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Or. “homas E. Murley, Director
Gffice of Nuciear Reactor Reguiation
M/S P - 428

11,5, Nuelelir Regulatory fommistion
Washington, DC 5

Dsar Dr. Murley:

NUMARC'S members iiave becore concerned that the usdy of extremely old
gu'dance for ostab\1sh1n1 the "hot particle® dose 1linit and dose calculational
method has become a requ atory problem although not a significant occupational
health issue in the minds of the industry’s radiation experts. We understand
that a spectal Subcommittee assembled by the National Counci} on Radiation
Protection and Measurements (NCRP), at NRC'Ss request, 1s working on
~e-ommendations that could be used by the staff in dqv.\%Pﬁng a standard
applicavle to hot gart‘c\os for incorporation into 10 (FR 20 at some future
date Unfortunately, the earliest these recommendations will be available
is the spring of 1988. Ve understand that formal | lementation of the NCRP
recommendations would then require «n additional number of morths, at least.

A graft intvr’a standard for hot particle dose assessment has been
discussed in public meetings. Apparently, staff support for this interim
standard has been lacking hased on the staff’s belief that the industry has
the hot particle problem *uncar control®, We belicve it {s under control
from a health physics position, but not from a regulatory osition, An interim
standard would offer a near term 50’ Jtion to this dilemma Dy providing an
appronriate dose assessment approach until tha NCRP recommendat lons can be
incorporated into regulations.

The need for an appropriste standard continias to be 2 high priority
for a consi“erable number of utilities that have encounliéred hot particles.
rnose utilities not yet encourtering these particles have increased
substantially the depth and scope of their monitoring programs as an added
protective measure. This has resuited in a significant expenditure of
resources to ensure protection of the workers. However, there is & legitimate
concern among the scientific and health physics community working on the
problem that the dose limit and assessment mathods (1.e. for skin of whole
bod{ and for the extremities) presently beiny used by the NRC staff for
evaluating the dose resultina from a worker’'s exposure to hot particles,
(1.2. to a tiny point on the .kin), are not appropriate and may result in
nisundorstandings by employecs. The present NRC guidance in 1€ Information
Notice No. 86-23, in the absence of soecific regulations, indicates that
comp) fance with 10 CFR 20,101(a) can be dononstr!tnd by calculation of skin
dose averag.d over 1.0 cm® 4t @ depth of 7 mg/cmé using information from N8S
Handbook 59. Although this 1954 handuook provided the general basis for the
present regulations, later scientific information s now available in Report
26 issued Ly the International Commission on Radiological Protection and,
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more recentiy, NCRP Report No. 91. More up to date guidance also was included
in the 1986 proposed revision to 10 CFR 20. These documents include
recommendations that would result in more realistic dose assessments and in
our judgement, would be appropriate for consideration and possible adoption
by the NRC staff until the hot particle recommendations by NCRP could be
implemented.

NUMARC 1s currently working with the Edison Electric Institute Mealth
Physics Committee’s skin contamination group whish is addressing the hot
particle problem resulting from the current NRC guidance. They are in the
process of developing a tecinical report which will identify concerns resulting
from the NRC's use of very contervative guidance for evaluating this dose and
making dose assignments. This report will include data on the increased
costs attrihuted to the current guidance and will be submitted to the
Commission staff when completed, probably later this month., In the meintime,
as utilities improve their programs in this importint area, we encourage you
and your staff to evaluate the regulatory aspects of this problem, using the
latest sciantific data, to determine {f 1t 1s feasible to utilize more
appropriate dose limits and assessment methods on an interim basis unti)
formal rule changes can be implemented. |[f development of an interim standard
is getermined not to he feasible, then 1L s extremely important to expedite
formal implementation of the NCRP recommendations {f possible. We would
encourage further discussion on this issue at an early date. If there are
any questions regarding this request, please contact Dave Harward, Manager
of the Radiological and Environmental Group of the Operations, Management
and Support Services Division of NUMARC, or me.
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Thomas €. Tipton, Dipéctor
Operation Management and

support Services Divisien
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