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Revising radiation exposure standards opposed
through without more input from those who

explosion at Chernobyl. will be raised more would be affected. After 30 years of re-
Editor,The News Sentleel: search on radiat!on's adverse health effects,than eight times,I,ittle known to many Americans, the NRC also proposes retention of the 30- there is ample evidence to warrant a revi-
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has year old standard for total permissible sion of existing standards. Research reveals
quietly proposed a major revision in exist- body dose (external and internal radiation the current standards need to be t.ghtened,
ing standards of radiation exposure for combined) of five rems for radiation work- not relaxed.workers and for the general public. nis re- ers and one-tenth that,500 millirems, for De Chernobyl accident in April spurred
vision would permit a more than tenfold in- the public. Many prominent scientists be-people to increased awareness of radiation
rease in the allowable exposure for many lieve that level to be at least 10 times too hazards, prompting many critical com-i the most dangerous types of radiation.

The NRC justifies retaining the ments on the proposed revision. The NRCincredibly, the commission has sad the high.
has now extended tne public comment pe 9posed standard does not require public 5-rem /500 millirem limit on the grounds riod through October, partly due to this;

discussion since it "will not have a slgr.ifi- that there have been no "significant in*
recent criticism. Write the commission to-cant effect on the quality of the human en- creases ... in health detriment of workers day requesting that public hearings be heldor members of the public ainee 1957." Thisvironment." and an environmental impact statement beThe NRC wants to increase the permis- view is contradicted by studies of inhabit- issued. Address: Secretary, U.S. Nuclear

sible annual intake of radiation (the amount ants downwind of the Nevada tests in theRegulatory Commission, Washington, D.C.ingested through eating, drinking and '50s and '60s, which showed that those peo-
breathing that settles in various internal pie had a significantly higher cancer rate20555. Brian Jacobs
organs) by up to 17 times for 65 percent of than the general public. Council on Econom;c Priorities
the radionuclides the commission considersne first major revision of radiation New York. N.Y.
dangerous. For example, permissible intake standards in 30 years should not be pushed
of lodine 131, which was released by the

-

, - , _ _ _ , _ , . _ , _ . . - , ,- _r_,, _- ._.- - , _ _ -. _- , --. - - . ...-_,---_m , . , . - - - _ - . . -_



. _ .

N M0 }R 19a4 h t. ,

(so K4 g/998 95

, f1 . s,'i * [ * | '-
) : s, -

'86 GCT 15 p4 ;g

kj# ftICE
"

.

h 'ff

W. n KkJ Ab%4g- a g) yA . 44M
.

esa

ow WJ .a ..
gr __

. zo .g 1&bt 4c w. . . . . . .

- -

II) o f _, \y "" ?~ ~_
,

$.J. Ab ''"'

~

*
''

., .,

# tss 14

bb.'i S '

}

%Q, c.C. om,

C US M 198'

DS10
add: R.E. Alexander.1130 SS

s

J. Becker, 9604 MNBB *),

1

._,- -- . - - - - , - _ . . - - - _ _ - - - - -,



* n mera

*** swzPIl-l%2436eht| Q ,3
r

Cso cA rimai) e)

P''al'M -

HouwwsurQe| -nn n:

t/
* DCT 15 P4 :12

'

$p i w p spr p y S wkwt--
8Giki;,,n v m..W NE " W ' RS!W ue

p7.s.
$/Ak

<C. Penwu/* dam NO/

Y0 W 77 GWsf)W'Miny

LT '= = M
.f.'"v...

..
~ ~ ' ~

~~
...

*': . _ , ,

5 3..

.

.b. w;, p Ty. ;
- ..

:: as
-

.

z'3' iss 14

NdNdit.getSPd

us puu
W u' Q,ym.ssw

ASM{4IkbRh ikiyngr-;
nm n.

.

I



- ..

~

-k_:2. 0, bOCYNLese m sat -

pw /Ir. brMz/W [66 (~$ $19Ah Nb
/,

. . . .

Ol M d dh

ch-u.h. tw M 11- W EcA
DCI 15 P4 :12W O q'm &b V -

077,

q &yr> mm 1 B@ n k, Q % w e , u u ?. Rna aa
4 pwO
e dew . LW

ru M M k
-

6

g;*n., -- _ - - ~ _ _
' ;' c ;,3 | ~~ ~ *? ~ ~o

:| c , .. . _ , 'A .; ;
.

- - ' e :: yi - ;~- f,f.4 ). Q ~'.o -- -

_y:w 4. 3. ---g. ..

A
14 i

Uf. $cc.mke'/
c.s4

i

u.5. NkcJte
12'5 * ' * / ' " '' E mC

W6k ,D.C . 20y
,

-

C USPS 1985

b

B

J. Becker 9604 MNBB i, ,',

. - _



..

JOLAlil feeHWM f

t_ b bbYh . Qg|~
gggggQ M _ i

(5o FA $1992-)
. i:L:

s .,

hw74- # g DCT 15 P4 :12

J D'";; ,AMsg m
'

M- Yn W~ .

fr J A<b f '
j ,, g & & ~-

f5"d
a G &qW pau-~pp g

J

Ud h ioan

^ %<Pn y'k %^
N,R- c' M ,' c, ,

'

..',2 4,, ..w- .

+-- - - ,

|
tons , , p.r~w-

" iss 14 I

| 4+Le/

ms. % L.
,0 0. &bTib~

l
! c USPS 198*

| '

DS10
add: . Alexander,1130 SS

. Bec er, 9604 MNBB h

- _ ___ _ . _ - _ _ . , -



W" h-|O $6 a b | .
*%*QS6 ps@6~l%Z){(

.

'
'/

()i()y,''i{~y, LCt}i:'DD/[ ,- CogTED,

f., I
, /,

. . /

\ b J.82.1 u.'L9 ' V A ILu ( 0b ;it u Od 15 P4 32f

0
\

g') ,9puh ' (N - U'l IN,k'/[., t,(? 'th $fi: /N)
'

:.,
x

,
- sF;:r;. ..~ _ _

-

N ( <> . , (i .

' ,. .

q' w .9% - e o o\
' , -

\\ . \,

u'); g 'l . e u g
(g/Q rg:

u
g,/ - \ '. /s 'N, () ( ' '

'

S g) ().C JJ f L. 7;y
, \>

\ \V a ':'u Q \g' \ 01Mu> \

.& su/ %, / - ". , $.
. --- ._

~T..:
~

ss %a SE . ? T jf.9 ?m .

h2u/ d ' ' IO
. e - Ti. ' ~ '

S css .

O b- d. mh65ter)

3onE eu,(., '
g ,

1

$o55tf
'

1

C USPS 1985

DS10

add: RE

_ _ _ _ _ _ -



@G41 BhaisePR naso erd . go
r

agono m
(.36 FA 5092)

fg(k th# "#''

''-
; .

, t ;N<7 -

t' o r M V- n_L ul % e -
. \m

hct '

L) 5 u_ cA.t. cu- \ c
\ /- -

u, .., NCI
F *Nbnw r ud gsm %'W i ktQ n0

-
.

'

ox Q c~ G* k&

O w7r k (M-L'

T)Sr M a % ct Q (.L 'n \a

Sp h 'CLk h d L, W tt M w.

k s.Io oc Cm |L LO ( (c 6t, jJ c <--II

,

- ;[ r .? 9 1.' w .,'

,

- h |j
-

a
g oghy+-

~
m_ _

s g'
...% <.. m m -

,.' I -- 4 N !.~

Q

9
n -,r. -

t? % s W- ,er s<- 14ess

CAL , ,

L) .b LAC.A_La.^ - ( (0.2 MI '

hv m

JJa 'm D C '

[( USPS 1985

0S10
add: R.E. Alxeander, 1130 55

$ \ o
Becker, 9604 MNBBs.



,0CEO fetMabtM - ? t

ya #1, -1420,3o e1/.g j

50 PE 67992) '

bt l d, IT Yb" -

%
_ _ ,,

i

COLyrTU~- ~ . . - - - ~

y R ' ~.
- uiN.Hc

-

,
,

g g5 Pz:12
~

4 4

if u taec', (N:po wt e M u t .usgfg;;j,

p q wm Spw.a a n~y%+yd W"gs "a

path
% ~f ku ida n % w,

M s%,
w e w ,'34< p e ''m% s

A)y N\/ (0 0%

N
v L v4 ^ %

O -

.e ru 2 -

%,

,

M~ ~I ~.,.h mc._uL~<
le% - ,W~

'4%
esa 14

'

U A i
i

w.e x , ,, ;
,

e uses 198-

!
|
|

!

|
|

DS10
add: R.E. Alexander, 1130 SS

\0J. Becker, 9604 MNBB

1



-
_

% "$PR-% 3cek ,4
hes i MGE- - Nb /@@f d/'y

c G1.\ CD(> f
-\

LCc Cf }y [ejf,,[,,] :
'

i ( \- ),

b(I f CLk 1A10 *B6 DCT 15 P412uJ t.

i ~. ,

(,d -()( 'did b 'b YoCEIf$d'1i
F

t . suh:o
,

,L\- ga JGt UL C i lCi.O ,01

's t
' '

'

m fuqm a - s
M -_

Mdb n
,

LQ p((

\Tudecbt /18 'M

h2d' WGw t

h ln ((I
b' C- t Ci ( L

.b X
- ^

W 'k C "%~Coo
g 1 c ~ . vW TD"' ' A i

% M-Q,x-a-
- Q .j

-cs3 14

bcQ. q h Aq < b UC W ''
.

i
'

.

MW @<

D '' - a o sn _
C USPS 1985

.DS10
add: R.E. Alexander, 1130 SS

\\DJ Becker, 9604 MNBB \

|



- - -
. .,

[$-(124 So edal.. hn

Q A' Gbpf ffQQQ-g- ;.- . . . . .

k. .
,

1,, A -

,

1

tcM ?!:0 & .} o su' cA$ ^
-

f p u 1 T ' a m .c g .e. p % b - Q DCTr
15 P4:12

y 4 n ,gst- _,4.g
0 CFFla inapru W ""? }- W

"f, *
pF

<
DOChET

$1 BRA

.f& f .%& 'sM
fcpsa udsA 2 d2y M& 4 -

h@ s9wT'*'

%N
t

$
"'i

. ^h0
0

M<
_

o9 %g.w-s

,. ,s -~._g-

14ess

/

u; w 6A-
-

pia % & c. W W F
/

- C USPS 1985

uJ Av

add: R.E. Alexander 1130 SS
'9

,



_ -
_

W somas
M M E0 BULL s,_~{ t $,b 00 C.' .

g

c50 se m992)
- p . .r n ;/0 h Jecrefn ~ ?dq/n 'O

'

| ben 6e. il p la;pernh|< hd 1N ull & i)fi>Adclp
Me'4 * P LAk Av'a & s

N DCI15 pg:13ad 4 g.wi, an cppc,Ln./ t' n3
-fk.p.s pt iv,y g;% sf,Jr o'' Sn0*fau. t h e/r A N/ g ,' oppy ;.;'v

d

% ,w dr. L ~ wm,,,emi ,-icJ d,,c,x '"

f /h,1 Lv 14 p ftc. c+,1/ A h *f e r y:dbje

1 4 G.1 p,.,6/i n ., x ,,a-dy /As & c-tm ''y ''''.

A WA

~
- . - .

~

. 9 m- . s - m- e. -

f . . . -
_ *% 7, .. ,c.. *ef * , .

c,r.v 4__..--
.

*.

i

|^ .

T ' _. ~ ~ -h
'

h s.,
.

c1
1x ~r .--

y iga,s A-
.

A
csi 14

| Sesq :
l' "' *''

V. S' SducDeyth9 \
| A * T Yb~Qo S];')kh (-

C USPS 1985

; 0510
; add: R.E. Alexander, 1130 SS \

J. Becker, 9604 MNBB ' '\
'



00cui amen .) n
-

- 2480ernoemo suu

[5o P . f/99$
g,Ig.

'Q(-

. ~ -.
_

*"
bf1 $oM8-Tor 7 - g DCT 15 P4 :13

L5W N L7L- r c-
977,g

gs p w ~ _sy W % "a
-'

Q ma S WI 0

44&~~MAp-LA . 9~ qw%r A~.
/d \ 0 }4

W- ug

.

^
0 FLY +

- 0 .

e , e ta -; c. c. - .- Wo -,

| W. _ &
, _;,, , ,,'. [] %+ -T"'M% ~-

ess 14

A G (GI'bc yi -

4. % - Mo v 'Om
com are t

Odhb- ) bC. M 6T
| i

'f L'i?S 193*

|

DS10
add: R.E. Alexander, 1130 SS'

\J. Becker, 9604 MNBB g@
~

|



me mer5
.., m R - (9124 eoe'd

Ce6PE 57992) 6I7
:at .r n t

% , NFt

Q '86 0CT 15 P4 :1

0FFlu! .' . i. r r

& 00CnLTun... L H nm.

OQ Q @ BRex "-

A *h' L JNV,

s %um,
aAhn

YMt EkSWb

~ ~ ---

__. (-. . ,

!:4 , , .- -

-_ .

c .e - '.; ~T
~

.f ;} c. - J ~n .v - ) :; r, . 7, -

{*h
'' T y ., .-

-- g o .\ ,,.py
- --,

cys3-..

i Lis
ess 14

Ab.1. M %'

G
1 (

GA 0 $ $
'

-

C USPS 1985

0S10
add: R.E. Ale u nder, 1130 SS

B

\ D! J. Becker, 9604 MNBB
1

- _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _



-k2 hb @ h[p f

~)w 4Er. %s[? k iz, t%
y .n

_: n r

% N 03 0 erd h E40Tddf, enc$P
h rickh o.: Se in/ivicul? Jag qwq 5 " '5 P A 33
Mtph ,obsM1 T art 8 n@ -to %

jak Manger on %ue imphr aq-- issucs
orry'""'' 6

rpidion 4 affnb tour cumt a di a.
}Mih6 b (hl'IrDBM0LbeY E b uKb Wlh @

te htud b Yke pWiL - qiwana isnD{ *

Diss : IM W' h6 L5 Sk%E 0, yWrO

-

3 LIM 4 - KM h05 s

*;:" _ C- $h*q,&s ' ,. . _ .
- - -

,

-

'

|?
W'

i,rry . .i;- .ti _gr..

h .3 5I _ . [A 3 /i
c. , -

ig./ - - - ~ --

y, gy(, USA N

1 S W W h i * OSmmixim

hski bn ;)d 4056f

|
|
'

C USPS 1985

DS10
add: R.E. Alexander, 1130 SS

. s

d. Becker, 9604 MNBB s9



_ ___

_

asanno w PR-t%2.0,3oeA
"

; ;i.

( 5 0 P k S IR R 2. *
_

UULA
,gs gj-hb

e % e 5,.< > . ,

' k , g ,. Q . 4 t4 t ' 7 '86 0CT 15 P3 :56
% ,td-Ibt /k**", W,

.

(c .u. .u b .o ..t,4 0 a . et t* * GFFlu CF j
,

-

',

7t' . ' # 'Id '*'* " OCKETINb$)g, ". tJ ;11 cle t's a f BRM
< s a t ,c E} L@ ,\ +*f "M2 V

f
g

W'"", f , 4~
.LO,1cen dc "0. ns s ,, a w

d4 de e b3vuLLL -Q if- fL . +"p d 1N( l'"(
c,{;< u 6.w

' ' ' '.

i,1 %v c c uvw;

"')itbHcE..kG(
I 5C Os t qs
YC fc L' L |

_

-
,

Rpr = ~~ m" a.

,
<. ,,- --

; . . . - ,
-

- . ;p3,
.

,

8h -

k
_ 4 '-H

( Tvthe

f I
__

. ~

,, 3
~3

t=a4 [ ,I,
.,

Jsr 14'

be4Op U*
g~-w-

$
,

dW'

t

f 'V *

y

9.0 5~[5

C USPS 1985
.

DS10
add: R.E. Alexander,1130 SS

\
J. Becker, 9604 MNBB \\D

\

-
_ _ - _-___ __ - . -



=

u p.t necaw ~,N - d.f M S O d I
n

Iegermfc put

cso me SR92) zo

/ybnera 4/e ScnWury, A////JL'
If /s i/Ql/ CrLT ff af

7 /'~[4e/d 7h> d''S$uss "'15 P4 10
oou

po6A E Actrin7g de_
$fg CWCCf af & jW&gusec/ pMy
/4 V/ 5/cv1 S /N2 a/Awt'Cl je WWs 6f

~

,%cdiaftcy, . Ytcy,k}|// n S:sf p eiY;Y kShl

WNC| YN TV''"I' by Df |1G{$$uman eerr/rdu
/4te nf. ''

'f atsO /tq++s7 $7"etoy Ch U/rukmb
af impset sk/emt de /.sse J.

C57n cert-/ '
,

jw hh' (A7

N'|Y.W N' . ~ , -
. e,

7 --:1.A[<Q.W.X/t/0%F,,,':') :L~_
,7. ,+~.rm _

.
-

.
. . .. .u _. : .

* '" (I, b
g .; T ,

!

~ . . . . < , ,
. -~ Q j m ~.

a'_

14
.

st

-

Cl'8 Y'O 79

U. J /7oclear 0W"N9
[6m r>s / 3J /W

ha gb/n tfffVI D 0 003W

C USPS 1985

DS10
add: R.E. Alexander,1130 SS

d. Becker, 9604 MNBB hg
1



. - - - "

,

N
ewma w ) O'

56 R2 fqqz) (,2/
.

%-

00LKETED
p USNRC

7
-- -

-

-

~~7 i P4 :21
_

D: Cer miss,coers,
_ . . -

- - --80CMLl#G4-SOV
. OFFICE Or : u. t 7f

--UNN (t.yr$L k' ._}vr . [ofe sOg ___h w s /ct n ?m.___
BRAiCH

_

__ fimndArds ic ' 5 sf t. ' b a c|t3nu l radrattm 4:g e wfE._
_ _ ..f 4vd t hr {OIC _ a l _.__ .A U C}t K __ f.* d < r_ _Ln rife n ,

_

& . ann % -h <<~-) f*L +h sL ps +-
. a r< . % |b c 4)omy.. y'I[--_.]oa ?"b c L. ._ --

-

_. Scank!6.c. (v,ht s kevi Mi n - }-Is 4r

_._1*ChW) _ ed M3"" .- r't ._)f d '., y d fkn Mcit _
_.J o el hb '}om a -ce?}3b"- .Wh a k J' o c o sjkI'M de

J s.L _ _399h 2 _ __.3 _fb)4edi h _46*vt/
_2 bhL$'< k_ \0 S' 20 r'fN- - - t <- Nn. Y42W~'

e n_) A% , _ e-)
4 _. A ll _ w tL _ A _ geJ 6

. y10 elt.V_-_-( . v m )LLIE.f .) .-_ _-
_

..

- - _ - -

v~
t .

* ~'-

1
- _ _ _ . _ _ . . _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _

_ ..__ _ .

.
\|Hf--_ YT Sen,.- f

-_~--_m.--.--- - - . , .

.

, . . _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ __ ____ b ek . . _
______

% 'l O d a .. ) A<-
,

_ _ _ _ _ _

_- .
.

. . . - _ ___ E ditc h , G h 0 5 __ _
_ _ _ _ . _ . . __.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
P " _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

-++e -+--.n.~ . - - - - . -

a
.m-.-

-% .__
._%.,

,w_.,,,%
_,,..%_,%.

1
-

--
.

-.
__

__
- -

_ - _ . . __ _ . _ _ _ _

1;

.._

_-
,

!
i

RE Alexander, 1130 SS
OCT 161986j

\g Acknowledged by card. . . . . . . .!. . . _ . -j| J. Becker, 9604 M \y ,

..



.0cm escCMPR-/9 z4Soelaz
. asW,",,R 5?FZfI9EE) 5*76

Washarttpart, dass. D1950
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Docketing and Service Branch-

Secretary of the Comission
86 0CT 15 P3:44U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission

;g/Washington, D. C. 20555

DCCW.. c.
gg arfDear Sir:

I am concerned about your proposed rule change, " Standards for Protection
Against Radiation." These new rules would permit increase of up to 10 times the
present limits for radiation exposure to the public, the environment and workers.

1. Increasing internal exposure levels is unacceptable. Exposures to

65*/. of the most significant radionuclides, including strontium 90 and iodine
131 will increase up to 10 times or more above present " allowable" levels. Even

low levels many radionuclides are incorporated into int'ernal organs andat
radiate the body for years.

2. Your basis for defining radiation risk is unacceptable, as you limit
the risk to fatal cancers and birth defects within two generations. No

consideration is given to non-fatal cancers, recessive mutations that take
several generations to appear, or health effects other than cancer.

3. Your basis for acceptable risk is unacceptable as well. You compare

radiation risks to risks taken by workers in non-nuclear jobs; these risks
are used ti determine a level of risk due to radiation exposure that can be
imposed on the public, workers and future generations. You do not' consider
those individuals who are more sensitive to radiation and radiation induced
diseases.

4. According to these proposed rules, radioactive releases that pose
"a level of risk (in NRC opinion) so low that it could be a trifle" will not
be counted in dose calculations to the public. This concept allows unregulated
releases to the environment and sets a dangerous precedent.

5. The " planned special exposure" provision allows employers to double
workers annual doses without their consent, by simple written authorization.
The reason for this (the NRC admits) is to provide nuclear facilities the ,

needed workers for " hot" . jobs.'

6. Under these rules, pregnant workers allowable exposure is 0.5 rems.
This level has been shown to double the risk of childhood cancer in children
so exposed. Pregnant workers should not be allowed in radioactive areas.

It hardly seems in the interest of public health and safety, indeed it
seems blatant disregard for humanity entirely to propose such changes.

Will the hTC pursue this irresponsible path? I am opposed to this rule
change and the general attitude of the NRC to the public it is supposed to

1 urge you to withdraw these proposed radia: ion standards.serve.
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S Yours truly,
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Flease Note: People in our areg.think of you Commissioners as

interest ed 4pawns of the nuclear industry, a paper hurdle at best, more
in not being disllked by industry neople than protecting the nublic Pleasew[.gJG4 D :|is notDocketing and Service Branch have the personal courage to show that g 9 IS P3
-
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true.Secretary of the Comission 4U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Comission
Washington, D. C. 20555 ,

p.

') '
*

Dear Sir:

I am concerned about your proposed rule change, " Standards for Protection
Against Radiation." These new rules would permit increase of up to 10 times the
present limits for radiation exposure to the public, the environment and workers.

1. Increasing internal exposure levels is unacceptable. Exposures to

657. of the most significant radionuclides, including strontium 90 and iodine
131 will increase up to 10 times or more above present " allowable" levels. Even

low levels many radionuclides are incorporated into int'ernal organs andat
radiate the body for years.

2. Your basis for defining radiation risk is unacceptable, as you limit
the risk to f atal cancers and birth defects within two generations. No
consideration is given to non-fatal cancers, recessive mutations that take
neveral generations to appear, or health effects other than cancer.

3. Your basis for acceptable risk is unacceptable as well. You compare
radiation risks to risks taken by workers in non-nuclear jobs; these risks
are used to determine a level of risk due to radiation exposure that can be
imposed on the public, workers and future generations. You do not consider
those individuals who are more sensitive to radiation and radiation induced
diseases.

4. According to these proposed rules, radioactive releases that pose
"a level of risk (in NRC opinion) so low that it could be. a trifle" will not
be counted in dose calculations to the public. This concept allows unregulated
releases to the environment and sets a dangerous precedent.

5. The " planned special exposure" provision allows employers to double
workers annual doses without their consent, by simple written authorization.
The reason for this (the NRC admits) is to provide nuclear facilities the

'

needed workers for " hot" jobs.

$ 6. Under these rules, pregnant workers allowable exposure is 0.5 rems.
co This level has been shown to double the risk of childhood cancer in children, c3

] { so exposed. Pregnant workers should not be allowed in radioactive areas.'

J 8 It hardly seems in the interest of public health and safety, indeed it
S $ seems blatant disregard for humanity entirely to propose such changes.
yg Will the NRC pursue this irresponsible path? I am opposed to this rule

ochange and the general attitude of the NRC to the public it is supposed toc)
I urge you to withdraw these proposed radiation standards,E serve.

Fat Skibbee & family* '
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Docketing and Service Branch-

Secretary of the Commission g DCT 15 P3:49
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

GFFiu
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Dear Sir:

I am concerned about your proposed rule change, " Standards for Protection
Against Radiation." These new rules would permit increase of up to 10 times the
present limits for radiation exposure to the public, the environment and workers.

1. Increasing internal exposure levels is unacceptable. Exposures to

65% of the most significant radionuclides, including strontium 90 and iodine
131 will increase up to 10 times or more above present " allowable" levels. Even

low levels many radionuclides are incorporated into int'ernal organs andat
radiate the body for years.

2. Your basis for defining radiation risk is unacceptable, as you limit
the risk to fatal cancers and birth defects within two generations. No

consideration is given to non-fatal cancers, recessive mutations that take
several generations to appear, or health effects other than cancer.

3. Your basis for acceptable risk is unacceptable as well. You compare
radiation risks to risks taken by workers in non-nuclear jobs; these risks
are used to determine a level of risk due to radiation exposure that can be

imposed on the public, workers and future generations. You do not consider
those individuals who are more sensitive to radiation and radiation induced
diseases.

4. According to these proposed rules, radioactive releases that pose
"a level of risk (in NRC opinion) so low that it could be a trifle" will not
be counted in dose calculations to the public. This concept allows unregulated
releases to the environment and sets a dangerous precedent.

$ 5. The " planned special exposure" provision allows employers to double
S $ workers annual doses without their consent, by simple written authorization.
O f The reason for this (the NRC admits) is to provide nuclear facilities the

e needed workers for " hot" jobs.-

5 8 6. Under these rules, pregnant workers allowable exposure is 0.5 rems.
E * This level has been shown to double the risk of childhood cancer in children
f { so exposed. Pregnant workers should not be allowed in radioactive areas.
E D

g It hardly seems in the interest of public health and safety, indeed it
,

, seems blatant disregard for humanity entirely to propose such changes.w
Will the NRC pursue this irresponsible path? I am opposed to this ruleo: o

change and the general attitude of the NRC to the public it is supposed to
, , ,

serve. I urge you to withdraw these proposed radiation standards.
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Docketing and Service Branch-

Secretary of the Commission '86 0CT 15 P3:51U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Connission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Offl;. . .+ v
00CnEm . . . it.1

EM NC"
Dear Sir:

I am concerned about your proposed rule change, " Standards for Protection
Against Radiation." These new rules would permit increase of up to 10 times the
present limits for radiation exposure to the public, the environment and workers.

1. Increasing internal exposure levels is unacceptable. Exposures to

65% of the most significant radionuclides, including strontium 90 and iodine
Even131 will increase up to 10 times or more above present " allowable" levels.

at low levels many radionuclides are incorporated into int'ernal organs and
radiate the body for years.

2. Your basis for defining radiation risk is unacceptable, as you limit
the risk to fatal cancers and birth defects within two generations. No

takeconsideration is given to non-fatal cancers, recessive mutations that
several generations to appear, or health effects other than cancer.

3. Your basis'for acceptable risk is unacceptable as well. You compare

radiation risks to risks taken by workers in non-nuclear jobs; these risks
are used to determine a level of risk due to radiation exposure that can be
imposed on the public, workers and future generations. You do not consider
those individuals who are more sensitive to radiation and radiation induced
diseases.

4. According to these proposed rules, radioactive releases that pose
"a level of risk (in NRC opinion) so low that it could be a trifle" will not
be counted in dose calculations to the public. This concept allows unregulated
releases to the environment and sets a dangerous precedent.

5. The " planned special exposure" p ovision allows employers to double
workers annual doses without their consen-, by simple written authorization.
'The reason for this (the NRC admits) is to provide nuclear facilities the ,

,

needed workers for " hot" jobs.
6. Under these rules, pregnant workers allowable exposure is 0.5 rems.

This level has been shown to double the risk of childhood cancer in children
so exposed. Pregnant workers should not be allowed in radioactive areas.

indeed itIt hardly seems in the interest of public health and safety,
seems blatant disregard for humanity entirely to propose such changes.

Will the NRC pursue this irresponsible path? I am opposed to this rule
change and the general attitude of the NRC to the public it is supposed to

I urge you to withdraw these proposed radiation standards.serve.

Yours truly,

'
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Docketing and Service Branch-

Secretary of the Commission g gT 15 P3:54
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

GFFH :
00Cdii,,, .

Dear Sir:

I am concerned about your proposed rule change, " Standards for Protection
Against Radiation." These new rules would permit increase of up to 10 times the
present limits for radiation exposure to the public, the environment and workers.

1. Increasing internal exposure levels is unacceptable. Exposures to
657. of the most significant radionuclides, including strontium 90 and iodine
131 will increase up to 10 times or more above present " allowable" levels. Even
c;t low levels many radionuclides are incorporated into int'ernal organs and
radiate the body for years.

2. Your basis for defining radiation risk is unacceptable, as you limit
the risk to fatal cancers and birth defects within two generations. No

consideration is given to non-fatal cancers, recessive mutations that take
several generations to appear, or health effects other than cancer.

3. Your basis for acceptable. risk is unacceptable as well. You compare
radiation risks to risks taken by workers in non-nuclear jobs; these risks
are used to determine a level of risk due to radiation exposure that can be

imposed on the public, workers and future generations. You do not consider
those individuals who are more sensitive to radiation and radiation induced
diseases.

4 According to these proposed rules, radioactive releases that pose
"a level of risk (in NRC opinion) so low that it could be a trifle" will not
be counted in dose calculations to the public. This concept allows unregulated
releases to the environment and sets a dangerous precedent.

5. The " planned special exposure" provision allows employers to double
workers annual doses without their consent, by simple written authorization.
The reason for this (the NRC admits) is to provide nuclear facilities the

'

needed workers for " hot" jobs.
6. Under these rules, pregnant workers allowable exposure is 0.5 rems.

This level has been shown to double the risk of childhood cancer in children
so exposed. Pregnant workers should not be allowed in radioactive areas.

It hardly seems in the interest of public health and safety, indeed it
seems blatant disregard for humanity entirely to propose such changes.

Will the NRC pursue this irresponsible path? I am opposed to this rule
change and the general attitude of the NRC to the public it is supposed to
serve. I urge you to withdraw these proposed radiation standards.

Yours truly,
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Docketing and Service Branch-

Secretary of the Cocznission DCT 15 p3:57
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555 6 ;
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::MA W 2 . , ,f. I>o

Dear Sir:

I am concerned about your proposed rule change, " Standards for Protection
Against Radiation." These new rules would permit increase of up to 10 times the
present limits for radiation exposure to the public, the environment and workers.

1. Increasing internal exposure levels is unacceptable. Exposures to
657. of the most significant radionuclides, including strontium 90 and iodine
131 will increase up to 10 times or more above present " allowable" levels. Even
at low levels many radionuclides are incorporated into int'ernal organs and
radiate the body for years.

2. Your basis for defining radiation risk is unacceptable, as you limit
the risk to fatal cancers and birth defects within two generations. No

consideration is given to non-fatal cancers, recessive mutations that take
several generations to appear, or health effects other than cancer.

3. Your basis for acceptable risk is unacceptable as well. You compare
radiation risks to risks taken by workers in non , nuclear jobs; these risks
are used to determine a level of risk due to radiation exposure that can be
imposed on the public, workers and future generations. You do not consider
those individuals who are more sensitive to radiation and radiation induced
diseases.

4. According to these proposed rules, radioactive releases that pose
"a level of risk (in NRC opinion) so low that it could be a trifle" will not
be counted in dose calculations to the public. This concept allows unregulated
releases to the environment and sets a dangerous precedent.

5. The " planned special exposure" provision allows employers to double
workers annual doses without their consent, by simple written authorization.
The reason for this (the NRC admits) is to provide nuclear facilities the

- needed workers for " hot" jobs.
6. Under these rules, pregnant workers allowable exposure is 0.5 rems.

This level has been shown to double the risk of childhood cancer in children
so exposed. Pregnant workers should not be allowed in radioactive areas.

It hardly seems in the interest of public health and safety, indeed it
seems blatant disregard for humanity entirely to propose such changes.

Will the NRC pursue this irresponsible path? I am opposed to this rule
change and the general attitude of the NRC to the pub ic it is supposed to
serve. I urge you to withdraw these proposed radiat' n standards.
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Secretary of the Commission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

00Lr Llyjy,: ' ~r'f
GFFILL .,

Washington, D. C. 20555

Dear Sir:

I am concerned about your proposed rule change, " Standards
for Protection Against Radiation." These new rules would permit
increase of up to 10 times the present limits for radiation ex-
posure to the public, the environment and workers. The International
Committee on Radiation Protection adopted stringent limits in
1984 and now calls for public exposure levels five times lower
than present NRC levels. 'It hardly seems in the interest of
public health and safety, indeed it seems a blatant disregard for
humanity entirely to propose such changes.

Will the NRC pursue this irresponsible path? I am opposed to
this rule change and the general attitude of the NRC to the public
it is supposed to serve. I urge you not to adopt the proposed
rule change but to adopt standards equal to those of the Inter-
national Committee on Radiation Protection.

Yours truly,
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Docketing and Service Branch '86 0CT 15 P3 :59
Secretary of the Commission
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

[0C Th .1i n N
f

Washington, D. C. 20555
Bhth;"

Dear Sir:

I.am concerned about your proposed rule change, " Standards
for Protection Against Radiation." These new rules would permit
increase of up to 10 times the present limits for radiation ex-
posure to the public, the environment and workers. The International
Committee on Radiation Protection adopted stringent limits in
1984 and now calls for public exposure levels.five times lower
than present NRC levels. It hardly seems in the interest of
public health and safety, indeed it seems a blatant disregard for
humanity entirely to propose such changes.

Will the NRC pursue this irresponsible path? I am opposed to
this rule change and the general attitude of the NRC to the public
it is supposed to serve. I urge you not to adopt the proposed
rule change but to adopt standards equal to those of the Inter-
national Committee on Radiation Protection.

Yours truly, ,

/*
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- u llSNRCg QQ v Howard D. Sarnuel, President

%,, > Elmer Chatak, Secretary-Treasurer

81516th Street N W W [0T 15 P4 :29
Washington.O C. 20006
202/842 7800

0FFICE OF u - its <
DOCMETING 4 SLPVif.t .

B R A NC'-

-

Certified Mail -
Return Receipt -Requested

October 3,1986

.

M r. Eric Beckgord, Director
Nuclear Regulatory Research
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1717 H Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20055

Dear Mr. Beckgord:

At the suggestion of M r. H. Peterson of your staff, we
are addressing to you our request for a public hearing on the
proposed Standards for Protection Against Radiation publishad in
the Federal Register of January 9,1986.

We have serious questions about the proposal which
cannot be adequately analyzed in a brief. Specifically, we may

$ object to and suggest alternatives and additions to the
following concepts expressed or implied in the proposed rule:o

m
.

*
Reliance on IRCP recommendations and their currency.

L' o '

-{! Radiation Protection Principles (including permissiblem
E exposure limits).
x uo e
Q -d " Acceptability" of Risk '

e
* EI3

9 Quantification of Occupational Risks.

a: a

c> .- Worker Notification, Training and Medical Surveillance-. m
Mt ..qe ces >
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M r. Eric Beckgord
October 3, 1986
Page 2

Planned Special Exposures

Overexposures

Emergency and Accident Communication

Transient and Moonlighting Workers

Medical Records

Biological and Environmental Monitoring Priorities

Please inform us of your decision as quickly as possible.
We may, in addition, ask for a briefing by your office on experience
to date under existing rules.

Sincerely,-

%
Sheldon W. Samuels, Director
Health, Safety & Environment

SWS/kde
i cc: President Paul Burnsky, Metal Trades Dept., ' AFL-CIO
| Secretary-Treasurer Elmer Chatak, Industrial Union Dept., AFL-CIO

Margaret Seminario, Associate Director, Occupational Safety,
Health and Social Security, AFL-CIO

Presidents, Metal Trades Councils
Health and Safety Directors, interested. International Unions

!
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|

|
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URC Secretary
Docketing, Part 20 Eules
Washington, D. C. 20555

October 7,1986

NRC,

I trust you know what you are doing when you propose to increase the
allowable radiation exposure limits.

I trust these proposed new limits would be acceptable to your own
bodies personally.

99andh4/100.

Sincerely.

- [
Mr. Joseph Gerber, Ms. Lyn Schultz
Seattle, WA

t
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