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Use of this form and disclosure of Social Security Number are voluntary. Failure to use this form or disclose
this number will not result in the denial of any right, benefit, or privilege to which you may be entitled.

General Instructions on Completing this Form (complete instructions are available in a separate packet):
Except for signatures, please PRINT all information clearly and neatly on the form.

Please read each of Parts A — G in this form and complete the parts appropriate to you. If there is more
than one petitioner, then each petitioner should complete those sections of parts A — C of the form that apply
to them. Additional copies of the first two pages of this form are provided at the end of the form for this pur-
pose. A maximum of three petitioners is allowed.

If you need more space to provide additional information, use the continuation page provided at the end of
the form and attach the completed continuation page(s) to Form B.

if you have questions about the use of this form, please call the following NIOSH toll-free phone number and
request to speak to someone in the Office of Compensation Analysis and Support about an SEC petition:
1-877-222-8570.

U A Labor Organization, StartatD on Page 3

If you Q An Energy Employee (current or former), StartatC on Page 2
are: 0 A Survivor (of a former Energy Employee), StartatB on Page 2
%A Representative (of a current or former Energy Employee), StartatA on Page 1

Representaﬁve Information — Complete Section A if you are authorized by an Employee or
Survivor(s) to petition on behalf of a class.

Are you a contact person for an organization? 0 Yes (Goto A.2) )ﬁ No (Go to A.3)

A.2  Organization Information:

Name of Organization

Position of Contact Person
A3 Name of P

ame

City __
A5  Telephone Number

A6 Email Address:

A7 ¥ Checkthe box atlefttomn icate you have attached to the back of this form written authorization to
petition by the survivor(s) or employee(s) indicated in Parts B or C of this form. An authorization

-~ If you are representing a Survivor, go to Part

Name or Social Security Number of First Petitioner:




Special Exposure Cohort Petition U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
under the Energy Employees Occupational Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
lilness Compensation Act National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health
OMB Number: 0920-0639 Expires: 07/31/2010
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Survivor Information — Complete Section B if you are a Survivor or representing a Survivor.
B.1 Name of Survivor:

Mr./Mrs./Ms. First Name Middle Initial Last Name
B.2  Social Security Number of Survivor:
B.3  Address of Survivor:

Street Apt # P.O. Box

City State Zip Code
B.4  Telephone Number of Survivor: ¢ ) -
B.5 Email Address of Survivor:
B.6  Relationship to Employee: 4 Spouse O Son/Daughter U Parent

0 Grandparent U Grandchild
~ GotoPartC.

Employee Information — Complete Section C UNLESS you are a labor organization.

C‘1 W
C.2  Former Name of Employee (e.g., maiden name/legal name change/other):

Mr./Mrs./Ms. First Name Mi iti
C.3  Social Security Number of Employee: o
CA4 if livi

P.O. Box

& y i
C.5 Telephone Number of Employee:
C.6 Email Address of Employee:
C.7 Employment Information Related to Petition:
C.7a Employee Number (if known):
C.7b Dates of Employment: Start _ O
C.7c  Employer Name: ‘a'\\ (\:m(\ Cao r‘"‘b\‘
C.7d Work Site Location: l—_-\ f\Q&Q’ Cocgaales €1\ m

oo e o\d - N\

C.7e Supervisor's Name:

G

Name or Social Security Number of First Petitione
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under the Energy Employees Occupational
lliness Compensation Act

DA

D.2

D.3

D.4
D.5
D.6

D.7

Labor Organization Information — Complete Section D ONLY if you are a labor organization.

Labor Organization Information:

Name of Organization

Position of Contact Person
Name of Petition Representative:

Address of Petition Representative:

Street Apt # P.O. Box

City State Zip Code
Telephone Number of Petition Representative: ¢ ) -

Email Address of Petition Representative:

Period during which labor organization represented employees covered by this petition
(please attach documentation): Start _ End ____ _

Identity of other labor organizations that may represent or have represented this class of
employees (if known):

Go to PartE.

Name or Social Security Number of First Petition
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under the Energy Employees Occupational
lliness Compensation Act

Proposed Definition of Employee Class Covered by Petition — Complete Section E.
E1  Name of DOE or AWE Facility: Lioeld (dcaeailS

E.2 Locations at the Facility relevant to this petition:
A\ buildicgs = IscovsSeda . (NY
Al Bon— D /ANEC bulld r\%‘s

E.3 Listjob titles and/or job duties of employees included in the class. In addition, you can list by
name any individuals other than petitioners identified on this form who you believe should be

included in this class:

AN | R N\Vs \\;LQ§S
8§ Q

E.4 Employment Dates relevant to this petition:

Start WWM&W\{\W} End @-QQQ(\W 3(, |4SR

Start End
Start End

E.5 Is the petition based on one or more unmonitored, unrecorded, or inadequately monitored or
recorded exposure incidents?: O Yes 24 No

If yes, provide the date(s) of the incident(s) and a complete description (attach additional pages
as necessary):

Goto PartF.

Name or Social Security Number of First Petiti
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Special Exposure Cohort Petition — Form B
F Basis for Proposing that Records and Information are Inadequate for Individual Dose —

Complete Section F.

Complete at least one of the following entries in this section by checking the appropriate box and providing
the required information related to the selection. You are not required to complete more than one entry.

F.1 -3 1/We have attached either documents or statements provided by affidavit that indicate that
radiation exposures and radiation doses potentially incurred by members of the proposed class,
that relate to this petition, were not monitored, either through personal monitoring or through area

monitoring.
(Attach documents and/or affidavits to the back of the petition form.)

Describe as completely as possible, to the extent it might be unclear, how the attached
documentation and/or affidavit(s) indicate that potential radiation exposures were not monitored.

Koo, adackod Avoucells oo\ S a0 peotS

F.2 Q I/ We have attached either documents or statements provided by affidavit that indicate that
radiation monitoring records for members of the proposed class have been lost, falsified, or
destroyed; or that there is no information regarding monitoring, source, source term, or process
from the site where the employees worked.

(Attach documents and/or affidavits to the back of the petition form.)

Describe as completely as possible, to the extent it might be unclear, how the attached
documentation and/or affidavit(s) indicate that radiation monitoring records for members of the
proposed class have been lost, altered illegally, or destroyed.

Part F is continued on the following page.

Name or Social Security Number of First Petition
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F.3 X I/'We have attached a report from a health physicist or other individual with expertise in
radiation dose reconstruction documenting the limitations of existing DOE or AWE records on
radiation exposures at the facility, as relevant to the petition. The report specifies the basis for
believing these documented limitations might prevent the completion of dose reconstructions for
members of the class under 42 CFR Part 82 and related NIOSH technical implementation

guidelines.
(Attach report to the back of the petition form.)

F.4 0O IMWe have attached a scientific or technical report, issued by a government agency of the
Executive Branch of Government or the General Accounting Office, the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, or the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, or published in a peer-reviewed
journal, that identifies dosimetry and related information that are unavailable (due to either a lack
of monitoring or the destruction or loss of records) for estimating the radiation doses of

employees covered by the petition.
(Attach report to the back of the petition form.)
: . ‘ o - GotoPartG.

Signature of Person(s) Submitting this Petition — Complete Section G.
All Petitig i @ of three persons may sign the petition.

Jo] a5/

ey
"Date

§E—ﬁatur

Signature Date

Notice: Any pg s any false statement, misrepresentation, concealment of
fact or any other act of fraud to obtain compensation as provided under EEOICPA or who
knowingly accepts compensation to which that person is not entitled is subject to civil or
administrative remedies as well as felony criminal prosecution and may, under appropriate
criminal provisions, be punished by a fine or imprisonment or both. | affirm that the information
provided on this form is accurate and true,

Send this form to: SEC Petition
Office of Compensation Analysis and Support
NIOSH
4676 Columbia Parkway, MS-C-47
Cincinnati, OH 45226

If there are addmonal petmoners, they must complete the Appendix Forms for additional petmoners
The Appendix forms are located at the end of this document.

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBI)D

*Cptrt 249
Notary Public, State of New York
Qualified in Erie County /0

12/07/2
Name or Soyc?eoxin mmn p"lgfurzn/ber of First Petitione

NANCY LAGATTUTA
#01LA6017128
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Public Burden Statement

Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 300 minutes per response,
including time for reviewing instructions, gathering the information needed, and completing the form. If you
have any comments regarding the burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,
including suggestions for reducing this burden, send them to CDC Reports Clearance Officer, 1600 Clifton
Road, MS-E-11, Atlanta GA, 30333; ATTN:PRA 0920-0639. Do not send the completed petition form to this
address. Completed petitions are to be submitted to NIOSH at the address provided in these instructions.
Persons are not required to respond to the information collected on this form unless it displays a currently

valid OMB number.

Privacy Act Advisement

In accordance with the Privacy Act of 1974, as amended (5 U.S.C. § 552a), you are hereby notified of the
following:

The Energy Employees Occupational lliness Compensation Program Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 7384-7385)
(EEOICPA) authorizes the President to designate additional classes of employees to be included in the
Special Exposure Cohort (SEC). EEOICPA authorizes HHS to implement its responsibilities with the
assistance of the National Institute for Occupational Safety (NIOSH), an Institute of the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention. Information obtained by NIOSH in connection with petitions for including additional
classes of employees in the SEC will be used to evaluate the petition and report findings to the Advisory

Board on Radiation and Worker Health and HHS.

Records containing identifiable information become part of an existing NIOSH system of records under the
Privacy Act, 09-20-147 “Occupational Health Epidemiological Studies and EEOICPA Program Records.
HHS/CDC/NIOSH.” These records are treated in a confidential manner, unless otherwise compelled by law.
Disclosures that NIOSH may need to make for the processing of your petition or other purposes are listed

below.

NIOSH may need to disclose personal identifying information to: (a) the Department of Energy, other federal
agencies, other government or private entities and to private sector employers to permit these entities to
retrieve records required by NIOSH; (b) identified witnesses as designated by NIOSH so that these
individuals can provide information to assist with the evaluation of SEC petitions; (c) contractors assisting
NIOSH; (d) collaborating researchers, under certain limited circumstances to conduct further investigations;
(e) Federal, state and local agencies for law enforcement purposes; and (f) a Member of Congress or a
Congressional staff member in response to a verified inquiry.

This notice applies to all forms and informational requests that you may receive from NIOSH in connection
with the evaluation of an SEC petition.

Use of the NIOSH petition forms (A and B) is voluntary but your provision of information required by these
forms is mandatory for the consideration of a petition, as specified under 42 CFR Part 83. Petitions that fail to

provide required information may not be considered by HHS.

Name or Social Security Number of First Petitio
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Special Exposure Cohort Petition
under the Energy Employees Occupational
Iliness Compensation Act

Petitioner Authorization Form
Use of this form is voluntary. Failure to use this form will not result in the denial of any right, benefit,

instructions:

If you wish to petition HHS to consider adding a class of employees to the Special Exposure Cohort and you
are NOT either a member of that class, a survivor of a member of that class, or a labor organization
representing or having represented members of that class, then 42 CFR Part 83, Section 83.7(c) requires
that you obtain written authorization. You can obtain such authorization from either an employee whois a
member of the class or a survivor of such an employee. You may use this form to obtain such authorization
and submit the completed form to NIOSH with the related petition. Please print legibly.

For Further Information: If you have questions about these instructions, please call the following NIOSH
toll-free phone number and request to speak to someone in the Office of Compensation Analysis and
Support about an SEC petition: 1-800-356-4674.

Authorization for Individual or Entity to Petition HHS on Behalf of a Class of Employees for
Addition to the Special Exposure Cohort

Apt. # P.0O. Box

do

Apt. # P.O. Box

to petition the Department of Health and Human Services on behalf of a class of employees

Name of Class Member (egployee,?ot the employee’s survivor)

for the addition of the class to the Special Exposure Cohort, under the Energy Employee’s
Occupational liiness Compensation Program Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 7384-7385).

e petitioner named above will have all the rights

Y lofas/e g

Date

Signature of Class Member or

A ame or Social Security Number of First Petitioner:
BWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED Y

BEFORE ME THIS 2% DAY
OF,
26 L
NANCY LAGATTUTA

#01LAG01T7128
Notary Puliic, State of New York
Ql: i in trie Cotinty /ﬁ

a Fynirac 12/07/700
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lliness Compensation Act National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health
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Public Burden Statement

Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 3 minutes per response,
including time for reviewing instructions, gathering the information needed, and completing the form. If you
have any comments regarding the burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,
including suggestions for reducing this burden, send them to CDC Reports Clearance Officer, 1600 Clifton
Road, MS-E-11, Atlanta GA, 30333; ATTN:PRA 0920-0639. Do not send the completed petition form to this
address. Completed petitions are to be submitted to NIOSH at the address provided in these instructions.
Persons are not required to respond to the information collected on this form unless it displays a currently
valid OMB number.

Use of this form is voluntary. Failure to use this form will not result in the denial of any right, benefit, or
privilege to which you may be entitled.

Name or Social Security Number of First Petitioner:




Linde Ceramics SEC Petition Application: November 1, 1947 through December 31, 1953

This SEC Petition is intended to encompass the entire Linde Ceramics facility in Tonawanda, New York,

and not be limited to employees that worked only in Buildings 14, 30, 31, 37, and 38.

Furthermore, in light of the “bumping” policy described by_ in his affidavit and the
worker re-assignment policy described by - in his first affidavit and in his supplemental
affidavit [attached hereto], NIOSH cannot with any certainty define whether employees were limited to
work in specific buildings at the Linde Ceramics site. Job titles often did not correspond to the type of
work conducted by individual employees and oftentimes without any prior notice employees would be re-
assigned to a variety of different duties in different locations throughout the entire Linde Ceramics facility

that did not fit within their official work titles.
This SEC Petition is based on SEC Categories: F3 and F1:

SEC Category F3:

The SC&A report outlined below provides the following information that qualifies this Petition for SEC

review':

The Linde Ceramics SEC Petitioners submit the following:

e Issue 2 and Issue 7 delineated below represent a finding that there exist limitations of existing
DOE and/or AWE records on radiation exposures at the facility and the SC&A August 2009
report specifies the basis for believing these documented limitations might prevent the completion

of dose reconstructions for members of the class.”

¢ Furthermore, there is insufficient bioassay data from 1947 through 1953 that can provide an
accurate depiction of the resuspension of the inhalation particles that workers were subjected to
during this time period. NIOSH cannot estimate with sufficient accuracy how much of that
resuspension of inhalation particles was process emission versus resuspension; this deficiency in
the co-worker exposure data model represents further limitations that might prevent the

completion of dose reconstructions for members of the class.

1 SC&A Report Assessment of the Disposition of SC&As Linde Site Profile Review Issues in Response to SEC
Petitioner Concerns Contract No. 200-2009-28555: dated August 20, 2009

21d. at pages 10;21-23; 27-28




The SC&A report states the following:

One further point of SC&As review should be noted. Several of the issues, beginning with Issue
2, were resolved in concept by NIOSHs commitment to develop a coworker exposure model to be
used in the absence of adequate specific applicant data. NIOSH developed such a model, which is
described in Attachment D of the Rev. 1 Linde Site Profile (NIOSH 2008a). SC&A,
consequently, reclassified the affected issues as closed in Table 4. SC&A, however, did not
examine the technical basis of the coworker model for this report; that can be done at a later time,
if desired by the Board WG.’

SC&A identified Issues 2 and 7 in their report as being unresolved issues. Specifically the report states:

Issue/Finding 2: Open/Closed: Open*

SC&A Assessment of (NIOSH 2007b) (d) (SC&A 2008a) Comment: NIOSH 2007 [NIOSH
2007b in this report] notes that NIOSH was mistaken in identifying 700 newly found (as of the
March 26, 2007, WG meeting) urinalysis data as belonging to Linde. NIOSH appears to have met
SC&As objection to using air concentration data to estimate internal doses received by
unmonitored workers by conducting a coworker study using the available urine samples, the
details of which are provided in Attachment 1 of NIOSH 2007 [NIOSH 2007b in this report].
Data were analyzed according to the] methodology of ORAUT-PROC-0095, Generating
Summary Statistics for Coworker Bioassay Data, culminating in the Table 2-1 and 2-2 chronic
intake rates for Type M and Type S uranium respectively, at the 50% and the 84th percentiles
(ORAUT 2006).

SC&A supports this approach; however, the NIOSH response states that the intakes calculated
using co-worker data extending through January 1950 (during Step III operations) were extended
through the end of the operations period (currently listed as 12-31-53 by DOL) because these
intakes are believed to be bounding during the final decontamination phases at the site (NIOSH
2007, Sect. 2.0) [NIOSH 2007bin this report]. SC&A would like NIOSH to explain why it
believes these intakes are bounding.

Notes of the Linde Board Work Group Meeting, Las Vegas, NV, 1/1/08 (Roessler 2008): Closed:
NIOSH explained that it will use coworker data and a bounding procedure for estimating internal
doses for unmonitored workers. SC&A accepted the bounding procedure.

Issue/Finding 7: Open/Closed: Open5

Comment: NIOSH refers to its discussion on Comment 8 (Section 4.0, Raffinates) [of NIOSH
2007b] to treat this comment, noting that raffinates were removed from the Linde site prior to the
current non-SEC period (11-01-47). However, it is not clear that NIOSH fulfilled its commitment
to look at radon data and treatment more closely including investigating the location, content, and
disposition of tailings piles that may have exposed workers to radon, and estimated potential
radon exposures (Table 1, Comment 7, Disposition).

*Id. at page 10
*1d. at pages 21-23
> 1d. at pages 27-28




SEC Category F1: The failure to monitor workers that should have been monitored. The class member

and former Linde employee_ was never monitored for exposure. Neither the Department
of Labor nor the Department of Energy has located any bioassay or dosimetry monitoring data of any

kind fo-. _work records are attached hereto. Additionally,_

interview summary from his interview with NIOSH on 9/11/2008 regarding SEC 00107 is also attached.

This interview summary also indicates the lack of any dosimetry monitoring for this class member.

Finally, the interview summary of former Linde employe- who is not a class member but

began working at Linde Ceramics in 1952, also indicates the complete lack of any bioassay or dosimetry
monitoring of any kind for workers at Linde Ceramics. The interview was conducted by NIOSH on

9/11/2008 regarding NIOSH’s review of SEC 00107.

Respectfully submitted,

Linde Ceramics Designated SEC Petitioner Representative

Contact Information:

Dated: November 5, 2009




SEC00107 Linde Ceramics Plant

Interviews —
09/11/2008 12:00 pm EST

Background: NIOSH is evaluating the feasibility of reconstructing dose for a class of
Linde Ceramics workers. The class being evaluated is “all workers” for the period of
January 1, 1954 to July 31, 2006. As part of its preliminary research, NIOSH determined
that there was a basis for questioning the adequacy of Linde Ceramics worker exposure
monitoring during the residual period since there does not appear to be personnel
monitoring data for the period.

1. Objective: As part of the evaluation, NIOSH is confirming information received
which impacts radiation dose reconstruction for Linde Ceramics residual period

workers.

Selected site experts are being interviewed to solicit their input regarding the history of
radiation sources at Linde Ceramics, work activities, especially the remediation or
penetration into fixed contamination sites, the availability of workplace measurement
data, and potential process or workplace documentation that may be used to bound
worker exposures. Information obtained from these interviews is used as input to the

evaluation.

General Questions:

1. When did you start working at Linde Ceramics? August 1951. What was your
first job title at Linde Ceramics? Chemical Operator in building 14

2. Did your work involve or allow you knowledge of remediation/renovation
activities at Linde? Was not involved directly. Assigned as a yard man and
dumped debris coming out of the building. Solids as well as liquids. Some waste
went to Ashland, some was dumped on site, and there was some that went to a
location unknown to me. When building 14 was shutting down operations, there
was equipment dismantlement, paint scraping and cleaning that went on
continuously.

3. When did you leave Linde Ceramics?1969.

External Dose Questions:

1. Can you describe the operations in the areas that you worked? See no. 2 of
General Questions.

2. Were area surveys routinely performed and were radiological areas known and
identified? Not to my knowledge.

3. Were you monitored for radiation exposure, or do you know of anyone that wore
a radiation monitoring device? No I was not monitored. I don’t know of anyone
that wore a radiation monitoring device, but maybe the men doing x-ray
inspections did.



SEC00107 Linde Ceramics Plant
Interviews
09/11/2008 12:00 pm EST

Internal Dose Questions:

1.

Were you monitored for internal radiation exposure? No. Do you know of any
other workers that may have been monitored for internal exposure to radiological
materials? No.

Did you participate in renovation/remediation activities? Dumping debris and
waste around the property. The waste went into open pits and was buried. If so,
did you wear any kind of personal protective gear, such as respirators or dust
masks? No.

Linde Ceramics Operations Questions:

1.

How often were operations performed that involved cutting/drilling/penetrating
solid surfaces that might have been contaminated or overlaying contamination?
Continuously during day shift remediation period. Building 14 had 3 shifts, 7
days a week. Building 30 had 2 shifts.

2. Can you estimate dates and durations of renovation operations at Linde? Can you

estimate how many people would be involved in these kinds of operations? Linde
was unique-moved personnel around. Used all trades to the job done and keep
people working during slow times.

3. Were jobs involving penetration of contaminated locations routinely monitored

by health and safety? If so, what kind of monitoring was performed? To the best
of your knowledge, were records maintained? No, the Safety Engineer walked
around but I never saw him carrying sampling equipment or doing surveys of any
kind.

Wrap-up Questions:

1.

Do you recall any other information that may be useful in understanding early
Linde Ceramics Plant operations and practices to identify and worker radiation
exposure? A lot was hidden or management was naive about the effects of what
was left behind. No protective clothing or protective equipment was used to
protect workers from the radiological materials.

2. Can you suggest other people that worked at the Linde Ceramics Plant, and have

knowledge of monitoring, that might be willing to be interviewed? No.

3. May we contact you in the future if we have any further questions? Yes.



SEC00107 Linde Ceramics Plant
Interview
9/11/2008 12:00 pm EST

Background: NIOSH is evaluating the feasibility of reconstructing dose for a class of
Linde Ceramics workers. The class being evaluated is “all workers” for the period of
January 1, 1954 to July 31, 2006. As part of its preliminary research, NIOSH determined
that there was a basis for questioning the adequacy of Linde Ceramics worker exposure
monitoring during the residual period since there does not appear to be personnel
monitoring data for the period.

1. Objective: As part of the evaluation, NIOSH is confirming information received
which impacts radiation dose reconstruction for Linde Ceramics residual period

workers.

Selected site experts are being interviewed to solicit their input regarding the history of
radiation sources at Linde Ceramics, work activities, especially the remediation or
penetration into fixed contamination sites, the availability of workplace measurement
data, and potential process or workplace documentation that may be used to bound
worker exposures. Information obtained from these interviews is used as input to the

evaluation.

General Questions:

1. When did you start working at Linde Ceramics? 1952 What was your first job
title at Linde Ceramics? Tool Grinder
2. Inyour affidavit, you said you were an inspector throughout the entire
remediation renovation period (1962-1970). Correction_vas not an
inspector all the time. There were periods of lay-off. Inspection department was
not in Bldg. 30, but he spent time there driving heavy equipment. What did this
entail? Inspection of incoming and outgoing materials shipped to/from Linde.
3. Did your work involve or allow you knowledge of remediation/renovation
activities at Linde? Everyone did cross-over work, and yes he assisted in
remediation/renovation activities.
4. When did you leave Linde Ceramics?1991.
Anybody could be pulled into the renovation/remediation work. There was jack
hammering and tearing up of floors. They were cleaning up from the Manhattan Project.
Everyone, regardless of job classification, assisted. This included 200-300 employees
within building 30.

External Dose Questions:

1. Can you estimate the timeframe(s) of the renovation/remediation operations in
the areas that you worked? 1962-1970.

2. Were area surveys or any air sampling routinely performed? No.

3. Were radiological areas known and identified? Never.



4.

SEC00107 Lin i nt
Interview W
9/11/2008 12:00 pm EST
Do you know of anyone that wore a radiation monitoring device? Doesn’t know

of anyone. Possibly safety personnel.

Internal Dose Questions:

1.

Were you asked to provide any urine or blood samples or did you have a chest or
body count? Do you know of any other workers that may have been monitored
for internal exposure to radiological materials? No, not to his knowledge.

Did you participate in renovation/remediation activities directly, other than
driving the heavy equipment? If so, did you wear any kind of personal protective
gear, such as respirators or dust masks? Trucks that go up and down carrying
equipment and debris around. No protective equipment was provided.

Linde Ceramics Operations Questions:

1.

2.

4.

Were there any radiological accidents or incidents that you can recall? What kind
of follow-up was performed for these accidents or incidents? No. The existence
of radiological contamination came out years later. (How did you learn of the
contamination?) ion representative.

How often were operations performed that involved cutting/drilling/penetrating
solid surfaces that might have been contaminated or overlaying contamination?
All day long (Would you say the activity was continuous?) Yes.

Can you estimate how when and how much of the time?

Can you estimate how many people would be involved in these kinds of
operations? 200-300 people in building 30. Whoever was around, as part of the
tear downs, they would hand down, carefully, pieces. Not when putting things
up, only when tearing down.

Were jobs involving penetration of contaminated locations routinely monitored
by health and safety? If so, what kind of monitoring was performed? To the best
of your knowledge, were records maintained? No.

Wrap-up Questions:

1.

Do you recall any other information that may be useful in understanding early
Linde Ceramics Plant operations and practices to identify and worker radiation
exposure? No, pretty well covered things.




SEC00107 LinWant
Interview
9/11/2008 12:00 pm EST
2. Can you suggest other people that worked at the Linde Ceramics Plant, and have

knowledge of monitoring, that might be willing to be interviewed? For the time
frame, the names you have are all that are still alive.

3. May we contact you in the future if we er questions? Yes, but if
you need to contact, coordinate to have or someone else around.



/95D

AD

thoat

C/W\iz/h,,

HoNEES

g(,f) NN AN _Aaf s ol N R adA

L /899, oo A wéw\(&/ a e

QD% Z

n
S5 T FAm A ee"’“\{’—&wg 6\”’-4’7\/7\_,
X

N vl omo %M%m—s Lns T

S /9Ty
»:JZ/ @d??\diﬂw 7, . § _dﬁ/ffwuz\g\) TASS ,,&}toy 9‘@

oy (O C A D) A 78 A

LLQ@QJ ._%’ --/GL,U\J\/’\)bC:*(Q__; g/

./

=y
,-Lﬁ"“m.@l/\:&/
.(@ | L./QM.—Q_EL./‘!’l/

SALAN '

O )(gz-di.a;& chg R 9 (ﬁfﬂ«lﬂ\) (L/f/ﬁ,&rw La. /)_,ﬁ‘*%

G %\M\M{a .—ﬁkrf ain~ S £ . J,‘,’ —ad A—()‘-L
O—AALD  AA DML A ¥~ S ,/Iaff»egx’ /QJH/WLQA;

ua‘

'1-3"-/\./ \)\rﬁ
[

o\

~

e 3
- - -

et

N>

..... AR

%

/@\&x;m_/ o ‘—C?éu\)‘;«./--—{Fﬂ/\%:pQAJZﬁéL_/.

f,(mjz._avuvn,.él, Zﬂ?\ q ,/m,.(_,&k_ad?g 7 a‘!‘*«@ j )/VLZSL )20 O g/‘/ c(\}‘
MU-Q-Q PR C;;A,,QZ“, ..jfvlzd‘m,/ A (_}.,@""L/M,é’zt}MQ,fkafZQ/'ﬁf%
bR k.xiél v\.,/h&,u/u L /z.,u./«z,f& g,gQ
gLl s L san /\/)/ Lo TA_
ud ) Ao LA ij./ur\-M‘L/mg@ ,

NS Lo C,MWQM_[?W\/ s He e L 4.
no AT o o oo Lszand S suneco

( z’))h/cu, \L,.l"C\_LVL_Q,MQ:/é / tu/% ﬁL,; C)L'LLLL Q/

J
~

{:;)(M/C

-

NANCY LAGATTUTA )Z
o anlusoms AAANC
Notag Pufblic, State cg Neg York
yalified in Erie Count
My Commission Expires 12/07/20[_0_




44 ,q,a,& J ./ﬁ& A LA

i?@a T

N L\/WMQ. /\44;%/

Ut owmepode S o Qb Do uap Nysms Ot

CQAA/ t;@\lé\“/ ,

%, 4 Cé{xé

i/@/‘v‘lﬂ;&ﬁ/. tjbul\ﬁ_/ QM Qﬁuét_/ AL L/k,Q_

AN ‘t‘,O/L / OLQ A4
D AN J\ »qLQ HANA A ﬂc[Q/Q,A [ﬂ/ . gL
{;}_/\N —CQ P, AL o 2 L/f/\ d.j/u.( ,(i&g > & /in/ip\ét«(gt
()\—‘%‘_ 32 QB G’i{ﬁ/\;\{:ﬁ - ,;(’7:@) A TAOAL /Q Qd

2 4 (Q\M/ﬂ{) o~ A

W & AW AL
\. \Zﬂ—ﬂ/’ SN lm&/ﬁ/\/&/{t AL qﬁ/

<

jzw/w Al ur—o\u,O.,Q
C& Qs .«Q/YYLL/Q/QIA’\’LA/\]‘ ZER 44\,42%2,, é/z/m{)

Msarta g J-@ f@fmwm cold
00

A4 P oL omed. imsds weea b

AT Q

NANCY-LAGATTUTA-
#011A6017128
Notary Public, State of New York
Qualified in Erie County / 2]
My Commission Expires 12/07/20_¢4




; O

W%aaﬁm?aéz )T
NANCY LAGATTUTA (J’ % -

aparar #011A6017128

: ﬂ ? Notag Pu}plic, Stgte on Netv; York

p - ualifisd in Erie Coun

o My Commission-Fxpires 12/07/20 _/_Q

Vel s "EEREIBLC b dit o o
Dinveaions tus /953 W AW R WY P BT ENE

bt O C A W Prion . S
vl Lcj—;e&f o

/Jﬁ;v\ @W.Qv /n\/ov«a,:c/ (/’)\)\/‘(‘Lf/[-' .fCM\f(

'\.{——“ A

ﬁu O Z-l—/(/\' \_._/[&,4//'\,"7;)’ C\/\/\_aﬁkj_}/)a"Q/‘ Lo N&kq
g dand iy e Lo U Y 27 A %@ T
.,._,@4«,&,7 L;vﬁs-é}\- sJit U\: X '“‘Ccﬁ‘jrx}.‘m;? _/645(/ a - ﬂ/{LLH%"

: ro\&ul—t

_/\\,4\;51: T

'_’,%_IJ\—J{}\T(N‘-/’ l‘.__;v\__ _{fj {/n\—' C\l..__-' _ /l?/&— G\./‘\,/\VLQ/\ /:') i\-\_’fh -67;_' «ﬁ]¥_’g /1(\/}\/6\1’ /<: _ (/\/ > -

177/ ku)_/ -—/ﬂ——ﬂ/&«:x_/6&--—1(;»«" _.v&/‘({f/a:t&mm C g Leril iz Auéjll '
PO )_Q o A _J‘\,L\,_djoj;l/l/l' o] AL orn \“’:5
/L{»LQ@\%HQ(Q; gjlza;‘&wdi&é -

s AN,

,@,a’(_; A~ AN j/a,{’;x ch--'\f\,} W o0
] N S g <
[--uqu_ Lo _)/«w(:».: totlea 7F hdals Oty SRS
. it " g . - V
S AT ,gim\uck:ﬁ’i, (g‘ - wE .¢;(v\ﬁ,&a I AMAA— f 52> L /CL(JL)
, , v« { )
‘_,@/Lc,—&wk/ uv\/\f\*-\.QJvQéQJ LAAL “f:&g\) d/vé/\% ‘7L AL | c,@b\-{ﬁ\,,
AN f@wa&iﬁh\) &%JLQ..LL,%&_; y v/é\,a/fg/wz.&_, N
o .. - i i = ~
UM/L/&MA%) CM,J,LZ%.N\/Q\} BV \,‘d»Q\i\—LQ AN A NLAN - @Q,)
‘ . ' . - 2 )
\,QJyNwt\,v % WK,SAM oL uw\,é«w\,u@_. J—u@vﬂ/ gL Cakam_o
N ..SL'V\&@}JLG“ L. U\J&G"““iﬂg ALk WL UV\,J'TML;
ot Q,% fas palls il o I/u%é;(
¥ T Nl J -~
K /49 A C Il ol _arm AN 12 Chaln eeon—

g e ”
- N\,Q/ AT d/“&% Theanne R %/LCN—KQQ / OCMC&”@Q. ;
Tie Comgronpt ¢ R mion g i gl

A A ons ho=Tos géu\g,t&%)\m%w




/m/% 65/ o

NANCY LAGATTUTA
#01LA5017128

; 0y Lo Notary Py bhc State of New York

R 0, Wm/% —+ A A 7 g Mb{ﬂ%ﬂ*% Z“Q_, LV\A’L/&J |
oy ,LQ_ @é‘yv\{}_&/ﬂ. ) _,%\,v’wv@% /LLM ‘EJZ\'/\:( & Luv\—gﬂiﬂ/d,T /
. - a LU= v © \)*F_C%Wu
a_ 5 o\,ké. L\LeQ &mz\,uwa&,ﬁ, @xﬁwm&/ JLW\d?/M-{L,C 7L
x X wg_/e.»—l,c RN \.ck/a\/@/kiak) AL O’._/La\if_ﬂjt_c%
e \,\@:_z S AL Wﬂ/‘fﬂ/ OF hWieo
g; fw\,bv\;é/ Wl ANz 9\,43’.2,.@/0\/@ L (}ZA \_b\'b\/\:tQ<Q
/‘w&.é-\,;u\,v\Q& L\(vwa@tﬂj Mo e ara Qo A T L{Q
04 A Alriimes N c&u:&t/c w e S G
A s TTha A ‘3‘1\/[—:4?% v TTALS @4’ WéL
t/@JL— ’[XQ A N JZL‘V _,L/m\.!;& < Q/Luut_;
vy ‘\"’U; O—zﬂ'%wﬁ w{r—@ut mumwﬂLb,ﬁg; AL AL AN >
A e \Auu&«u,mwn/& ot LT N /v»uu%
J.»AC-B/ 3 »Q/‘N\_/O\-{ﬁ _L/éum- /LL oo moa Lo a0 éli >
2 M grontiy @mix.ﬂg) N T ORIV IV s FI N,
&\M%Mh% )
N Y s <0 TR, gl valoa Tl pnsrineold
\»»t\»%CL (rvé\ [) &«tk W \,G Lkﬁut(/’léL/ /\E}/ﬂw\ UV\«LLQ/

/Q,Q,t,r t&L (r/f*%‘t-g_/ Q\_A\,Q,L %/wgfk) Yf/\;./ CQ_/L,&/L)’L,/ LWM >

CQ)c Ao a8,
Tk Wdc:mﬁ e thafl comcormo
| fy%cvm ke /Qam,gb.ﬁo?j{,ekd\) ﬁ’fufwﬁ SO ow

C(J‘-a— L§~¢3 iltﬁb@» -L»az,ﬂuxwa. Qw/cQ'Jf/ M,D T hs

173

t&"i (}DM’@* 6—61_9.,4\@_(&\ ,




SWORN

T
BEFORE

NP

J..y&z,é
g
/@L‘,ﬁ\/( P ,4_/( »&:t&td_/

CLfIV\A_,,

/ﬁma
@% 1

arndUi

N7 6

Mol
0w plC
oA

60O ‘“f
| Hrm‘i\.k&u /ey LUWM%LMVW

=l
L

el
+- /Q\/év

e

8;//

45X 27
ﬁg (/0
%C?lww@w%./

NANCY LAGATTUTA
#011A6017128
Notary Public, State of New York

Qualified in Erie County
(i u‘L‘;C,c\_, CQ&& Comm(ssm;@ures 7720 _@

Jrum@ uw&(x&jzm/{/ ./\Vlt \h‘\_/ ©

ot Dt ool A,u%‘_e.;{ Lz

Md&u O = ol FY TN SIS SR,

e A,{/M%/LQQM&))

_&é_ t&ﬁ~ u\—CNL) LAAL db/%kw =G 5 i /‘f) 3%

q,/Ug u\/ 6&L lf Th. C/CJL%/LLQ A @u\,% «_g

ol oo Il Laatini, o AL B H

i«’l«c”\xg" vy . ,@_ N TR {J\,}\_’ 'y dile\ <o g
”?wt &

w‘%&\) LxL/

N\ AT QUIR

RSORIPED
251

™4

e

\

o

1)

)~.

T hia . 0 s a Ly ueci «AK\WQ
E,«Lj\) @m\éz«iuvué c/qu au \,Q./a.L/LJ AN Q
L:\,\&/LQ ch&kfgﬂ. AN g h"b\/ékﬁdv) '{’(/LA,Q
S H or this O A,jl.m;tﬁmw@ oy ol maas
s Aa M%/&L_eg,w U\S\J owvtu»uth/ d&g
Cotg Lo NEEIN TS «Q\/w. e (%U B, 4, 33)
ﬂv%ﬁa—d_gég\ e CL:LuLi ,3}% - C/Q"ULLQ&
A R KA D) oL mn e,

D -

m‘h& ,)\h—t,c NS SR CERW ST Y M&/ wa,,
n/ovwx/@f)_/e\uﬁxyu B ha HL ahgﬂz, CRay il
rtrnde e Eamin il

/"’%/U“‘/L g w%_/t tw\g
R ;z(}kx(l S «6‘%—'}"’9\‘\, s dlias (/m\ C@Ln&ﬁfm\\
g w%m LA~ o:Q) w’LAm.Lmt/W\_a

ceatd oo TR /h»@n\,@m%m\/ 1,0. ol




July 22, 2009

T.M. Dugan, Consultant

Safety, Health & Environmental
Praxair, Inc.

175 East Park Drive
Tonawanda, NY 14151

Dear Mr. Dugan:
I worked at the Linde Tonawanda P y records show, ﬁom-‘195 1, until
removed from the Seniority Lists on 1970, and T would appreciate you checking

for any and all records available that pertain to me, including medical and work related.

I have enclosed my service recor i at the above
address or by phone call at: home

If you have any questions for me, contact me at any time at your convenience. Thank you
in advance for your corporation in this matter.

Sincerely,

Enclosures: Work and Service Records




Praxair, Inc.

175 East Park Drive
Tonawanda, NY 14150
Mailing Address:

PO. Box 44

Tonawanda, NY 14151-0044

August 19, 2009

RE: Request for Records for Application Under the Energy Employees Occupational
Hliness Compensation Program Act.

=

I requested our Records Center to search for Personnel and Medical records that
may exist for yourself. The only personnel records that exists is the Cardex/Work
History. They could not locate any other Personnel records. They did locate a medical
file however, which was forwarded to our medical provider for copying. Thave enclosed
a copy of the cardex for you and have requested our medical provider to copy and forward
to your Buffalo address a copy of your medical file.

Praxair undersiands that your request is for employee records made pursuant to
the Energy Employee Occupational Illness Compensation Program Act (“EEOICPA”).
Praxair further understands that the records requested are being requested to assist in
evaluating a claim, for compensation under EEQICPA based on your status as a former
employee of Union Carbide — which owned and operated Praxair’s Tonawanda facility —
and which was an Atomic Weapons Employer and/or Department of Energy contractor as
defined under EEOICPA. Please understand that, while Praxair is pleased to assist you
by producing employment verification and or facility records to which you are entitled
under EEOICPA and which Praxair may be maintaining at the request of Union Carbide
and its successors, Praxair was at no time an Atomic Weapons Employer or DOE
contractor as defined by EEOICPA and by responding to this request does not intend and
is not assuming the status of your employer by taking this action and further is not
otherwise altering in any respect the relationship between yourself and your employer,
Union Carbide and any of its successors.

Sincerely,

i

TM. Isugan, Co%?ftant

Safety, Health &Bhvironmental
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Linde employee
August 7, 1951 to June 6, 1969 May 23, 2008

Linde Company was quite creative in their ways to avoid layoff, in that they used the
work force and seniority system that was negotiated with the Union. They would move
the hourly personnel into different jobs in and around the buildings, #14, 30, 31 38, and

the yards and grounds to fill gaps and slow periods.

I my self was hired in-l951 as a chemical operator in Bldg. 14 and worked there
until I left for Military Service in [[ij 1953. When I returned to Linde in February
1955, I was told that the operations in Bldg 14 were coming to an end and returning to
my position as a chemical operator would result in laying off some people I was
reassigned to a position of yard man, working off the back of a dump truck, with a sub
contractor, cleaning up and collecting waste and debris from around the property and
buildings, #14, 30, 31, 38. 1955 I was reassigned to a position as an instrument
repairman in Bldg. 30, cleaning gauges from the factory and truck shop. Shortly after the
gauge room was moved to Bldg. 19, the instrument shop where I was permanently
assigned for the duration of my employment servicing and testing equipment from the
factory, truck shop and various labs.

There were others I know who were also reassigned to other jobs than their original ones,
under similar circumstances, they ar and
they were put into positions as not to cause additional layotfs of other workers.

I have iersonal knowledge of these reassignments, in that I meet regularly with these

men. are part of our action group an is an old school chum.

é)F k/y)ﬂ
27%674

2008

Iz

NANCY LAGATTUTA
#011A6017128
Natag P,upug State of New York
ualified in Erie County ;
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ADVISORY BOARD ON
RADIATION AND WORKER HEALTH

National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health

Assessment of the Disposition of
SC&A’s Linde Site Profile Review Issues
in Response to SEC Petitioner Concerns

Contract No. 200-2009-28555

Prepared by

S. Cohen & Associates
1608 Spring Hill Road, Suite 400
Vienna, VA 22182

Saliant, Inc.
5579 Catholic Church Road
Jefferson, Maryland 21755

August 2009

Disclaimer

This document is made available in accordance with the unanimous desire of the Advisory Board on
Radiation and Worker Health (ABRWH) to maintain all possible openness in its deliberations. However,
the ABRWH and its contractor, SC&A, caution the reader that at the time of its release, this report is pre-
decisional and has not been reviewed by the Board for factual accuracy or applicability within the
requirements of 42 CFR 82. This implies that once reviewed by the ABRWH, the Board’s position may
differ from the report’s conclusions. Thus, the reader should be cautioned that this report is for
information only and that premature interpretations regarding its conclusions are unwarranted.
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ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

ABRWH Advisory Board on Radiation and Worker Health

AEC Atomic Energy Commission

AWE Atomic Weapons Employer

BNI Bechtel National, Inc.

CDC Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
CFR Code of Federal Regulations

Ci Curie: unit of activity

DOE Department of Energy

DOL Department of Labor

dpm Disintegrations per Minute

EEOICPA  Energy Employees Occupational Illness Compensation Program Act of 2000

GM Geometric Mean

GSD Geometric Standard Deviation

HASL Health and Safety Laboratories

HHS U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
ICRP International Commission on Radiological Protection
IMBA Integrated Modules for Bioassay Analysis

INEL Idaho National Engineering Laboratory

INL Idaho National Laboratory (formerly, INEL, etc.)
IREP Interactive RadioEpidemiological Program

L Liter

LAPC Linde Air Products Company

LOD Limit of Detection

MAC Maximum Allowable Concentration

MED Manhattan Engineering District

mg Milligram

mR milli-Roentgen

uR micro-Roentgen

m’ cubic meters
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NIOSH National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health
NYOO (AEC) New York Operations Office

0GC (CDC) Oftice of the General Counsel

OCAS (NIOSH) Oftice of Compensation Analysis and Support
ORAU Oak Ridge Associated Universities

ORAUT Oak Ridge Associated Universities Team

PAS Personal Air Sampling

pCi pico-curies

R Roentgen

rem Roentgen Equivalent Man

SRS Savannah River Site

SC&A Sanford Cohen & Associates

SEC Special Exposure Cohort

TIB Technical Information Bulletin

TBD Technical Basis Document

WG (ABRWH) Work Group

Linde Assessment of Issues v

SC&A — August 20, 2009

NOTICE: This report has been reviewed for Privacy Act information and has been cleared for distribution.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report is intended to provide information to help inform the deliberations of the Advisory
Board on Radiation and Worker Health (the Board or ABRWH) Linde Work Group (WG)
related to (1) the disposition of issues raised by SC&A about NIOSH’s Linde Site Profile, and
(2) certain concerns expressed by a petitioners’ representative for Special Exposure Cohort
(SEC) status. NIOSH issued its initial, Rev. 0, Linde Site Profile (NIOSH 2005a) in May 2005,
and SC&A reviewed it in July 2006 (SC&A 2006a). The SC&A review identified 22 issues
(some labeled “findings” and some “observations”) that were subsequently discussed and
addressed in meetings and technical papers until all issues were declared closed by the WG in
June 2008, nearly 2 years later; but, has NIOSH incorporated all its issue resolution
commitments into its latest Linde Site Profile (NIOSH 2008a)?

In the course of this study, SC&A examined the latest Linde Site Profile, Rev. 1 (NIOSH 2008a),
to see if NIOSH met its issue resolution commitments, but did not perform an in-depth review
(“audit”) of the document, nor look for any “new” issues beyond those already identified. These
actions were deemed beyond SC&A’s authorized scope at this time. In addition, while SC&A
(SC&A 2009a) had looked at aspects of SEC Petition 00107 (SEC-00106/00107 2008) and
NIOSH’s related Petition Evaluation Report (NIOSH 2008g), SC&A was not authorized to
examine SEC Petition 00106 (SEC-00106/00107 2008), which, according to its author, was
prepared based on Rev. 0 of the Site Profile, rather than Rev. 1. As mentioned above, NIOSH
purports to have addressed identified Rev. 0 issues in Rev. 1.

"' SEC-00106 covers the period from November 1, 1947— December 31, 1953, and SEC-00107 from
January 1, 1954-July 31, 2006.

Linde Assessment of Issues 1 SC&A — August 20, 2009
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2.0 ISSUE RESOLUTION PROCESS

In the time between SC&A’s review of the original (Rev. 0) Linde Site Profile and the resolution
in concept of all issues,”> NIOSH, SC&A, the Linde WG, and the ABRWH held several meetings
in person or via teleconference, and generated a number of reports and less formal notes on
various technical subjects. Furthermore, NIOSH revised the Linde Site Profile twice—Rev. 1,
NIOSH 2008a, is the current version, and Rev. 0, PC-1 (NIOSH 2006a), an intermediate,
“minor” revision. In order to help sort out the disposition of the issues and determine whether all
were finally closed, SC&A felt it would be valuable to document the major events in the issue
resolution process, and has done so in Table 1, which presents an annotated chronology of
significant events, starting with the original Site Profile. References are cited for each event;
these references should be consulted for detailed information.

SC&A went through all the significant documents to trace the disposition of the 22 identified
issues from the time they were first raised in SC&A 2006a to the time the last one (the so-called
“Burlap Bag” issue) was closed in NIOSH 2008f. Table 2° lists the 22 issues by row and the
evolution of the resolution process in five columns following the first, ranging from SC&A’s
initial site profile review (SC&A 2006a) in the second column to closeout of all issues except the
Burlap Bag issue at the January 2008 Linde WG meeting, shown in the last column.
Unfortunately, as noted in Table 1, NIOSH 2007b, issued November 29, 2007, after the March
26, 2007, Linde WG meeting, which responds to all 22 issues in some detail and is a particularly
important document, cannot be placed neatly in a column in Table 2, since it discusses subjects
by topic rather than by individual issue. The interested reader must refer to NIOSH 2007b for
details.

The Burlap Bag issue, after further discussion and trading of SC&A and NIOSH technical
reports, was finally declared closed by the WG at a June 2008 Linde WG meeting (NIOSH
2008f); the relevant events in its closure can be found in Table 1. It will be discussed further in
Section 3.0.

It should be noted that the information presented in Tables 1 and 2 is not “new,” but a
compilation into a compact and useful form of already existing information; it is hoped that the
tables also capture some of the flavor of the back-and-forth discussions that went on to resolve
the issues.

2 «“Resolution in concept” — Some issues were effectively put in “abeyance” pending further action by
NIOSH, such as incorporation into Rev. 1 of the Site Profile.

? In recognition of its length and format, Table 2 has been placed for convenience after the body of the
report.

Linde Assessment of Issues 2 SC&A — August 20, 2009
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Table 1: Linde Issue Resolution Chronology

Date Documentation Description Comment
2005
5/31 NIOSH 2005a | Linde Exposure Matrix (Site Profile),
Rev. 0.
2006
1/18 NIOSH 2006a | Linde Exposure Matrix (Site Profile),
Rev. 0, PC-1.
7/14 SC&A 2006a | SC&A Site Profile Review Report. Review of Rev. 0 Site Profile (NIOSH

2005a). Identified 22 Issues (aka
Comments). The issues are listed in
Table 2 of this report.

2007

3/22 NIOSH 2007a | NIOSH response to SC&A’s Site SC&A 2006a Issue Resolution Matrix
Profile Review (SC&A 2006a). (Attachment 4), with an additional
column showing NIOSH responses to
each issue. The responses appear in the
third column of Table 2 of this report.

3/26 NIOSH 2007c | First meeting of the Advisory Board
Linde Work Group (WQG), Cincinnati,

Ohio

3/27 SC&A 2007a | SC&A’s informal matrix summarizing | SC&A’s summary for each issue appears
the disposition of issues discussed at in the fourth column of Table 2 of this
the 3/26/07 WG meeting. report.

4/27 SC&A 2007b | SC&A responded to an action item OGC reviewed: 5/16/07.

from the 3/26/07 WG meeting by
clarifying its comments on items 13,

14, and 18.
11/29 NIOSH 2007b | NIOSH detailed response to the 22 Table 1-1 reproduces the summary
issues following discussion at the matrix of SC&A 2007a. Discussion is
3/26/07 WG meeting. by topic, rather than by issue, so the
issues don’t conveniently map into Table
2 of this report.
2008
1/3 SC&A 2008a | SC&A assessment of NIOSH’s Table 1 of SC&A 2008a notes whether
response (NIOSH 2007b) to TBD SC&A considers each issue “closed” or
issues. “open.” The report then briefly
discusses the issues. SC&A 2008a
recommended closing 16 of the 22
comments. Still open are 2, 7, 8, 13, 17,
and 22. The discussion for each issue
appears in the fifth column of Table 2 of
this report.
1/8 Roessler 2008 | Informal notes of the Linde WG All open items closed with the exception
meeting in Las Vegas, 1/8/08. of 17 and 22, which are combined into

the “Burlap Bag” issue. See last column
of Table 2 of this report.

11/4 NIOSH 2008a | Linde Exposure Matrix (Site Profile), | NIOSH claims in the Publication Record
Rev. 1. to have resolved all WG comments.
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Table 1: Linde Issue Resolution Chronology

Missouri.

Date Documentation Description Comment
2/15 SC&A 2008b | SC&A notes from a 2/13/08 technical | A former Linde employee and an SEC
call with NIOSH and the WG on the petitioner also participated in the
Burlap Bag issue. teleconference.
2/20 NIOSH 2008b | Advisory Board Teleconference The Burlap Bag issue was one of the
Meeting. topics of discussion. NIOSH committed
to produce a white paper on the potential
exposure from the burlap bags.
3/18 NIOSH 2008c | NIOSH white paper calculating
potential dose from exposure to
hypothesized burlap bags.
6/4 SC&A 2008c | SC&A response to NIOSH 2008c on Note: Typo on cover of report has the
burlap bags. SC&A used MCNPx to incorrect date of March 29, 2008; the
calculate exposures from several correct date of June 4, 2008 appears in
different scenarios. the footer.
6/6 NIOSH 2008d | Linde WG teleconference. Discussion of Burlap Bag issue focusing
on NIOSH 2008c and SC&A 2008c.

6/10 SC&A 2008d | Rev. 1 of SC&A 2008c following the

6/6/08 teleconference.
6/19 NIOSH 2008e | NIOSH informal response to SC&A The last bullet states, “Assignment of
2008d. exposures to all Linde employees for

what seems to be a highly localized and
limited exposure scenario would seem to
be inappropriate. If there is indication
that such an exposure is likely for a
specific claimant, consideration would
be made in the dose reconstruction
report. In all other cases, the current
exposure matrix...provides an ample
buffer between the likely exposure
conditions and those that, albeit possible,
are highly unlikely. In other words, the
existing exposure matrix is broad enough
to cover all likely exposure scenarios, up
to and including the possibilities outlined
in the “burlap bag” scenario.”

6/23 NIOSH 2008f | Linde WG meeting, St. Louis, The WG voted to accept NIOSH’s offer

to add a discussion of the potential
burlap bag exposure to the next revision
of the TBD (Rev. 1) and to apply it to a
dose reconstruction, only if there is some
evidence of actual exposure to the
individual. This action then closed (in
concept) all the site profile issues.
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3.0 VERIFICATION OF FINAL ISSUE CLOSURE

Several of the issues raised in SC&A’s Site Profile Review (SC&A 2006a) were “resolved in
concept” by placing them in “abeyance,” with NIOSH committing to address them in a future
revision of the site profile; i.e., in Revision 1.* In order to completely close the issues, it is
necessary to verify if NIOSH did indeed address those issues as promised. This also responds to
one of the concerns expressed by a petitioner’s representative for Special Exposure Cohort
(SEC) status in the SEC-00106 and SEC-00107 petitions (SEC-00106/00107 2008) and in
several of the representative’s communications to the ABRWH and SC&A.

SC&A’s Linde Site Profile Review (SC&A 2006a) examined Rev. 0 of the Site Profile (NIOSH
2005a). However, NIOSH subsequently issued Rev. 0, PC-1 (NIOSH 2006a) and Rev. 1
(NIOSH 2008a). The latter states the following in its Publication Record:

Approved revision to change from a page change revision (Rev 00 PC-2-B) to a
total rewrite (Rev 01-A) as a result of formal NIOSH review. Revised to
incorporate: (1) change in facility designation, (2) DOL interpretation of
applicability of residual period to Ceramics Plant [Linde], (3) and resolution of
Advisory Board Working Group comments, (4) clarified the implementation
instructions for SEC00044 for the period October 1, 1942 through October 31,
1947. Incorporates formal internal and NIOSH review comments. Constitutes a
total rewrite of the document...

Item number (3) in the above quotation from the Rev. 1 Site Profile Publication Record clearly
states NIOSH’s claim to have incorporated “resolution of Advisory Board Working Group
comments.” SC&A will examine 100% of the issues as a check. In a table in Appendix A of a
previous report, SC&A 2009a, looking at SEC Petition-00107 and the NIOSH Petition
Evaluation Report, SC&A had presented a detailed comparison of Rev. 1 and Rev. 0 of the Linde
Site Profiles; that table is reproduced here as Table 3 for convenience to illuminate the changes
NIOSH made and to help assess whether NIOSH incorporated the material resulting from the
issues resolution process.”

The first step in ascertaining whether NIOSH met its commitments with respect to issue
resolution is to identify which issues are affected. This is followed by identifying where in the
Rev. I Linde Site Profile the commitments are addressed and whether SC&A believes that the
NIOSH response is adequate. Table 2 summarizes the issue resolution process, and Table 4
summarizes SC&A’s findings with respect to incorporating required changes in the site profile.
It should be emphasized that all the tables in this report present only summary information, and
that the interested reader should consult the referenced documents to receive a fuller
understanding of the issues involved and the issue resolution process.

* The terms “resolved in concept” and “in abeyance” were not used at the time of the Linde Site Profile
review, but came into common usage in the NIOSH project at a later date.
> In recognition of its length and format, Table 3 has been placed after the body of this report.
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A “No” in the second column of Table 4 indicates that, after examining the relevant documents
of the issue resolution process as summarized in Table 2, SC&A regards a particular issue as
closed without committing NIOSH to further action, while a “Yes” indicates that SC&A regards
a particular issue as “resolved in concept,” pending an action by NIOSH. The last column of
Table 4 lists for each issue the “shorthand” title of the issue, presents a short discussion, then
closes with SC&A’s assessment of NIOSH’s action or position.

As can be seen from Table 4, SC&A considered that NIOSH made commitments to “resolve in
concept” 12 of the 22 issues,® which resulted in those issues being categorized as closed in the
issue resolution process. Of those 12 issues requiring verification, SC&A’s review in this report
suggests that 11 should be reclassified as “closed” without further qualification, with only Issue
17 requiring some further discussion and possible NIOSH action. Item 17 is the so-called Burlap
Bag issue, whose resolution at the June 23, 2008, Linde WG meeting (NIOSH 2008f) required
that NIOSH make certain modifications in its Rev. 1 Linde Site Profile. As summarized in
Table 4, NIOSH, in Attachment E, did include a discussion of the Burlap Bag issue and the
potential exposure consequences from an employee during the post-operations period standing
near or sitting on a pile of bags during lunch. However, SC&A does not believe that NIOSH’s
revision with respect to this issue is complete since, as stated in this report’s Table 4:

1. Neither the body or Attachment E of the Site Profile appear to explicitly state
that the dose reconstructor should add a dose from post operations burlap
bag exposure if there is some evidence of such an exposure; this was part of
NIOSH’s commitment to resolve this issue.

2. The dose reconstructor is not appropriately directed toward Attachment E in
the body of the site profile. Section 1.2, Scope, makes the only reference:
“Attachment E provides an assessment of dose consequences from uranium
ore bag that were stored on the site during the postoperations period.”
However, Section 6, which treats exposures during the residual period, does
not mention Attachment E.

One further point of SC&A’s review should be noted. Several of the issues, beginning with
Issue 2, were resolved in concept by NIOSH’s commitment to develop a coworker exposure
model to be used in the absence of adequate specific applicant data. NIOSH developed such a
model, which is described in Attachment D of the Rev. 1 Linde Site Profile (NIOSH 2008a).
SC&A, consequently, reclassified the affected issues as closed in Table 4. SC&A, however, did
not examine the technical basis of the coworker model for this report; that can be done at a later
time, if desired by the Board WG.

% Issues: 2,3,4,6,9,10,11, 12, 13, 17, 20, and 22.
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Table 4: Verification of NIOSH’s Issue Resolution Commitments

Verification
Issue® Required?

Closeout

Discussion

1 No

SC&A 2008a

Unsupported Assumptions and Significant Uncertainties in
Information Used

SC&A Assessment: Verification not required.

2 Yes

Roessler 2008

Use of Air Concentration Data

Closure of several identified issues relies on resolution of Issue 2.
As shown in the last column of Table 2, NIOSH committed to use
“coworker data and a bounding procedure for estimating internal
doses for unmonitored workers.”

Attachment D of NIOSH 2008a (Site Profile, Rev. 1), “Linde
Uranium Coworker Assessment for November 1947 to January
1950,” is a standalone report providing guidance to the dose
reconstructor on how to estimate uranium intakes during the
specified period. As the attachment states, “Due to the limited
availability of bioassay data from the Linde site, it was necessary to
conduct a coworker study of all the bioassay data for use to
determine intake estimates.”

Attachment D is referenced in Section 1.2, “Scope;” Section 2.0,
“Estimation of Internal Exposure, 1947 to July 7, 1954;” and
Section 3.2.1, “Uranium Urinalysis Data” of NIOSH 2008a.
Section 3.2.1 states:

Analysis of Coworker Bioassay Data for Internal Dose
Assignment (ORAU 2005d) [i.e., ORAUT-OTIB-0019;
ORAUT 2005b in this report] describes the general
process used for analyzing bioassay data for assigning
doses to individuals based on coworker results. Bioassay
results described above were analyzed in accordance with
this procedure (Attachment D). The results of this analysis
are presented in Tables 3-1 and 3-2. Individual uranium
urinalysis results should be used to determine internal
exposure to the individual when they are available. Where
individual results are not available, the coworker data
included in Attachment D and summarized in Tables 3-1
and 3-2 are to be used to estimate internal exposures that
are favorable to claimants.

SC&A Assessment: NIOSH complied with its issue resolution
commitment here and for several other issues by virtue of creating a
coworker model in accordance with ORAUT-OTIB-0019.

3 Yes

SC&A 2008a

Urinalysis Data

NIOSH adopted a coworker model for uranium intakes in
Attachment D of the Rev. 1 Site Profile (NIOSH 2008a) (see the
discussion for Issue 2).

SC&A Assessment: NIOSH complied with its issue resolution
commitment.
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Table 4: Verification of NIOSH’s Issue Resolution Commitments

Verification
Issue® Required? Closeout Discussion

4 Yes SC&A 2008a | Time-weighted Averages

NIOSH adopted a coworker model for uranium intakes in
Attachment D of the Rev. 1 Site Profile (NIOSH 2008a) (see the
discussion for Issue 2).

SC&A Assessment: NIOSH complied with its issue resolution
commitment.

5 No SC&A 2007a | Breathing Rate

SC&A Assessment: Verification not required.

6 Yes SC&A 2008a | Ingestion Rate
NIOSH 2008a treats ingestion in Section 3.7, which states:

In the case where inhalation intakes are calculated from air
concentrations, ingestion intakes are also to be considered.
NIOSH (2004) [NIOSH 2004a in this report] indicates that
the ingestion rate, in terms of dpm for an 8-hour workday,
can be estimated by multiplying the air concentration in
dpm per cubic meter by a factor of 0.2...

This site-wide practice, as adopted in NIOSH 2004a (OCAS-TIB-
009), bases ingestion rates on air concentrations, not on inhalation
intakes, as noted in NIOSH 2007a.

SC&A Assessment: NIOSH has addressed SC&A concerns of
SC&A 2006a about this observation.

N.B. NIOSH 2008a, Section 3.7 appears to have a typo; SC&A
believes the two highlighted values should be the same in the
following: “...so the uranium ingestion rate based on an air
concentration of 7 alpha dpm/m® would be 0.563 dpm/wd. To
adjust this to ingestion intake per calendar day, 0.685 dpm/wd was
multiplied by 250 wd/yr and divided by 365 d/yr, which equals
0.469 dpm/d.” Note that 0.685 times 250 and divided by 365 does
equal 0.469 as written.

7 No Roessler 2008 | Radon Exposure and Concentration

SC&A Assessment: Verification not required.

8 No Roessler 2008 | Raffinate Trace Radionuclides
SC&A Assessment: Verification not required.

N.B. Section 3.4 of NIOSH 2008a covers uranium progeny, and
includes in Table 3-3 the isotopes Th-230, Ra-226, Po-210, Ac-227,
and Pa-231, which are, typically, found in trace amounts in
raffinates.
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Table 4: Verification of NIOSH’s Issue Resolution Commitments

Issue®

Verification
Required?

Closeout

Discussion

Yes

SC&A 2008a

Assigned Work Hours

NIOSH’s coworker model in NIOSH 2008a Attachment D (see
Issue 2) is based on bioassay data, which automatically “integrates”
dose rates over time to obtain exposures.

SC&A Assessment: NIOSH has addressed SC&A concerns of
SC&A 2006a about this observation.

10

Yes

SC&A 2008a

Surrogate Air Concentration Data

NIOSH adopted a coworker model for uranium intakes in
Attachment D of the Rev. 1 Site Profile (NIOSH 2008a) (see the
discussion for Issue 2).

SC&A Assessment: NIOSH has addressed SC&A concerns of
SC&A 2006a.

11

Yes

SC&A 2008a

Use of Geometric Mean Values

NIOSH agreed (SC&A 2008a) “...that the estimated co-worker
external doses should be revised based on the guidance of ORAUT-
OTIB-0020 [ORAUT 2005a in this report] rather than the geometric
mean of a distribution approach...”

SC&A Assessment: NIOSH 2008a (Rev. 1 Site Profile) uses a
coworker model (although the Rev. 1 Site Profile does not appear to
reference ORAUT-OTIB-0020); NIOSH has addressed SC&A
concerns of SC&A 2006a.

12

Yes

SC&A 2008a

Lack of Comprehensive Uncertainty Analysis

NIOSH adopted a coworker model for uranium intakes in
Attachment D of the Rev. 1 Site Profile (NIOSH 2008a) (see the
discussion for Issue 2).

SC&A Assessment: NIOSH complied with its issue resolution
commitment.

13

Yes

Roessler 2008

Complex Missed External Dose Surrogate System

SC&A had made several comments and “subcomments” through
several rounds of review; the only one that requires verification that
NIOSH took an action was Subcomment 5 of Roessler 2008.
NIOSH committed to making the 14 footnotes of Table 36 of the
Rev. 0 Site Profile (NIOSH 2005a) clearer in the next revision of
the site profile.

SC&A Assessment: Table 36 of NIOSH 2005a became Table 4-24
of NIOSH 2008a. The 14 footnotes became 18, and provide clearer
explanations; thus, NIOSH complied with its issue resolution
commitment.

14

No

SC&A 2008a

Film Badge Data

SC&A Assessment: Verification not required.

15

No

SC&A 2008a

Survey Measurement Data

SC&A Assessment: Verification not required.
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Table 4: Verification of NIOSH’s Issue Resolution Commitments

Issue®

Verification
Required?

Closeout

Discussion

16

No

SC&A 2008a

Time-Weighted Averages

SC&A Assessment: Verification not required.

17

Yes

NIOSH 2008f

Contaminated Burlap Bags

The Rev. 1 Site Profile report (NIOSH 2008a) includes a new
section, Attachment E, entitled: “Focused Assessment of Dose
Consequences from Uranium Ore Bags on the Site During the
Postoperations Period.” The section recapitulates the issue and its
development from the original SC&A site profile review
identification (SC&A 2006a) through subsequent discussions and
documents.

Page 4 of Attachment E summarizes NIOSH’s position:

Based on the weight of the available evidence (tabulated
below), it is unlikely that two pallets of uranium ore (which
was last processed at Linde in 1946) would have been in
Building 30 in 1951 (5 years after the cessation of
processing of uranium ore). The current external exposure
model for the period in question incorporates uncertainty
in the external dose assignment by application of a
lognormal distribution with a GM of 1.85 and a GSD of
4.04. This assumed distribution (with a 95th-percentile
value of 18.5 R/yr) accounts for possible deviation of the
actual worker exposure of the magnitude that would result
from the assumption that two pallets of uranium ore were
in Building 30 in 1951.

SC&A Assessment: SC&A acknowledges that NIOSH has
addressed the burlap bag issue (although, perhaps not completely)
in its Rev. 1 Site Profile. However, while Attachment E treats
potential burlap bag exposure during the post operations period:

1. Neither the body nor Attachment E of the Site Profile
appear to explicitly state that the dose reconstructor should
add a dose from post-operations burlap bag exposure if there
is some evidence of such an exposure; this was part of
NIOSH’s commitment to resolve this issue.

2. The dose reconstructor is not appropriately directed toward
Attachment E in the body of the site profile. Section 1.2,
Scope, makes the only reference: “Attachment E provides
an assessment of dose consequences from uranium ore bags
that were stored on the site during the post-operations
period.” However, Section 6, which treats exposures during
the residual period, does not mention Attachment E.

18

SC&A 2008a

Surrogate External Exposure Data

SC&A Assessment: Verification not required.

19

SC&A 2008a

Assigned Work Hours

SC&A Assessment: Verification not required.
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Table 4: Verification of NIOSH’s Issue Resolution Commitments

Verification
Issue® Required? Closeout Discussion

20 Yes SC&A 2008a | Geometric Values
NIOSH committed to apply a coworker model; this model appears
in Attachment D of NIOSH 2008a.
SC&A Assessment: NIOSH complied with its issue resolution
commitment.

21 No SC&A 2008a | Lack of Comprehensive Uncertainty Analysis

SC&A Assessment: Verification not required.

22 Yes NIOSH 2008f | Outdoor Doses/SC&A Assessment

SC&A Assessment: The review process found that the only
significant outdoor dose pathway that may have been missed is the
hypothesized burlap bag exposure in the post-operations period.
This is covered by Issue 17 and does not have to be tracked here as
well.

Notes:
(a) Refer to Table 2 for a summary of the issues
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Table 2: Linde Issue Resolution Tracking Matrix

SC&A Summary of Notes of the Linde
Issue/ . . ) . Actions per 3/26/07 SC&A Assessment of Board Work Group
Finding SC&A (SS'EG&P:;')&I:)G VIew NIO%SIérélﬂazlol?)gzp))onse Advisory Board Linde (NIOSH 2007b)“ Meeting, Las Vegas,
@.®) WG Meeting (SC&A 2008a) NV, 1/1/08
(SC&A 2007a) (Roessler 2008)
1/1 (Section 5.1.1, p. 38) This comment is too general to | None required. Open/Closed: Closed

Unsupported Assumptions
and Significant Uncertainties
in Information Used: SC&A
has identified numerous
assumption or values used in
missed dose estimations (both
internal and external) in the
Linde Site Profile that are not
either supported or adequately
supported by explanation,
available data, technical study,
or references. Many of these
parametric assumptions are
made arbitrarily without
adequate technical basis. In
some cases, an assumption was
made or a value was selected
from a range of estimated
values in order to bound a dose
parameter that is not entirely
justified or explained in the
document. In other cases, the
assumption or value selected is
not deemed by SC&A as
bounding. This is a serious
flaw that significantly affects

warrant a specific response,
except to say that the site
profile development process
has undergone a number of
modifications since dose
reconstruction startup, and that
what might have been
reasonable at the beginning of
the project might not be
deemed so now. Although the
goal is sometimes to bound
parameters, parameters can
also be defined as
distributions.

Comment: SC&A
accepts NIOSH’s
response.
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Table 2: Linde Issue Resolution Tracking Matrix

SC&A Summary of Notes of the Linde
Issue/ . . ) . Actions per 3/26/07 SC&A Assessment of Board Work Group
Finding SC&A (SS'EG&P:;')&I:)G VIew NIO%SIér;lﬂazlol?)gzp))onse Advisory Board Linde (NIOSH 2007b)“ Meeting, Las Vegas,
@.®) WG Meeting (SC&A 2008a) NV, 1/1/08
(SC&A 2007a) (Roessler 2008)
the credibility and validity of
the assigned missed dose
estimates in this Linde Site
Profile.
212 (Section 5.1.2.2, p. 42) Use of | 1. Air concentration data are NIOSH will develop a Open/Closed: Open Closed: NIOSH

Air Concentration Data: The
use of airborne uranium dust
concentration data (air
concentration) as the sole basis
for missed occupational
internal dose estimation is not
defensible or claimant
favorable, because there are

not used to assign “missed”
internal dose, rather they are
used to provide reasonable
estimates of internal doses
received by unmonitored
workers.

2. Air concentration data have
been used in a number of

new exposure model

derived from the 700

newly found bioassays;
the results of the new
model will supersede the
use of air concentration
data as the basis for
occupational internal dose

Comment: NIOSH 2007
[NIOSH 20070 in this
report] notes that NIOSH
was mistaken in
identifying 700 newly
found (as of the March
26, 2007, WG meeting)

explained that it will
use coworker data and
a bounding procedure
for estimating internal
doses for unmonitored
workers. SC&A
accepted the bounding
procedure.

significant uncertainties . . estimation. urinalysis data as
) o instances to assign intakes . .
regarding using air . for the purpose of estimating belonging to Linde.
concentration data to estimate internal dose. and are NIOSH appears to have
ranium proceseing ces, | commonly used in ‘wingair concentration
Several technical studies environmental, chemical and data to estimate internal
including the 2003 Y-lZ’study nuclear, and emergency doses received by
Practical Use of Personal Air ’ fesponse evaluations to unmonitored workers by
Sampling (PAS) Data in the estimate exposures. conducting a coworker
Internal Dosimetry Program at | 3. We agree that measurements study using the available
the Y-12 National Security and models for equating air urine samples, the details
Complex (Snapp 2003), and the concentration measurements of which are provided in
Nuclear Regulatory to intakes have uncertainties, Attachment 1 of NIOSH
Commission’s NUREG 1400, but don’t believe this 2007 [NIOSH 2007b in
Air Sampling in the Workplace negates the use of air sample this report]. Data were
(Hickey 1993), demonstrate data to estimate intakes. analyzed according to the
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Table 2: Linde Issue Resolution Tracking Matrix

SC&A Summary of Notes of the Linde
Issue/ . . L) . Actions per 3/26/07 SC&A Assessment of Board Work Group
Finding SC&A (SS'EG&P:;')&I:)G view NIO%SIér;lﬂazlol?)gzp))onse Advisory Board Linde (NIOSH 2007b)@ Meeting, Las Vegas,
@.0) WG Meeting (SC&A 2008a) NV, 1/1/08
(SC&A 2007a) (Roessler 2008)
that using air concentration 4. At this time, we were unable methodology of ORAUT-

data would lead to
underestimating the worker
intakes and, subsequently, the
internal exposures. The Y-12
study shows as high as 10
times difference
(underestimation) between
intakes derived from bioassay
data and intakes derived from
air concentration data.

to locate the Snapp 2003
reference, but note that
NUREG 1400 does not
indicate that air sampling
cannot be used to estimate
internal exposures.

. Another Y-12 reference

previously cited by SC&A,
Y-12 Uranium Exposure
Study (Eckerman and Kerr
1999 [Ref ID 11600]),
supports the intake
estimation method proposed
in the TBD as reasonable; in
the Y-12 study, the ratios of
air concentration to
bioassay-derived intakes
range from 0.11 to 1.38,
with an average of 0.49 in
Table 11 of the Y-12 study,
indicating that if bioassay is
the gold standard, Y-12
intakes derived from
bioassay might be low in
some cases by up to a factor
of 9. However, the intakes
in the Y-12 study were
reduced to account for

PROC-0095, “Generating
Summary Statistics for
Coworker Bioassay
Data,” culminating in the
Table 2-1 and 2-2 chronic
intake rates for Type M
and Type S uranium
respectively, at the 50%
and the 84" percentiles
(ORAUT 2006).

SC&A supports this
approach; however, the
NIOSH response states
that “the intakes
calculated using co-
worker data extending
through January 1950
(during Step 111
operations) were extended
through the end of the
operations period
(currently listed as 12-31-
53 by DOL) because these
intakes are believed to be
bounding during the final
decontamination phases at
the site” (NIOSH 2007,
Sect. 2.0) [NIOSH 2007b
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SC&A Summary of Notes of the Linde
Issue/ . . ) . Actions per 3/26/07 SC&A Assessment of Board Work Group
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(SC&A 2007a) (Roessler 2008)
respiratory protection factors in this report]. SC&A
ranging from 1 (no would like NIOSH to
respirator) to 50, but explain why it believes
typically in the 25 to 50 these intakes are
range. For Linde, there is no bounding.
proposal to apply a
respiratory protection factor,
although some workers did
wear respiratory protective
devices.
3/3 (Section 5.1.2.3, p. 45) Although we agree that air See Comment 2. Open/Closed: Closed

Urinalysis Data: Using air
concentration data only, but
neglecting urinalysis data, to
estimate worker inhalation
intakes in the Linde Site
Profile is not in full
compliance with 42 CFR 82
requirements. There are 8 sets
of urinalysis data for over 100
uranium workers in the ORAU
Database for the period
between December 16, 1947,
and January 30, 1950. The air
concentration data used in the
site profile are not complete
either, and are deemed
inadequate (see Finding 2).
However, NIOSH decided to

concentration data were used
to estimate intakes for
unmonitored workers, we
disagree that uranium
urinalysis data were ignored.
A set of Linde bioassay data
including uranium urinalyses
were compiled and the data
were reviewed in relation to
the air concentration exposure
data, as briefly noted in
Section 3.8 of the site profile.

NIOSH has always advocated
using individual monitoring
data when adequate and
complete, and nothing in the
Linde site profile precludes the

Consideration of the 700
bioassays will also
resolve Comment 3.

Comment: SC&A
accepts NIOSH’s
response (Comment 2).
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Table 2: Linde Issue Resolution Tracking Matrix

Issue/
Finding
(a).(b)

SC&A Site Profile Review®
(SC&A 2006a)

NIOSH Initial Response
(NIOSH 2007a)

SC&A Summary of
Actions per 3/26/07
Advisory Board Linde
WG Meeting
(SC&A 2007a)

SC&A Assessment of
(NIOSH 2007b)“
(SC&A 2008a)

Notes of the Linde
Board Work Group
Meeting, Las Vegas,

NV, 1/1/08
(Roessler 2008)

use these air concentration data
only for dose reconstruction.
This approach is not in full
compliance with the hierarchy
approach stipulated in

42 CFR 82.

use of the individual dosimetry
data. 42 CFR 82.10(j) notes,
“an occupational exposure
matrix, using the general
hierarchical approach
discussed in § 82.2.” 42 CFR
82.2 notes that individual
monitoring, if complete and
accurate, is given the highest
priority, but in 42 CFR 82(b),
preference is not assigned to
either coworker or air
monitoring data for estimating
internal dose for unmonitored
individuals, although these
methods are given preference
over exposures analytically
derived from process
descriptions. 42 CFR 82.17
also mentions the types of
analyses that can be done, but
again, preference is not given
to estimating internal dose
from either coworker or air
monitoring data.

414

(Section 5.1.2.2, p. 42) Time-
Weighted Averages: Time-
weighted averages of internal
and external exposure values

Although we agree that air
concentration data were used
to estimate intakes for
unmonitored workers, we

The validation of 33
MAC as the upper-bound
time-weighted average air
concentration or its

Open/Closed: Closed

Comment: SC&A
accepts NIOSH’s
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2ol | scaA site Profile Review
(@).(b) g (SC&A 2006a)

NIOSH Initial Response
(NIOSH 2007a)

SC&A Summary of
Actions per 3/26/07
Advisory Board Linde
WG Meeting
(SC&A 2007a)

SC&A Assessment of
(NIOSH 2007b)“
(SC&A 2008a)

Notes of the Linde
Board Work Group
Meeting, Las Vegas,

NV, 1/1/08
(Roessler 2008)

contain significant

uses time-weighted

the Linde Site.

uncertainties and frequently
fail to capture dose to workers
in areas of high uranium dust
concentration. The site profile

calculations to determine
average dose values for both
internal and external pathways.
In the internal dosimetry
section, NIOSH determines the
time-weighted average air
concentration value of 33
MAC by time weighting the air
concentration data with
average worker exposure times
and summing to determine
daily time-weighted average
air concentrations by job
categories. This calculational
approach would potentially
underestimate the average air
concentrations for high-dose or
high-risk tasks that a claimant
might have participated in at

disagree that uranium
urinalysis data were ignored.
A set of Linde bioassay data,
including uranium urinalyses,
were compiled and the data
were reviewed in relation to
the air concentration exposure
data, as briefly noted in
Section 3.8 of the site profile.

NIOSH has always advocated
using individual monitoring
data when adequate and
complete, and nothing in the
Linde site profile precludes the
use of the individual dosimetry
data. 42 CFR 82.10(j) notes,
“an occupational exposure
matrix, using the general
hierarchical approach
discussed in § 82.2.”

42 CFR 82.2 notes that
individual monitoring, if
complete and accurate, is
given the highest priority; but
in 42 CFR 82(b), preference is
not assigned to either coworker
or air monitoring data for
estimating internal dose for
unmonitored individuals,

replacement by the new
bioassay data
(Comment 2) would
resolve this comment.

response (Comment 2).
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SC&A Summary of Notes of the Linde
Issue/ . . ) . Actions per 3/26/07 SC&A Assessment of Board Work Group
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(SC&A 2007a) (Roessler 2008)
although these methods are
given preference over
exposures analytically derived
from process descriptions. 42
CFR 82.17 also mentions the
types of analyses that can be
done, but again, preference is
not given to estimating internal
dose from either coworker or
air monitoring data.
5/0 (Section 5.1.2.4, p. 45) This is not a site-specific issue, |None required. Decided |Open/Closed: Closed
Breathing Rate: The Linde and the Linde site profile that breathing rate isn’t a
Site Profile assumed a breathing rate assignment is material issue. Comment: SC&A
breathing rate of 1.2 m*/hour consistent with the accepts NIOSH’s
for worker intake. This value Mallinckrodt site profile. (We response.
implies that workers were are not aware of any
primarily involved in light inconsistencies with breathing
exercise during the course of rate assumptions in the Y-12,
the day. A single value may SRS, INEL, and Hanford site
not be consistent with the profiles either, and are also
working conditions in the unaware of changes in
facility, especially during the breathing rate estimates for
early years of operation, and is | different years.)
inconsistent with other NIOSH
site profiles, such as
Mallinckrodt, Bethlehem Steel,
Y-12, INL, SRS, and Hanford.
6/0 (Section 5.1.2.5, p. 45) This is a not a site-specific None required. New Open/Closed: Closed

Ingestion Rate: The Linde

issue. The ingestion intake

bioassay data (Comment
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SC&A Summary of Notes of the Linde
Issue/ . . ) . Actions per 3/26/07 SC&A Assessment of Board Work Group
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(SC&A 2007a) (Roessler 2008)
Site Profile determines the rate is based on OCAS-TIB- 2) supersedes assumption | Comment: SC&A
worker ingestion intake by 009, and is based on that the ingestion rate is | accepts NIOSH’s
multiplying the inhalation multiplying the air 20% of the inhalation response.
intake by 0.2 (20%). Since the | concentration (activity per rate.
inhalation intake is estimated cubic meter) by 0.2 to estimate
by using air concentration data, | daily ingestion activity (the
SC&A believes that the ingestion intake is not
NIOSH approach would lead to | calculated directly from the
the underestimation of inhalation intake, as stated in
ingestion intake and eventual the review comment).
missed ingestion doses for
Linde workers.
7/0 (Section 5.1.2.6, p. 46) Radon | The site profile developed a NIOSH will look at radon | Open/Closed: Open Closed. SC&A was

Exposure and Concentration:
The Site Profile used the
“lowest indoor concentrations
measured at the Ceramics Plant
during African ore processing”
as the upper limit to both
indoor and outdoor radon
concentrations. The assumed
indoor radon concentration of
10 pCi/L is based on the lower
limit of detection. SC&A
believes these assumed radon
concentration values based on
the GM of measurements are
not claimant favorable or
representative of the actual

stratified approach to assigning
radon exposures for the entire
operational period. In July
1946, work with African ore
ceased and a standby period
began. Records indicate that
processing after this period
started with UO, and the
uranium ore receipts (the
primary source of the radium
that produced the radon) had
been discontinued.

The quote (out of context)
applied only to the period prior
to Ceramics Plant start-up

data and treatment more
closely, including
investigating the location,
content, and disposition of
tailings piles that may
have exposed workers to
radon.

Comment: NIOSH refers
to its discussion on
Comment 8 (Section 4.0,
Raffinates) [of NIOSH
2007b] to treat this
comment, noting that
“...raffinates were
removed from the Linde
site prior to the current
non-SEC period (11-01-
47).” However, it is not
clear that NIOSH fulfilled
its commitment to
“...look at radon data and
treatment more closely

concerned about radon
doses from sources
other than the ores.
NIOSH says the
material of concern
was not present during
the period of interest
and, therefore, 10
pCi/L airborne radon
would be used to
estimate bounding
doses. SC&A
accepted.
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Issue/ . . ) . Actions per 3/26/07 SC&A Assessment of Board Work Group
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@.(0) ( 2) ( 2) WG Meeting (SC&A 2008a) NV, 1/1/08
(SC&A 2007a) (Roessler 2008)
exposure conditions that the (which is now an SEC period including investigating
Linde workers experienced [designated December 2005]), the location, content, and
during the period of operation | and the cited levels were used disposition of tailings
from 1942 to 1954. to estimate possible exposures piles that may have
to Ceramics Plant employees exposed workers to
from the radon at the radon,” and estimated
Tonawanda Laboratory, which potential radon exposures
began research and (Table 1, Comment 7,
development operation prior to Disposition).
the initiation of uranium ore
processing at the Linde
Ceramics Plant.
The assumed indoor radon
concentration was not based on
the detection threshold, which
was 1 pCi/L, not 10 pCi/L.
In December 2005, an SEC
class for Linde Ceramics
employees (which we interpret
to include Tonawanda
Laboratory personnel) was
established for October 1,
1942, through October 31,
1947, so radon exposures are
not considered for that period.
8/5 (Section 5.1.2.7, p. 46) We concur that there might be | NIOSH agreed in its Open/Closed: Open Closed. SC&A did not

Raffinate Trace

issues with assigning non-

written response to review

see the relationship
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(a).(b)

SC&A Site Profile Review®
(SC&A 2006a)

NIOSH Initial Response
(NIOSH 2007a)

SC&A Summary of
Actions per 3/26/07
Advisory Board Linde
WG Meeting
(SC&A 2007a)

SC&A Assessment of
(NIOSH 2007b)“
(SC&A 2008a)

Notes of the Linde
Board Work Group
Meeting, Las Vegas,

NV, 1/1/08
(Roessler 2008)

Radionuclides: The dose
consequences of raffinate trace
radionuclides have not been
adequately addressed in the
Linde Site Profile. Raffinate
contains Ac-227 and Pa-231,
which are in the U-235 decay
chain, as well as Th-230.
Possible doses from raffinate-
related exposures have not
been evaluated in the site
profile. Inhalation of even
small quantities of some
raffinates, such as filter cake
(one of the waste products at
Linde Site), could result in
significant doses to the
workers. The issue of potential
airborne contamination of
raffinates must be more
carefully assessed.

uranium intakes that have not
been adequately addressed.
This will be reviewed further.

further its treatment of
raffinate trace material.

Comment: NIOSH
performed an extensive
review of raffinate
characterization and
disposition to estimate
potential airborne
exposures. Table 4-2 in
NIOSH 2007 [NIOSH
2007b in this report]
presents isotopic data for
soils and sediments in
various site locations, and
Table 4-3 presents
progeny/U (total) ratios
for several isotopes. The
Linde Site Profile
(NIOSH 2006) [NIOSH
2006a in this report]
Table 5 presents uranium
intake fractions for
several nuclides,
determined by assuming
secular equilibrium of the
uranium progeny. It is
not clear to SC&A how
Table 4-2 in the NIOSH
response (NIOSH 2007)
[NIOSH 2007b in this
report] relates to Table 5
in the TBD and how the

between a table in the
NIOSH response and a
table in the TBD with
regard to raffinates.
SC&A agreed that
because any residue
after the SEC period
would be of a
magnitude that is not
of concern, that the use
of the ratios given in
Table 4-3 in the
NIOSH November
document would give
claimant-favorable
results.
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former values are
intended for use in dose
reconstruction.
9/6 (Section 5.1.2.8, p. 47) The work periods in Table 4 NIOSH’s new exposure | Open/Closed: Closed
Assigned Work Hours: The include lunch periods and model based on the
number of work hours used in | other non-operational periods |bioassay data Comment: SC&A
calculating occupational during which exposures are (Comment 2) will resolve |accepts NIOSH’s
internal and external doses for | likely to be lower. Parameters |this issue (bioassay data | response (Comment 2).
workers is inconsistent for used in deriving exposure automatically integrates
different periods of Linde estimates are included in the dose over time to obtain
operations and, therefore, not site profile and can be exposure).
claimant favorable. The site modified, based on claim-
profile represents in Table 4 specific details, by dose
(Davidson 2005, p. 24), and in | reconstructors. The
many other places, that assumption that unmonitored
workers at Linde had longer workers were exposed to what
workweeks than 40 hours per were judged as favorable
week, and, in some cases, the estimates of intakes and
workweeks were as long as 9 exposure rates appeared to
hours per day for 6 days a adequately balance this
week and 50 weeks per year. concern when the site profile
But in most instances, NIOSH | was developed, but this issue
uses the standard 40 hours per | will be reviewed in
week assumption for the conjunction with other items
missed dose estimation. This noted in these responses.
approach is not only
inconsistent, but also not
claimant favorable.
10/7 (Section 5.1.2.9, p. 47) The intake rate at Linde was See Comment 4. Open/Closed: Closed
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Table 2: Linde Issue Resolution Tracking Matrix

Issue/
Finding
(a).(b)

SC&A Site Profile Review®
(SC&A 2006a)

NIOSH Initial Response
(NIOSH 2007a)

SC&A Summary of
Actions per 3/26/07
Advisory Board Linde
WG Meeting
(SC&A 2007a)

SC&A Assessment of
(NIOSH 2007b)“
(SC&A 2008a)

Notes of the Linde
Board Work Group
Meeting, Las Vegas,

NV, 1/1/08
(Roessler 2008)

Surrogate Air Concentration
Data: Using the GM of air
concentration data of seven
AWE facilities in New York
from a 1949 AEC/NYOO
report (AEC 1949a) as
surrogate data to develop Linde
site-specific worker inhalation
intakes for the entire period of
Linde Operation from 1942 to
1954 is over-reaching and may,
potentially, underestimate the
missed occupational internal
dose to workers. This
approach is inappropriate,
because the surrogate data are
very limited and not
representative of the actual
Linde operation condition
because, at Linde, ventilation
was poor or non-existent, and
adequate radiation protection
practices had not yet been
developed in the earlier years
of operation.

based on the greatest time-
weighted average air
concentration reported for
Linde Ceramics in the
AEC/NYOO report for the
period 1947 to 1954. This
intake was not applied to the
period 1942 to 10/31/1947,
and was not based on the GM
of the seven AWE facilities
included in the NYOO report.
[It’s not clear why it is thought
that data in the NYOO report
are very limited for the seven
listed facilities, nor why it is
thought that ventilation was
worse at Linde than at other
facilities of the period.] There
is much evidence that radiation
protection practices were in
use and being further
developed at Linde Ceramics,
and that practices were in
place to limit air
concentrations and exposures.
Note that Linde Ceramics is
included in the SEC through
October 31, 1947.

Comment: SC&A
accepts NIOSH’s
response (Comment 2).
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11/11 (Section 5.1.2.10, p. 48) Use Data and calculations are NIOSH agreed (Comment | Open/Closed: Closed

of Geometric Mean Values:
The statistical analysis
approach used in the Linde Site
Profile is not bounding and,
most importantly, not claimant
favorable. In Table 6 of the
Occupational Internal Dose
Section (Davidson 2005, p.
33), the site profile lists the
GM or the GSD values for

available and will be provided
to the reviewer.

Whether a parameter is
claimant favorable or not is
only an issue if that parameter
cannot be defined. The use of
distributions to define
parameters is judged
reasonable in general by

20) that the estimated
coworker external doses
should be revised based
on the guidance of
ORAUT-OTIB-0020,
rather than the geometric
mean of a distribution
approach, and that
estimated internal doses
would be considered on a

Comment: SC&A
accepts NIOSH’s
response. As noted in the
NIOSH response for this
comment in Table 1,
“NIOSH agreed...that the
estimated co-worker
external doses should be
revised based on the

measured radon concentrations | NIOSH, and the regulations case-by-case basis to guidance of ORAUT-
during African ore processing. | and guidance governing this determine whether to use | OTIB-0020 [ORAUT
First, there are no supporting project refer to the use of GM or 95" percentile 2005a] rather than the
calculations or data to show distributions. data. geometric mean of a
how these geometrical distribution approach...”
quantities are calculated. In preparing the site profile,
Second, the use of GMs and the sentiment was that workers
GSDs of airborne radon would not likely have been
concentrations as default exposed to the higher end of
values could be considered the distributions for the
claimant neutral and not extended periods under
claimant favorable. Unless consideration, so assigning the
there is good reason to believe | whole distribution for
that a given worker was exposure periods of 2,040
exposed to the full distribution | hours per year was (and is)
of the measured concentrations | believed to be claimant
and could not have experienced | favorable for an operation that
protracted exposures to higher | no longer processed ore.
than average radon
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concentrations, it may be more | We will look again at the
appropriate to use the upper available radon data and the
95™ percentile as the default information used to estimate
exposure level. exposures. We will make the
compiled radon data and its
subsequent re-analysis
available for review.
12/9 (Section 5.1.2.11, p. 48) Lack | We do not believe the See Comment 4. Open/Closed: Closed

of Comprehensive
Uncertainty Analysis: There
are no uncertainties or potential
errors estimated for different
assumed parameters and
factors used in the estimation
of occupational internal dose in
the site profile. An assessment
of uncertainties, as required by
OCAS-IG-001 and OCAS-IG-
002, has not been adequately
developed for air concentration
and radon measurement data
used in lieu of the absence of
adequate bioassay data to
assign internal dose.

information gathered to create
the site profile is “inaccurate
and uncertain,” as stated in the
review; however, we do
acknowledge that dose
reconstructions are based on
the ability to define the
exposure conditions and apply
the appropriate measurement
data. We further acknowledge
that all measurements have
some uncertainty associated
with them, but note that this
does not invalidate the
measurements. Words such as
“probably,” “likely,” and
“assume” allow the reader to
clearly see what was based on
an author’s judgment versus
what was based on another
record, and do not imply that

Comment: SC&A
accepts NIOSH’s
response (Comment 2).
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Issue/
Finding
(a).(b)

SC&A Site Profile Review®
(SC&A 2006a)

NIOSH Initial Response
(NIOSH 2007a)

SC&A Summary of
Actions per 3/26/07
Advisory Board Linde
WG Meeting
(SC&A 2007a)

SC&A Assessment of
(NIOSH 2007b)“
(SC&A 2008a)

Notes of the Linde
Board Work Group
Meeting, Las Vegas,

NV, 1/1/08
(Roessler 2008)

the resulting analysis is
thought to be inaccurate and
uncertain.

University of Rochester and
AEC’s Health and Safety
Laboratory (HASL) provided
(or oversaw) the dosimetry
measurements used in the
internal dosimetry section of
the site profile.

OCAS-IG-001 does not
generally apply to air
concentration and radon
measurements. OCAS-1G-002
discusses uncertainty, but
states in Section 8.7. “It is
important to remember at this
point that if the preliminary
overestimate or underestimate
is conclusive, no uncertainty
analysis is required since the
estimate is already a bounding
case.” The site profile
uranium intakes for
unmonitored workers represent
what we believed to be a
bounding case. The
uncertainty associated with the
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Finding
(a).(b)

SC&A Site Profile Review®
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NIOSH Initial Response
(NIOSH 2007a)

SC&A Summary of
Actions per 3/26/07
Advisory Board Linde
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SC&A Assessment of
(NIOSH 2007b)“
(SC&A 2008a)

Notes of the Linde
Board Work Group
Meeting, Las Vegas,

NV, 1/1/08
(Roessler 2008)

radon exposure assignments is
encompassed by the defined
parameters for the lognormal
distribution. Detection
thresholds are listed for the
uranium urinalyses. Project
documentation (OTIB-0060)
[ORAUT 2007 in this
document] provides generic
information regarding
assignment of bioassay
uncertainties when fitting data
with IMBA and when
assigning doses in IREP.

Further uncertainty analysis
discussion is not likely to
influence dose estimates.
After another careful review of
42 CFR 81, 42 CFR 82, and
OCAS-IG-002, we do not see
that the assessment of
uncertainties, which are
encompassed by the
distributions (including
overestimates) of dose, are
inadequately described in the
site profile.

13/8

(Section 5.1.3, p. 49) Complex

We agree that the evaluation of

SC&A will produce

Open/Closed: Open

Closed. SC&A had
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Finding
(a).(b)

SC&A Site Profile Review®
(SC&A 2006a)

NIOSH Initial Response
(NIOSH 2007a)

SC&A Summary of
Actions per 3/26/07
Advisory Board Linde
WG Meeting
(SC&A 2007a)

SC&A Assessment of
(NIOSH 2007b)“
(SC&A 2008a)

Notes of the Linde
Board Work Group
Meeting, Las Vegas,

NV, 1/1/08
(Roessler 2008)

Missed External Dose
Surrogate System: The Linde
Site Profile uses a very
complex scheme to evaluate
missed occupational external
dose to Linde workers from
1942 to the present time. In
this scheme, NIOSH/ORAU
used a combination of film
badge data, solid sample
analysis results, and facility
field measurements to estimate
missed external doses to
workers in different periods of
the Linde operations. These
data are, however, limited and,
most importantly, not
facility/building specific.
Furthermore, the Linde Site
Profile uses different sets of
data to estimate worker beta
and gamma doses separately.

unmonitored external dose is
complicated, but note this is
because of the different
processes and monitoring data
available for different eras of
the Linde Ceramics operation.
Although there was an early
attempt to further complicate
the analysis by incorporating
building-specific information
into the analyses, it was
decided that for most
unmonitored workers and
unmonitored periods, it would
not be feasible to associate
specific workers for specific
periods with specific buildings
at a level that is even further
refined (and more
complicated) than is found in
the current site profile.

specific questions to
NIOSH to clarify/explain
external dose model (as
summarized in TBD
Table 36).

Comment: SC&A had
raised several questions
about NIOSH’s external
dose model and
summarized them in its
draft report, SC&A 2007
[SC&A 2007b in this
report]. Section 6.0 of the
NIOSH response (NIOSH
2007) [NIOSH 2007b in
this report] reproduces
and responds to the six
SC&A comments:

Comment 1: NIOSH
satisfactorily explains
how it derived the factor
of 3 and elaborates on
why it chose that value,
rather than a factor of 4.
NIOSH notes that “the
single value of 3 for both
beta and gamma
components was selected
for simplicity of
application. Since the
predominant external
radiation at Linde was
from beta, use of 3 for the

six subcomments about
NIOSH’s external dose
model. Three of
NIOSH’s responses
were accepted. The
three remaining ones
were resolved as
follows:

Subcomment 1: In
reference to factors for
back-converting doses
to an earlier stage in
the cleanup process,
SC&A (January
review) concluded that
it would be more
accurate to use
separate multiplication
factors (4.01 for
gamma and 1.29 for
beta), rather than using
a simplified 3.0 for
both beta and gamma.
NIOSH contends that
any underestimate for
gamma is
overwhelmed by the
overestimate for the
dominant beta dose.
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gamma component (as SC&A agreed that the
opposed to 4.01) is simplified approach

overshadowed by its
application for the beta
component (as opposed to
1.29)” (NIOSH 2007,
Section 6.0) [NIOSH
2007b in this report].
SC&A still believes that,
not withstanding some
gain in simplicity from
choosing a single
multiplication factor, it
would be more accurate to
use separate
multiplication factors for
the beta and gamma
components.

Comment 2: SC&A
accepts NIOSH’s
response.

Comment 3: SC&A
accepts NIOSH’s
explanation of why the
1976 survey was used.
However, it is still not
clear how the TBD
(NIOSH 2006) [NIOSH
2006a in this report]

will be acceptable,
since it produces the
higher overall
estimated dose.
Closed.

Subcomment 3: It was
not clear to SC&A
how one goes from
Table 13 to Table 14 in
the TBD. NIOSH
explained it. SC&A
accepted the
explanation and said it
is reasonable. Closed.

Subcomment 5: SC&A
said footnotes need to
be clearer in TBD
Table 36. NIOSH will
address the footnotes.
Closed.
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Issue/
Finding

(@).(b) (SC&A 2006a)

SC&A Site Profile Review®

NIOSH Initial Response
(NIOSH 2007a)

SC&A Summary of
Actions per 3/26/07
Advisory Board Linde
WG Meeting
(SC&A 2007a)

SC&A Assessment of
(NIOSH 2007b)“
(SC&A 2008a)

Notes of the Linde
Board Work Group
Meeting, Las Vegas,

NV, 1/1/08
(Roessler 2008)

Table 13 estimated beta
and gamma dose rates
referred to in table
footnote d are derived
from Table 14 Building
30 radiation survey
values.

Comment 4: SC&A
accepts NIOSH’s
response.

Comment 5: SC&A
accepts NIOSH’s
response that
“unfortunately, the
footnotes are not clear
enough to allow the
reader to easily reproduce
the listed values. It is
recognized that this table
will need to be clarified in
any document revision”
(NIOSH 2007, Section
6.0, Comment 5) [NIOSH
2007b in this report].

Comment 6: SC&A
accepts NIOSH’s
response.

14/8

(Section 5.1.3.4, p. 58) Film

To develop external dosimetry

See Comment 13. NIOSH

Open/Closed: Closed
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Badge Data: The use of the models for unmonitored will also look at the
1948 weekly film badge data coworkers, the available film | application of ORAUT- |Comment: SC&A
for assigning both beta and badge data from 1948-1949 OTIB-0020. accepts NIOSH’s
gamma doses during the (note there was a standby response. NIOSH
removal of equipment in period from 8/1/46-9/14/47 answered SC&A’s
Building 30 is not appropriate | and production did not start up comment on the use of
for the entire period from 1949 | until 11/1/1947) were initially film badge data by
to 1954. These beta and considered by job category referring to its response to
gamma dose assignments in (more than 50 categories for SC&A’s Comment 13,
Table 36 contain median the gamma results and more and by stating in Table 1
weekly photon doses and than 10 categories for beta). that “NIOSH will relook
weekly median electron doses | Because this scheme was at consistency with
for use of unmonitored workers | judged to be generally too ORAUT-OTIB-20,” Use
from 1942 to 1954. These complicated for application, of Coworker Dosimetry
dose assignments are not likely | the work categories were then Data for External Dose
to capture the full range of combined to obtain low, Assignment (ORAUT
external exposures during that | medium, and high groups 2005)[ORAUT 2005a in
time period. Table 36 is hardly | according to job title. Note this report]. NIOSH
representative of various that when the work category discusses application of
facilities and job functions that | cannot be determined, the high ORAUT-OTIB-0020 in
defined Linde operations and value would be used. Section 7.0 of its response
processes. Another problem in (NIOSH 2007) [NIOSH
Table 36 is that some of the This comment seems to ask for 2007b in this report].
beta and gamma doses cannot further assumptions SC&A agrees that the
be reproduced or traced back to | (complications) to be OTIB should be applied
the original sources. For considered, and to further appropriately to assign
example, there is no break down the data to apply it beta and gamma external
explanation or discussion on to yet smaller work groups. doses where there is a
how the 1947 and 1949 Although the fact that this site lack of claimant-specific
(beta/gamma/neutron) doses is included in an SEC through exposure data; any issues
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Issue/
Finding
(a).(b)

SC&A Site Profile Review®
(SC&A 2006a)

NIOSH Initial Response
(NIOSH 2007a)

SC&A Summary of
Actions per 3/26/07
Advisory Board Linde
WG Meeting
(SC&A 2007a)

SC&A Assessment of
(NIOSH 2007b)“
(SC&A 2008a)

Notes of the Linde
Board Work Group
Meeting, Las Vegas,

NV, 1/1/08
(Roessler 2008)

were calculated, since they are
all based on 1947-1949 weekly
film badge data presented in
Table 29 and Table 31 of the
site profile.

October 31, 1947, does not
imply that our methods to
assign individual doses from
the available data should be
less than rigorous, it does color
our judgment regarding how
much more detail needs to be
(and can be supported) in the
analyses. In addition, we feel
that an unmonitored worker
during the 1947-1949 period
had a reduced likelihood of
exposure from his/her
monitored coworker.

Table 36 does contain median
beta and gamma values, but
the instructions prior to the
table state these values are to
be used with a GSD of 3
(which produce a 95"
percentile dose that is a factor
of 6 greater than the median).
The neutron doses are assumed
to be constant.

The derivation of the 1947—
1949 beta and gamma doses is
explained in the text of the
sections with Tables 29 and

that may have arisen from
SC&A’s review of the
OTIB itself are not
considered here.
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31. The neutron doses are
separately estimated and
defined as upper bounds, and
explained in Section 4.3
(although we now note that
spontaneous fission was not
specifically considered).
15/8 (Section 5.1.3.5, p. 60) Survey | The Linde Ceramics source NIOSH will relook at Open/Closed: Closed

Measurement Data: Several
sets of survey measurement
data were used in the Linde
Site Profile to calculate the
missed beta and gamma doses
for workers from 1942 to 1954.
These survey measurements do
not cover the entire period of
Linde operation. SC&A
believes that NIOSH should
improve the use of these film
badge data, because significant
gaps exist for time periods
when workers were not
monitored for external or
internal exposure. In addition,
NIOSH did not evaluate or
attempt to evaluate the
adequacy, uncertainty, and
accuracy of these data. This

term consisted of uranium ore
and its progeny, which is
readily characterized and fairly
straightforward to measure.
Instrument surveys are almost
always biased (unless
particular measurement points
are defined in advance), due to
the fact that surveyors
typically attempt to find and
report values that represent the
greatest exposure rate or
contamination level. We
believe that the application of
a GSD of 3 to estimate
unmonitored worker exposures
adequately accounts for bias
and uncertainty. A rigorous
analysis of instrument
accuracy, bias, and uncertainty

consistency with
ORAUT-OTIB-0020.

Comment: SC&A
accepts NIOSH’s
response to “relook at
consistency with
ORAUT-OTIB-0020”
(Table 1). NIOSH
discusses application of
ORAUT-OTIB-0020
(ORAUT 2005a in this
report) in Section 7.0 of
its response (NIOSH
2007) [NIOSH 2007b in
this report].
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further weakens the assigned
missed worker beta and gamma
doses for the Linde workers.

[if such a rigorous study could
be done for these instruments
from the 1940s and 1950s] is
unlikely to change
compensability outcomes.
[The comment in this matrix
appears to confuse the subject
by mentioning both survey
instruments and film badge
data, and it is not clear which
film badge data are being
referenced in the third sentence
of this comment. ]

16/4

(Section 5.1.3.6, p. 61) Time-
Weighted Averages: Time-
weighted averages of external
exposure values contain
significant uncertainties and
frequently fail to capture doses
to workers in areas of high beta
or gamma fields. In the
external dosimetry section of
the Site Profile, NIOSH
determines the time-weighted
average beta and gamma
radiation dose rates during the
standby period from 1946 to
1947 by time-weighting the
dose rates with average worker

At this time, we are not aware
of any such high-dose or high-
risk tasks performed during the
standby period. Time-
weighting of exposures is
common practice and does
capture doses to workers in
high beta and gamma exposure
areas. Dosimetry worn by
individuals “automatically”
time-weights exposures.
OCAS-IG-001 states for
unmonitored workers, “At
some facilities, radiation
surveys were conducted and
this data, in conjunction with

See Comment 4. Also,
NIOSH will relook at
whether there were any
“high-risk”/’high-dose”
tasks that were not
considered.

Open/Closed: Closed

Comment: SC&A
accepts NIOSH’s
assessment of available
records to identify any
workers engaged in “high
exposure tasks” during
the standby period (1946—
1947).
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exposure times and summing frequency of exposure, should
to yield annual time-weighted be used to estimate the annual
averages by job category dose,” which means exposures
(Davidson 2005, p. 41). This should be time-weighted.
approach would certainly
underestimate the dose rates
for high-dose or high-risk tasks
in which a claimant might have
participated at the Linde Site.
17/0 (Section 5.1.3.7, p. 61) Doses from relatively lightly | e NIOSH to investigate |Open/Closed: Open Open. SC&A has a

Contaminated Burlap Bags:
During the interview in
Buffalo, Linde site experts and
past workers indicated that
there were many thousands of
used burlap bags stacked up in
the open bay area behind
Building 30 (see Attachment 3
of this review report). These
burlap bags were used for
transporting uranium ore to the
Linde site for processing.
After the end of the operation
period, these contaminated
burlap bags were stored behind
Building 30 awaiting disposal.
Many Linde workers, operation
staff, and administrative
personnel sat on these

contaminated burlap bags
would not compare to the
doses derived for the other
sources at Linde.
Consideration of exposures to
the burlap bags was included
in the dose calculations during
the ore processing period, and
the presence of these bags was
noted and can be considered in
individual dose
reconstructions. Note that
receipt of ore bags would not
have occurred at Linde after
July 31, 1946, although it’s
possible that the UO, (lower
dose rate) would have been
received in similar bags.

details of used burlap
bags—which bags
(formerly containing
African or domestic
ore) were stored at
which location and
during which periods
of time. This may
affect both internal and
external exposures.
Even though African
ores were processed
only during the SEC
period (pre-
10/31/1947), empty
bags that had
contained African ore
may have been around
longer (i.e., after

Comment: Section 5.0 of
the NIOSH response
discusses the “burlap bag
issue.” NIOSH concludes
that, “Based on the
reviewed historical
records, and considering
the fact that the period
during which the burlap
bags were staged and
burned is within the
current SEC period, a
revision to the current
dose reconstruction
methodology is not
warranted” (NIOSH 2007,
Section 5.0) [NIOSH
2007b in this report].

concern that comes
from a site expert
interview, which states
that the burlap bags
used to bring
“materials” to Linde
were stored behind
Building 30, and that
workers would sit on
these bags while
resting or eating lunch.
Other documents
indicate that the bags
had been removed after
the SEC period. The
WG decided that there
is not enough
information at this time
to validate the site
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Table 2: Linde Issue Resolution Tracking Matrix

SC&A Summary of Notes of the Linde
Issue/ . . ) . Actions per 3/26/07 SC&A Assessment of Board Work Group
Finding SC&A (SS'EG&P:;')&I:)G VIew NIO%SIér;lﬂazlol?)gzp))onse Advisory Board Linde (NIOSH 2007b)“ Meeting, Las Vegas,
@.®) WG Meeting (SC&A 2008a) NV, 1/1/08
(SC&A 2007a) (Roessler 2008)
contaminated bags during 1950). This, however, does not expert’s statement.
breaks and lunch periods over e NIOSH to determine adequately respond to the | NIOSH was asked to

a period of many years. They
definitely had been exposed at
close distance to beta and
gamma radiation sources left
over in those uranium
contaminated bags. The Linde
Site Profile does not estimate
the missed beta and gamma
doses to workers resulting from
sitting or standing next to those
contaminated burlap bags.

whether there was an
on-site incinerator to
burn used burlap bags
and, if so, the possible
effects on internal and
external exposures.

site expert interview
assertion that thousands
of burlap bags were still
stacked behind Building
30 after 1950; as stated in
the SC&A site profile
review: “During the
MED period, they stacked
all the contaminated
burlap bags in storage
area of Building 30.
These contaminated
burlap bags were kept in
there until they were
removed to be burned in
the incinerator in the late
1950s. Many of the
people working in
Building 30, including
operation personnel,
secretaries, and
maintenance workers,
would sit on those bags
resting or eating their
lunch. This went on for
many years” (SC&A
2006, Attach. 3, p. 112)
[SC&A 20064 in this

summarize all the facts
on this issue and meet
with SC&A to resolve
it. A technical call will
be set up as soon as
possible between
SC&A and NIOSH.
WG members can
participate.

Linde Assessment of Issues

40

NOTICE: This report has been reviewed for Privacy Act information and has been cleared for distribution.
However, this report is pre-decisional and has not been reviewed by the Advisory Board on Radiation and Worker
Health for factual accuracy or applicability within the requirements of 42 CFR 82.

SC&A — August 20, 2009




Table 2: Linde Issue Resolution Tracking Matrix

SC&A Summary of Notes of the Linde
Issue/ . . ) . Actions per 3/26/07 SC&A Assessment of Board Work Group
Finding SC&A (SS'EG&P:;')&I:)G VIew NIO%SIérélﬂazlol?)gzp))onse Advisory Board Linde (NIOSH 2007b)“ Meeting, Las Vegas,
@.®) WG Meeting (SC&A 2008a) NV, 1/1/08
(SC&A 2007a) (Roessler 2008)
report].
18/7 (Section 5.1.3.8, p. 62) We believe this comment does |See Comment 13. Open/Closed: Closed

Surrogate External Exposure
Data: The lack of complete
film badge data for the period
from 1942 to 1954 at Linde
Site represents a period for
which the potential for
unaccounted beta and gamma
doses is greatest. NIOSH’s use
of pre-cleanup survey data for
the pre-production period from
1942 to 1943, the use of eight
solid ore samples data for the
period from 1943 to 1946, the
use of a 1-day survey data in
six locations in Building 30 for
the period from 1946 to 1947,
the use of two 1-day pre-
cleanup survey data after
vacuuming and flushing in
Building 30 for 1949, and the
use of post-decontamination
survey data for 1950 is
complex, over-reaching,
inadequately supported, and,
likely, not claimant favorable.
In addition, the use of the 1948
film badge data collected

not accurately reflect the basis
or the considerations that went
into developing the exposure
estimates for unmonitored
workers. Although the
assigned doses are, in some
cases, based on a single study,
it is important to realize that
many records were reviewed
before these studies were
selected to derive unmonitored
worker dose estimates. In
addition, it should be noted
that the estimates of doses are
assumed to be central
estimates in a lognormal
distribution with a GSD of 3.

During the period 1942 to May
1943, production had not yet
started at the Ceramics Plant,
but because there was a
possibility of spread of
contamination from the
Tonawanda Laboratories,
estimates of exposure levels
from contamination measured

Comment: SC&A
accepts NIOSH’s
response, covered under
Section 6.0, on the
external dose model.
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SC&A Summary of Notes of the Linde
Issue/ . . ) . Actions per 3/26/07 SC&A Assessment of Board Work Group
Finding SC&A SS'EG&IT)Z]C(')I&RGV'GW NIOSSICI)rélﬂaZIOIT)gsponse Advisory Board Linde (NIOSH 2007b)“ Meeting, Las Vegas,
@.(0) ( 2) ( 2) WG Meeting (SC&A 2008a) NV, 1/1/08
(SC&A 2007a) (Roessler 2008)
during the removal of in later years were made.
equipment in Building 30 for
assigning both beta and gamma | The eight-sample contact
doses for the period from 1949 | measurements used as the
to 1954 is not appropriate, basis of beta dose estimates are
because these data do not samples of materials generated
account for external exposures | or used in different parts of the
to contaminated burlap bags, uranium processing and are not
contaminated soil, and other all ores. These contact
contaminated sources during measurements provide actual
the clean-up activities. information regarding potential
exposures in different parts of
the process.
We believe the estimates of
doses for unmonitored workers
are reasonable and tend to be
claimant favorable.
19/6 (Section 5.1.3.9, p. 62) Because work hours changed | See Comment 9. Open/Closed: Closed

Assigned Work Hours: The
Linde Site Profile states in
Table 4 (Davidson 2005, p. 24)
and several other sections that
workers had longer workweeks
than the standard 40 hours; as
high as 9 hours per day, 6 days
a week, and 50 weeks per year.
However, in calculating
external exposure values,

over time, and because
workers did not all work the
same number of hours, and
because exposure hours are not
always the same as work
hours, we don’t agree with this
comment.

As noted in the response to
Comment 9, the work periods

Comment: SC&A
accepts NIOSH’s
response.
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SC&A Summary of Notes of the Linde
Issue/ . . ) . Actions per 3/26/07 SC&A Assessment of Board Work Group
Finding SC&A SS'EG&IT)Z]C(')I&RGV'GW NIOSSICI)rélﬂaZIOIT)gsponse Advisory Board Linde (NIOSH 2007b)“ Meeting, Las Vegas,
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(SC&A 2007a) (Roessler 2008)
NIOSH uses different work- in Table 4 include lunch
hour values. SC&A believes periods and other non-
that applying these different operational periods during
work-hour values to the missed | which exposures are likely to
occupational external dose be lower. Parameters used in
estimation would deriving exposure estimates
underestimate the eventual are included in the site profile
missed dose or exposure and can be modified based on
assignments. NIOSH should claim-specific details.
use a set of consistent and
claimant-favorable work hours | The assumption that
for use in the dose unmonitored workers were
reconstruction. exposed to what were judged
as favorable estimates of
intakes and exposure rates
appeared to adequately balance
this concern when the site
profile was developed, but this
issue will be reviewed in
conjunction with other items
noted in these responses.
20/11 (Section 5.1.3.10, p. 63) 1. Although the reviewers NIOSH will review the Open/Closed: Closed
Geometric Values: The did not have access to the |GM vs. 95™ percentile
geometrical approach used in data and calculations to model based on the Comment: SC&A
the Linde Site Profile is not support the resulting guidance of ORAUT- accepts NIOSH’s
bounding and, most quantities, this should not | OTIB-020 (see also response to apply the
importantly, not claimant be a basis for inference Comments 11 and 15). coworker model in
favorable. In Tables 13, 14, that such information ORAUT-OTIB-0020
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(SC&A 2007a) (Roessler 2008)
15,17, 18, 21, 23, 24, 25, 26, does not exist. (ORAUT 2005).

29, 30, 31, 32, and 33, the site
profile lists the GM or the GSD
values for various assigned
default assumptions. First,
there are no supporting
calculations or data to show
how these geometrical
quantities are calculated.
Second, the geometrical
approach does not provide
maximized default values to
arrive at claimant-favorable
worker doses. Third, NIOSH
does not provide a comparison
of this geometrical approach
with NIOSH-prescribed 95"
percentile values. NIOSH
should re-evaluate the
uncertainties associated with
this geometrical approach.

There is no requirement
that we can find to
estimate maximum doses
for unmonitored workers.
The regulations,
guidance, procedures,
and the IREP input sheet
allow for dose
distributions to be
assigned.

At the time the Linde
external exposure
coworker model was
initially issued (May
2005), ORAUT-OTIB-
0020 (October 2005) was
not issued). After
reviewing this reference,
we note that for coworker
studies there are three
categories of exposure to
be considered: “the 50th
percentile doses are to be
applied if the worker was
likely exposed
intermittently, and the
95th percentile doses are
to be applied if the
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SC&A Summary of Notes of the Linde
I.ssu.e/ SC&A Site Profile Review® NIOSH Initial Response Ac_tions per 3/26{07 SC&A Assessmen(’(cl)of Boarq Work Group
Flndlng (SC&A 20062) (NIOSH 2007a) Advisory Board Linde (NIOSH 2007b) Meeting, Las Vegas,
@.®) WG Meeting (SC&A 2008a) NV, 1/1/08
(SC&A 2007a) (Roessler 2008)
worker was likely
exposed routinely.
External on-site ambient
doses are to be used
instead of external
coworker doses if the
worker was unlikely to
have been exposed.”
We agree, based on this ‘new
to the site profile team’
information, that the estimated
coworker doses in the Linde
site profile should be revisited.
21/9 (Section 5.1.3.11, p. 63) Lack | We do not believe the See Comment 12. Open/Closed: Closed
of Comprehensive information gathered to create
Uncertainty Analysis: An the site profile is “uncertain” Comment: SC&A
assessment of uncertainties, as | as stated in the review; accepts NIOSH’s
required by OCAS-IG-001 and | however, we do acknowledge response.
OCAS-IG-002, has not been that dose reconstructions are
adequately developed for air based on the ability to define
concentration and radon the exposure conditions and
measurement data used in lieu | apply the appropriate
of bioassay data to assign measurement data. We further
internal dose; and, for external | acknowledge that all
exposure data (including film measurements have some
badge beta and gamma uncertainty associated with
measurements, and survey them, but note that this does
measurements) used to assign not invalidate the
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Table 2: Linde Issue Resolution Tracking Matrix

Issue/
Finding
(a).(b)

SC&A Site Profile Review®
(SC&A 2006a)

NIOSH Initial Response
(NIOSH 2007a)

SC&A Summary of
Actions per 3/26/07
Advisory Board Linde
WG Meeting
(SC&A 2007a)

SC&A Assessment of
(NIOSH 2007b)“
(SC&A 2008a)

Notes of the Linde
Board Work Group
Meeting, Las Vegas,

NV, 1/1/08
(Roessler 2008)

external dose.

measurements. Words such as
“probably,” “likely,” and
“assumes” allow the reader to
clearly see what was based on
an author’s judgment versus
what was based on another
record, and do not imply that
the resulting analysis is
thought to be inaccurate and
uncertain.

OCAS-IG-001 does not
generally apply to air
concentration and radon
measurements.

Further uncertainty
analysis/discussion is not
likely to influence dose
estimates. After another
careful review of 42 CFR 81,
42 CFR 82, and OCAS-IG-
001, we do not see that the
assessment of uncertainties,
which are encompassed by the
lognormal distributions and
GSDs of 3 for beta and gamma
doses, and in the
overestimating nature of the
neutron doses, are
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(SC&A 2007a) (Roessler 2008)

inadequately assessed for the

purpose of compensation

determination.
22/10 (Section 5.1.4.1, p. 64) Estimates of external NIOSH will investigate | Open/Closed: Open Open. SC&A agreed

Outdoor Doses: The Linde
Site Profile does not address
missed occupational
environmental doses to
workers. NIOSH did evaluate
several potential outdoor beta
and gamma exposures to
workers, but, in some cases,
NIOSH ignores the outdoor
doses (Section 4.1.3.1.2, p. 46;
Section 4.1.3.2.2, p. 54) after
the doses are calculated.

exposures that might have
been received outdoors are
included in the Linde Ceramics
site profile, and these estimates
are specifically added to dose
estimates for the exposure
periods prior to production in
1943 and after production in
1946. The outdoor exposure
estimates for the 1943—-1946
period are 0.1 rem/y beta and
0.02 R/y gamma, as compared
to the assigned medians of 3 to
74 rem/y beta and 5.35 R/y
gamma, which are both
assigned a GSD of 3 (which
means the 95" percentile is a
factor of 6 times the median).
Further, it is noted that outdoor
exposures are not typically
included separately in
estimated external dose totals
in other site profiles, because
these are typically either
monitored by dosimetry or

whether it has accounted
for all outdoor sources
(e.g., waste piles, ore
piles, incinerators, burlap
bags).

Comment: SC&A asked
NIOSH to investigate
further outdoor
(environmental) doses to
workers. Section 9.0
notes that “raffinates were
moved off site (see
Section 4.0)” (NIOSH
2007, Section 9.0)
[NIOSH 2007b in this
report]. However, SC&A
would like further
consideration given to the
burlap bag issue raised in
Comment 17.

that this Comment can
be closed when
Comment 17 is closed.
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Table 2: Linde Issue Resolution Tracking Matrix

SC&A Summary of Notes of the Linde
Issue/ . . ) . Actions per 3/26/07 SC&A Assessment of Board Work Group
Finding SC&A (SS'EG&P:;')&I:)G VIew NIO%SIér;lﬂazlol?)gzp))onse Advisory Board Linde (NIOSH 2007b)“ Meeting, Las Vegas,
@.®) WG Meeting (SC&A 2008a) NV, 1/1/08
(SC&A 2007a) (Roessler 2008)
considered to be within the
assigned uncertainty of the
dose estimate.
Notes:

(a) “Issues” are referred to as “Comments” in some documents.

(b) “O” denotes Observation.

(c) SC&A 2006a (SC&A’s Site Profile Review) examined NIOSH 2005a (NIOSH’s Rev. 0 Site Profile).

(d) NIOSH 2007b, which SC&A 2008a responds to, is not included in this table, since NIOSH addresses the issues by topic rather than issue number.
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Table 3: Comparison of an Exposure Matrix for Linde Ceramics Plant (Including Tonawanda Laboratory),
ORAUT-TKBS-0025, Rev. 1 (NIOSH 2008a) to Rev. 0 (NIOSH 2005a) (reproduced from SC&A 2009a)

Item Description Comment

ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 0 Text

ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 1 Text

Additional information on
revisions to Document 01

Publication Record

Approved revision to change from a page change
revision (Rev. 00 PC-2-B) to a total rewrite (Rev. 01-
A) as a result of formal NIOSH review. Revised to
incorporate (1) change in facility designation, (2)
DOL interpretation of applicability of residual period
to Ceramics Plant, (3) resolution of Advisory Board
Working Group comments, and (4) clarified the
implementation instructions for SEC00044 for the
period October 1, 1942 through October 31, 1947.

Incorporates formal internal and NIOSH review
comments. Constitutes a total rewrite of the
document. Training required: As determined by the
Task Manager. Initiated by Joseph S. Guido.

1.0 Introduction Rev. 01 has additional language
indicating disclaimers to
designations of DOE/Atomic

Weapons Facilities.

N/A

In this document, the word “facility” is used as a
general term for an area, building, or group of
buildings that served a specific purpose at a site. It
does not necessarily connote an “atomic weapons
employer facility” or a “Department of Energy
[DOE] facility” as defined in the Energy Employees
Occupational Illness Compensation Program Act
[EEOICPA; 42 U.S.C. § 73841(5) and (12)].

EEOICPA defines a DOE facility as “any building,
structure, or premise, including the grounds upon
which such building, structure, or premise is located
... in which operations are, or have been, conducted
by, or on behalf of, the Department of Energy
(except for buildings, structures, premises, grounds,
or operations ... pertaining to the Naval Nuclear
Propulsion Program)” [42 U.S.C. § 73841(12)].
Accordingly, except for the exclusion for the Naval
Nuclear Propulsion Program noted above, any
facility that performs or performed DOE operations
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Table 3: Comparison of an Exposure Matrix for Linde Ceramics Plant (Including Tonawanda Laboratory),
ORAUT-TKBS-0025, Rev. 1 (NIOSH 2008a) to Rev. 0 (NIOSH 2005a) (reproduced from SC&A 2009a)

Item Description

Comment

ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 0 Text

ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 1 Text

of any nature whatsoever is a DOE facility
encompassed by EEOICPA.

For employees of DOE or its contractors with cancer,
the DOE facility definition only determines
eligibility for a dose reconstruction, which is a
prerequisite to a compensation decision (except for
members of the Special Exposure Cohort). The
compensation decision for cancer claimants is based
on a section of the statute entitled “Exposure in the
Performance of Duty.” That provision [42 U.S.C. §
7384n(b)] says that an individual with cancer “shall
be determined to have sustained that cancer in the
performance of duty for purposes of the
compensation program if, and only if, the cancer ...
was at least as likely as not related to employment at
the facility [where the employee worked], as
determined in accordance with the POC [probability
of causationl] guidelines established under
subsection (c) ...” [42 U.S.C. § 7384n(b)]. Neither
the statute nor the probability of causation guidelines
(nor the dose reconstruction regulation, 42 CFR Part
82) define “performance of duty” for DOE
employees with a covered cancer or restrict the
“duty” to nuclear weapons work (NIOSH 2007a).

The statute also includes a definition of a DOE
facility that excludes “buildings, structures,
premises, grounds, or operations covered by
Executive Order No. 12344, dated February 1, 1982
(42 U.S.C. 7158 note), pertaining to the Naval
Nuclear Propulsion Program” [42 U.S.C. §
73841(12)]. While this definition excludes Naval
Nuclear Propulsion Facilities from being covered
under the Act, the section of EEOICPA that deals
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Table 3: Comparison of an Exposure Matrix for Linde Ceramics Plant (Including Tonawanda Laboratory),
ORAUT-TKBS-0025, Rev. 1 (NIOSH 2008a) to Rev. 0 (NIOSH 2005a) (reproduced from SC&A 2009a)

Item Description

Comment

ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 0 Text

ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 1 Text

with the compensation decision for covered
employees with cancer [i.e., 42 U.S.C. § 7384n(b),
entitled “Exposure in the Performance of Duty”’]
does not contain such an exclusion. Therefore, the
statute requires NIOSH to include all occupationally
derived radiation exposures at covered facilities in its
dose reconstructions for employees at DOE facilities,
including radiation exposures related to the Naval
Nuclear Propulsion Program. As a result, all internal
and external occupational radiation exposures are
considered valid for inclusion in a dose
reconstruction. No efforts are made to determine the
eligibility of any fraction of total measured exposure
for inclusion in dose reconstruction. NIOSH,
however, does not consider the following exposures
to be occupationally derived (NIOSH 2007a):

* Background radiation, including radiation from
naturally occurring radon present in conventional
structures

* Radiation from x-rays received in the diagnosis of
injuries or illnesses or for therapeutic reasons

Under EEOICPA, employment at an AWE facility is
categorized as either (1) during the DOE contract
period (i.e., when the AWE was processing or
producing material that emitted radiation and was
used in the production of an atomic weapon), or (2)
during the residual contamination period (i.e.,
periods that NIOSH has determined there is the
potential for significant residual contamination after
the period in which weapons-related production
occurred). For contract period employment, all
occupationally derived radiation exposures at
covered facilities must be included in dose
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Table 3: Comparison of an Exposure Matrix for Linde Ceramics Plant (Including Tonawanda Laboratory),
ORAUT-TKBS-0025, Rev. 1 (NIOSH 2008a) to Rev. 0 (NIOSH 2005a) (reproduced from SC&A 2009a)

Item Description

Comment

ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 0 Text

ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 1 Text

reconstructions. This includes radiation exposure
related to the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program and
any radiation exposure received from the production
of commercial radioactive products that were
concurrently manufactured by the AWE facility
during the covered period. NIOSH does not consider
the following exposures to be occupationally derived
(NIOSH 2007a):

* Background radiation, including radiation from
naturally occurring radon present in conventional
structures

* Radiation from x-rays received in the diagnosis of
injuries or illnesses or for therapeutic reasons

For employment during the residual contamination
period, only the radiation exposures defined in

42 U.S.C. § 7384n(c)(4) [i.e., radiation doses
received from DOE-related work] must be included
in dose reconstructions. Doses from medical x-rays
are not reconstructed during the residual
contamination period (NIOSH 2007a). It should be
noted that under subparagraph A of 42 U.S.C. §
7384n(c)(4), radiation associated with the Naval
Nuclear Propulsion Program is specifically excluded
from the employee’s radiation dose. This exclusion
only applies to those AWE employees who worked
during the residual contamination period. Also,
under subparagraph B of 42 U.S.C. § 7384n(c)(4),
radiation from a source not covered by subparagraph
A that is not distinguishable through reliable
documentation from radiation that is covered by
subparagraph A is considered part of the employee’s
radiation dose. This site profile covers only
exposures resulting from nuclear weapons-related
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Table 3: Comparison of an Exposure Matrix for Linde Ceramics Plant (Including Tonawanda Laboratory),
ORAUT-TKBS-0025, Rev. 1 (NIOSH 2008a) to Rev. 0 (NIOSH 2005a) (reproduced from SC&A 2009a)

Item Description

Comment

ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 0 Text

ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 1 Text

work.

Exposures resulting from non-weapons-related work,
if applicable, will be covered elsewhere.

1.1

Purpose Added to Rev. 1

Also disclaimers on infeasibility
of dose reconstruction prior to
1947

This site profile document provides an exposure
matrix for workers at the Tonawanda Laboratory and
Linde Ceramics Plant facilities of the Linde Air
Products Company (LAPC) in Tonawanda, New
York.

NIOSH has determined, and the Secretary, Health
and Human Services has concurred, that it is not
feasible to reconstruct internal radiation dose for
“Atomic weapons employees who worked at the
Linde Ceramics Plant from October 1, 1942, through
October 31, 1947, and who were employed for a
number of work days aggregating at least 250 work
days either solely under this employment or in
combination with work days occurring within the
parameters (excluding aggregate work day
requirements) established for other classes of
employees included in the SEC” (HHS 2005).

Subsequent correspondence (Elliott 2006) confirms
that the Tonawanda Laboratory (as well as all other
buildings on the Linde Site) are included in this class
designation (cohort). Reconstruction of external
exposure (including medical x-ray examinations) has
been determined to be feasible (HHS 2005).

For any claim referred to NIOSH regarding an
employee, (1) who was employed during the Cohort
period, but because of limited employment during
this period, is not a member of the Cohort, or (2)
who is a member of the Cohort and whose cancer is
not defined as a specified cancer under EEOICPA
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ORAUT-TKBS-0025, Rev. 1 (NIOSH 2008a) to Rev. 0 (NIOSH 2005a) (reproduced from SC&A 2009a)

Item Description

Comment

ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 0 Text

ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 1 Text

(and so is not eligible for compensation under
EEOICPA without a dose reconstruction), NIOSH
will continue to attempt to complete a dose
reconstruction for the exposure period based solely
on external and medical x-ray radiation sources.
However, because of the SEC determination (HHS
2005) that it is infeasible to adequately reconstruct
internal dose during the period October 1, 1942
through October 31, 1947, dose estimates for this
period are considered partial dose estimates.

1.2

Scope Added to Rev. 1

This document covers both facilities. The
information in this site profile supports the assumed
operational and residual contamination periods listed
below. DOL has determined that the residual
contamination period for the Tonawanda Laboratory
is also applicable to the Ceramics Plant (Turcic
2008). Although cleanup activities at the Ceramics
Plant continued into July of 1954, the designated
covered period for this facility ends in 1953. Post-
1953 exposures are also covered under the
EEOICPA, but this period is termed the residual
exposure period. Because the activities and exposure
potential at the Ceramics Plant during the first part of
1954 (January 1 through July 7) are the same as in
the immediately previous period (1950 to 1953),
information on reconstruction of dose for the period
from January 1 through July 7 is included in the
operational period section of this document. The
instructions in this document for reconstruction of
dose at the Ceramics Plant during the residual period
(as defined by DOL as starting on January 1, 1954)
pertain to exposures starting after July 7, 1954. July
7, 1954 is used as the definitive end of the
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decontamination period at the Ceramics Plant, based
on the date of the final survey of the facility, which
is documented in a memorandum from the New
York Operations Office (NYOO) to Union Carbide
that asserts that the decontamination requirements of
the contract were fulfilled (Eisenbud 1954).

Section 2.0 describes the site and its operational
history. Sections 3.0 and 4.0 describe estimation of
internal and external exposure from 1942 to July 7,
1954, respectively. Section 5.0 describes
occupational medical exposure. Section 6.0 provides
information on exposures during the residual
contamination period after 1953. Attributions and
annotations, indicated by bracketed callouts and used
to identify the source, justification, or clarification of
the associated information, are presented in Section
7.0.

Attachment A contains data that was used in
analyzing exposures of workers to beta radiation.
Attachment B lists codes and special terminology in
the LAPC records. Attachment C shows data
sources on uranium progeny concentrations, and
Attachment D provides a uranium coworker
assessment for November 1947 to January 1950.
Attachment E provides an assessment of dose
consequences from uranium ore bag that were stored
on the site during the post-operations period.

2.6

Additional Narrative on
Decontamination During
MED/AEC contract period
doesn’t appear in Rev. 1

This document assumes the end date of the
Ceramics Plant cleanup period to be the date of
turnover of the four Ceramics Plant production
buildings to Linde for its use. This date is
sometimes stated as 1953 (see, for example, ACE
Buffalo 2004a, Response to Question 4).
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However, Harris (1954) indicates that the
decontamination of Building 38 was not complete
as of April 1954. For dose reconstruction, it is
assumed that turnover did not occur until

December 31, 1954.

3.0 Change in estimation of Internal | This section develops parameters for This section develops parameters for reconstruction
exposure to remove dates prior reconstruction of doses due to internal exposures of doses due to internal exposures from November 1,
to 11-1-1947. Also change in from October 1, 1942, the assumed start date of 1947, until July 7, 1954. HHS has determined, and
last sentence. MED work at Linde, until December 31, 1954, the | NIOSH has concurred, that it is not feasible to

assumed date of initial cleanup completion and reconstruct internal exposure prior to November 1,
building turnover from MED/AEC to Linde. 1947 (HHS 2005).

.....Continued lower level exposures to uranium ...Continued lower-level exposures to uranium
progeny and to radon are assumed, because some progeny and to radon were assumed, because some
radioactive waste was disposed on site and radioactive waste was disposed of on the site, and
because initial cleanup was not completed until the | because initial cleanup was not completed until the
end of 1954; however, for the Ceramics Plant, the end of 1954; however, for the Ceramics Plant, the
uranium exposures would have dominated during | uranium exposures would have dominated during the
the 1947 to 1954 period. post-1946 period.

3.1 Detail from Rev. 00 removed As of this writing, the pre-1947 operational period | After the ore processing, Linde began a standby

from Rev. 01, including dose
reconstruction standards.

intakes are reserved. Therefore, the pre-1947
information is provided only as a description of
what the likely upper bound exposures might have
been, and is not currently planned for use in Linde
dose reconstruction.

Document No. ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Revision 00,
Effective Date: 05/31/2005 Page 28 of 94 for the
pre-1947 period, the MAC would have been
assumed to be based on inclusion of uranium’s
alpha emitting progeny. Although short-term
exposures might have exceeded 300 MAC, it is
very unlikely that long-term exposures would
have. A review of the predicted urinalyses, kidney

period. It was assumed that exposures decreased to
0.1 MAC at the Tonawanda Laboratory after cleanup
in 1946 until December 31, 1953. Based on reviews
of later air concentrations at Linde and reviews of air
concentration data from other sites, most workers’
exposures would have been much lower during these
periods.

The standby period at Linde Ceramics was assumed
to end on September 14, 1947. Rehabilitation of the
Step III process was assumed to begin on September
15, 1947, and continue through October 31, 1947.
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burdens, and lung burdens, indicate that it is highly
unlikely that an individual would have sustained
exposures like these for any length of time.
Evidence of sustained exposure to the more
soluble uranium compounds might have shown up
in the medical urinalyses, as increases in proteins
and glucose in the urine (note that other conditions
can also account for these increases). The
assumption of air concentrations at 300 MAC
seems adequate to provide a quick estimate of
exposure, and although the Type F uranium
bioassay results are high, they do not seem
inconceivable for some workers during this early
period. However, it is also likely that Linde
workers were exposed to a mixture of uranium
absorption types. The analysis of radium
exposures in Section 3.8 is partially based on the
assumption of alpha activity air concentrations of
300 MAC during Linde’s ore processing period.

After the ore processing, Linde began a standby
period. It was initially and arbitrarily assumed that
exposures decreased to 1 MAC during the standby
period at the Ceramics Plant, and that exposures
decreased to 0.1 MAC at the Tonawanda
Laboratory after cleanup in 1946 until the end of
cleanup at the Ceramics Plant in 1954. Based on
reviews of later air concentrations at Linde, and
reviews of air concentration data from other sites,
it is believed that most workers’ exposures would
have been much lower during these periods.

The standby period at Linde Ceramics was
assumed to end on September 14, 1947.
Rehabilitation of the Step III process was assumed
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to begin on September 15, 1947 and continue
through October 31, 1947. Intakes from the
standby and rehabilitation periods are reserved.
Beginning November 1, 1947 at Linde Ceramics,
workers were assumed to be exposed to 33 MAC
and it was assumed this exposure continued
through cleanup in 1954. Uranium progeny are
not included in this later period, because only
refined uranium was used and because the dose
from intakes of contamination left from earlier
work would have been insignificant compared to
the dose to uranium during operations.

To simplify calculations, it assumed that the
workweek was 40 hours long during all years,
although it is likely that the workweek for many
was in excess of 40 hours especially during the
earlier years.

The assumed air concentrations are sufficiently
large to account for any differences in actual hours
exposed.

Dose reconstructions should assume International
Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP)
Publication 66 default parameters for particle
deposition (ICRP 1994).

3.2.1 Rewording of sentence

Note that it is possible that the January 1948
determination level of 0.1 mg/L is a typographical
error, because this is the same as the determination
level reported for (nonradioactive) fluoride
urinalysis, and because there seems to be no
change in the format of the numbers reported.

The January 1948 determination level of 0.1 mg/L is
assumed to be a typographical error because this is
the same as the determination level reported for
(nonradioactive) fluoride urinalysis and because
there seems to be no change in the format of the
reported numbers.

3.2.1 Additional data in Rev. 01

NA

Analysis of Coworker Bioassay Data for Internal
Dose Assignment (ORAU 2005d) describes the

Linde Assessment of Issues

58

SC&A — August 20, 2009

NOTICE: This report has been reviewed for Privacy Act information and has been cleared for distribution.
However, this report is pre-decisional and has not been reviewed by the Advisory Board on Radiation and Worker
Health for factual accuracy or applicability within the requirements of 42 CFR 82.




Table 3: Comparison of an Exposure Matrix for Linde Ceramics Plant (Including Tonawanda Laboratory),
ORAUT-TKBS-0025, Rev. 1 (NIOSH 2008a) to Rev. 0 (NIOSH 2005a) (reproduced from SC&A 2009a)

Item Description

Comment

ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 0 Text

ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 1 Text

general process used for analyzing bioassay data for
assigning doses to individuals based on coworker
results. Bioassay results described above were
analyzed in accordance with this procedure
(Attachment D). The results of this analysis are
presented in Tables 3-1 and 3-2. Individual uranium
urinalysis results should be used to determine
internal exposure to the individual when they are
available. Where individual results are not available,
the coworker data included in Attachment D and
summarized in Tables 3-1 and 3-2 are to be used to
estimate internal exposures that are favorable to
claimants.

Table 3-1. Chronic intake rate for Type M uranium (pCi/d).

50th-percentile
Start date End date value GSD
11/01/1947 07/07/1954 74 40
Table 3-2. Chronic intake rate for Type S uranium (pCi/d).
50th-percentile
Start date End date value GSD
11/01/1947 07/07/1954 1884 43

33

Disclaimer on Radium in Rev.

01

All radium compounds are lung absorption Type
M. Radon breath analyses have been used to
provide information on the amount of radium in
the body and are available for some Linde
workers.

Assignment of radium exposures when radon
breath analyses are not available or cannot be
interpreted is addressed below in Section 3.4.

HHS has determined, and NIOSH has concurred that
it is not feasible to reconstruct internal exposure
prior to November 1, 1947 (HHS 2005). Information
on radon exposure prior to November 1, 1947, is
provided only as a basis for extrapolation afterwards
and is not intended to be used during the period in
which reconstruction of internal dose has been
determined to be infeasible.
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34

Data on Uranium Progeny in
Rev. 00 deleted and replaced by
disclaimer in Rev. 01.

In the absence of data on exposures to uranium
progeny, their intake rates are determined by
assuming secular equilibrium. Table 5 lists
equilibrium-based ratios for uranium progeny of
particular interest in dose reconstruction.
Absorption types for their likely chemical forms
are also shown. The intake ratios provide
reasonably realistic estimates of intakes of progeny
due to dust from African ore.

The uranium activity fractions overestimate
relative intakes of most progeny when the dust is
from preprocessed domestic ore. They may
underestimate intakes of progeny when the dust is
from filter cakes or waste products that contain
uranium progeny, but very little uranium. The
ratios in Table 5 are for use for the entire 1943—
1946 production period for all workers, even
though only about 70% of the ore processed was
African ore (see Section 2.3.2) and many workers
handled only refined uranium materials. This,
along with the claimant-favorable assumptions
made in the estimation of worker dust exposures,
is judged to provide sufficient overestimation to
balance any underestimation associated with the
handling of waste products.

Note that the uranium fractions are applied when
the activity of uranium is known. The activity
fractions for gross alpha are applied to data
measured as alpha activity.

Tabie 5_Int for yrarnmem progeny,

s | Alsosption type
T WS

Ceramics Plant 1943 to 1946 Production, and
Tonawanda Laboratories

HHS has determined, and NIOSH has concurred, that

it is not feasible to reconstruct internal exposure
prior to November 1, 1947 (HHS 2005).
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34

More detail on production and

cleanup in Rev. 01

Ceramics Plant 1947-1949 Step 111 Production,

Ceramics Plant 1947 to 1949 Step 111 Production

and Subsequent Initial Cleanup

During this period, refined uranium materials were
handled. None of the progeny listed in Table 5
would have been present in significant quantities,
compared to the uranium at the Ceramics Plant.

and Subsequent Initial Cleanup

During this period, refined uranium materials were
handled. None of the uranium progeny would have
been present in significant quantities in the refined
uranium materials but, to account for uranium
progeny potentially present from past activities and
resuspended during decontamination and
decommissioning (D&D) activities, data from the
postoperations period was reviewed to determine
bounding activity ratios (Attachment E). Table 3-3
presents bounding indoor uranium progeny ratios.

Document No. ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Revision No.
01 Effective Date: 11/04/2008 Page 32 of 102 for
use for dose reconstruction for the period from
November 1, 1947, through July 7, 1954. The values
in this table were the highest observed values from
the indoor and storm sewer sampling locations.

Table 3-3. Progeny to uranium ratios.
Progeny/U (total) Ratio to uranium
Th-230/U 0.26
Ra-226/U 0.21
Po-210/U° 0.21
Ac-227/U 0.29
Pa-231/U 0.01

a. Po-210 activity not reported, assumed to be the
same as parent (Ra-226)

3.5

Disclaimer on Radon added to

Rev. 01

HHS has determined, and NIOSH has concurred that
it is not feasible to reconstruct internal exposure
prior to November 1, 1947 (HHS 2005). Information
on radon exposure prior to November 1, 1947 is
provided only as a basis for extrapolation afterwards
and is not intended to be used during the period in
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which reconstruction of internal dose has been
determined to be infeasible.

35.1

Detail on analysis methodology
not carried through to Rev. 01

To simplify, this analysis assumes that workers,
who were likely to spend the majority of their time
in process areas, or in boxcars (where some of the
highest radon levels were measured, about 200
times tolerance), or whose jobs were unknown,
were exposed to 99.3 pCi/L of radon for

2,040 hours (12 work-months) per year prior to
standby. Workers who did not work or have their
offices in the process buildings are assumed to
have been exposed to 22.4 pCi/L of radon prior to
standby.

Because a job in current times might not be in or
near a process area, does not mean the same held
true 60 years ago. Nurses, some stenographers,
launderers and seamstresses, and some clerical
workers had jobs or locations that put them in
contact with the uranium and progeny (Homes
1944b).

The initial period of African ore processing was
followed by a second period of domestic ore
processing. Thirteen measurements of radon
concentration during the domestic ore processing
were available. The GM of the measurements,
assuming the <LOD values were equal to the
LOD, was 9.1 pCi/L. To estimate exposure during
this domestic ore processing period, both indoor
and outdoor radon concentrations were assumed to
be 10 pCi/L.

N/A
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Table 7. Ceramics Plant worker radon exposures rates, 1942-
1954

Time-weighted Exposure
concentration rate
Periodiwork location (pCiIL) (WLM/y)
10171942 to 773111948
In process and research areas EEE] 4786
Ot IN process and research areas 77 T.02
8171946 fo 127131954
All workers 10.0 0.480

3 5 . 1 Pre- 1 947 Radon rates deleted Table 8 summarizes the assumed radon concentrations and resulting exposures. Table 3-5. Ceramics Plant worker radon exposures rates, 1947 to 1954.
N Table 8 T da Laborat d tes. 19421954 . . Timefwgighlad. Exposure rate
from table in Rev. 01 able S(ainé‘:ir; a aE nc;ra ary ;-?mc;m vzgr?%lgclg‘:::mmﬁm E"'}'{.’\f[‘,ﬁy’}m& 1”01’192%;_.3?%%2 é(‘]icﬂlmn concentration (pCi/L) (WLM/yr)
RED and cleanip All workers T 10.0 T 0.480
10/01/42 12131146 425 204
Post-cleanup
01/01/47 12/31/54 — 0.202
36 P 1947 Inhalati Intak Tatle 5, Asaumed imbome cont used 1o estimate intakes. Table 3-7. Assumied airborme concenlrabions wsed 1 estimate intakes al the Tonavwanda Laboralory
. re.- nhala l'OIl ntake mmscu::::ar_l Frd | Activily deseripion ] TRAT | alpha dper Sower | S 7 - I:ﬁillﬂ?::?sulpnlon EMAC [ domin 1u|.1-=u-;s\°4‘.l‘:.-=:-ogen_,
Estimates of Particulates L ;:;;-:;;f; T M L _E;m rppeiont
Removed from Rev. 01 i e
TC:\I_:I'{I_Z['!‘_SE:I‘.JGI\'. THITT4E | Uvairium o resasarch | Arsarcvasd | Rl Uiaaniiurm and progesny
TATTEAT TIITTEA | Fost | (A 7 T anium and progeny
3.6 Different constants in alpha For example, the annual uranium inhalation intake | For example, the annual uranium inhalation intake
b b
fraction of uranium resulting in due to chronic exposure at 0.1 MAC is estimated due to chronic exposure at 0.1 MAC was estimated
difference in annual inhalation by multiplying the air concentration of 7 dpm/m’ by multiplying the air concentration of 7 dpm/m’ by
intake calculations by the alpha fraction of uranium, 0.402; the ICRP | the alpha fraction of uranium (0.489), the ICRP
recom athing rate o ublication recommended breathin,
66 (ICRP 1994 mended breathing rate of Publication 66 (ICRP 1994) recommended breath
1.2 m3/h; and the assumed 2000 work-hours per rate of 1.2 m’/hr, and the assumed 2,000 workhours
calendar year. This results in an annual chronic per calendar year. This results in an annual chronic
inhalation intake of 6.75E+03 dpm, which is equal | inhalation intake of 8..215 x 103 dpm, which is equal
to a daily intake rate of 18.5 dpm/day. For the to a daily intake rate of 22.5 dpm/d.
assumed exposure at 33 MAC, no alpha activity is
apportioned to progeny, so the daily uranium
intake would be 1.52E+04 dpm/day.
3.7 Ingestion Intake Estimates at In the case where inhalation intakes are calculated

Tonawanada Laboratories have
different computation.

from air concentrations, ingestion intakes are also
to be considered. NIOSH (2004) indicates that the
ingestion rate, in terms of dpm for an §-hour

In the case where inhalation intakes are calculated
from air concentrations, ingestion intakes are also to
be considered. NIOSH (2004) indicates that the
ingestion rate, in terms of dpm for an §-hour
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workday, can be estimated by multiplying the air
concentration in dpm per cubic meter by a factor
of 0.2, so the uranium ingestion rate based on an
air concentration of 7 alpha dpm/m® would be
0.563 dpm/workday. To adjust this to ingestion
intake per calendar day, 0.563 dpm/workday is
multiplied by 250 workdays per year and divided
by 365 days per year, which equals 0.385
dpm/day. For the assumed exposure at 33 MAC,
no alpha activity is apportioned to progeny, so the
daily uranium intake would be 316 dpm/day. In
accordance with NIOSH 2004, the f1-value used
for inhalation dose calculations is to be used for
ingestion dose calculations.

workday, can be estimated by multiplying the air
concentration in dpm per cubic meter by a factor of
0.2, so the uranium ingestion rate based on an air
concentration of 7 alpha dpm/m® would be

0.563 dpm/wd. To adjust this to ingestion intake per
calendar day, 0.685 dpm/wd was multiplied by

250 wd/yr and divided by 365 d/yr, which equals
0.469 dpm/d. In accordance with NIOSH (2004), the
f1-value used for inhalation dose calculations is to be
used for ingestion dose calculations.

3.8

Consideration of Bioassay Data
removed from Rev. 01.

Predicted uranium urinalysis results, provided in
Table 10, were calculated for the last day of
assumed chronic intake periods of 30 and 60 days,
0.5 years, 1 year and extended annually thereafter
through the end of operations, assuming the
estimated inhalation and ingestion intakes of
natural uranium were based on a uranium air
concentration of 33 MAC. A cursory review of
the highest uranium urinalysis data from facilities
that handled uranium in large quantities
(Mallinckrodt, Harshaw, Hanford, ORNL, K-25,
Paducah, and Portsmouth) indicates that results
exceeding 10 mg/L are rare and that most results
are less than 1 mg/L. At the Ceramics Plant,
where the first Linde uranium bioassays were
performed after standby, [[RERES of the available
urinalysis results exceeded 1 mg/L. Subsequent
results from these individuals were much lower.
From November 1947 through January 1950, most

N/A
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Linde uranium urinalyses (about 95%) were less
than 0.1 mg/L, but it is notable that exposures
would likely have been lower during this period
than in the earlier days of operations.

The predicted results in Table 10 do not seem
inconsistent with the limited Linde urinalyses.

Table 10. Predicted uranium urinalyses from
Ceramics Plant assumed inhalation and
ingestion chronic uranium intake from
November 1, 1947 to December 31, 1954
based on 33 MAC in air.

Bioassay Type M Type S
date dpm/d mg/L dpm/d mg/L
12}I/1948 566 0.3 18 0.01
12/§/1948 661 0.3 20 0.01
1949 853 0.4 28 0.01

1948 961 0.5 36 0.02
1949 1,013 0.5 48 0.02
1950 1,022 0.5 57 0.03
1951 1,026 0.5 64 0.03
1952 1,028 0.5 70 0.03
1953 1,031 0.5 74 0.03
11/@/1954 1,033 0.5 77 0.04
12/4/1954 1,033 0.5 78 0.04

*Mass results assume natural uranium exposure

Given a chronic exposure to uranium and its alpha
emitting progeny at 300 MAC, the activity fraction
of Ra-226 would be 0.196, which means that the
chronic inhalation rate would be 2.7E+04 dpm/d.

This gives a whole-body activity of 2.6E+05 dpm
at one year, and about 4.0E+05 dpm at 4 years
(calculated using IMBA Expert (OCAS), Version
3.2.20). The Ra-226 body activity was estimated
using the largest breath radon result found for
Linde, 2.2 pCi/L, by multiplying the radon result
by a conversion factor of 2.52E+05 pCi/(pCi/L)
(ORAUT 2005) [ORAUT 2005a in this report].
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Table 3: Comparison of an Exposure Matrix for Linde Ceramics Plant (Including Tonawanda Laboratory),
ORAUT-TKBS-0025, Rev. 1 (NIOSH 2008a) to Rev. 0 (NIOSH 2005a) (reproduced from SC&A 2009a)

Item Description

Comment

ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 0 Text

ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 1 Text

This gives a body activity of 5.5 E+05 pCi, which
is equal to 1.2 E+06 dpm, and is within a factor of
3 of the estimated intake from a 4-year chronic
exposure to 300 MAC. Because other Linde radon
breath analyses are lower, and because a chronic
exposure scenario may not best represent a
worker’s exposure pattern, the assumption of 300
MAC chronic exposure was believed to be
adequate for reconstructing doses in the pre-1947
research and production period, but at this time
this period is reserved.

HHS has determined, and NIOSH has concurred, that

3.8 Occupational Internal Dose at : -
Reconstruction Assumptions it is not feasible to reconstruct internal exposure
and Summary Disclaimer prior to November 1, 1947 (HHS 2005).
added in Rev. 01.

3.8 Summary table for 00 starts at
1942, Rev. 01 starts at 1947.

4.0 ESTIMATION OF EXTERNAL Because of the SEC determination (HHS 2005) that
EXPOSURE, 1942-1954 it is infeasible to adequately reconstruct internal dose
Dislaimer for pre-1947 data in during the period October 1, 1942 through October
Rev. 01 31, 1947, dose estimates for this period are

considered partial dose estimates.

4.0 Additional statement on For the purpose of calculation of organ dose, all
measurement assumptions for exposure geometries are assumed to be
Beta Radiation in Rev. 01 anteriorposterior (AP).

4.1.1 Differing titles, subparagraph 4.1.1 Post-production Radiation in Building 30 | 4.1.1 Preproduction, 1942 to 1943

(typo?)

Little information was available on radiation levels
in Ceramics Plant buildings during periods of
nonproduction. Estimates for these periods were
based on measurements made after the end of
production in Building 30, the main processing

Linde Assessment of Issues

66

SC&A — August 20, 2009

NOTICE: This report has been reviewed for Privacy Act information and has been cleared for distribution.
However, this report is pre-decisional and has not been reviewed by the Advisory Board on Radiation and Worker
Health for factual accuracy or applicability within the requirements of 42 CFR 82.




Table 3: Comparison of an Exposure Matrix for Linde Ceramics Plant (Including Tonawanda Laboratory),
ORAUT-TKBS-0025, Rev. 1 (NIOSH 2008a) to Rev. 0 (NIOSH 2005a) (reproduced from SC&A 2009a)

Item Description

Comment

ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 0 Text

ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 1 Text

building.

4123 Cleanup section placed at end of
section in Rev. 01
4122 New information in Rev. 01 for Film badges were provided by the Medical Section
“Gamma” of the MED (presumably the University of
Rochester).
413 Standby Section only in Rev. 01 4.1.3 Standby, 1946 to 1947

Little information is available about the status of
activities during the standby period. It is likely that
the onsite staff consisted primarily of a small number
of management and janitorial personnel— both of
whom worked primarily in an office environment—
and guards. For dose reconstruction, each worker
during standby was classified as either a guard or a
general worker, and worker time was assumed to
have been spent in an office building, in production
buildings, and outdoors. Averaged over the entire
standby period, each worker's allocation of time was
assumed to have been as indicated by the occupancy
factors in Table 4-13.

Table 4-13. Ceramics Plant beta and gamma radiation rates dunng stanaly.
Time-welghted radiation rote’
Office | Preduction | Outdeors | Beta [remdyr) | Gamma [Riyr}
0000 DEME D66 ib) ib)
0000 | 0131 | 0.131 {b) (]

ctor

woker | 0,833 | U111 | 0086 [ 304E01 | e91EDZ

G [ 0756 | 0111 0133 | 4.46E.01 85TE02

a.  Basedon 9.0 hrd exposure, § dhwk, 50 widyr. Based on the undertying data and judgment, a GS0 of
38 asaignad Tha heka and garmma raes ane for he whols body,

b, Mot apglcadie

Measurements were made at 1 in. from the surface of
interest. The results were reported as 0 R/8 hr for
four of the locations and 0.005 R/8 hr (0.625 mR/hr)
for the other two locations (each near an ore
dumping grill) (Howland 1946). Because the
dumping grill was one of the most contaminated
spots in the plant, the exposure rate there was not
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Table 3: Comparison of an Exposure Matrix for Linde Ceramics Plant (Including Tonawanda Laboratory),
ORAUT-TKBS-0025, Rev. 1 (NIOSH 2008a) to Rev. 0 (NIOSH 2005a) (reproduced from SC&A 2009a)

Item Description

Comment

ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 0 Text

ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 1 Text

considered typical of the conditions that would have
been encountered upon occasional entry during
standby. Instead, the indoor gamma and beta levels
for a production building were taken as the values in
Table 4-1 before vacuum cleaning and flushing.

Outdoor gamma and beta levels were taken as equal
to the indoor rates based on the reasoning used above
in the discussion of the preproduction period. The
gamma and beta radiation rates in an office building
were assumed to be zero.

Table 4-13 summarizes the calculation of annual
radiation rates based on the above parameters.

Because there would have been little need for direct
handling of radioactive materials by Ceramics Plant
workers in this period, beta dose rate to the hands
and forearms was taken as equal to the beta dose rate
to the remainder of the body.

4.4 External Dose Reconstruction

Summary, October 1, 1942, to

31, 1947

July 7, 1954, disclaimer in Rev.
01 about dosages prior to Oct.

Because of the SEC determination (HHS 2005) that
it is infeasible to adequately reconstruct internal dose
during the period October 1, 1942 through October
31, 1947, dose estimates for this period are
considered partial dose estimates.

5.0 Occupational Medical

Exposure disclaimer on dose
estimates prior to Oct. 31, 1947

Because of the SEC determination (HHS 2005) that
it is infeasible to adequately reconstruct internal dose
during the period October 1, 1942 through October
31, 1947, dose estimates for this period are
considered partial dose estimates.

5.1.1 Bases of Assumptions. Slightly
different wording on one
sentence under “Applicability”

Therefore, the general assumption for dose
reconstruction is that all employees were subject to
the same chest x-ray imaging requirements.

Therefore, the general assumption for dose
reconstruction is that all employees were subject to
the same chest x-ray requirements.
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Table 3: Comparison of an Exposure Matrix for Linde Ceramics Plant (Including Tonawanda Laboratory),
ORAUT-TKBS-0025, Rev. 1 (NIOSH 2008a) to Rev. 0 (NIOSH 2005a) (reproduced from SC&A 2009a)

Item Description Comment ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 0 Text ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 1 Text
5.1.1 Bases of Assumptions “Period.” | Production work at the Ceramics Plant is assumed | Production work at the Ceramics Plant is assumed to
Different dates between Rev. 00 | to have ended on June 30, 1949; cleanup work is have ended on June 30, 1949; cleanup work is
and Rev. 01 assumed to have ended on December 31, 1954. assumed to have ended on December 31, 1953.
5.13 X-ray Dose Reconstruction Dose reconstruction should be based on Dose reconstruction should consider information
Guidelines. Markedly different | information specific the subject to the extent that it | specific to the subject to the extent that it is
wording in introductory is available and adequate. The guidelines in this available, adequate, and is representative of x-ray
paragraphs section are for use when the records for an screening examinations covered under the EEOICPA
individual worker are not available or are (i.e., dose from x-ray examinations conducted as a
incomplete. The guidelines are for use only to the | result of occupational injuries are not to be included
extent that they are not inconsistent with the in dose reconstructions). The guidelines in this
worker's records. For example, if the medical section are for use when the records for an individual
records are complete and indicate a lower or worker are not available or are incomplete. The
higher examination frequency than stated in the guidelines are for use only to the extent that they are
assumptions provided above, the data in the not inconsistent with the worker's records. For
medical records should be used. example, if the medical records are complete and
X-ray doses shall be determined in accordance indicate a l(?wer or higher .examinat.ion frequency
with the latest revision of the project technical than stated in the assumptions provided above, the
information bulletin, Dose Reconstruction from data in the medical records should be used. X-ray
Occupationally Related Diagnostic X-ray doses shall be determined in accordance with the
Procedures (current version is ORAU Team 2003) latest revision of the proje({t technical infom_lation
[ORAUT 2005a in this report] when applicable. bulletin, Dose Reconstruction from Occupationally
Related Diagnostic X-Ray Procedures (current
version is ORAUT 2005b) [ORAUT 2005a in this
report] when applicable.
6.0 Estimation of Exposures from | This section develops parameters for This section develops parameters for reconstruction
Residual Contamination after | reconstruction of doses due to internal and external | of doses due to internal and external exposures at the
1954 (1953 in Rev. 01) exposures of Ceramics Plant and Tonawanda Ceramics Plant starting July 8, 1954, and Tonawanda
Different dates. Laboratory workers after December 31, 1954, the Laboratory starting January 1, 1954. Initial cleanup
assumed completion date of cleanup at the of the Tonawanda Laboratory was assumed to be
Ceramics Plant. Both facilities were on Linde’s complete on December 31, 1946.
Tonawanda, New York, site. Initial cleanup of the | Tonawanda Laboratory worker radiation exposures
Tonawanda Laboratory is assumed to have been from January 1, 1947, to December 31, 1953, are
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Table 3: Comparison of an Exposure Matrix for Linde Ceramics Plant (Including Tonawanda Laboratory),
ORAUT-TKBS-0025, Rev. 1 (NIOSH 2008a) to Rev. 0 (NIOSH 2005a) (reproduced from SC&A 2009a)

Item Description Comment ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 0 Text ORAUT-TKBS-0025 Rev. 1 Text
completed on December 31, 1946. discussed in Sections 3.0 and 4.0.
Tonawanda Laboratory workers’ radiation It was assumed that beginning on January 1, 1954,
exposures from January 1, 1947 to December 31, Tonawanda Laboratory employees could have been
1954 are discussed in Sections 3.0 and 4.0. The exposed to residual contamination for 2,000 hr/yr.
assumed Ceramics Plant initial cleanup date is
December 31, 1954.
Beginning on January 1, 1955, It is assumed that
Linde employees could have been exposed to
residual contamination for 2000 hours per year.

6.1.2 External Beta and Gamma The total number of readings >25 pR/h reported by | The total number of reported readings >25 uR/hr was

Exposure different dates

BNI was 16. The net readings (after subtraction of
8 uR/h to correct for background) had a GM of
94.0 uR/h and a GSD of 3.95. This was taken as
an estimate of worker exposure rate when
outdoors. This estimate was assumed to apply
from January 1, 1955 to the present (2005).

16. The net readings (after subtraction of 8 pR/hr to
correct for background) had a GM of 94 puR/hr and a
GSD of 3.95. This was taken as an estimate of
worker exposure rate when outdoors. This estimate
was assumed to apply starting January 1, 1954, at the
Tonawanda Laboratory and July 8, 1954, at the
Ceramics Plant.

Attachment C Not in Rev. 0

Attachment C

Data Sources on Uranium Progeny
Concentrations in Linde Materials

Attachment D Not in Rev. 0

Attachment D

Linde Uranium Coworker Assessment for
November 1947 to January 1950

Attachment E Not in Rev. 0

Attachment E

Focused Assessment of Dose Consequences from
Uranium Ore Bags on the Site During the Post-
Operations Period
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