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Health Hesearen Croup il cuement on Propused ALT Repulatlons
for the Radiati-m Exposure of Pertile Yomen

(Eegeral Regis.cr, 1/3/75, pages 759-800)

Por further inf-rmation:
Andrea :ricko 872-0:20

The AEC's proposed regulaticns on radlstion exposure for
fertile women claim to implement the National Council ¢n
Radiation Protection and Measurements (NCRP) recommendatiors

in Report MNo. 39, issued <anuary iy, 1971.

State that fertile "women should be employed only in situations

where the arnual dose aceunuxat}on is unlikely to exceed 2 cr
J rems..." According to the NCR?, with such a dose li=it,

exposure to the fetus would Proabiy not exceed .5 rems oeicre
@ woman recognized that she was precnant. The NCARP states
that such a limit s necessary because there 1s a positive

relationship between fetal irradiation and ch:ldhopd cancer.
According to the JEC's own data, however, 11.8% of all

moaitored workers in 1973 were expcsed to lcveli of radiaticn
in excess of 2 rems.

3,835 irdividuals were women worzers.

The AEC does not state how many of these

Thus, a significant )
number of wcmen may be gurrently exposed to levels of radlaticn

that the AEC concedes may be haraful to their embryos or fetuses.
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Will the AEC proposed regulations cerreet *Sis situation?
We suggest that the r!gulatlbnn are mere wirndow-dressing to sake
it apoear that.the ‘AEC is taking affiraative though Lelated

action Lo protect women employecs. In fact, the proposcd

e

regulations are actuclly meaningless statements of philosophy

that are virtually unenforceable because of the AEC's primary

—

concern for the costs to the nuclear industry and secondary
concern for the safety of workers under its Jurisdiction.

The AEC has proposed two amendments to the current repgula-
tions. Pirst, it has added one provision to its worker instruction
regulations that would require employers to tell employees about
the biological risks of radiation exposure to the fetus or
enbryo. ?ho woman worker is thus placed with the dburden of
deciding whether or not to work at a potentially dangerous Job.
Clearly, a woman who is exposed to an annual dosre¢ of racdlation
exceeding 2 rems will have difficulty o;ulu:ttng the risks she
1s taking, in that the AEZC admits that such eiposure is potentially
%Azardous, yet does not require that such exposure be fordldden
(see paragraph bcio-{. The durden of insurire a safe workplaze
should be placed on the AZC.

decond, the AEC has 2dded one other provisioen to {ta
current reg:-‘'ations. The current regulaticis already ask that
’ltccnscen “make every reascnable effort Lo maintaln radiation
exposures...as far below the limits specified in this part a*
possible.® (Tha cu-~ent annual naxiouwn dose level i3 5 rems.)
The AEC proposed regulaticn would add the following: *[AC
licensees] should maks particular efforss to keep the radiaticn

€xposuie of an emdOryo or fetus to the very lowest practicable
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level duriang the entire gestation periou...." The state of

technology, as well a: the costs of lowering the dose levels,

i

are a.lowable considerations in decerrining the "lowest

practicable levels,” in hoth the current and amended regulaticnas.
Two observatiuns mu-i be made. Pirst, neither of the nes

provisions for women wor-«rs are mandato-~y requirements. JSec.ond,

both the prezent regulations and their amendments hinge on ths |

nuclear industiry's own asiesswent of its financial capadiiity

to lower tne radiation e:posuie to a safe level. The AEC's

statement of reasons accompanying the propcsed regulations

already allegez, witnout any.subucantlatlon. that it is

impracticadble for the nuclear industry to lower the dose limi:s

for all workers tecause it would cost "larse sums of money."”

Thus, it ir clear - at the outset ti*at the AEC never genuinaly
expects that the nuclear industry will guarantee that the i
radiation exposure for all fertile women iZ kept relow the . 1
2-3 rem hazard level. ‘ (1

How does the AZC currently enforce the provitions peq:iri-g
that the levels of exposure be kept.to the "lowest practicisle
level?® Since costs are such a prime factor in the ACC's !
proposal, it is necessary to review the AEC's Regulatory Guide :
8.10, "Operating fhilosophy for Maintaining Occupi:ional f 1
Radiat ion Exposures as Low as'Practlcablc.‘ to determine hoe ti.2
valldity of econoal: claims made by industry are evaluated by
the AEC. u

The Regulatory Culde states that llcensee management "

"should be committed to maintaining expotures as low as

practicatle.” One aspect to this "commitment®™ {s that ;

Eoclosure "P"
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modifications to operating and majintcnance
procedures and to p.ant equipment and facilivies
should be made where they will substantially
reduce exposvres at a reasenadle cost. [emphasis
added. )

Management must merely drronstrate that it nas scught chanpes

and implemented improvem'nts “shere practicavie.™ During the
past year the U.S5. has witnessed what results when workers
s2ly on managzemeny 'comntta;n;:' to a safe scriplace =- rather
| than strict regulaticas -- as evidence hac accumulated showing
worxkers &rxnc foom cancer after exposure to tuch chemicals

as Lbis-chloromethyl ether, vinyl chloride, and arsenic.

Thus, we have 2 situaticn where the AEC adm‘ts that (1) .
levels above 2-3 rems of ro‘lation exposure are potentially
hazardous to women of child-tearing age; (2) a special standard
limiting the eupioynen: of women workers in AEC facilivies
would be discriminatory; but that (3) over 108 of workers are
currently exposed to annuil levels over 2 rems, ever. though
current cegulations require AZC licencees to keen the lcvol;
to the "lowest 6rlcc1cab1u leve .® Obviously, then the voluntary
requirement that AEC licensees “maxe every reasonable effort”
to mininize expo:ure has qoz to date resulted in creating a
safe workplace or all [i.e., male and female) employees. Onlv
a mandatory requirement that ALC facilities raduce exposure
levels tu an enforciaole nuserical limit for ALL exployecs will
result ln guaraniee of a cale .2rxplace, without diccrimirating
against women employecs.

At a time when health and safety requirements are already
being comproaised by threa*s of economic depression and Job

lay-offs, it seems imroper for a government rezulatory agency

~ loguro "7"

. - —— . ——— 3 {—— - -

el

T e e = —— ot anss



- - o v ——— g

g U gy

CHI—————

cm— e

— A —— — g

anlibeeabio il

-i)-

to publicly state, without full disclosure or substantiation,
that the nuclear indust.y cannot practicably afford to pro-
tect its workers from the dangers of radiation exposurc. Thess
economic claims emerge as a weax excuse for the fact that
neither the AEC nor the nucleas landustry is truly coemmitiec L3
protecting the health of all «criers wno are exposed Lo rauviaz.in.
Those wonmen workers who are emplcyed in ALC lacillties should
not be fooleu by the AEC's empty assurances that wemen will be
protected by the new regulatiors. These women should demand
that the AEC require the nuclear industry to pudlicly testify
with full disclosure of the aciual ¢osts of izplementing

meanin ful safety repulations 3 protect all workers. As tae

regulations star

(o9

now, they protect the profits of the nuclaar
industry while providing no adiiticnal health assurances (o>

fertile women ucrrers.
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March 12, 1976

+  URANDUM FOR: Tca Reha

Y

FRCM: Ben Huberman ;» oy

SUBJECT: FERTILE WCMEN PAPER - ‘DDENDUM TO SICY-76-535

(RSM MEMO, 2-17-76)

I believe that the paper provides the additional infrrmation re-uested
by the Commission, and adequately scorcs the alternatives available to

the

Commission.

Nevertheless, I think the paper does not do justice to the real streagths
of the alternative which the paper recc—wends. These streng:-is include:

First, while the paper adequately discusses the capability of
the recommended alternative to =mininmize the possibility of

sex discrimination in employ=ent, the paper fails to give due
emphasis to the prizarv motivation for that alteruative, as

for all the others} namely HRC's concern for and respomsibility
to provide adequate protection for the fetus, in accord with
the NRCP recommendation. Thus, the paper should make clearer
that the aim of the alternative is primarilv to provide radiolo-
gical protecticr, and only secondarily worovide that protection
with a 2inimun social impact.

Second, it svoids the potential, which several of the cther
alternatives have, of shrinking the pool of skilled labor, waich
may cause an increase in total popuiation exposure rith a
concomitant increase in al. biolcgical effects, includiry effects
on fetuses. (In this connecticn we should net ignore the roa
impact of NRC's decision - vhatever it may be -- on the approach
of other agencies responsible for radiation protaction).

Third -- and most {mportaant - the recommended altertstive is

an effective step in further provection of the individual fetus,
While it cannot, perhaps, bte said to be the rcst effective alterna=-
tive of those presented, it cannot be said to be ineffective nor
should 1t e seen in that light. A sizeable fraction of wcmen,

CONTACT:
Al Kenneke (OPE)
634-1541
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‘o somewhat greater risk assmed for
‘1l themselves, ia the event of pregnancy,
e work situationa that would avoid
“fak. Even if only 50% of the affected
“mother zltermative wers 100% effective,
“"mess in protection of the fetus would

- hardly a basia to consider the
"neffective.

effectiveness ia dependent on the woman,
T onsibility for the effectiveness of
“*»s in this instance, ag 1n all other

‘icensee. Specifically, the licensee

™ =asures

~ -

nersons exposed occupationally,
~ Tar, specific inatructions to

= R T~ +*ning risks in P"~“mancy, and
. “EEOK - Alvem
e i \\:‘:\\ © working conditi: 4 ouce the fact
X Nk MTdpens = -, _ ‘kmown. (Por eximple, a pregaant
TN TR L, S e . Assigned to monltoring and film
‘\ i P fring an indivilual in those rare
S b Y S =4 above 0.5 rem 1o’ lowed by
- O o . Ey— “imes occur, that ghould not be
__\‘_‘:* B3 lvngge 2v a2 conclusion. The period over
o sw.i\a_ ‘s ez oo 72 alternative would have to be
e .’j‘-‘,"‘f Ly ™3 = a few =ontlia at most — that
4.‘...:“ S ek o Tick to unload a gkilled worker

Wee,

potential will hecome avail:lle
- of months.

‘~"fort, I believe the recormmended

4 way that more fully subs:antfates its
~"~ally aad sociolojically.

Eaclosure "C"

T e a—— e ———




