
program. including a comprehensive research program on
occunational exposure to low-level radiation to De concucted
by ine Center for Disease Control. Califano notec Lhat scien-
ufic assumptions about the exten! of the risk from exposure
1o low leveis of raciation. whic' are the bases for existing
guidelines for radiation exposure have been challenged Dy
several recent studies. “Al'nough none of these studies is
conclusive. they @0 sugges: that the incidance of leukemia
produced by low levels of radiation may be higher than
scientists previously thought.” Califano commented

He observed. ““Workers in a number of occupations. in-
cluding. for exampie. uranium and phosghale miners,
nuclear enmergy plant emplovees. certain heallh.care per-
sonnel. and researchers are exposed 1o racialion we'l above
what the genera: public receives " The work group repertion
reducing radiation exposures added, “Heaith professionals |
and technicians incur the highest total population dose. but *
the population dose for workers in the nuclear power in-
dusiry and in manufacturing and general industry is aiso

significant.”

Occupationai Exposure Limit

“The major issue in worker exposure has been the ade-
quacy of the current occupaticnai dose Limat,” according to
the report

“A number of agencies share the responsibiity for en-
suring that worker expasures remain as iow as reasonably
achicvable beluw the established occupational standard,” it
exnlained “"Approaches to regulation vary accorcing 1o the
industry and the regulatory powers conferred on Lhe respon-
sible agency.”

“General'v the NRC ; -otects workers in the nuclear fuel
cycle as well as those who employ By-procuct materiais in

AORS 1217/75. 800 8O
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industnal and health care setungs. Th. has the authority
to condition licensing on Lhe user s developrent of
procedurcs o maintain occupational exposures as low as
reasonably achievable (ALARA) The NRC is secking to ex-
pand the operator’'s ALARA program review during actual
operations, following issuance of a license,"" the report con-
linued

It explained further that the Occupauiondl Safety and
Health Admun.stration “*has no licensing authority and does
not insist on application of ALARA, but rather attempts to
ensure adherence (o dose limits.” In summammg the stav-
dard for occupational exposure, the report said: “The dose
limit for nuclear workers permits application of a formula
allowing up to 12 rems of radiation per year, providing that
the accumulated dose from prior years does not average
more than 5 rems per vear since age 18. The standard
applies only to whole-body radiation. Separate standards ex-
ist goverming doses o individual organs™ (29 CFR 1910.96;
Reference File. 31:5357).

The report also observed that the Mine Safety and Health
Acministration “has powers similar to OSHA's and is
responsible for ensuring that exposures to miners remain
below prescribed ambient levels™ (30 CFR §7. 5-37 through
$7 5-47. Releren.: File, 31:1508).

It aiso summarized the controversy surro.m\.mg the
current occupational dose himit. It said. “Environmental
groups and some unions contend that the standard shouid be
lowered to 0.5 rem per year because of the recent studies

" suggesting that radiation is 10 times more hazardous than
has been pi. 1ously thought. Others believe these studies are
in error.”

The report noted that indusiry and certain other unions

* “believe that the present standard, combined with implemen-
tation of ALARA, provides good protection for workers and
that lowering the standard would resull in a higher worker
population dose because more workers would have to be ex-
posed to radiation sources for a longer total time." I added.
“Environmental groups answer that lowering the standard
would force industry to develop improved technology that
would eventually reduce the population dose."”

NAC Proposes to Amend Rules

NRC proposed on February 20 amendments o its
regulations that would eiiminate the accumulated dose
averaging formuia mentioned above and the associated
Form NRC-4 exposure history, and impose annual
dnse-limiting standards while retaining quarterly standards.
Related amendments would express. in terms of the new an-
nual standards, the stancdard for dose to mirors, the re-
quirements for the provisiun of personnel monitoring equip-
ment. and the requirements for control of total dose to all
workers including transient and moonlighting workers (44
FR 10388

The comnussion asked that comments be submitted by
April 23 to the Secretary of the Comm.ssion, Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555, Attention:
Docketing and Service Branch

NRC aiso decided to hold a hearing this Spring on the ade-

o quacy of presr.t occupational radiation dose-limiting stan-

_Further information on NRC’s proposed amend

available (roqr R E_Mexander Ollice_of Standards,

evelopment. US Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Wasminglon, D C_20555 telophas. LI017 143597

Wﬂ lonizing Radiation

The task force's science work group noted that
epidemiological studies concerning occupational radiation
exposures have inveived medical radiation workers, radium.

3879

dial painters, uranium runers, and nuc.
workers

“Mortality statistics for ssdiolog:sts in the United States
and Great Britain have been compared with statistics for
other physicians and for the general population in several
studies over the past 35 vears. Increased risk of leukermia
and other cancers has been regularly documented. par-
ticularly for older physicians exposed in the early days of
radiologic practice when radiation hazards were not fully ap-
preciated. Similar effects were not seen, however, in a study
of mortality among 6.560 U.S. Army Worid War I X-ray
technologists in whom radiation doses were presumed not 1o
be as great,” the work group observed.

It continued, “'Ongoing studies in the United States con-
tinue to follow conorts of radium dial painters who 40 to 50
years ag- ingested substantial amounts of radium while
poinung the tps of their paint brushes with their lips. Greatly
excessive numbers of bone tumors have occurred in these
workers. This reflects the fact that radium concentrates
internally in bone tssue and that in many of these workers
sufficient radium accumulated to produce high levels of local
radiation dose (500 — 1,000 rad). An excess of coicn cancer
has also been observed as well as an excess ol nasal sinus
ca-cinoma, presumably the result of radicactwvity diffusiag
from bone to adjacent mucous memboranes."”

adustry

Portsmouth Naval Shipysrd

The report mentioned the investigation of mortality
patterns in nuclear workers at the Portsmouth Naval
Shipyard in Kittery. Me. “"This work has suggested an excess
of cancer, primarily leukemia, among shipyard workers.
The study, however, covered only one-third of identified
deaths among workers and relied on indirect sources to
define ragiation dose. Levels of occupational radiation doses
are substantially below allowable limits in nearly all
workers. Interpretation of these findings remains uncer-
tain,” the report cautioned.

Further studies of the shipyard are being conducted by the
National Institute for Occupaticnal Safety and Health
(Current Report. February 13, p. 1465).

The work group explained. “"Fxposures of United States
uranium miners to radioactive radon daughters have been
estimated by measuring radiation levels in mines and
reconstructing the work histories of individual miners. Ex-
cess lung cancer has been observed :n these workers, par-
ticularly among workers who smoked cigarettes. Excess
lung cancer has likewise been found in other mining pop-
ulations exposed to radon daughters, including News
foundiand fluorsps. miners. Swedish and American hard rock
runers, English iwron muners, and Czechoslovakian uramium
miners.””

It discussed analyses which have recently been conducted

with respect to 35,000 workers employed since 1544 at the
nuclear facilities in Hanford, Wash. “Several of these
reports indicate increased mortality from multiple myeioma
and pancreatic cancer possicly associated with occupational
rad:ation exposure. Similar patterns of excess cancer mof-
tality in Hanford workers were described in an earlier

= analysis of death certificates. Some, but not all. of these

analyses have also suggested statistically significant excess
mortality for lung cancer and for au cancers as a group.’

However. the report cautioned. "'Interpretation of these
analvses with respect to increased risk of radiogenic cancer
is highly controversial . . . . To resolve Uiese differsnces. sub-
stantiaily more data will be neeced both on the Hanford
workers and on similar occupation groups with particular
emphasis on the possible role of competing carcinogenic
agents’’ (Current Report, February 8, p. 1438).

Cccupotionol Safety & Heaith Reporter
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Secretary of the Commission
. U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Cozmissiecn
Washingten, D. C. 20355

Attn: Docketing and Service Braach

Dear Sir: s
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Subject: Eliminatica of Accumulatad Dose Averaging Formula.

1 would like to make the following comzents on the proposed changes
to 10 CFR Par: 20, as outlined in the Federal Ragiscer of February 20, 1979
(vol. 44, No. 35).

1) I basically oppuse elimination of the 5(3~-18) formula for the
following reason. The current reasoning is that a total lifetime dose of
. 250 REM deliverad a: either 12 REM per year (uncil 5(N¥=-18) is resched)
or 5 REM per year will have the saze net biological effect. Whi.e there
is currently scme question about whether the total lifetime dose should
be reduced, I know of mo data that indicate that a dose rate of 12 REM/yr.
is significantly more risky than a dose rate of 3 REM/yr.

The present formula assumes that the izmportant stochastic effects of
radiation (genetic dazage and carcinogensis) are dependent prizarily oa
total accuzmulated dose. For ome of these, genetic damage, it is %ertainly
more raasonable to expose older persoms who are bervond the normal child
bearing age. In the case of a job requiring a sora=-or-less fixed man-rea
dose (such as in the Nuclear Power Iadustry), the preseat formula allows a
certain flexibility in the distribution af dose between younger and older
workers. 1If the 5(¥-18) formula is eliminated then evarvonc would de
1irited to 5 R=M per year and it is easy 2 imagine a situation (again for
the case of a fixed total man-rem exposurs O a given group) where the
younger segment of the population receives a dose higher than at present.
This seems to 2@ to be an undesirable, negative consequence of elimizactin
the 3(¥-18) duse averaging concept.

2) I strongly faver the proposal ©o retain guarzerly dose lizmits, But
to ra‘se the zaximum permissible dose 2 3 REM per quarcer. Agzain, thers
appears to be no evidence that a dose rate of 3 RIM/quarter is anymere
detrizental thaa a dose rate of 1.23 R=M/quartaer (for the same anzual dose
of 5 RZH).

"or
"
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3) 1 suggest that maximum permissible quarter.y doses for the skin
and extremities be raises in a manner analogous te that for the whcle
body. Limits of 15 REM/quarter for the skia, aad 30 REM/quarzer for the
extremities seem to be reasonable values that would provide greater
flexibility, without incresising the risk.

. Very truly yours,

Walter F. Wegst, Jr. PhD
Manager of Safety and

. Institute Health Physicist
Certified Health Physicist.
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March 30, 1979 . - - ' ?«Q o OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AND SAFETY
/ . THE CENTER FOR THE HEALTH SCIENCES
(44 =R /_.2‘:,,') _ LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90034

Secretary of the Commission
U. §. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Attention: Docketing & Service 8ranch
| -

Re: Comments on elimination of the 5(11-18) rule.
(Proposed Regulation Change)

The basic concept is sound and within current thinking of Soth the NCRP and ICR® and

for most situations would not place any particular limitation on :he licensee. ‘lowever,
two parts are of some concarn:

Secti~r 20.192 would require each new pers<on 1o sign statement listing his prior
. dose within the calencar year. The adnministrative paper werx
load on the University would be excessive considering several
thousand new persons start work with radiation each year. The
potential gain in limiting doses would be negligible.

An alternate agoroach weuld be to pro-rate the dose for the rest of
the year starting at the time an individual begins work. For examnle:
If a person started Agril 1, the allowed dose for the rest of the
year would te 3-3/% Rem without regard for anvything ‘they have nad
prior to this time, and without written stata~ents by the cerson
involved. HNo additional paper work would be involvad anc the dose

to the person would still be considerably under 12 Rem as currently
permitted.

Section 20.202 (Perscnnel monitering) reguires monitoring for people
13 at 250 and 621 millirem per guarter ressectively. Technically,
is attainable for hard ganma and soft photon but is not technically
feasible for neutron. MNeutron films do not resoond to neutron
energies bet.een thermal and 500 XEV. MNeutron films have 3 lower
reading limit (track counting under an oil immersion microscooe

and conversion to REM). ‘leutron fi1ms cannct be run for long
periods (in excess of one (1) menth) due to latent image facing.
Experience indicates that in-house dosimetry can do a cansidaraciy
better joo than commercial vendors. Corrmercial venders often place
the cut-off soint at 100 mrem ( egval to 300 mrem in a cuarter). £Ever
at these levels, the results are 200r. Examoles of a recant inters
comparison are on file in this office.

of "90647545]
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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 dus
to technica! limitations.

Very truly yours,

. John C. Evraets
Radiological Safety Officer

JCE/ap
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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
Wo ters: Inspection Standards For
Protection Against Radiation"

Dear Mr. Alexander:

The following are comments con the proposed amendments 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
Meeting on Radiation Safety for Industrial Radiographers", Page 617 There
apparently have been no new scientific developments since the publication
of these questions and answers that would justify such a change. Even more
dangerous will be the tendency for persons who disagree, to "fail" to re-
port incidents that previously would have been reported.

The proposed changes to Part 20 could possibly reduce the reported exposures
to approximately 0.5% of the individuals participating in NRC licensed acti-
vities. The cost involved to have this reduction in exposure to approxi-
mately 0.5% of the participating {ndividuals will be passad on from the licen-
see ultimately to the taxpayer and the consumer.

AL AGREEMENTS CONTINGENT UPON STRIKES ACCIDENTS AND OTHER CONDITIONS BEYOND OUR CONTROL
ALL CONTRACTS ARE SUBJECT TC APPROVAL BY AN OFFICER OF T COMPANY QUOTATIONS SUBJECT TO CHANGE WITHOUT NOTICE

out of 77¢52§q45‘/
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March 27, 1979
Mr. Robert E., Alexander

In summary, until some sound reason is presented to justify a change, let us
use our present regulations to protect our whole population not oanly from
radiation, but also higher taxes and inflationm.
Very truly yours,
YUBA HEAT TRANSFER CORPORATION
ol Larh
Allen Cash
Radiation Safety Officer
ACC:CD

cc: T. R. Harrington
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Address Reply to:
Radiatign Safety 0ffice
Center for the Health Sciences
University of California
405 Hilgard Avenue 3
Los Angeles, CA 90024 ~

g
v (S
. a.,’
Secretary of the Commission ™ szemeTl
U. S. Nuclear ! egulator/ Commission ol VR i
‘lashington, DC 20555 \:\" Sl 3
attn: Docketing and Service 3ranch "',.ﬂ‘ }E, o

ne: Comments on Prooocsal to Eliminate 5(N-12) Rule

The Legislation and Standards Committae, with approval of the Executive

. Committes, of the Southern California Chanter of the Health Physics
Society. has ‘efi*e” +n make several comments on the pronosed elimination
of the 5(1-13) whole body accumuiated dose rule from 10 CFR Part 20. The

’ oranosed *Hanﬂe to N2C requla‘tions was nublished tn the Federa! Sezister

an 27 Feoruary 12379, in Volume 32, Number 2S.
P ]

-~

~Jr comments are as follows:

i) Section 20.101 2adistion protecticn standards for individuals in
restricted areas.

%equlatory requirements far cccupational radiation exoosure can-
trol must not be regarded as limits defining the boundary detween
harm and no harm. Rather, they are ,u1de.1nes that can be usad
to judge the °“ef°~v=ness of the licensee's radiation asrgtecticn
program. This is cert tainly a propar roﬁu‘a:cry functicn. How-
ever, it is most '~“or ant that %tiese requlatory regquire
not restrict the qualified exdert (be*’*7*=ﬂ healch physt
equivalent) in praviding sperational orocaduras that talar
henefit versus risk ’u”"&ﬂ" in cartain limited radia-ion use
jtyations. The usa of the dJdosa averaging concapt was one way of
sroviding such flexibility. Hcwever, this arpitrary 1ifetime
dose 1imit is not the only methed f2 srovide this nesced *
5i1ity. Therefore, it is our recorme ndation that if the Sii=-
rom accumulated dose conc2ot s 0 %e @ liminated, then i

.
yirinit Siopeg- Syl by S : .
shat ssme crizaria be included in the regulaticns wnich est
lishes the drocadure for wai:e t

r of the £ rem ann
+aiver need not be automatic (as with the presen

-
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