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Conclusionst

Paragraph 9. I suggest the following changes:

Full lﬁnh operations are excellent training exercises for the armed
forces in dealing with radicactivity. However, the exposure limit of
O0.7r per week, although more liberal than the AEC standard limit of 0.3 r
per week for steady exposure, does not represent a realistic limit to
apply in a military or civilian emergency. Likewise, the general use of
highly sensitive survey meters is unrealistic in that adverse psychological

‘\{\ reactions result when these sensitive instruments go off scale. Although
} military and civil defense operations are perhaps unlikely to encounter
:, such high intensities as those found in some cases at Greenhouse, the
\? implication of the operational standard is that an excess over 0,7r in one
‘;: \; ¥‘ week is harmful, The services should re-examine their educational programs
f:;\ﬂ;: ‘? . and tralning end operating directives with a view towards stressing
g ‘\::’ ,%?3 practical realities of emergency operations in the presence of radiation.
§ q 2 q'; Further, the services should reccnsider the types of instruments now
oo x
ng, 5 : available to troops for training and for field usage. It is concludedé
%‘E : g that. a total operational exposure limit might be preferable to a wee v
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It is believed that the maximum exposure shouldbe Q‘J
«decided in advance according to the expected duration of the opersation|and ®
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this limit has been decided upon it should be accepted as authoritative. |, ’
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Discussion:

Section 22, Radiological Safety

I suggest that the statement "This tolerance is based on s continuous
lifetime exposure for radiation laboratory personnel” be changed to read:

This tolerance, slightly more liberal than the current 0.3 roentgen
per week limit used for contimuously exposed radiation laboratory persomnsl,
was adopted with the expectation that the average exposure throughout the

operation would not exceed 0,3 roentgen per week,

The following change is suggested on page 21:
"The prompt fall-out which occurred after "DOG" shot was unexpected,
since , . . . . + . + . Observed at Operation SANDSTONE,"

APPENDIX “pn

RADIOLOGICAL  SAFETY

1. General

c. 0.1 r/day is not the present permissible. See comment on Section 22
of "Discussion",.

The implication that "personnel who are only occasionally exposed to
radiation® should be permitted at least 7 r per week during an operation
lasting B8 weecks seems highly questionable.
bhe REASY" shot

b. Lesave ocut "hitherto undincmfed". The phenomenon was predicted for
Trinity and the prediotions were verified by observations., A combination of
circumstances made us neglect the lesson learned there,

c. I know of no evidence that the debris was particularly concentrated

at the 30,000 = 45,000 foot levels, Those levels were ones from which debris
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was more likely to land on us in some cases.

d. (2) ®"4 to 5 miles to the southwest.” B5hould read southeast?

Genersl Comment, on Rad-Safe Aspects of the Whole Report:

One gets the feeling that the report favors liberally dosing the
military personnel with radiation at future operations, for the purpose of
eliminsting undue timidity, perticularly in the military rad-safe personnel,
This reader is fully in sympathy with efforts to educate those monitors who
become unduly excited about a moderate fall-out on ships and inhabited
islands. However, the general attitude of the report is not particularly
applicable to the individuals who accept the highest risk of over-exposure
in really hot recovery operations. It is generally regarded as good policy
to hold exposure to a minimm. How far it is advisable to go in the

opposite direction for educational purposes is debatable,
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