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O UNION CARBlDE CORPORATION

MEDICAL PRODUCTS DIVISION
P.O. EIOX 324. T UXEDO, NEW YOR K 10987

TELEPHONE; 914-351 2131

August 5, 1982s
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Mr. Richard Starostecki
Division of Project and Resident Programs
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
631 Park Avenue
King'of Prussia, PA 19406

Dear'Mr. Starostecki:

This refers to the violation contained in the report on Inspection No.
50-54/82-03. This violation contends that the contribution of I-133 to
the total ~booy dose in unrestricted areas was not considered. Union
Carbide doeb not agree with this contention although we do agree that the'.
dose frocil-133 was not recorded in our records. The reason it was not

,~ recorded is because we considered it to be an insignificant part of the
total dose: fr'in radiciodines.o

The ratio of I-133 to I-131 mentioned in the inspection report is based
i on instantaneous measurements taken while working with fresh fission

products in our hot cells. This ratio exits during only a short period
. of time during the actual processing and is highly variable. The ratio

associated with dose in unrestricted areas is the average ratio over a
. three month period of time not the maximum value during in cell

processing.
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7 With our normal weekly evaluation of the exhaust stack carbon cartridge
ith&20.1 hour half life of. I-133 precludes an accurate determination of

3 the I-133 contribution to our releases. In an effort to resolve thisa

?' - issue ence.and for all we have determined the ratio of I-131 to I-133
\_ using 24 ho'ur samples taken on typical production days and on the
'g weekend. The results were as follows:

I-131 : 1-133

Work Day #1 4.03 1

Work Day #2 2.83 1

Work Day #3 3.05 1

Weekend 14.10 1
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Mr. Richard Starostecki
U.S.N.R.C. -2- August 5, 1982

Using this data the average value for a. week would be 6.4:1. I consider
this to be a conservative ratio because it assumes a uniform release rate
for I-133 in spite of the fact that most of it is released during our
normal work day. This is verifleo by the ratio obtained on a weekend
while there was no processing going on in the hot cells.

When considering the dose contribution of I-133 a correction must be made
to account for the fact that the MPC of I-133 is 4 times that of I-131.
The end result is a ratio of dose due to I-131 versus dose due to I-133
of 25.6:1. With this ratio it would require an I-131 concentration of

256% of our license limit before the I-133 concentration could reach 10%
of the limit. Therefore, using the rational of note 5, Appendix B,
10CFR20 we believe that justification exists for considering the I-133 as
not present in our gaseous effluent. We shall however, in order to
document our consideration of I-133, add a footnote to our lodine dose
records indicating that the I-133 dose contribution has been estimated to
add less than 4% to the recorded I-131 dose. This estimate will be
updated if we make any changes in our operation which could have a
significant effect on this value.

Should you have any questions on this response, please give me a call at
(914) 351-2131, Ext. 251.

Very truly yours,-

./ ._
. Konnerth.

Mhnager,
Health, Safety, & Environmental

Affairs
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| cc: Mr. R. W. King
Mr. J. J. McGovern
Mr. W. G. Ruzicka
Mr. M. H. Voth
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