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Commissioner Asselstine addsnthe following:

1 approve the pub]ication of this Backfit Analysis for the purpose of

obtaining public co nment on the.adequacx_nf the Commission's comp11ance
with its Backfit Rule, The NRC staff has written that {t “...does not

believe that the Part 20 revision wi]l provide a substant1a1' change in
the radiation doses received by workers and members of the pub11c., (See
SECY-86-48A, page 2, "Backfit AnaIysis for Proposed Revision of 10 CFR

Part 20 dated May 19, 1986 ) The Commission's Backfit Ru1e (10 QFR'SO .109)
requires a two prong test to be met before the Commission can promUIgate a
new or revised regu1at1on such as the Part 20 proposed revisions.A One of
the required tests contained 1n 10 CFR 50.109(a)(3) is that any revision to
the Commission's regu]ations affecting Part 50 licensees must provide Mool
substantial increase in the overa11 protection of the pub11c hea1th and
safety...” Given the above concTusion of the staff that this thresho1d is
not met in the proposed revision to Part 20, the COMM1SS10n 1s here asking
the public whether the app11cation of the threshold standard 1n 10 CFR
50.109(a)(3) should be suspended for the Part 20 revisions.. I wou1d

particularly appreciate rece1v1ng comments from those that be]ieve the

threshold standard shoqu be suspended as to why the Part 20 ru]emaking

deserves ‘special treatment under the Backfit Rule. In addition. l wouId

appreciate comments on whether the Commission should deve1op criteria

.....

governing when the Commission will or w111 not apply the thresho1d
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