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Revising ?a?iiation exposure standards opposed

Editor, The News-Sentinel: explosion at Chernobyl, will be raised more wmtmmpmmmwwho
Little known to many Americans, the than t times. would be affected. After 30 years of re-
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has NRC also proposes retention of the 30-  search on radiation’s adverse health effects,
Q‘“‘prfwlml)“ revision in exist- ear-old standard for total ”ﬂ'l‘lub“ m"mphmw'mm.nvi.
ing standards of radiation exposure for gody dose (external and internal radiation sion of existing standards. Researct reveals
workers and for the general public. This re- combined) of five rems for radiation work-  the current standards need to be t.ghtened,
vision would permit a more than tenfold in- ers and one-tenth that, 500 millirems, for  not relaxed.

ase in the allowable exposure for many the public. Many prominent scientists be- The Chernoby! accident in April spurred

the most dangerous types of radiation. lieve that level to be at Jeast 10 times too mo increased awareness of radiation

Incredibly, the commission has said the  high. prompting many eritical com-

standard

does not require public The NRC justifies retaining the ments on the revision. The NRC
discussion since it “will not have a signifi- 5-rem/500-millirem limit on the grounds  has now ext tne public comment pe-
cant effect on the quality of the human en-  that there have been no “significant in- riod through October, partly due to this
vironment.” mueo...inbulthdﬁrimtdwm mgmwmmmmnm.

The NRC wants to increase the permis- or members of the public since 1957.” This  day requesting that public hearings be held
dblomuﬂinukedndhuon(tholmoum view is contradicted by studies of inhabit- m.n.nmuluupmmmmu
through eating, drinking and ants downwind of the Nevada tests in the  issuec. Address: Secretary, US. Nuclear
breathing that settles in various internal '50s and '60s, which showed that those peo-  Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C.
m)byuptol?ﬂmtorwprcmtd pkh.dnmmcmﬂymmnu 20555.
the radionuclides the commission considers  than the general public. Brian Jacobs
For example, permissible intake The first major revision of radiation Council or Economic Priorities
of jodine 131, which was released by the mndlrdlmwyunshouldnotbowbed New York, N.Y.
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28 Jefferson Btreet
. Mass. mun
.  Docketing and Service Branch
Secretary of the Commission 8%
U. S. Nvclear Regulatory Commission ocr ,5 P3 4
Washington, D, C. 20555 0 /4/ ﬂ 44
OFF ),
bocx::.., .
Dear Sir: Bl

1 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. 1Increasing 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 mure above present "allowable" levels. Even
at low levels many radionuclides are incorporated into internal 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 t 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 showr to double the risk of childhood cancer in children
so exnosed, 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. 1 urge you to withdraw these proposed radiacion standards.

0S 10
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R.E. Alexander, 1130 ss Yours truly,
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Flease Note: PFeople in our areathink of you Commissioners as
pawns of the nuclear industry, a paver hurdle at best, more interested

wePrf ?

in not being disliked by industry »eovnle than protecting the nublic !-’leasu;_}.‘,.;;

-  Docketing and Service Branch have the personal cnurage to show that is not "%°°
Secretary of the Commission true '
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission %Q‘F;SS P3

washington, D. C. 20555 ‘ Rt . Ps3.
iy /C 9 (0 GFF - . 4
(fZ f%1/ 5 / (74 UCQDQQZ_F-: -

Dear Sir:

1 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 tc the public, *the environment and workers.

1. Increasing internal exposure levels is unacc ptable. 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 internal 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 wutations 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 induc2d
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.

a 6. Under these rules, pregnant workers allowable exposure is 0.5 rems.
Q g'l"nis level has been shown to double the risk of childhood cancer in children
- §so exposed. Pregnant workers should not be allowed in radioactive areas.
5 Eé It hardly seems in the interest of public health and safety, indeed it
SP & seems blatant disregard for humanity entirely te propose such changes.
§ & Will the NRC pursue this irresponsible path? I am opposed to this rule
K .2Change and the general attitude of the NRC to the public it is supposed to
<@ Oserve. 1 urge you to withdraw these proposed radiation standards.
v & 2at ckibbee & family
- J est Street
10 Box 523 Yours truly,
28 Byfield, ia v1922 /] R
4%
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1 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.

65% of the most significant radionuclides,

13]1 will increase up to 10 times or more above present "allowable'" levels.

Exposures to

including strontium 90 and iodine

Even

at low levels many radionuclides are incorporated into internal organs and

radiate the body for years.

2. Your basis for defining radiation risk
the risk to fatal cancers and birth defects within two generations.

is unacceptable, as you limit

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.
radiation risks to risks taken by workers in non-nuclear jobs;

You cowpare
these risks

are used to determine a level of risk due to radiation exposure that cau 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.
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,

o
& The reason for

< needed workers for "hot'" jobs.

so exposed,

R.E. Alexander, 1130SS

J. Becker, 960

This concept allows unregulated

by simple written authorization.
this (the NRC admits) is to provide nuclear facilities the

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
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
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serve. I urge vou to withdraw these proposed

Yours ;ruly,

radiation standards.
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Secretary of the Commission

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission ‘86 0OCT 15 P3 51
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dear Sir: BRANC

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. Increasirg 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
at low levels many radionuclides are incorporated into internal 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 appe&ar, 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 de.gerous precedent.

5. The "planned special exposure' p ovision allows employers to double
workers annual doses without their conser., 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 1s 0.5 rems.
This level has been shown to double the risk of childhood cancer in children
sc 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.

Wil! 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. 1 urge you to withdraw these proposed radiation standards.

Yours truly,
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Dear Sir:

1 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
at low levels many radionuclides are incorporated into internal 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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Dear Sir:

1 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
at low levels many radionuclides are incorporated into internal 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 @llowable exposure is 0.5 rems.
This level has been shown to double the risk cf childhood cancer in children
so exposed. Pregnant workers should not be allowed in radicactive 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 radiatj
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Docketing and Service Branch 86 0T 15 P3:58
Secretary of the Commission

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission GFFILL e
Washington, D. C. 20555 POCKL 1t ‘

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 cf the NRC to the public
it is supposed to serve. I urge you not to adopt the proposed
rule change but tc adopt standards equal to these 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 FF ;
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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 ex-
posure to the public, the environment and workers. The International
Committee on Radiation Protection adopted stringent limits in
1584 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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Certified Mail -
Return Receipt Requested

October 3, 1986

Mr. 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 Mr. H. Peterson of your staff, we
are addressing to you our request for a puhlic 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:

Reliance on IRCP recommendations and their currency.

Radiation Protection Principles (including permissible
exposure limits)

"Acceptability" of Risk

Quantification of Occupational Risks

R.E. Alexander, 1130 SS

J. Becker, 960

S5 Worker Notification, Training and Medical Surveillance
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Mr. 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,

NS enenl

Sheldon W. Samuels, Director
Health, Safety & Environment

SWS/kde
cc: President Paul Burnsky, Mctal 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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NRC Secretary
Docketing, Part 20 Rules
Wwashington, 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,

99 and 44/100,

Sincerely,
~ b A

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

R.E. Alexander, 1130 S5
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