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43 The NRC’s packaging and transportation
regulations in 10 CFR part 71 are part of a broad
regulatory scheme for the packaging and
transportation of radioactive materials. The
packaging and transportation of radioactive
materials are also subject to the regulations of the
U.S. Department of Transportation and the U.S.
Postal Service. See 10 CFR 71.0(b).

44 These concerns include that the release limits
to the sewer systems is established as a monthly
concentration and allows release of soluble
material, that the brain and ovaries are not
specifically mentioned in the organ dose weighting
factors, that an individual is not considered a
member of the public any time in which the
individual receives an occupational dose, that
special exposures should not be allowed, that no
dose be allowed to the embryo/fetus whether the
woman is declared pregnant or not, and that
radiological release limits are established assuming
a ‘‘Reference Man.’’

the preceding issues also demonstrate
that there is little likelihood that the
emergency command center could be
affected by a radiological event related
to the Georgia Tech Research Reactor.
The emergency command center is
monitored for radiation so that in the
unlikely event of an indication of
unacceptable radiation in the emergency
command center, or if it were to
otherwise become unavailable,
alternative actions could be taken (e.g.,
relocation of emergency response
personnel). The above is consistent with
the Georgia Tech Research Reactor
emergency plan and previous NRC
acceptance of the emergency plan,
continues to acceptably implement the
requirements of NUREG–0849, and,
therefore, provides acceptable
emergency preparedness for the Georgia
Tech Research Reactor.

Based on the above, the 100 meter
EPZ at the Georgia Tech Research
Reactor is acceptable as a planning basis
to ensure the protection of the public
health and safety both now and during
the Olympics, and the likelihood of
evacuation or other protective action
beyond the EPZ is acceptably low.
During the Olympics, Georgia Tech’s
plans to not operate and to remove
spent fuel ensure that there will be
minimal potential of radiological related
emergencies arising in connection with
the NRC license for the Georgia Tech
Research Reactor. Further, during the
Olympics, the conditions around the
research reactor, access controls to the
campus, and planning for
supplementary emergency provisions
ensure that the provisions of the
emergency plan will not be adversely
affected by the Olympics.

The NRC staff finds no reason to
conclude that the emergency planning
zone for the Georgia Tech Research
Reactor is not acceptable, including
during the time period of the Olympics.
The Petitioner provided no facts to
conclude otherwise. Therefore, the NRC
staff concludes that no information has
been presented to conclude that a
substantial health or safety issue exists
warranting the action requested by the
Petitioner.

B. Revocation of Liquid Radioactive
Material Release Authority; Revocation
of Licenses Using the Principle of As
Low As Reasonably Achievable;
Prohibition of Transportation of
Radioactive Material by Mail; and
Modification to Posting Requirements
for Radioactive Material

The following are general requests by
the Petitioner for actions related to
various categories of licenses:

1. The request to withdraw all license
authority nationwide involving the
discharging or dumping of any quantity
of radioactive material to all the sewers
or waters in the United States;

2. The request to withdraw all
licenses to all nuclear facilities,
including nuclear power plants, which
operate under as low as reasonably
achievable (ALARA) principles;

3. The request that the NRC staff
prohibit the transportation of
radioactive material by mail; and

4. The request that the NRC staff
modify every license issued to
transporters of radioactive materials and
builders of nuclear power plants so that
these parties must put two-foot high
letters on everything transported or built
stating ‘‘DANGER–RADIOACTIVE’’ and
in slightly smaller letters ‘‘there is no
safe level of radiation, any exposure can
[a]ffect health.’’

The bases for these requests are that
there is no safe level of radiation, that
storage and disposal of radioactive
waste is inadequate, and that the NRC
sewage discharge guidelines are totally
inadequate. The Petitioner has also
indicated that the basis for the request
related to transportation by mail is that
accidents have occurred while
transporting radioactive materials. The
issues enumerated by the Petitioner are
broadly framed requests to take actions
to prohibit discharging all radioactive
material into sewers and waters of the
U.S., to create a zero release limit of
radioactive material, and to modify the
transportation regulations under 10 CFR
part 71.43 The Petitioner also raises
concerns over the adequacy of current
NRC regulations related to radiation
protection.44 Finally, the Petitioner
questions the adequacy of NRC and
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
regulations on allowed radioisotopes in
the environment.

For each of the Petitioner’s concerns
cited directly above, the Petitioner has
provided no specific information or

basis which would support taking
action on the Petitioner’s four requests
cited in this section. The Petitioner’s
request to withdraw all license authority
for the discharging of any quantity of
radioactive materials to all sewers and
waters is based on a general assertion
that the NRC’s sewer dumping
guidelines are totally inadequate. The
Petitioner offers no support for this
assertion. In addition, the Petitioner’s
stated bases for the request to withdraw
all licenses which operate under
ALARA principles (i.e., there is no safe
level of radiation and the storage and
disposal of radioactive materials, as well
as the regulations, are inadequate) have
not been substantiated by any data or
references in the Petition. Finally, no
information was provided that
transportation accidents had not been
evaluated and issues resolved under the
provision of current regulations or that
present regulations regarding the use of
mail to transport radioactive material is
not acceptable. Because these stated
concerns are general and are not
supported by additional information in
the Petition, these concerns do not
provide the basis for taking enforcement
action under 10 CFR 2.206.

No specific information was provided
to support the Petitioner’s general
statements on the inadequacy of NRC
regulations. The Petitioner has provided
no information that would lead to a
conclusion that the packaging and
transportation regulations in 10 CFR
part 71, the radiation protection
regulations in 10 CFR part 20, and the
NRC’s and EPA’s environmental
protection regulations, are not providing
acceptable protection to the public
health and safety, as well as to the
environment. Since the Petitioner has
not submitted any relevant technical,
scientific or other data to support any of
the general requests for the actions
enumerated in this section, or raised a
substantial health and safety concern
based on these issues, the Petitioner’s
general requests for such actions are
denied. However, should this Petitioner,
or anyone, wish to provide relevant
technical, scientific or other data and
grounds to support any change to NRC
regulations, a Petition for Rulemaking
can be submitted in accordance with 10
CFR 2.802.

III. Conclusion
The institution of proceedings

pursuant to Section 2.206 is appropriate
only if substantial health and safety
issues have been raised. See
Consolidated Edison Co. of New York
(Indian Point, Units 1, 2, and 3), CLI–
75–8, 2 NRC 173, 175 (1975);
Washington Public Power Supply


