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crmmissioner Remick’'s Comments on SECY-92-238

I approve the publication of uUnclusure 1 to SECY~9:-238 as a
statf technical pesition on the methodology for the licensee to
prepare and the NRC staff to review Alternate Concentration Limit
(ACL) applisations for Title II Uranium Mills subject to
incorporation of the Jollowing comments.

On page 27 of the proposed staff tecl.nical position, the
statement ls nmade that "Generally, a lifetime risk level of 1 x
10-% ig utilized; howe »r, an alternate risk level in tue range
of 1 x 10® to 1 x 10" may be utilized...."

I am not persuaded that Title II uranium mills have to be reduced
to this level of risk to be found acceptable from a public health
and safoty standpoint. Based on a risk coefricient of S x 30"
per person-rem, the lifetime risk level of 1 x 10¢ set forth in
the staff’s technical position would be equivalent. to about 0.02
mrem per year. Such a standard is inconsistent with other safety
standards established by the NRC in 10 CFR.

I believe that an annual individual risk level on the order of
10°° to 10 per year (i.e., lifetime risk level of approximately
10" to 10*) weuld be an appropriate level for Title II uranium
mills. Therefore, I propese that the risk levels set forth on
page 27 of the staff’s technical positisn be deleled and that
ACLs be calculated so as to be consistent with doses to the
public that are acceptable under 10 CFR Part 20 or Part 61.



