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FROM: ComMISSIONER ROBERTS ' -

SUBJECT: SECY-86-48A - BACKFIT ANALYSIS FOR PROPOSED REVISION .
" OF 10 CFR PART 20 ;ii-.. .. e e
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NOT PARTICIPATING =jg;;ﬁREQUEST DISCUSSON .
COMMENTS:: e

The staff does not believe that the Part 20 revision will provide a "substantial®
change in the radiation dose received by workers and members of the publice
therefore 1 disapprove publication of the 10 CFR Part 20 Backfit Analysis. This
is not an"ingenuous”interpretation of the backfit rule which is now NRC regulation
but the only interpretation of that regulation. ' A
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SECRETARIAT NOTE: PLEASE .ALSO RESPOND TO AND/OR.COMMENT ON 06C/OPE

MEMORANDUM 1F ONE HAS BEEN ISSUED QN_TH[§1PAPER.
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