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Dear Mr, Roeeklein,

In resconse to the draft statement for eomrent "Instruction Coneerning
Risk from Oeeurational Radiation Exposure”, I would suggest several changes,

1. On mage 7, the next %o the last santense in #6 says "An inereased
ineidencs of eanser has not yet keen owserved at low radiation levels - - =",
This is untrue, I refer you to the review wy V., E.Archer, "Effscts of low-
level radiation” in the Jar,Fed 30 issue of Nuelear Safety, where several
sueh studies ars rentioned,

2., In this same artisle, Mreher also refers to the BEIR revort's
estimates of effwets of saskground radiation, saying the ealsu’ations aprear
to have grossly underestimated the role of high LET eomponents, This raigses
questionrs in MY mind at least about the validity of that report generally,
and your use of it to solster YOUR econservative estimates of effects of
lJow-level radiatien,

3. On ~age 2, in the seeond maragravh, I take issue with BOTH the
last two sentenees, To say that estimates of radiation risks are "at least
as reliable as estirates from any other important hazard" is mtently false,
And to say that the ehances being taken are "small and reagonasly well
understodd” is, to say the least, stretehing it a w»it,

4. It is understandasle, eonsidering the purpese of this doeument, that
it would e generally designed te persuade 3 potential worksr that the effects
of radiation are minimal, But eonsidering the importance of the issus - we
ARE talking about human beings and their health and lives, - I think that they
should AT LEAST b made avare of the FACT that there are a mumber of highly
qualified exverts in the field who have wery different viaus than those
“regsented in your doeument, They eould se aopriced of these views as well,
and then enecouraged to make up their ewn minds on the wasis of ALL the evidence,
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Ba%ry Childers, ”h.D,
326 W, Vine St,
Oxford

Ohio 45056
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