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MEMDRANDUM FOR LtXR WM. 0. K. Rentz 

Enclosed are the  cmments on FRC Report No. 8 which I promised 
I am a l so  sending a copy without t h i s  note t o  Mr. Palmiter. 

I believe tha t  i n  the  future  it would be wise for the  FRC t o  

you. 

prepare an acceptable 
sent  t o  the  President 
ties i f  t h i s  does not 

Encl (2) 

background document before the  memorandum is 
for  his  approval. I can visual ize  d i f f i c u l -  
happen. 

8.  0.  
Deputy Director, Scient i f ic  



Camnents on FlZCf2f8f6 
Proposed Revision 

Par 1.1 - It i s  my feel ing t h a t  preliminary documents should not be 

released i n  such a manner t h a t  they can be referenced. 

Par 1.2 - Would t h i s  read b e t t e r  as '%e Uranium requirement for 

nuclear power is increasing as i t s  need for  mil i tary purposes i s  decreas- 

ing. 

o f . . .  

This increase maintains the uranium mining industry as an a c t i v i t y  

I, 

3rd sentence. After the  word "industry" in se r t  the words 

"in the  United States." 

4th sentence. Delete. 

Par 1.3 - Would t h i s  read  be t t e r  as "Uranium produces various radio- 

active nuclides i n  the  process of i t s  decay. One of these decay products 

i s  radon. Radon gas formed . . . I, 
Page 2 ,  l ine  4. "And retained i n  the  miner's respiratory system 

where they i r r a d i a t e  t i s sues  i n  the system." 

Page 2 ,  l i n e  9. Many nonuranium mines a l so  have a uranium hazard. 

Perhaps one should ind ica te  t h a t  the comparison between the uranium miners 

and other kinds of miners includes i n  the latter case only those/without 

uranium hazard but with a l l  of the other hazards connected with uranium 

mining. 

mines 

Par. 1.4 - Couldn't t he  f i r s t  sentence be deleted? 

Page 4,  l i n e s  1-5. Would t h i s  read be t t e r  as "This curtai led rate 

r e f l e c t s  a lower current Govetmental requirement, but includes some stock- 

p i l i ng  for projected requirements of t he  developing e l e c t r i c  power industry." 

Page 4 ,  l i n e s  5-8. It i s  unclear as t o  whether or not the  28,300 tons 

includes the  18,000 tons. 



Par. 1.9 - This paragraph is confusing. It speaks of electrical 

requirements i n  terms of k i l cua t t s ,  tons of mined ore,  and tons of U3O8. 

These are not e a s i l y  r e l a t ab le  quant i t ies .  Perhaps the f i r s t  sentence 

could be deleted and the  remainder modified. 

Page 5 ,  l i n e  2. I suspect t h a t  the  word "economic" i s  not the b e s t  

word. 

be competitive with f o s s i l  fue ls  fo r  power production. 

Perhaps one should indicate  t h a t  uranium oxide at  t h i s  pr ice  would 

Par. 1.10 - As some of t h i s  material has already been covered i n  par .  

1.4 some condensation may be possible.  

Par. 1.11 - I don't understand the  reason for canparing t h e  worth of 

the  mined uraniumwith t h a t  of t h e  other mined metals. 

Page 6 ,  lines 15-16. It seems t o  me t h a t  the s i ze  of the  mine i s  

defined i n  terms of the  men employed. 

employed" include only the underground workers. 

It is not clear whether the "men 

Page 7 ,  l i n e  6.  Insert t h e  word "uranium" a f t e r  the  word "produced." 

Also dele te  the  word "average" same line. 

Page 8, par. 1.15, l ine 1. 

be be t t e r  t o  say "serious nonradiation induced?" 

Instead of the  word "traumatic" would i t  

Page 8, par. 1.16, l i n e  7. 

Page 8, heading "Physical Hazards", suggest deletion. 

Page 8, par 1.17, l ine 4. 

Is the word "experience" the  correct one? 

Suggest change the  word "explosives" t o  t h e  

word "explosions. 

Page 9 ,  par. 1.20, l i ne  4. Suggest delet ion of the  words "approval 

plates of." 

1, Page 9,  par. 1.21, l i n e  5. Suggest "these threshold l i m i t s .  . . 
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. .  . 
Page 10, Par 1.22 - Suggest delet ion.  

Page 11, par "3.9 - One might wonder hcw the 5,000 workers w e r e  chosen. 

T h i s  is espec ia l ly  t rue  s ince  earlier i n  the  text it was pointed out t h a t  

no m i l l  workers, open p i t  miners and above ground workers, encountered a 

ser ious rad ia t ion  hazard. 

on a subgroup of 1,981 white miners. 

One might a l s o  wonder why the FFX only focused 

Page 11, par "3.10, l i n e s  3-4. According t o  page 2,  l i n e  9 ,  the  

incidence of lung cancer i n  uranium miners i s  greater  than t h a t  of workers 

i n  other  kinds of uranium mines. 

Par "3.10, l i n e  5. 

This would seem t o  be a b e t t e r  comparison. 

The words "person years" i s  unclear. Also 

i n  t h i s  l i n e  the  word "groups" is later ca l led  "categories." 

Page 12, l i n e  6. The age group i s  not given i n  Table 6. Also the  

second "category" should probably be "subcategory." 

Page 12, l i n e  10. 

word "simultaneously"? 

Page 12, l i n e  16. 

Should one subs t i t u t e  fo r  the  word "similarly" t h e  

Should one i n s e r t  a f t e r  the  word "died" t h e  words 

'Muring t h i s  period"? 

Page 13, l i n e  3. Should one i n s e r t  the  words "of nonminers" a f t e r  the 

word "group"? 

Page 13, l i n e  4. One might question whether a l l  of these f i v e  d i g i t s  

are  s ign i f icant .  

i ng  the number 16.59. 

The same question might arise on page 12, l i n e  23, regard- 

Page 13, l ine 16. Should one add the words "but now" before the word 

"with"? 

Page 16 ,  l i n e  9. 

here  than i n  Table 6? 

Does the  word "expected" have a d i f f e ren t  meaning 
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Table 6. Shouldn't the word 'per" before the word "year" be deleted? 

This would then be p a r a l l e l  t o  t he  words "person years" used i n  an earlier 

column. 

Page 19, lines 10-12. This sentence seems t o  say the  same as the 

previous one. Perhaps it could be deleted. 

Page 19, line 13. 

page 19, l i n e  14. 

t read with cumulative WLM." 

Page 19, line 18. 

For the  words "as related" i n s e r t  the  word "cornpared." 

For t he  words "the resu l t s"  insert the words "the 

Should one insert the word "synergistic" for  the  

word "relationship 'I? 

Page 21, line 5 .  

Page 21, l ine  15. 

Suggest de le t ion  of the  word "comprehensive." 

Suggest use of the  word ' b i t h "  instead of t he  word 

"of." 

Page 22, line 3. Would t h i s  read be t t e r  i n  part  as 'I. . .error for 

the individuals i n  one. . ."? 

Page 26, line 17. 

Page 31, l ine 17. 

Page 31, lines 19/20. 

Page 31, l i n e  21. 

Delete the  word "potential." 

A r e  the  words "in the industry" necessary? 

Are the  words "to d i f fe ren t  levels'' necessary? 

Could one replace the  words "the difference between 

each exposure level" with the words "such reduced exposures"? 

I am surprised that the  research and development needs does not include 

a reconmendation fo r  more de ta i led  analysis  of possible models. 

realistic: . . d e l  could be developed then one could use the/physical 

quant i t ies  fo r  predict ing rad ia t ion  hazard as i s  used for  other types of 

i r rad ia t ion .  

I f  a 
same 
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Comments on FRC Report NO. 8 

Page 10, 2.3, l i n e s  112. For the word " in tens i t ies"  subs t i t u t e  the  

words "exposure rate" i n  t h e  f irst  l i n e  and i n  the second l i n e  "rates." 

2.3, last sentence. The dose r a t e  produced a t  t h e  surface 

of the body when t h e  body i s  near broken ores may be as high as 2 5  rads/h 

but because of t h e  high at tenuat ion of these radiat ions and the l imited 

time a person spends near the  broken ores  such i r r ad ia t ions  a re  of 

r e l a t i v e l y  minor importance.as an external  rad ia t ion  hazard under mining 

conditions. 

Page 18, 3.4. Is there  a r e a l  difference between 1 and 1.93(sic)? 

3.5, l i n e  7. Would "the number of deaths" be be t t e r  than 

"incidence of mortali ty"? 

Page 21, 3.17. Would the  word "requires" be b e t t e r  than "is subject  

to"? 

Page 22, 3.19. f i r s t  l ine .  

Page 34, 4.5, second sentence. 

Shouldn't the  second word be "and"? 

I suspect t h a t  time i s  an important 

fac tor  here ,  although it is not s ta ted  i n  the  sentence. 

question the  f i r s t  pa r t  of the  sentence ta lk ing  about "uni t  volume", and 

the  second p a r t  t a lk ing  about the  "third power of the  volume." 

One might a l so  

4.7, l i n e  6. Should t h e  period come a f t e r  reference 5/?  

Page 35, 4.10, l i n e  7. Should t h e  f i f t h  word be "an"? Should one 

ind ica te  a l s o  t h a t  the  persons included i n  obtaining a "mine index" were 

only those engaged i n  underground planning, and did not include those 

whose primary job w a s  a t  the  surface? 


