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7 March 1994

Dear Dr. Cool:
1

Thank you for sending the draf t of the |
Commission's proposed radiological criteria for !
decommissioning. j

"

The Clean LUater Fund of North. Carolina is
concerned by several aspects of the proposed rule..Hs
we understand the proposal, the Commission:

(1) will never ' require decontamination

beyond the stated individual dose goal of 3
mrem / gear above local background;.

(2) will routinely consider termination of
a license and' the release- of a site fo r
unrestricted use once decontaminated to the

'stated individual dose limit of 15 mrem / gear
above local background;

(3) will routinely consider termination of

a lic e n s e and the release of a site for

restricted use once decontaminated to the
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stat'ed individual dase limit of 10R mrem / gear j-

aboue local background; and :

(4) will. consider termination .of some '

licenses and the release -of- some sites .for . ;
'

either restricted use'or unrestricted use even
if the site has not been decontaminated to the ;..

.

stated individual' dose limit of 199 mrem / gear: |
'

above loc.al background. ,- .- .
1

. :
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,'

CWF-NC is concerned that' t'h'e Comm'ission map . i

have weakened.its eHisting decommissioning standards. ;

by. retreating.. from -the RLRRA concept. However- i

negligible a- cumulative'3 mrem / year dose.may seem', .

the goat.of such a dose to an "aperage" member of the |
critical group does not appear. to preclude the' !

possibility of substantially higher doses to . actual !

members of the public. 'It.could be verg important to'
prevent careless application of tthis 3 mrem / gear goal,.
due to. unrealistic modelling or. inadequate radiological.
surueging. We therefore suggest*that the proposed rule- !
be modified to adopt ~ as "a decommissioning goal; a ' ' ~

j

maHimum cumulative 3 mrem / year dose to ang
member of the public.

CWF-NC is. also : concerned that the Commission
may have weakened its BHisting decommissioning
standards by establishing maHimum and'. minimum dose
ranges for site remediation. The proposed rule appears
to assert that sites are eligible for decommissioning at. |

the 15 mrem / gear level provided the Commission
deci' des that the remediation meets an RLRRR standard.
Stated in combination with this dose limit, the RLRRR

standard may lose much of its power: future members
of the Commission may tend to read. the RLARR
standard and the 15 mrem / gear limit as approHimate !

equivalents unless the rule clearly and eHplicitly' states |
|
1
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that the 1.5 mrem / gear limit is not ' intended as either f
synonym or a-substitute for. ALARR remediation. ClllF- ,

NC is also concerned that the 15 mrem /yearlevelis nott |
sufficiently conservative, since it might reasonably be .

expected to raise the rate of radiation-in'duced cancers |

in the critic,al population by about 19%. .

ClllF-NC is ;also. concerned that' the Commission
'

I
~

.

may(.:liape0 weakened its e~Histingi. decommissioning 5' ]
' *
,

standards?by allowing.lic~ense stermination-with11andk. -
~

;

use restrictions at levels from:15 mrem / gear up to.18'8 - !
~

.

mrem / gear' or. more: thus, the proposed rule . appears
allow for the doubling of background levels. The;

.

proposal mag not clearly address .the circumstances
.

under which the Commission would terminate a site ,

license with' residual levels beyond'100 mrem / gear, a
.

.

possibility'which,me would like excluded and which.(in-
ang . case) should be'more severelgucircumscribed. The
CWF-NC.belieues'that license. termination with land-use

Jrestrictions mag.merely transfer all site liability;from
the ' license.e to another in'stitution -- arid ultimatel'g-
through some branch of government to the taHpagers.
We therefore oppose the provision. However, if the |
Commission is determined to adopt. such a r.ule, the

'

regulation should~ be written in a narrow. and
restrictive manner, to .Ilmit the.. cases in which this

,

alternative is applicable, in order to prevent future -|
.

|abuse and misuse. We do not regard " prohibitive
OHpense" as an appropriate test -- it offers too
convenient an eHouse for.delag in eHpending funds for j
remediation -- and we belieue that the Commission i

may need to investigate other approaches to the
problems created by licensees who indefinitely'

postpone clean-up.
CWF-NC also belieues that the maHimum possible j

population dosa -- which is the correct measure of the
;
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potential morbidity and social cost associated with the
action -- should b~e considered ~'whenever a facilit'y is
proposed for restricted release.

While we su'pport in. principle the concept of a Site
Specific Rduisorg; Board,. me are . concerned tha't th'e
SSRB could.; be a creature. of ,the -licensee, without'
meaningful. independent eHistence,' andIise.helieUS 'that

' ~

,,

regulatorg: guidelines magf e.,nece's'sarg;to enforce.the. :b
accuratedrepresenta' tion of a cros.s ,section of the~ 4

.

.
.

4' '

public onittie SSRB. -

,

~

CWF-NC also intends to comment on the final draft.

Sincerely,

4

Dr. Carl Rupert '

Research Director, Raleigh Office-
Clean Water Fund of North Carolina
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