1525 Patricia Ave.
Ann Arbor, M 48103-2645
June 26, 2000

Docket s Managenent System

U.S. Departnent of Transportation
400 Seventh Street, SW
Washi ngt on, DC 20590- 0001

Regardi ng: Docket Nunber RSPA-99-6283
Dear Sirs:

| am submtting the followi ng conments regarding your proposal t
o amend the Hazardous Materials Regulations (HW)

pertaining to the transport of radioactive materials, as publish
ed in the "Federal Register," on Decenmber 28, 1999.

This proposal is based on recent changes contained in the Inter
nati onal Atom c Energy Agency (| AEA) publication,

"I AEA Saf ety Standards Series: Regul ations for the Safe Transpor
t of Radioactive Material, 1996 Edition,

Requi renents, No. ST-1."

I n considering changes to the hazardous materials regul ati ons,

t is inmportant to consider that the change process,

itself, is time consum ng and | abor intensive. Any change al so
I ncreases the probability for errors, and thus tends

to inpact safety. Thus, changes should only be nade if there is
a clear net benefit, and any changes to the HWR

shoul d be approached with cauti on.

Keeping this in mnd, | see sonme parts of ST-1 which would be a
significant inprovenent to the HVR, and which
shoul d, hence, be adopted:

The current HWVR should be revised to incorporate the scope |im
itations of ST-1, Section 107. This will renmove HWR
controls fromconsunmer commdities, such as snoke detectors; and
radi oactive material that is an integral part of
t he packagi ng, such as casks with depleted uraniumshielding. S
ince these itenms are inherently safe, they should be
removed fromthe scope of the HWVR



The separation of criticality safety fromthe current Transpor
t Index, and its incorporation as a separate,
"criticality safety index," would elimnate potential confusion
regarding the basis for a package's assigned
Transport Index, and will help assure that criticality safety is
not conprom sed.

The proposed changes to the Al and A2 val ues seem reasonabl e,
and, in general, provide additional flexibility for
t he shipper, while assuring adequate packagi ng.

| also see several changes that should be avoided or nodified su
bstantially.

The substitution of radionuclide-specific concentration and to
tal consignment exenptions frommmaterial defined as

"radi oactive material,” in lieu of the general exenption of 0.00
2 uCi/g, would require substantial additional effort
with little if any benefits. | amnot aware of any safety conce

rns that have occurred due to the shipnent of
materials of less than 0.002 uCi/g outside of HVR controls, and
would like to see this limt retained.

Section 3.1.2 of NUREG 1608 / RAMREG 003, "Categorizing and Tr
ansporting Low Specific Activity Materials and
Surface Contam nated Objects,” a joint publication of the U S. N
ucl ear Regul atory Commi ssion and the U. S. Depart nent
of Transportation, includes provisions for exenpting from HVR co
ntrols objects with surface contam nation | ess than
current package limts and distributed radioactivity of |ess tha
n 0.002 uCi/g. This provision is not included in
ST-1, but should be incorporated into the HWVR

The requirenments for a "Radiation Protection Programe” raise
several concerns regarding practical means for
assuring conpliance. It is unclear how a shipper can require th
at radi oactive material wll be segregated during
transport to assure neeting the limts on dose to the public of
paragraph 306. Simlar provisions were renmoved from
the nost recent revision to the HVR, and there is no valid basis
for reinstating these requirenents. | am not aware
of any cases involving excessive radiation exposure to nenbers o
f the public fromradi oactive material that had been
shi pped in accordance with HVR requirenents.



The proposed renovable contam nation limts on packages woul d
i ncrease the current limts by a factor of 10. | am
concerned that this will create contam nation control problens f
or those receiving such packages. These limts
woul d al so apply to vehicles released for unrestricted use, crea
ting potential contam nation problens for the
general public. The current contam nation limts, in conjunctio
n with the provision allowing up to ten tinmes the
release limts during transport, for exclusive use shipnents, ar
e readily achi evabl e, provi de adequate protection
for nembers of the public, and should not be changed.

The proposed changes to the UN Nunbers and Proper Shipping Nam
es would be costly to inplenment, while providing
little, if any benefit. The current system provi des adequate pr
otection, and shoul d be retained.

ST-1, paragraph 570 would require the placarding of all rail a
nd road vehicles carrying | abel ed packages. This is
a change fromthe current regul ations, which only require placar
ding for a package |abeled "YellowI11." This has
the potential to create conpliance problens for carriers of | ow
hazard packages, and, in sone cases, carriers my
refuse to accept | abel ed packages, even though the | abel ed hazar
d does not warrant such concerns.

Si nce package testing and certification is costly and tinme con
sum ng, any changes to package testing requirenents
shoul d include a provision to exenpting currently certified pack
aging fromany new testing requirenents.

| appreciate the opportunity to coment on these proposed change
s, and plan to continue as an active participant in
this rul emaki ng process.

Si ncerely,

WIlliamV. Lipton ScD, CHP






