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lWith respect to our conversation with Dick Cunninghan thin norning |

concerning the citation of URC under 10 CFR 20.201(b), Burveys, I !

should like to put g cazaonts in writing in lopes of clarifying,
for your benefit, y tM*ing and opinions.

To reiterate, you vin recan tbt tle licensco, IDC, van cited for
not carpleting timir survey to detemine doangen to perscenel, while, i

na Cunnandam mentioned, scoo of the other milla vbo hzve not cinplayed I

film badams at all hxvu ret been cited under thie section. You viu
note in 10 CFR 20, that thero is no reqhnt for a licensee to
use f1La badoes in detemining dosaces to personnel unless an indi-
vidual " receives or is likely to receive a dose in excess of 25,5 of
the limits specified in Appendix A" of P: Art 20. Because of this, I
do not feel tbt av min who Ms mde en adequate survey and win
obtains results usually found in mill enviranoents can be required

to subscribe to film badao service unicas im so desires. With one
or two exceptions vimm unusually hich readings for a min (arcund
ion exchanco colums which apparently accumulato uranium dauchter
products), i.e, 20-25 ne/hr, I will acree with min management tlnt
it is not likely that any eqplayee is apt to roccive in excess of 75
uren in a working veck, as has been borne out by sano nt11a who lave
had film badge service. I feel tbt this is essentially true for eny
min including the URC min et Aknb.

Ibd inC mde caly their radiation icyc1 survey and stated tbt fra:n
this tiny ibit tMt no cmployee van receiving in em:cas of 73 mec:n per
veck, I would hve agreed tbt they voro probably correct. However,
URC, like some of the other mills, elected to employ film badcca for
representative categorico of employees to verify timir feeling that
nono vere beinc exposed to more tien 75 mren Ier veek. In so doinc,
the licensee foumi thit the one cap 1 gee in the tailings crea who was
boilced and the ano in tle packaging area who vas also bodced vero
receiving in exocos of tle 75 arca per veck, i.e.,150 and 140 urc:a
per veok recpectively.
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Decause of those reports, I do not foc1 thu ve c.en cocpletc3,y
1 pore h fact tht the other aqp1goca in t1e s.mo acas, if
b aived, ni@t Eve fik Eda redig,s equally as hida, rogedler.s
of the n nnar in which h film hdcca kva Leon en^ed. I Lcreo
with your thoui,ht tbt the realincs ng be caused by contac:ination
of the buken .md n:q not neceanJ13y repreocnt truo whola-body
egosures to the iniivi A" =1 a. Ibuenner, I do not feel tbt I, in the
pocition of an inspector, can icraodiately c.acu:as, es Cunnindba
nud. pated, tbt tle rodinca ce c.a. sed by contasin.* tion c.a1 thereby
it,uore the film b dco records.

Uader tlm circumateneca, I feel tLt the licenace nuat be citel, not
for over-M nd, the eglgeca, since the ro41nca cro not in excessi ,

of 300 neem per ucck, but for not kvins .A ccqplete survg. I feel
tbt he should nato every effort to determino vbether or not tho
rodin6s repeccent vbolo-body exposures cad if tiny do, mMitional
f13m hdans sW1A be aqployed for other personnel in tle n111, at
lost those in the tuo arous mentixnai. If, throuda uiditional
curvo/ vort, i.e., checking for contanimtion of bcdame, duplicate
bcd 1ng of personnel, etc., the licensee can ro soatbly show tht6
the individuals we not receiving a donc in exceso of 75 neem per
vech, they em dispense with film b4co scryico as far as the reg 2-
3.itiona are concerned.'

As Cunninebm mentioned in oar conversation, the five nills to whos
recent orders voro sont bye not boon cited for the saae portion of
10 CF3 20.001. In each of the three Union Cubide Itacimar mins,
Uray.:.n, Graan River, and 1.igben iTrc.co ments), the licensoe did
mho un c.ttaqpt to evaluate occupa.ncy factors of eqp1goca in tbc
mills, in a111 tion to datermining r d istion Icycla. Vitro also n An
a curvey of rdiction icvels within tbo nin aroaa. In each of these
four specific cases, the mill zun .snent bi cosae to the concinaian,
Esed on their survey, tbt no one van receivind or apt to roccive
in exccas of 75 =rc:a per veck, which voa34, to cccoly with tlm rega-
lations, require film W461ng of c::pIgoca. I concur with their
conclusions. Ibuever, should any or an of thcoe four rilla decido,
at scrae ti::x3 in the future, to eglg film bad;ps for pat of the
c::plct/ecs in a p rticule crea ani vere tien to find that cm of the
reports inlicatei exposures in c2:coca of 75 mecs per veck, I voald
than 1"cel cep11r'A to cite thc:2 for not having modo a cocpleto survey
to determino c porurce to in11viduals.

I en convinecd that the exact situation ca oatLined abure vin occur
at satae ti:no in the futuro and I sco nothing, vrctig vith this approach
unicr the current regulations. Should the regul:etions be written in
such a way that cach specific licensec, rogedlcas of the cerrants of
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natorial which ho txy possess or use, bc requiatxi to c:glay film
b.4.pa for his percorsac1, at laast for a opteified period of tim,
as a acrno of mMn3 a curvey, our irrlividad interpretations of
10 CFR 00.002, n)(1) vould be cifminAtod.

Upon reviewing the m report, I will winovicd p tht I bvo booni

in error for not cititc tha:a for 22.A12u a daternirntion of entinsted
donaces to perconnel by coalucting a ca;plete survey for radi tion
levels. As va irdicated in Paracraph la of tht report, mill
isznaux.2ent h:.s boon ard is :nch more conecrnod cnrer totential
c:qcouro to cir.plcryces frots airborno conthtion thu fecn extenulo

radi.ation, t.:rd rie;htly so, juting fccu the results of their air
sa:vling. Ibellees to rg, I, c.fter a"hkg tbnir airborne curvey
records, u.(; reed wholcheatedly with the:2. I concede tbt thcy M=M
bye been cited, 411tiomily, for Leh of conductitu an external
rali.Atton survey. Tais % nission of d.ata on their part v a discussed
al mill mrwit did e to nake s. survey to ccntce thia ;cetion
of their prograc. II:m:ver, lot me usain reiterate tbt, upoa viewing
their recorde durind the acrt inspection of the nill, if the survey
in cccrelato and rad 12tica Invuls ao co;q%r ble to those found in
other nilh, I cannot cite them for not,6.ving es:pigad film bu'.ces.

I regret hvitu slipped on the cite. tion to m oa r.41:. tion curycys,
but do not fcel tht any action tahen thus far with c:V of the nills
is at e conflictilu with the cit tion to IDO for not following

<

throudi vitP Ettiond film bh of personnel in view of tinir
current film Adve resalta.

It is hoped tbt this vill accovht cicar the air on this stibject
cai vill inform you of car hmmn; of such mttern. We inten.1 to
continue with this cinco va feel it is t. reaco:nble uni cennibic
appro ch. ShouLi ycra Mvo aqy saapations tow.ard a better colution,
we should bc rxmt appreciative of any casacats fron either IHS or ,

Dia.

I also fool tLt it is man 12 tory for the Dia personnel who are
hwHng the mill prcfalsas, Cunnituba, Iano, etc., to operd cace
timo t crue of the nMin, preferably during inspectiono, to acquint
them first hul with the prob 2ctas involved.

DCC: W. J. Iagarde, ID Liaison Officer, Wash. ;
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