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Nuclear Information and Resource Service

1424 16th Street NW.. Suite 601, Washington DA JO036 (202) A28-0002

March 10, 1994

Mr Samuel J Chilk

Secretary

U S Nuclear Regv'atory Commussion
Washington, D.C  20555-0001

Attention Docketing and Service Branch
Dear Mr. Chilk,

Following are the Nuclear Information and Resource Service commznts on the "Draft
Radiological Criteria for Decommissioning " Thank you for the opportunity to read and
comment early in the development of this rule

We recognize the efforts of the Commission to seek in-put from a diverse range of interests as a
welcome departure from the dominant "culture” of the agency We hope :hat this trend will grow

Sincerely,
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Mary Olson
Radioactive Waste Project
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Nuclear Information and Resource Service

1424 16th Street NW, Suite 601, Washington, DC 20036 202-328-0002° fax: 202-462-2183; e-mail: hirsnet@aol.com

Comments On the NRC Staff Draft Radiological Criteria for Decommissioning
Product of the Enhanced Rulemaking on Residuai Radioactivity (ERORR)
(10 CFR Part 20)

Mary Olson, Radioactive Waste Prgject
Nuclear Information and Raource Service
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@{ the clean-up and liccnse

termination of nuclear facilities nationwide. The standard will encompass all NRC licensees from
nuclear laundry services to research labs to nuclear power plants. Via the Agracmem State
programs, the standard will all privatc-secto,r;‘ ) ) 1

located in every state mbg >
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Regulatory Concern) Policies. It is obvious that protective radiation regulation should prevent
pollution, not promote it.

In a first step towards preventive measures the draft does institute a new requirement for license
applications and license 2nendments. The applicant is required to state how they will minimize
contamination and waste generation. This is an important first step, which should be matched by
rigor in the regulation, and an ability to enforce pollution prevention measures

The staff draft also makes a first effort at incorporation of site-specific public participation in the
decision making about these contaminated sites. This is a good step, however, it needs to come
early in the process of all site clean-ups, not only those which are problem cases. Site Specific
Adviso:y Boards should be convened by a party independent of the licensee, and should advise
the Commission in decision making concenung the ute, as well as mvmg the licensee advice about
the decommissioning proccuu ¥y

Comments
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« The requirement of Siu Speciﬁc Advhory Bonrds (SSA‘) is & M!ﬁcant and positive
feature of tht draft rule. An SSAB should be established forenl‘y site that requires a
decommissioning plan, and they should be ind ened to advise both the ¢
Commission and the licensee. This is a contribution tow
clean-up, which depends upon true public a ceptance.

huabaohnelyvmmmbeﬂmbe_ | .' ,' ith and have a voice m

regarding the mitigation and cle p of con 1 ' ¢ appl. Mtnodiﬁcauon of

SIuSpoaﬁchhqu ‘ : t nission's history of
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what works, what is needed, and what lessons have been learned It might be useful to pull in
people gaining experience through the Department of Energy site remediation efforts in public
participation and SSABs. We hope that the SSABs will also look at ways to communicate with
the broader co%nlty to insure an open, rclusive and representational body rather than
exclusive, private advisory process.

SSABs should have access to ALL deccuments pertaining to the site, previous and
current operations and any other information deemed relevant.
In order to give meaningful and credible advice to the Commission and the licensee, the SSAB
must have access to ALL documents and data pertaining to the full operating history at that site
and any other informatioa that they deem relevant. Virtually all the data pertaining to the site and
operations should enter the public record at the onset of plaaning for decommissioning.

+ Public participation is not the same thing as "stake-bholder” forums.

The SSAB should "look like" the community it is intended to represent. There must be a greater
number of mambers of the public than industry interests, just as there is agreatar number of
non-industry-affiliated individuals in most communities, Direct fingncial ties to the clean-up or the
licensee should be viewed as an unethical condict of interest, After all, the licensee itself

represents these interests already. : e T B
« We Mp\pon N m Staﬂ'l intention to return cquta.m‘ll::t d. MO; ti; cl':‘:eb‘o radiatio
that are indistinguishable from background radiation. , this intention should be

elevated to a commitment and used as the criteria for r uﬂlum. ere is no cafe
Mdmm“&mbumepubhmgbwenmmg ithout individual,
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which state that there is no threshold --no leve! of radiation s
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radiation produce a higher health impact per unit of exposure than do higher, more acute
exposures. Ongoing study of the impact of alpha radiation also suggests that the long term effects
of internalization of alpha particies may be grossly underestimated. The current models used by
the NRC and vafious expert organizations and agercies to calculate "dose” and to project *risk”
or forecast h effects do not reflect this information

Therefore, the voice that the NRC Staff have heard consistently from the public calls for a return
of any licensed site to previous existing, naturally occurring background levels prior to release
Further, the position was stated again and again that the licensee should not be released from
liability until toe site is restored. Even then, some have said th t there should be a fund to insure
continued monitoring and provide for remediation should .«.f~.reseen complications occur

The Staff's stated goal of returning the site to levels that are indistinguishable from background is
a goal that we share. However, unless the goal is also the limit, the situation results that
radioactivity is left behind at levels above background, and this is not acceptable for the release of
these radiation zones, Further, the attainment of the goal must be verifiable. The standard must be
set in terms of parameters that can be measured directly-- such as concentrations. Reliance on
models gives no assurance that the situation conforms to the model's projections unless the site is
carefully surveyed directly anyway. Millirems are completely unverifiable. Returning the site to
hackground levels of radioactivity should be th critriafor release, not & non-binding “go j

1
+ Use of Superfund rlik levd u the reznhtory basis for J-Mrem a ym is not
mm ‘.' e e ol A el

w
reieased sites from the WWMMQMW
0 3 millirems of 1 in 10,000, This rate is not or are th
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amendments of existing operations. The fact that this section is included in the draft rule is
evidence that the staff heard the voice of the public, raising concerns on this point. It is also in the
long run to the benefit of industry to avoid the costs of a stringent clean-up requirement, by
simply not making the mess in the first place. We hope that these provisions will eventually have
real teeth m of improvements would include the NRC requiring demonstration that the
same goods and services could not be provided via non-radioactive alternatives before such
licenses and license amendments are granted. This should be extended to the area of license
renewal and extension of nuclear power plants and fuel cycle facilities as well. There should be
provisions for enforcement if the operations do not conform to their stated plans. Monitoring of
performance and compliance in the areas of contamination prevention and waste minimization
should occur prior to decommissioning. Prohibition on the contamination of ground water should
be specifically included

+  Radiation standards should be protective of everyday, real people (not computer
models) and must be enforceable. 15 millirems is not protective. millirems are not the
basis for an enforceable standard.

It is difficult tooommentonnltmdardmmﬂhremsmlthnotuuﬂdarﬁomthednﬂrule

how these doses would be calculatad, what primary measurements they rest upon and what

assumptions are made. We disag ©  with a linear dose-response relationship. We also disagree

with using the Standard Man assur, ﬂomudwmmmmmuwdto

high-LET exposures that are often not even factored at all, F. ‘d‘M Mrew-ung

site to background levels dndlouﬁvity as the m
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projected human sacrifice will continue for the hazardous life of the radioactive pollution allowed

to remain on the s,itc. In the case of uranium and actinides, this is virtually forever.

This example be taken in the context of the fact that there is reason to doubt the onglnally

stated rate of 10 2000 for fatal cancer Additionally, there are many health impacts from i ionizing

radiation. Fatal cancer should not be take as the only effect. Non-fr*al cancer--usually one

incidence for every fatal cancer, reduced immunity, premature aging, genetic damage that will

effect future generations and birth defects are impacts that are very substantial threats to life N
liberty and the pursuit of happiness. Radiation standards should protect people from these costly

and disruptive effects as well

It is particularly troubling to see that these clevated levels of radiation hazard are tied to sites in
communities that have already suffered elevated exposures from the nuclear facility while in
operation as well as from the activities of decommissioning. Since radiation exposure is a
cumulative hazard, it is questionable whether the dose response of 1 in 2000 is at all accurate for
these communities, In fact, bhrmmblctommuuwdnﬂrﬁemywcﬂbchuher

_ specifically because Oflht oogomg previous exposures a'om th
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radioactivity previously put in the soil from the problem at hand, which is to make the site safe for
people There should be a specific provision in the Rule addressing this. We want more than a
"hard look " As stated above, an ALLARA cost-benefit should not be allowed to determine the
level of protection provided to this and future generations

Further, in the light of the step towards streamlining future decommissioning and prevention of
contamination, we suggest that the Commission should revoke any further authority from the
licensees 1 tinue this practice.

* Restric . release is not compatible with the principles of zero release. Source term in
many cases will consign many generations to a legacy of increased radiation hazards, 100
millirems wou ' | allow radiation exposure be as if the faclllty had never ceased to

te.
ucuueeubouldnotberduoedﬁomﬂlbﬂityfordnduwﬂtheumthuuerdeucdue
rwumedtobockgmundlcvell |

lwmnuqmaywhconﬂadywmeforthermulﬂ OMWSTmumcthat

over time any restriction or institution will fail. Sites contamina \dlh will be hazardous
Mmmcmmmdmm ictic wmmmmm Here’
what the staff say in the draft about this level: “the Cor believes allocation of the total |

" We agree. Further,
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exposures would be allowed under the draft rule to be considered simply elevation of unnatural
background These exposures are not verifial '~ nor are they acceptable.

Use of existing standards as the basis of justification for new ones leads to the inevitable
conclusion that a 15 to 100 millirem release limit for sites may become the basis for future
deregulation of wastes, materials and practices such as was attempted in the outlawed BRC
Policies. The only way to insure that radioactive materials do not wind up in consumer products
in the department store and in municipal land fills is to require zero release of radioactivity

+  Specific protection of ground water.

Ground water should be explicitly addressed as being included in the parameters and pathways

that are assessed in phnning and implementing clean-up and verifying its accomplishment. In
terms of pollution prevention, a specific component should pertain to both surface and ground

water pollution,

* "Grandfathering” the catastrophes of the Nuclear Age: Three Mile Island, Chernobyl
and ongoing ‘routine releases’—~Unnatu ral background,
The staff draft states that * The definition of background radiation (10 ch 0,1003) wouid be
mnﬂﬂwﬁmnnmwawdmmkew hich contribut
ckgroun undmmmdenheoomolomu; ded in t
~If this change in the broad definition of background
¢ fact that ‘W nuclear activities contribute 10 & ¢




