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May 12, 1986

Secretary of the Camission
Docketing and Services Branch

U.5. Nuclear Requlatory Cammission
Washington, D,C, 20%5%%

EMLNRC 86-088

EH Docket No, STN 50-482

Subj: Comments on Proposed Revision to 10 CFR 20,
Standards for Protection Against Radiation

Dear Sir:

O January 9, 1986, a proposed revision to 10 CFR 20 was published for
comment (S51FR1092). The Nuclear Requlatory Commission's expectation of the
proposed revision 18 to provide improved assurance of protection and to
establish a clear health protection basis for limits and other actions taken
to protect the public health,

Attached are Kansas Gas and Electric's (XG&E) specific caments on the
proposed legislation, KGGE believes that the proposed changes will have
adverse effects on radiation protection practices. It is difficult to
assess the full impact of the proposed Part 20 without knowing the manner in
which this document will be implemented. It is KG4E's position that a
complete set of Regulatory Guides must be developad and distributed for
public comment, along with the proposed Part 20, In addition, KGiF believes
it is imperative that a backfit analysis be camwpleted and made available for
public comment prior to finalizing any revisions to these regqulations.

If you have any quesitons concerning this matter, please contact me or Mr.
0. L. Maynard of my staff,

Very truly yours,
/ .

Glenn L ,Koester
Vice President - Muclear
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KGEE supports the concept of reducing personnel exposures to levels 'as low
as reasonably achievable (ALARA)'., KGSE does not support the ALARA program
as described in the proposed Part 20 because its interpretation and
enforcamnt will be extremely subjective., ALARA is a philosophy of good
work practice and cannot be readily governed by regulation, A mandatory
ALARA program could became an area of continuous contention between the
licensee and the NRC, In most cases it is possible after-the-fact to find
'reasonable' items that were not cons.dered before a task was undertaken,
The decision as to what is 'reasonable' is highly subjective and depends on
each individual's judgement. The proposed Part 20 requires "Bach licensee
shall ensure that the dose ... is as low as is reasonably achievable...".

In some portions of the proposed Part 2¢, such as the definitions for
Radiation Area and High Radiation Area, the rule has been clarified,
However, the definition of ALARA remains ambiquous and implies that some
form of cost-benefit, optimization, or other studies are perfoomed to
determine if each and every task, operation, design, ect. is ALARA, The
subjectiveness and ambiguity continues in the Supplementary Information
Section VIII wnich reads in part, "However, *he Part 20 revision would not
require optimization studies, in the sense described below, because of the
difficulties in performing the analyses and because it is recognized that
the decisions must be largely judgemental in any event." Additional
requlation which by the Staff's own words is "largely judgemental®™ is not in
the best interest £ either the NRC or the utilities.

CONTROLS FOR ACCESS TO VERY HIGH RADIATION AREAS

Many of the new requlations appear to be aimed at research and development,
medical, or irradiation facilities; for example, the requirement of primary
controls for access to very high radiation areas. This is of particular
concern for entries into the reactor containment building while at power,
Entries of this nature are common and serve in part o satisfy various
technical specification requirements, Existing administrative controls and
design features have proven to be more than adequate in restricting acress
te very high radiation areas, The addition of physical devices for
contrciling access to very high radiation areas would be very costly and
seems to be unnecessary., Additional interlocks with the reactor protection
system will raise severe nuclear safety questions. Regulations of this sort
appear .:ot to be practical for implementation at commercial power reactocs.
AS a part of its backfit analysis, the NRC should examine the impact of a
large number of required engineering changes,

FXPOSURE IN EXCESS OF THE LIMITS

KG4E believes that the proposed Part 20 may create a new 2rea of serious
concern.  With the strict 5 ram annual limit and provision for exposure
after exceeding the annual limit, a worker may be encouraged to
intentionally exceed the annual whole hody dose equivalent limit. As stated
an individual is limited to 35 rem per year, provided he is below that
level, Yet, if an individual does exceed the annual limit he is
automatically allowed an additional 1 rem per quarter for the remaicder of
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that year. In the case where an individual receives a large portion of the
annual limit early in the year and fears, justified or not, that he will
bacCne Cemployable, that indivioual may surmise that it is in his best
interest to intentionally exceed the annual limit 30 that the additional
expogure will become available to him, This is & situation where the
licensees would bear the responsibility, but would have limited control.

KG4E bml.eves that at some point there is a final i1imi%, However, an
acceptable alternative would be a provision for case-by-case review by the
NRC with adéitional exposure to be authorized. Since exposutes in exces~ of
the limits are very rare the latter method seems much more desirable (i.e.
automatic exposure authorizations in excess of the limits would be
disallowed), An aditional benefit to this method would be that workers
would not be coafused by an apparent chamge in philoscpny fram the NRT,
ile giving the individual an 'out' if he were not in ertor.

Section 2

Listed below are individual comments by paragraph number:

raragraph 260.3

Radiation Area and High Radiation Area definitions - KGGE concurs with the
prorosed definitions,  They are stated more precisely and not subject to
individual interpetation,

Very High Radiation Area definition - The word 'very' does not seam suited
to convey the serious natiure of radiation at this level, As stated in the
Supplementary Information Sectiou XXII, this type of area could "present an
immediaze threat of lethality ...". KG&E recommenas changing the wording to
Extrame High Radiztion Area which would give a greater aemphasis to the
danger that s present, This change is not just very important, it is
extremely impogrtant.

Dose term definitions - For those definitions for which terminology already
exists the current Industry accepted jargon should remain (i.e. whole body
drse instead of deep dose, skin aose instead of shallow dose, @ vyear
internal dose equivilent instead of cammitted dose aquivilent, etc.). The
clarity of a definition is critical when attempting to teach the workers
what Radiation Protection/Mealth Physics is and how it is used for their
health and safety. When terminology begins to get complex the workers are
likely to give up trying to understand, and more importantly, close the door
on communication with Radiation Protection personnel. KG4E strongly
believes tnat for workers to become fully involved in Radiation Protection,
they must be able to understand basic definitions and practices. These new
definitions will not meet that objective. KG&E believes our recommendation
of using more familiar terms is more than reasonable given that ICRP forsaw
ditferent degrees of implementation of their recommendations. ICRP 26
paragraph 5 reads in part, "Because of differing conditions that apply in
various countries, detailed guidance on the application of its
recormendatione, either in regulation or in codes of practice, should be
elaborated by the various international and national bodies that are
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result in more dose-tracking errors, thereby increasing the number of
personnel with exposures in excess of the limits, Fear of exceeding limits
will more than likely cause licensees to use more workers to accomplish the
same amount of work, Practices of this kind are not ALARA and will cause a

greater collective exposure total.

Paragraph 20.201(c) - As described earlier, a blanket authorization for a
worker to receive additional exposure after exceeding the annual limit does
not appear to be a good rule. It should be elimimated campletily or
replaced with an NRC case-by-case exposure authorization.

hrFmi 20.202 -~ while this paragraph is understood in general, its
implementation and enforcement is difficult to interpret. This is another
case where a draft Regulatory Guide is necessary. As written, KG4E
interprets this to mean any worke: ingesti less than 30% DAC, respirator
or not, would not have DAC-Hours Eepg for internal assessment, This
method would be an improvement over the current reqgulation, While KG&E
understands the use of DAC-Hours in showing compliance with the ALI, we
believe that keeping records of fractions of DAC-Hours does not serve any
useful purpose (i.e. less than @.3 DAC-Hours per day).

Paragraph 20.204(e) - ¥G4E believes a licensee should be allowed to choose
the most restrictive DAC for simpler calculations rather than be forced *o
use fractional intakes of each lung class. A licensee must not be penalized
if the assessment is conservative. The wording in this paragraph shou.d be
similar to Paragraph 20.204(c).

Pauragraph 20.205(b) (S) - No distinction is made between current and past
aployees, The licensee shruld not be required to report to current
aployees annually since those individuals may review their exposure records
at any time. There is no requirement for the previous amployee to continue
tv update his forwarding address, so it would be rearly impossible for a
licensee to comply. KG&E also believes it is reasonable not to send
corrections to those licensees who had Leen sent an earlier copy if the
corrected values are less than those previously caiculated or not greater
than, say, 18% of the previously calculated exposure. The paragraph as
written adds administrative compliance problems and yet provides no
significant protection to the individual.

Paragraph 20.266 - The following comments are in addition to the earlier
camments regarding Planned Spacial Exposures:

(1) In.erpetation of 206(d) must not include exposures from previous vyears
(under the 5(N-18) rule) vhich were greater than 5 rem.

(2) The reporting requirements of 206(g) and (h) appear to be much too
strict., KG4E Joes not agree with, or understand, the NRC's apparent
sense ot ‘rgency in this matter. An alternative would he to report the
number of times Juring the year that Planned Special Exposures were
used and the total dose incurred,
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(3) Another shortcaming of the Planned Special Exposure concept is that at
the end of the year an individua! may have received exposures, normal
and planned special, that would not exceed the proposed 5 rem annual
limit. There is no provision for transfering the dose fram tie planned
special exposure back to the 'normal' annual total., In this situation
a considerable amount of effort, in addition to the norma. controls,
would have been unnecessarily expended to document the Plannad Special
Exposures, and would result in the workers' planned special exposure
'bank' being unjustly lowered,

mﬁ 20. 303 - There is an inconsistancy in the use of the "Reference
eve eminology between the Supplemental Information Section and the
proposed rule. The definition states that a reference level is not a limit
and in Supplementary Information Section XVII, "It is !%:._@"uut the
reference levels are not limits for permitted dose ...". rer 20,303 (c)
requires a licensee to sutmit an "application for (prior) authorization to
operate in excess of the reference level ,..". Operationally and
technically this is a limit, The statement made in Supplemental Information
Section XVII that "reference levels are not limits" could have caused some
commenters to interpret Section 20.3083(c) incorrectly. KGGE beiieves that
the inconsistency in the use of the terms should be corrected and this
section should be resubmitted for comment prior to issuance of the final
rule,

If the NRC wants to include the reference level then it should have added
the additional provisions fram ICRP 26, Finally, if the NRC belisves that
the 'new' scientific evidence is superior to the basis of tie previous
requlation, then the EPA should be petitioned to change 4@CFR192. Dose is
dose no matter where it comes from. Uranium fuel cycle operation facilities
appear to be requlated with a double standard compared to other licensees.

Paragraph 20,304 - Calculations of risk from low doses of radiation and
variations in annual background radiation lsvels seam to part company on the
proposed cutoff of 8,001 rem per year dose evaluation level. Minor changes
in individual lifestyle, let alone location of residence, may cause a
Jreater change in backyround radiation dose than the proposed cutoff level.
KGE belisves that a leve! of 2% or 10% of the average natural background
would be a much more reasonable value., This value would still be below
differences from various localities. At this time, it is appropriate to
respond to Commissioner Asselstine's question about a collective deminimis
level. Establishing a collective deminimis level defeats the purpose of
having an individual deminimis level at all, As the affected populations
increase, the individual deminimis level becomes vanishingly small,

F% 29. 541 (a) gzs - Changing the requirement from evaluating radiation
evels t may present” to levels "that could be present" seems to
inply a much broader scope. 1f surveys were performed of radiation levels

"that could be present", then overprotection of the individuai would be
required. This could lead to decreased work efficiency and increased
exposures which would not be ALARA, This paragismh is seen as typical of
the apparent attempt to justify a complete revision t. 10CFR2@ when in fact
no s'gnificant changes (changes that will make meaningfu’ improvements in
radiation protection) are being made.
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%nmﬁ -« Since this paragraph is indicated for separate
rn g d be deleted,

20.5@2(a) (1) - As discussed earlier, monitoring of extremeties at
[5) annua mit is unrcasonable.

gl_lgi”.mil“)l - Change 'very high' to 'extreme high' as discussed
in Paragra .3

20, 542 1) =~ As previously discussed, KG4E believes that this
pr rule unnecessarily comnits resources to an area of radiation
protection that is already achieving a high ievel of performance.

m 2‘.502?) (3) - Proper comment is not possible without a draft
Regulatory ! or review,

Paragraph 20.662 (Paragraph Heading) - Change very high radiation area to
extrame high radiation area as discussed in paragraph 20, 3.

20.602 - In the current 18CFR20 a sinilar provision does not apply
to power reactors. For reasons discussed earlier KG4E does not believe this
paragraph should be directed toward all classes of license holders. Por
power reactors, either massive design and installation changes would be
necessary (with attendant nuclear safety issues) or an exemption would be
required. Neither of these options are justified in light of the present
administrative controls.

m 20,783 - KG4E applauds the NRC for allowing the selection of &
respirator to sed upon the ‘average' concentrations of radiocactive

materiais rather than the expected peak concentrations., The deletion of 2
MPEC-Hours per day or 1@ MPC-Hours per 7 consecutive days is also a welcomed
change.

20.704 - T™is paragraph should be deleted as it adds nothing that
the Commission cannot impose by proposed Paragraph 29.13@2.

Paragraph 992(c) - Change 'very high' to 'extreme high',

% - KGSE disagrees with the NRC's reasoning and its decision to
place waste disposal information in Appendix F. This information is no
different in intent than paragraphs 20,202, 20.203, 20.204, 20.205, and
20. 206,

% 2!.11'2&1% 51! and (2) - As stated in 20.102(a) and (a) (2), KG4E
not agree w ma ory requirement of a subjectively implemented
and subjactively enforced program,

2¢. 1142 - Tis paragraph, which in part is repeated in

. a) a +1104(c), would be difficult to implament in that a

licensee mav have difficulty knowing when the "proper inspection® had

occurred, As previously indicated in our comments to paragraph

20.501(a) (2), KG4E believes this type of wording within a regulation is not

appropriate . KGSE recommends setting the retention time at two years to
remove ambiguity fram the paragraph.
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% 20,1104 2) and 29.1106(a) - Up to this point the proposed Part

very care not to use the term 'overexposure', but rather
'exposure in excess of the limits', The latter expression should be used in
these paragraphs,

20.1194(d) - KGE elieves an individual should be able to certify
t his exposure history is true and correct without a counter signature by
his current or most recent employer. However, {f an individual's amwployer
chooses t- keep a written record then a counter signature by the amployer
would seem to be that campany's prerogative, Historically, occupational and
non-occupational exposure has always been aemphasized as being the
individual's responsibility. we feel that this responsibility has justly
been and should continue to be p.aced with the individual. (Also see
camments on Form 4)

The sentence describing tie assessment of dose when monitoring was not
required has a major shortcoming in that it does not adequately address
situations where an individual is allowed entry in a visitor's status. This
is an example of a situation actually encountered on a frequent basis when
an individual would not bhe monitored at a licensed facility. A station
employee sent to witness an activity at another facility would have 9.5 rem
unnecessarily assessed to his exposure. Althoug'. it is possible for the
originating licensee to provide dosimetry for its own people, it lacks the
simplicity of allowing personnel to travel as visitors without being
penalized. Also, vendor representatives or radicactive waste truck drivers
would be allowed only six visits per quarter, or ten visits per year,

T™is paragraph contains a. least three separate thoughts which corifuse one
another. This paragraph should be clarified by restructuring or dividing it
into subsections, T™is is p ticularly true of the transition from the
case where it was determined that monitoring was not required to the case
where the licensee is unable to obtain reports,

%ﬂ_zﬂ._l.):!_s_ = In conjunction with earlier comments, KG&4E believes that
the § proposed requirement for reporting and justification on Planned

Special Exposure is unwarranted, While KGSE recognizes the need for
documentation, it is feared that different subjective criteria will be used,
after the fact, to cite a licensee, The need for a draft regulatory quide,
niuud for public camment before futher action on the propnsed 1ACFR20. is
reiterated,

% u.uugag b é‘l_:! - These paragraphs seem to be similar enough that
cou nto a single paragraph.

m 20.1196(c) - T™his is another case where a draft Regulatory Guide
§ necessary.

Ege 20.1199 - KG4E recommends addressing the issue of computer
records., n order to comply with the large number of requlatory
requirements, computers are a necessity,

?5% 20.1202 - KG&E agrees with the deletion of loss of operating time
of a facility and monetary value on damage to property.
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expoture will follow regardless of the integrity of the efforts of the
licensve, ALARA is supposed to be a reduction of both collective and
individual exposure, As written, the proposed Part 20 Will not be ALARA,
KGSE be.ieves that the resources expended to campl, with and the expected
outcame of this revision will not be in the best interest of the worker, the
public, the licensees, or the NRC,

We concur with the NRC's decision to perform a Backfit Analysis
(16CFR50.109) as we believy it should .ave been performed prior to
publication of the proposed 1ACFR20 revision. The analysis should be made
available for review and camment prior to taking further regulatory action
on the proposed Part 20. KG&E requests detailed information on the NRC's
cost estimates, as shown in the Supplementary Information Section XXXV, to
be included as part of the bLackfit analysis., A camplete set of draft
requlatory guides must also be made available for review and cament before
any further action is taken on Part 20,

KGSE recognizes that the proposed Part 20 is the result of a major effort
from the NRC, Unfortunately, it is our belief that this legislation would
not be beneficial as it currently stands. It 1s KG&E's ultimate desire to
have the above issues properly addressed and have the corrected Part 20 be
reissued for public comment,



