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Dear Madam or Sir: Comment Feriod

The following comments on the Sta¢f Draft Radiclogical Criteria for
Decommissioning, dated 1/26/1994, are submitted in response to a 1/27/1994
request from the Chief of the Radiation and Health Effects Branch of the Office
0f Nuclear Requlatory Research, and on behalf of the Environmental Coalition on
Muclear Fower, a Fennsylvania-based not-tor-srofit public-interest organization
tounded in 1970, The commenter was a participant in the NRC's Enhanced Rule-
naking on Residual Radiocactivity (ERORR) workshops i1n the spring of 1993,

Firet, because of the disruptive severity of weather i1n the Northeast in
the past 219 weeks since release of this document, and because of ihe long-term
importance of health and satety at 1ssue, wa raspectfully reauest that the
-ommigsion axtend the comment perigd on this draft for an asgditional 30 days,
Other members ot the public who participated in the NRC s ERORR workshops may
also have heen hampered by the inclement weather from preparing comments on the
Stafs Dratt . The Commission had emphasized i1ts desire 4or active public
sarticipation in development of decommissioning criteriaid the MRC should now
erovide the additional time needed for comment.

These proposed decommissioning criteria would apply to all NRC licensees
remegiating residual radicactivity caused by possession or use of source, by-
product. and special nuclear material, with euception of disposal of "low=" and
nign-level radigactive waste, uranium mill tailings, and any sites with an NRC-
approved decommigsioning plan prior to promulgation of this oroposed rule.

Pecause this rule will be followed by a permanent withdrawal of regulatary
soantral, and because radiological contamination at licens2d sites may include
ome very lona-lived radipactive materials and wastes to which human beings
gry far in the future would be e@xposed and from which they may suffer injury,
% imperative that the NRC now set the most restrictive standards, criteria,
and regulations for the final remediation of these facilities and sites and for
surrounding at4site areas that may be or become contaminated by radioactivity
issociated with the activities of the licensese,
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In & Fabruary 1591 Drast Report, "Sites Contaminated and Fotentially
Tontaminatad with Radigactivity in the United States,” summarized in “Data Com=
s1led by Maaority Stafé United States Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs'
Apri)l 1992, based slzo on NRC "Site Decontamination Management Frogram" (SECY=-
=171, March 25, 1990, the Environmental Frotection fAgency (EFA) astimated
that more than 435,000 3uch si1tes alreadv exist or may pecome contaminated from
the presence of radicactive materials ar activities., However great the total
unber of lacations or acres, the plain fact 13 that many nuclaar industry and
waapone facilities have been licensed by, and operated bv. agencies ot the
Federal agvearnmenti and the Federal sovernm2nt 13 responsible for requiring and

assuring the full clean-up of all those sites and of any cther areas which are
I may Decome contaminated 1n consequances ot those licenses and activitias.

. ol o51°

ipe—— " I —— e P LR S N N N N N N N N N S N T RSy S iy S SO 0 T TS S e iy e s e




s e

L B e

Tade QO ‘Detcmmissisning Jriteria;

LEcommissioning ang cleanup ot ragdicactively contaminated sites at termin-
ation of NRC-licensec ceerational life 1= thus more than an implied contract
Btween the requlatory saency and the public it serves. It's a contractual
coligation between government and governed that 1s every bit as valid and
Jinaging as 13 the contractual license between regulator and licensee. Indeed,
responsibiliity of the resqulatory agency to assure full decontamination of a
Tife ang facility for which 1t has 1ssued an operating license far transcends
Fresent time and persons, Among the statutes and statements of Congressional
ntent that oblige the Federal reaulatory agency that issues an operating
License to reauire also remediation of a4 contaminated site are the 1954 Atomic
thergy Act. as amended, 1969 National Environmental Policy Act, 1974 Resource
Lonservation and Recovery Act, and 1991 Follution Prevention Act. Moral and
Constitutional responsibility of government to the qoverned mandates it.

where comments refes to pagination, 1t is the 1/264/1994 Stafé Draft
«fiteria typed version sant by Dr. Cocl. Comments start with Draft Revision of
' CFR Rart 20 Froposed by the NRC Staff, "Fart 20 = Fadiological Criteria of
Jecommissioning, ' commenting At pages s5B8-77. Comments 4ollow on the remainder
it the document, zagas 1-47. Thare 13 much reduncancy i1n thi:s document. To
fava tinme and spate and rzadina tar NRC Stafé) we ssk that comments be
nsigard 0 apely 125 10 tapetivive sections of the Draft.

QRAFT REVISION OF 10 (F% CART 30 FROFDSED BY THE NRC STAFF:

EART 20 - RADIOLOGICAL CRITERIA FOR DECOMMISSIONING
Subpart A
S0 1002 Dedinitions

-omment 1. Sackaround ~3drationt In our opinion, the use of the term "backs
Around ragiation’ as nere defined is misieading if not deceptive for several

"FAS0ONS.

LR Alters tha wicely accertec de+tinition of background radiation® that
Nas meant "naturall.-eccurring backaroung radistion" as previously in use
Oy e Commizsion ang in common parlance to a new definition that includes
nan=mage sources ang that will change with increases over time of more
dagitions of ragdicactivity o the bileosystem from poth intentional per-
nitteg and ascrident:] releases.

[t arciudes 30m8 4orms Or sources of radiations radon as a decay product
of sGurce o Specis. nuciesr material, and radiation from source, by~
Woduct, or sretial nuclear materials [SNM) reaqulated by the Commission.

pcommandation:  The NAD snould cetine ‘background radiation’ in terms of
CatUPallyeoccurringd Tac around. ' since this term is used in the Criteria as a
car@rence leval Against «nich to neasure the accaptability of decorntamination

vels achieved oy 3 licensee. 14 the new detinition 18 used, it must explain
L1 the diffarences rom the prigcr term, (2) the reasonis) for the exclusions,
il L2 4k, when, Ang ungser what circumstances the excluded catagories may
ntar "hackgroundg.” For svamele, oy tAls detinition anv radicactive material

‘hat ascapes from NEC raagistion (@.3.. via deragulationt loss? redefinition?
temptian would apparently npt te considerec eart of "background radiation.”
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raws T Decommissioning Criteria)

The NRC showid clarify how this term may be used for comparative purpnses,
LoE. the comparison between a Total Effective Dose Equivalent [TEDE] of 3, 15,
rillirem/year and a "background" radiaticn exposure o+ T00-400 mrem/yr.
‘3. & "naturally-occurring background" cose of only 100-200 srem/year.

conment o. Critical Geoup: This new term 18 not clearly defined in terms of the
. humpers ot people in the "gqorup," their presence at or distance from a facility
oarea containing residual radicactivity, measurements or durations of their
guposures, etc. Its components (members) are then used to set a presumably
duantitative figure for some "average” dose to an individual that is deemed to
be an "acceptable” exposure or some "average individual” whose permissible
srposure 1s derived from the unknown doses to the unknown number and character
ot members ot the "Critical Group"” over unknown time and distance. Since no
faimum exposure standard is set for any individual in the Critical Group, both
“Taverage" and “maximum’ figures could prove to be unacceptable doses -~ i they
oulid be correctly ascertained. There is no specificity here. hence no
ieaning. All decommissioning determinations based on 50 nebulous a concept will
furn be meaningless and, we strongly suspect, open to easy iggal challenge.

scommengat ion:  NRC should delete the term "Critical Group.” the concept of an
ctevtable doze to an "averade member,” and the use of permissidle erposures
3740 v the "Critical Group” concept f0r decommissioning,

-
i

conment . Decommission: This term 13 here defined too broadly.

Aeccmmendation: "Decommission” should be defined only as “"remove a facility or
1te sately ¢trom service and reduce residual radicactivity to the level of pre-

tting naturally-eccurring background radiation." It should not in 1ts

inition include either “release for unrestricted or restricted use" gr

ermination of license.” The latter actions should be determined separately
‘e Commission based upon completion and completeness of decontamination.
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Lomment 4. Readily Removabler By encluding from clean-up the Zecontamination
cPlvitiaes that involve generation of "large volumes of radioactive weste
Faulring svbsequent disposal or produce chemical wastes that are pupected to
wearsely atfect public health or the environment” the NRC 1s apparently limit-
ne decammissioning to little more than swabbing down the decks. This kind of
1stinction can be expected to be utilized by licensees to avoid the higher

itamination Costs associated with any actions beyond "non-destructive,
mon, nousekeeping tachniques.”' Can’'t even the detergent be diszpensed with
heciuse 1%t may produce a chemica: waste that miaht damage the environment?

t The NRC should require complete cleanup of a .icensed site or

adily removable" techniques 'scrubbing up) are oniv a first step

c et % A ‘e
2 process. This tarm -- or the concept that it embodies 24 only minimal
artial decontamination =~ is not needed nor 1is 1t speroprists,

amment T. fezidual Radisractivitys As worded here, this tsrm =2:zludes ptfsite

Enidual radicactivity resulting from licensee activities, Does not an NRC
nEes have responsibllity ‘or the decontamination of any sreas or structures
Hat have become contaminated (n consesuence ot the licensee z activities or of
imrivaties under licensee s control® That troublesome term "bachground radia-
¥ =ty 14 used 1n this deftinitiont how 1s that going to he determined and where’
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rsite” Ofésite” Using the alleged "average” 760 mrem/year” OUOmitting radon
irvom source material and special nuclear material [SNM]? COmitting radiation
from source, byproduct, or SNM regqulated by the Commission’)

Fecommendation: NRC must clarify in definition that "residual radicactivity”
includes bhoth orsite and offsite radicactivity that results from activities
undsr the licensee s control. For a comparable situation of a facility with
leng 1ife, Fennsylvania uses a "rebuttable presumption” in its low-level waste
law to establish licensee s legal responsibility for offsite contamination but
alsp provide means for a licensee to demonstrate its innocence of causation.

In decommissioning, if a licensee has remediated fully to the level of pre-
existing naturally-occurring background, the burden of demonstrating innocence
with respect to delayed discovery of additicnal contaminaticon on or near a site
would be lessened or removed,

Lomment &. Site “pecific Advisory Board (55AB): This proposal, as defined here,
is najve, foolish, and/or, frankly, downright insulting to the public. In our
state, we obgerve the functioning ot such an “"Advisory Committee" "constituted
by the licensee (contractor in our case) to provide advice to the licensee
(contractor)," It 1s an apologist body, chosen by the contractor for the
“antractor & purpnses, answerable to the contractor, entirely controlled by the
contractar, It does not, and is not intended to, benet+1t the public i1nterest.,

fecommendation: Any advisory group to oversee plans for decommissioning should
he selected or eslected by the affected citizenry and/or appointed by a truly
independent entity and be answerable to the public. Ferhaps a committee formed
sv hoth means would be pest. It must be composed of persons who do not have
any vested interest in the licensee, but the breadth of i1ts composition should
be specified to attempt to assure that a variety of public concerns and
supertise are represented. Either do this properly or drop 1t.

suppart £ Radiclogical Criteria for Decommissioning
20,1801 Scope

Comment 7. At 20.1301 {(a): Decommissioning criteria should be applied to all
‘facilities, sites, and offsite areas containing residual radicactivity that 1is
attrivutabls to the presence or operations of a licensee for which the
Commission proposes to terminate a license or maintain a license for restricted
Use or unrestriclted use.

Racommendation: The nost restrictive standards (whether set by Federal or State
or Municipal agencies) should te applied to all decommissioned tacilities and
sites: return to the level of pre-existing, naturally-occurring background.

Compent_8. 20,1401 (b) If the NRC allows lesser decommissioning standards or
criteria to be applied by licensees who apply early, setting otf a "rush to
slan.™ 1t will have pertormed yat another disqraceful disservice to the
“iti1zens 1t 18 boung by statute to protect and serve. Howaver, the criteria
put forth here are very +ar {from being acceptable.

tecommendaticn: No licensee should be exempted +rom carryving out the most
regtrictive decommissioning criteria, standaras, ang entforcement that the
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Lommission can set under existing laws. No licensee should be permitted to
bed3in or conduct decommissioning activities (including the removal of radio-
active squipment, waste, or other materials from its site under the guise of
operations-related activities) until and unless the Commission has approved a
completed site/facility/area decommissioning/decontamination plan. Any
decommissioning activities that have already been started or completed must be
subjected to review under the most restrictive criteria that the law allows.

Comment 9. 20.1401 (c) The term "significant public or environmental harm"
aives the NRC too great a latitude to declare that remaining radicactivity that
may later be discovered inside or outside a facility, or on or off a site, 18
"insignificant,

Recommendation: The NRC should retain control over all licensees that have
faiied to complete decontamination to the level of pre-existing naturally-
pccurring background radiation. No license should be terminated until this
completion of decommigsioning has been indecendently reviewed and then approved
by the NRC, Even then, license termination should be conditional. with all
litability remaining with the licensee i1n the event that residual radicactivity
appears subseauentliy.

Comment 10. As we have arqued previously in other comments and testimony to the
Commission, to EFA and DOE, and in the ERCRR workshop last April, and as the
1990 NAS BEIR V Feport concludes, there 13 ng threshold of safe exposure to
won1zing radiation. The explanation by D.W. Foardman, M.D., Raciation Impact,
Center for Atomic Radiation Studies, pre-print, 1992, which has been submitted
to the NRC previously, is repeated here:

Even at low levels...ionizing radiation exposure affects all living
matter, and can cause not only cancer, leukemia, and birth defects. Many
ill~etfects nave been newly ildentified and are &3 vet poorlv defined and
understood. Diagnosis is difficult, partly because no two pecple will
have the same dose or injury, partly because access to official recoras
and pertinent scientific literature 18 restricted (and] because specific
radiobiologic eftects can not be reproduced in the laborataory.

Ionizing radiation targets onlv a part of any one of the billions of
atoms 1n & single cell: 1ts energy 1s dispersed uneyvenly among many atoms
ot any of the approvimately 79 trillion cells in the human bodv. No two
people, or aven comparable DNA seqments of any two cells, can receive the
same oose of ionizing radiation, lat p. 7}

AE wiz Mave als50 noted elsewhere, the 1990 EBEIR V Report of the National
Fesearch Council Committee on the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation,

Heaith Effects of Eiposure to Low Levels of Ionizing Radiation, concluded that
there 1% no sate threshold o+ exposure to i1oniding radiation:
In spite o #vidence that molecular lesions which 3ive ri1se to

somatis ang zznetic damage can De reepalred to & considerable dearee,
the new data 4o npt contradict the huvpothesis, at lesast with respect to
sdncer ingusticn and hereditary genetic effects. that the frequency of
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suen effects increases with low-level radiation as a linear, nonthreshold
function of the dose. (at p.4)

The NRC s predecessor, the AEC 1tself, in 1ts public information series,
Jnderstanding the Atom, in 1966 had stated clearly that all exposures carry the
r15k 0+ mutational damage that may rasult i1n adverse somatic or genetic con-
-pauences (I, Asimov and T. Dobzhansky, "The Genetic Effects of Radiation").

Hut, with respect to exposure limits for a decommissioned site to be re-
leased from regulatory control and licensee accountability for unrestricted (or
tenuous | © restricted) use for all time to come, it is the findings of Russian
and Belarussian radiation biologists and physicians in the aftermath of
Chernoby!l that are particularly pertinent to these criteria. They report that
chronic low-dose sxposures from low levels of residual radicactivity, via in-
gestion and inhalation pathways (contaminated food, water, and dust particles)
appear to result in 1mpairment of i1mmunological system functions, especially in
Joung chiloren, Belarussian physicians observe that the immunodysfunctions, in
Furn. increase susceptibility to infections and to a wide range of the "normal”
{1seases of childhood (which in turn tend to be more severe, last longer, and
recur more aften), plus, i1n addition to increases in leukemia and formerly rare
‘nildhood thyroid cancers, marked increases i1n the incidence of allergies,

pssiratory ailments, childhond ociabetes, and a variety ot respiratory,
astrointestinal. and sndocrine disorders, chronic fatigue, lack of stamina,
and failure to thrive. (V. testerenko, E., Burlakova, gt _al., Chernobyl
catastrophe, 1997, 4 volumes in Russiani personal interviews, 1991, 1993)

The informaticn above has been presented by this commenter to the NRC,
EPA, and DOE irn various forms and forai it was obtained from interviews with
kussian, Belarussian, and Ukrainian medical personnel, radiation biologists,
puclear physicists and chemists, and other scientists, as well as from personal
observations and interviews in hospitals and zones of residual contamination.
1t has also been reported in the New York Times and in other publications, and
% stated by Mr. William Durnsife, Director of the Pennsvlvania Bureau of Radia-
tion Frotection, following his discussicons with members ot the Belarussian
Carliament and Academy of Sciences 1n October 1993, He 15 quoted here in part:

Since 1988 sigmificant increases in thyroid cancers have occurred
labout a factor of ten increase by 1992, Other types of cancers are
also beginnming to increase., [AEA reports have projected that increased
cancers would not appear for at least 10 vears,

fhere appsars ta be compellina evidence that thyroid dysfunction and
ather effacts nav be causing pnvsinlogical changes that are atfecting
immunities to sther diseases. There 1s also data on chromosomal
abervations that mav i1ndicate ruture genetic iMPaCtS....

Thera appears to he convincing evidence that the Belarussians do have
severe problem,... [(Wle are migsing an i1deal oppartunity to study the
health and snvironmental impacts ot a severe radicactive contamination
gvent that would signficiantly add to our krowledge and ability to
gqulate and dezl more effectively with radiation 1ssues.

(forthcoming, March 1394, Conterence of Radiation
Control Directors Newsletter)
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Recommendation: For sites that «ill have far-reaching future i1mpacts on human |
health and genetic integrity, the NRC must qo beyvond the limitations of the
revised 10 CFR Fart 20 to recosnize and protect against the areater and
different atfects of chronic low-dose radiation exposures. Comparable with our
state requirements for a reqional compact "low'~level waste tacility, the only

‘ tor d n r =
4 h_in th r 8 0 -
ing, naturally-occurring background," For the reasons stated above, that goal

must also be the [imit of exposure to a present or future member of the public. l

Comment 11. Worse, at p. 71 of the 1/26/1994 Draft, the Staff states, "The
Commission expects to make every reasonable effort to reduce residual radio-
activity to levels which will allow unrestricted release of the site," but then f
go@s on %0 recite ways that a license can be terminated without keeping doses
to the public below {5 mrem/year TEDE. These are not acceptable. Licensee is
allowed to demonstrate that reductions are too expensive or technically not
gasy or would harm the public or environment; that institutional contrals can
solve the problem of a calculated 1S mrem/yr. or greater TEDE to an “average
member" of an "appropriate critical groupi” that someone else will assume
financial liability and responsisility far future control and maintenance; that
the TEDE won t he above 100 mrem/yr, (essentially a doubling of naturally-occur- '
ring background radiation levels in much of the United States) 1§ restrictions
fai1l. Also at g. 71, the Commission reserves the option ot “"terminating a
license under circumstances whera the TEDE to the average member of the
critical qroup from residual radioactivity would gxceed 100 mrem...per year 1f
the site were to be released for unrestricted use." There is no limit here on
the maximum dose +or the maximally exposed member of the craitical group from
which the average member 1s derived, There 1s no benefit whatsoever for any
person exposed at a supposedly decommissioned site where the annual radiation
dose may @qual or exceed that received from naturally-occurring background
sources. None of this will do!

Recommendation: In view of the intormation provided in Comment 10 above, the
adaption by the Caommission of these provisions at page 71 would truly be
arbitrary ard capricious and contrary to the protection cf public health,
satety, welfare, and the environment required of the NRC under the statutes
cited at paae . above. The NRC must delgte the entire page 7! of this section,

20,1407 General Frovisians
Comment 12. 20.1407 (ai: The highest dose may not occur during the first 1000
vears post-decommissioning, This time period 13 woetully inzufficient tor
protection of the public for the reasons cited i1n comments above.

Recommendation: NRC decommissioning requirements must account sor the full dura-
tion of the hazardous life of all radioactive 1satopes encountered at a site,
facility, or atfsite area tha* iz a candrdate far decammissianing and licens2
t@rmination., Licensee astimates of 2upected dose may be e:pected to be self~
serving for licensees that do not want to have %o pay the full costs of full
decontamination ot a s1te, faci1lity, or offsite area that licensees have caused
to pecome contaminated. [t 1% the NRC 'z obligation to require that they da so.
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comment 125. 20,1403 (b) The term “sianificant” is susceptible to manipulation
o suit the purposes of the licensee, This provision also i1s gesigned, at
licensee request during ERORR workshops, to ailow licensee to trade off offsite
fnazards ot transportation, possible storage, and disposal 4gainst the hazards
ot residual radicactivity at the site, facility or offsite area that a licensee
15 supposed to be decontaminating. This section further weakens cleanup.

Rez t This provision should be deleted. The purpose of the decon-~
tamination is to clean up & site as part of decommissioning, and that is the
responsibility of the licensee. It 1s also the licensee s responsibility to
assure that the materials and wastes .j1at result from the cleanup activities
are carefully and safely transported .nd disposed of.

Comment 14. 20.1403 (c) "Readily removable" here rears its deceptive head. What
this section says is that, .f decontarination takes more than some s0ap and
water, residual radicactivity won't | to be removed from, or disposed of at,
the si1te. It 1s a license to leave benind a Jdirty, dangerous =i1te. This
provision, too, 15 arbitrary, caericious, and contrary to the statutes cited at
page I of these comments.

recommendation: Delete this provision. All residua’ ragioactivity must be
ecovered in the course of decontaminationy that s what decontamination means.

20,1404 Radiological Criteria for Unrestricted Release

Comment 15. 20.1404 t(a) (1) The goal of decommissioning 1s to clean up a radio-
sctively contaminated site, facility, or offsite area. it would seem that the
NRC should consider that all radionuclides detected at the =ite resultant +rom
the operation of a facility can contribute to residual radgioactivity., Some may
be of higher concentrations, troxicity, and duration than others, but 2'1 are
contributors to future potential injury to members of the sublic from a
lecommissioned site for which license termination has been aranted.

Recommendation: The phrase “indistinguishable +rom the bacirarsund concentra-
tion” must not be taken Ly the NRC to mean that such a leve. o+ concentration
in addition to the background concentration is permissible.

Comment 1&. 20,1404 (a) (2) See all comments above pertaining to health effects
ind TEDE to an "average” member of the "critical aroup.”

recomnendation: At the least, 1t might be arqued that this ;oal should be the
AMISBION 8 upoer Jlimit Ot exposure for the maximallv expozed individual undetr
afy circumstances. We sti1ll, however, support and recommend *hat the NRC adopt
"5 1ts goal and limit of euposure the return to the pre-eisting naturally=
sccurring background level for a licensed site.

umment 17, The wording here gives several "nuts” for a 1 Jal ‘distinguish-
scle from bacraround,” "average member.” 'critical gorup. 48 close to," and
ceasonably achievable.,

fecommendation: Reauire licensee to meet the 3cal, and mare *hat apal the
refurn 1o pre-sxiatic s naturallv-nccurring background.
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20,1405 Criteria for License Termination under Restricted Conditions

T T e i —

comment i8. We find the acceptable provisions here tO be wnacceptable. The
licenses has an oblication under the AEA and certainly under NEFA to clean up
his mess. not to walk away from 1t. For agencies that are ostensibly attempt-
ing to develop “sublic involvement" in decision-making, this kind of draft
requlation gives the lie to any claims of sincerity. See comments above. How
does the radiation recipient some generations hence take a gdefunct utility or
other nuclear licensee to court? The time to decontaminate in +ull is while
, the NRC license 18 in force. As the entire history of the nuclear energy
- industry nas demonstrated, the financial assurances are never right; it always
i costs more, The mechanisms provided are not adequate assurance to the public
that would be adversely affected that their interests will be protected in any
way. The use of 100 mrem/yr. to the person receiving maximum exposure ‘itself
5 subject to a five-fold increase) from an operating facility today under Part 20
I is indefensible. To permit doses equal to or greater than 100 mrem/yr to
future persons just because a ..censee doesn’'t choose to pay the cost of com-
plete decontamination tods, 18 unconsciconable, as well as arbitrary and
Capricious.

R

Recommendation: The NRC must require zll licensees to deccntaminate sites,
facilities, and any ofésite contaminated areas tullv and completelv to return
to pre-e:sting naturally-occurring background radiation levels. Delete this
section and do not allow licena termination until and unless this goal has |
been wholly met.

“0.1404 Notification and Fublic Participation

Comment 19. 20,1406 (a; It should not be ciscretionary for the Commission to
"deem" notice to be in the public interest.

fig-ommendation: Change “or" in line I to “"and.,”

Conpent 20. 20.1406 (b) As described in comments above, the SSAB is not an
acceptable mechanism for public participation: it 1s by detinition a creature
wf the licenses. See Comment & and Recommendation above.

Fecompendation: Ne licensee should bhe permitted to propose not to meet ]
candit ang for unrestricted release. Any advsory qroup must bDe fully
independent of the licensee and responsible only to the public,

M. 1907 Site Specific Advisory Board

Comment -1 and Escommendation: Delete this entireg section. Start over. Hee
Comments & and 20.

20,1408 Minimization oF Contamination 1

-

. opment TS, 20,1408 {al: This provision is directed toward apeiicants for
|icenses for Nes reactors. There should De none,

Recommgnaaticn: Delete this section.

y
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Page 10 (Decommissioning Criteria)

-omment _S2. 20,1408 ©) and (c): We can support this provision, but only it
‘mirimize generation aor [(si1cy “04"7) waste" does not mean use of incineration,
treatment that transfers waste responsibility, derequlation, recycle, or avy
other method that adds to the burden of background radiation. QOur State
Advisory Committee finds, for example, that one utility s boast of waste
minimization was based on having sent c. 93% of their dry active wastes to the
FEG incinerator. We now find radicactively contaminated sewage sludge 1in
tand#ills. NRC pursues BRC through cther regulatory mechanisms. The principal
goal of this entire regulatory process must be to prevent release of
radicactivity into the bilosystem from any source. Source reduction in the form
of curtailment and cessation of waste generation should be the mandatory goal
of NRC.

Final Summary Comment: Many public-spirited environmentalists and others gave
generously of their time, money (many taking days off without pay from their
jabs), their expertise and energies to participate in good faith in NRC's ERORR
workshops . This document produced by the Commission is insulting to them and
to the public, It 15 an added demonstration that the Nuclear Requlatory
Commission 18 untrustworthy. We are deeply, bitterly disappointed i1n the NRC
Steté and the Commissioners for having developed these unacceptanle criteria

T decommissioning.

It 18 evident that tne Nuclear Regulatory Commission should be totally
rearganized by an Executive Order of the Fresident with a complete change of
mission and all personnel, or should be legislatively abolished altogether as
eart of major amending of the Atomic Energy Act and this nation s Nuclear
Energy Folicy. This will be our recommendation to the Fresident and the
Congress - unless, of course, the Commission chooses to heed the recommenda-
tions of members of the public, rather than the industry it's supposed to
requlate, in revising these criteria to decommission and decontaminate nuclear
facilities, sites, and any contaminated surrounding areas.

Sincerely,

Judith H, Johrzrud, Ph.D.
Directur
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