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Dear Ross:

Thanks for your letter of August 15, 19/8 about your RC 2095 DL series of
i After considering
hoods are not

non=N10SH-MSHA tested and certified eir-supplied hood

the matter carefully I believe that the main reasor that the

generally approved for use is that you dc not seem to have completed the
1 necessary steps te e the hoods tested and certified iointly by the
\ National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health and the Mine ¢
\ and Health Admi tration (NIOSH-MSHA), the agencies to which the (c
has deleagated the primary responsibilities for testing and certifyin
respirators.,
Item 5. of your letter's "summé "We have supbmitted our hood
to NIOSH. Approvals can be a Q. Our check with Mr., Ronk
; of the NIOSH Respirator Test ai ion Laboratory indicates that
while representatives of your to them in March, 197¢
g“t”.\]'o ine "'.' hood ¢ .".,« Dpre »"‘ __:. ,l,,‘, ‘ f& :"‘ 1V +hn
j checked, your application for approval was still not completed. 51 u
h:.‘\’/{. "'“,‘ thesq "“‘.,f f Oy 11 ‘)::,'_! two \\",v,,/:r:; that ' know 7‘ {_E."fj the
L) appiication to have them approvs s. apparently, still not ¢ lete, |
‘ believe that the in reason fc / delay date in obtaining approva
is obvious and unrelated to how long it will take NIOSH-MSHA to C lete
the testiny and certification after the submission of your application 1§
1 will deal with your comments seriatim. A copy of your ietter is enclosed
for vour convenience in referring 1o 1nA1VId items.
e You characterize U! NI -} A test sSChe 11es as sImpie odor tecte .’
[‘('Qv\""‘ the re Y nte 0T 1the SChat { r \k FR | rt ’\‘x are :’
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o and coupl : ‘ f materials, ar ity cor 1 of the praducts,
t( mentior T ew. Nnitie ! ent cert I f» ( I ar ST t 10 € 1
the re rement ¢ f t rt 11, incl i1 ntitative testing, 1
would have to disagr th vou that these requirements are "totally
inadequate.’ That re not totally 1r pauate for nuclear \,v‘:.
been shown in the testing of approved ! ¢ that was conducted for the
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6.(a) The tests made by EGAG and those made by LASL do not seem comparable
on any reasonable basis. Your hood that EGAG tested was not one of
those tested by LASL. LASL tested 17 hoods and used from 3 to 7 test
subjects to perform from 6 to 12 tests per hood. EGAG tested one hood
once on each of 26 test subjects.

There are no standardized anthropometric criteria for the testing of
hoods. LASL has more experience in using anthropometrically-sized
subjects in the testing of respirators than anyone else that I know of.

A complete panel of 25 or more facially-sized subjects is used when
testing certain facially tight-fitting respirators. In the testing

of other types of respirators, such as hoods, fewer sizes are required

and other body-size characteristics are taken into account when necessary.
Preliminary testing of hoeds at LASL indicated that relatively fewer
persons of small-to-large body size were sufficient for such tests.

Since LASL and EGEG made separate and different tests of different
equipment and made them for generally different reasons, there arpears

to be no sound technical basis for concluding that the EG&G tests "...are
more representative of the work force," even if one could logically decide
what it might mean for a "test"” to "represent” a “work force."

6.(b)&(c) I have to disagree that the EGAG tests were "virtually identical” to
the tests that were performed by LASL. The tests were actually quite
different. In addition to the differences that have been menticned
previously in this letter, the EGAG tests were performed with the hood
fitted as it would be in full use with extra clothing, "bib" tucked in,
2tc., whereas the LASL tests were performed with the hoods more locsely
gathered, without the effects of estra clothing or other special denning
arrangements that would ordina~ily be made in actual use. To that extent
the LASL tests probably produced a more conservative estimate of tha
protection provided. Very likely, if your hood were tested by the LASL
method, it would not perform as well as it did in the EGAG tects; and if
the LASL test included full donning procedures, the hoods tested by LASL
would probably perform better, even in the "running-in-place” tests. [t
seems to me that the two sets of tests are not really comparable.

As to the "running-in-place" tests, I don't know of any practical
situations where anyone would be running-in-place while wearing a hood.
The tests might have some usefulness as an indication of stability when
hoods are worn fully donned; but no one has fully evaluated whether or
not such a test is necessary or even useful for testing hoods. [ suspect
that we might well do without it.

Many of the items in your summary have been covered in the cdiscussior above;
my additional comments on particular items are:
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1.

2.
3.44,

5.
6.

7.848.

9.

I wish [ could agree with your generalized conclusion about the
“superiority" of your hood; however, from an objective review of

your presentation and of the available data, I might agree that what

you have is a flexible or semi-rigid plastic hood that is similar

in many respects to a number of other hoods and that is classifiable

as a Type "C" supplied-air respirator that may be tested for certification
by N10SH-M5HA under Subpart "J" of 30 CFR Part 11. It might be considered
by some people to be superior in some respects and equal or inferior in
other respects to similar respirators.

Covered in previous comments.,

Your statements about the applicability of the NRC's regulations concerning
respirator approvals are somewhat amiss as to the actual requirements. As
Tom Davis explained in his letter to you of August 2, 1978, the regulation
contempiates consideration for authorization to utilize non-NIOSH=MSHA
tested and certified equipment only when no schedule exists for approval

of equipment of that type (e.g., Type “C" supplied-air respirator) or if

no equipment of the type has been approved. Since there is a NIOSH-MSHA
schedule for testing and certifying the Type "C" equipment in question;

and many other pieces of Type “C" equipment are approved, there is no

basis for separate approva! by the NRC. Perhaps you were misinformed as

to what the NRC "has told licensees"; at any rate, for reasons given above,
I must disagree with you on what the "data" indicate.

Covered in previous comments.,

The statement might be true, but does not seem particularly pertinent
under the circumstances.

I have to disagree with these statements., The EG&G-tested hood has not been
approved by the Department of Enerqy for use at the Idaho National
Engineering Laboratory,

As you know, the NRC/AFC has devoted considerable efforts over the past
fifteen years or more to the improvement of respiratory protection for
workers., The heaith and safety of workers has been, and continues to be,
the uppermost consideration in these efforts, as has, rerhaps, been
demonstrated by the safety record of the nuclear industry.

The NRC probably has the best program of occupational respiratory protection
among the regulatory agencies. Many features of respiratory protection
programs that were introduced by the NRC are now being adapted to more
general use by other agencies, public and private. We will continue our
efforts to improve our program and to work with other responsible -eople

to improve occupational respiratory protection in the United States. In
view of our established record of proaress in respiratory protection and of
our on-going efforts, I must disagree with your comments, concerning
"b_reaucratic decisions" that might disregard workers' interests.
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