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The AEC's proposed reCulaticas on radiation exposure for
i

ifertile women clain to implement the flational Council cn [
Radiation Protection and Measurements (NCRP) recommendations .

Iin Report tio. 39, issued January 1 ',1971. Those reco .=encitie..s,

t
I istate that fertile " women should be employed only in situations '

where the ar.nual dose accumulation is unlikely to exceed 2 cr F.,.
*

I3 ress..." According to the NCRP, with such a dose limit,
{*
texposure to the fetus would probabl/* not excecd ' .5 rens betere
{a woman recognized that she was precnant. The NCar states
[

*

that such a limit is necessary because,t,here is a positive ,

~

* in' relation: hip between fetal irradiation and childhood cancer. I'
8

According to the /IC's own data, however,11.8% of all l
i

moaltored workers in 1973 were expcsed to levels of radisticn i1

.
s

in excess of 2 ress. The AEC does not state hcw many d2r these

3,3135 individuals were women woi-kers. Thus, a significant
I

,

number of wcmen may be current 1/ caposed to levels of radiaticn
,

*

that the AEC concedes'c:ay be har:sful to their embryos or fetuses. .'
*

*
!
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Will the AEC proposed rcCulations ccrrect '51s situation? h-
.

sWe suCCest that the regulations are mere window-dressing to sake 8

.

[; - .,

it apoest thatthe AEC is takinC affirmative though belated ..
" 1'

N
action to protect women employees. In fact, the proposed * -

, -j;
regulations are actually meaningless statenents of philosophy L

,(-.

I -

that are virtually une,nforceable because of the AEC's prl' sty Lf'9 ,'e
b. concern for the costs to the nuclear industry and secondary ( -

,.

concern for the safety of wo'rkers under its jurisdiction. l' -

The AEC has proposed two amendments to the current regula-
O ',j*

tions. First, it has added one provision to its worker instruction i,

f.regulations that would require employers to tell employees abcut ; *'

the biological risks of radiation exposure to the fetus or
.

-

*

_

embryo. The wcman worker is' thus placed with the burden of I '

deciding whether or not to work at a potenti.111y dangerous job. r 'i*
5

"

Clearly, a woman who is esposed to an annual done of 'radistien |
g

exceeding 2 rems will have diffictilty evaluating the risks she i

is taking, in that the AIC sdaits that such esposure is potentially -
,

t

h%sardous, yet does not requi're that such exposure be forbidden
-

(see paragraph be' low). The burden of Insurtre a safe worxpls:e
t,

. should .be placed on the AEC.

Jecond, the AEC has added one other provision to its

current regu',ations. The current reculations already ask that
~

,

licensees "make every reasonable effort to naintain radiation
.

espsaures...as far below the limits specified in this part at
,p*

possible." (The current annual naxinum dose level is 5 rens.)-
'

'

The AEC prop 6 sed regulatien would add the following: "(ACC '

,
* licensees] should makt particular efforts to keep the rsdistica

esposure of an caoryo or fetus to the very Icvest practicsbla
.
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{
1evel darlog the entira gestation period...." The state of

I ! technolocy, as well as the costs of lowerinC the doso 1cyc10,
*'

f' are allowable considtrations in deteritining the " lowest;

practicable levels /* in both the current and amended reculati:ns. i

'
Two observatic,ns mu.t be made. First, neither of the ne.-

,

t

provisions for womea wor'..ars are mandato~y requirements. Sec:nd, ,1

both the present re6ulattoms and their amendments hinge on the ,

nuclear industry's own at:sessment of its financial capability
,

to lower ,tne radiation" ezposure to a safe level. The AEC's
.

'

f

stateitent of reasons accompanying the proposed reculations E
L'

t- already alleges, without any st.bstantiation, that it is t
1g.

impracticable for tne nuclear industry to lower the dose limit s F
;. '

I. for 'all workers tecause it would cost "large suas of money." [
i.

Thus, it ir clear. at the outset trat the AEC never genuina*y i.

f
expects that the nuclear industry will guarantee that the ' |' .

,

(1radiation exposure for all fertile women is kept telow the+ ,

[1- 2-3 rem hazard le sel. -

['
How does the AIC currently enforce the proviator's requiri .s 6

that the IcVels of esposure be kept to the " lowest practicsale

level?" Since costs are such a prime factor in the ACC's

proposal, it is necessary t.o review the AEC's Regulatory Guide
'

|
i
{~

8.10. " Operating Ihilosophy for Haintaining Occupational p /
4

Radiat ion Exposures as Low as Practicable," to determine' hed t!.c i

vaildity of economic claims r.ade by industry are evaluated by

the AEC. .

;v
*

The Regulatory Guide states that licensee management
i

"should be committed to maintaining exposures as low as ,

practicable." One aspect to this " commitment" is that

. .

.

-
.
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modifications to operatin(* and maintenance i.

procedures and to plant eTJ! punt and facilities
should be made where they will cut:tantially ) s

reduce espo3vres at a reasenable cost. (er.phasis [. <_

added.) *
,

w,
*

Management nust merely d.'t.a3nstrate that it har sought cIsancas
,

and implemented improvervnts "4here practicable." DarinC th: t. '.. +
*past yerar the U.S. has witnessed what results when workers

1 .

rely on managemens "cor.r:1trints* to a 1.afe werkplace -- rather k .

; .

than strict regulaticas -- as evidence hac accu:sulated showing
I

i
, a.

worners dyir.c fccm cucer after exposure to such chemicals l' ')
as bis-chloror.athyl ether, vinyl chloride, and arsenic. -

t
Thus, we have a situatien where the' AEC admits that (1) e!- -*

levels above 2-3 rems of rMiation exposure are potentially

. hazardous to woruen of child-bearing oce; (2) a special standard
,

limiting the employment or wer.en workers in AEC racilities
! -

would be discriminatory; b'ut that (3) over 105 of workers are

currently exposed to annuc1 levels over 2 rems, ever. though h
;;.

current re6ulations require AEO licensees to keep the levels l'
l'to the " lowest practicable levei." Cbviously, then the voluntary
;,

*

t:- I.

requirement that AEC 11cen ees ' cake ciery reasonable effort" }
.

.-

to mini:21:e expoture has n.ot to date resulted.in creating a |
. g.

safe workplace ' or a,y, (i.e., r. ale and female) employees. Cn17 i.

s

a m,,qndat ory require 1ent that A* O facilities reduce exposure, ,

!
levels to an enforci.aole nume'rical limit for AL" er.ployeca will *

I
result in guarantee of a safe nrkplace, without discrimin2tinc !

t

[
against women e ployees. .

,,

. At a time when health and safet.y requirements are already
,

being corpromised by threats of econoale depression and job
i

*

lay-offs, it seems igroper for a government re ulatory agency ;.
.
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{'
to publicly ' state, without full disclosure or substantiation,

,

[ that the nucicar industh'y cannot practicably affor:1 to pro-

! tect its workers from the dancers of radiation exposure. Thce e-

l
f,' economic claims emerge as a weak excuse for the fact that

p-
neither the AEC nor the' nuclear industry is truly ccmmitted tcg-

s

,d protecting the health of all ecr ers who are exposed to rauia:':n.

Those won.cn worker!., who are emplcyed in AEC facilities should
,

not be fooled by the AEC's empty assurances that wcmen will be
[
( , protected by the new regulatio.s. These women should demand

'( that the AEC require the nuclear indust.ry to publicly testify
.- .. .

I with full disclosure of the acnal ecsts of i=plementing1

meanini-ful safety reculations to protect all workers. As tne

f- regulations staed'now, they protect the profits of the nuclear
'

f industry while pr Widing no additicnal health assurances fc r
u

'

f- fertile wo.en worr.crs.

t
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s .- 5FRCH: Ben Huberman fe
SU3 JECT: FERTILE WCMEN PAPER - ?_DDENDUM TO CCY-76-535

(REEM MEMO, 7-17-76)

'

I believe that the paper provides the additional information re',uested
by the Coc=ission, and adequately scores the alternatives available to
the Co:nission.

INevertheless, I think the paper does not do justice to the real strengths
of the alternative which the paper recc=: ends. These streng.as include:>

First, while the paper adequately discusses the capability ofo
the recc =cended alternative to minimize the possibility of j
sex discrimination in employ ent, the paper fails to give due '

emphasis to the pri=arv cotivation for that alternative, as I
for all the others1 nacely, NRC's concern for and responsibility
to provide adequate protection for the fetus, in accord with i
the NRCP recom:mendation. Trus, the paper should make cicarer ;
that the aim of the alternative is primarily to provide radiolo-
gical protection, and only secondarily toorovide that protection (-
with a "iM ~' social impact.

.

i-
e Second, it avoids the potential, which several of the ether -

alternatives have, of shrinkin;; the pool of skilled labor, voich i
may cause art increase in total population e=posure 'rith a

t.

concomitant increase in al. biolo;;ical effecta, includin effects
on fetuses. (In this connectica ve should net 1;;nore the real 5 -

impact of NRC's decision - whatever it may be - on the approach
.

of other agencies responsible for radiation protection).
,

,

t

e Third - and cost important the recoc= ended alter .etive is-

an effective step in further protection of the indivLdual fetus.
While it cannot, perhaps, he said to be the rest effective alterna-

tive of those presented, it cannot be said to be geffective nor
should it be seen in that light. A sizeable fraction of ve=en, i

CONTACT:

Al Kenneke (OPE)
634-1541
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havias % , ,
the :e *% * O* '

--
. wu '..

of t.:e . . s .,
'

^e somewhat greater risk ass tmed for
furt er

.,,g.,, - ;- -
. , J - - '% .s- .-'l the=selves ia t he event of preg..

. . nancy,
I .*e work situationn that would avoid* " ' ' ,* ' '' ''-

-

.s,i

% ', -tsk. Even if ontI 50',of the affectedy' t h e '' - '
- # *

f x . . .'_"- '- . .'*nother alternative were 100% effective.be a' w'
M ee ,, .s .. -[, - 4 -. . ' ass in protectiott of the fetus trouldrec % %,,j tn, , , ;% -- hardly a basis to consider theN

e Fourt1 5 effective..,%.. ,,

neve r *' %' -~<s',t w "',, - h
-

,,, ' ^ 4*
'

- - - - . '- effectiveness is dependent on the woman,radiat..~ ,.
-%--

%- sibility for the effectiveness ofinst. tait. g - "8=
,,

ggis res N ,g 3 ,
. .*as in this instance, as in all other't .% licensee. Specit teally, the licensee

e
M.,"'rtin i t o,4 Q.g -

N m sures*
'''*"idieg.
"- mu

I
-

N-- W.a ,m , ',k ~ S c-n' . _ . % persons exposed occupationally,w,, , '''"C-- tsr, specific inatructions to. ..

.yg .
'

ning risks in pr wancy, ande -

' , ' - -
, ' N 7 vorking conditt a once the fact' '* < gra p g * h own. (For example, a pregnant" % %.r.t.v
,'. ,s

.. '' N assigned to conttoring and filmj - %- cats t ..

,,,,,'^* { % s above 0.5 rem rollowed by
'

tring an individual in those rare
*( % .- uney '{ %_

*'*estes times occur, that ohould not bem , 3 '.,' '"' ' w'-- sch .m %
- e conclusion. The period overD''- vt,^e4 # #,

w 9 * x-e '.e~'"- a alternative would have to be
* '**-se 103%..-- r- .Nn , - a few =cuths at most--

' w,~ '.,.\
'aiick to unload a skilled worker

- thatful. :. -

'%%in wit -k
.

*

" potential vill beco=e availchle,

la sum, wit.ns v of months.%..,4.v q,. . .alternative % ..
---- "9 ., , ,

% fort, I believe the recoes:: endedeffectivec h . ._ w'Q' ''

a way that more tully substantiates its
'* *sily and socioloalcally.,

. - cc: Peter n. .

Bob % ,,,,3 .,
Rt * w ,..
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