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Re: 10 CFR Part 20
Advance Rotice of Proposed Rulemaking

Gentlemen:
Here are my comments:

Under (a) Radiological Protection Principles [2]

What do social factors have to do with radiological protection
principles? Does this mean that radiological protection will vary
from city to city just as censorship laws do? I believe that the
words "social factors" should be stricken from this paragraph since

it really doesn't apply to a scientific field such as radiological
protection.

Under (a) Radiological Protection Principles [L]
I do not favor informing individuals of their risk from radiation
sources since the iinear model without threshold could easily over-
estimate risk by a factor of ten over other models. Does the Denver-
Chamber of Commerce inform their citizens of the radiological risk
of living there rather than in New York?

Under (a) Standards for Individual Occupational Exposures
I do not favor consideration of special provisions for limiting
exposures of susceptible groups as I believe the standards are

low enough so that additional exposure presents little additional
risk.
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Under (c) Standards for Exposures of the General Public
I do not favor consideration of special population groups in siting
considerations as I do not feel this factor significantly affects
‘these matters, especially in as loose a definition as it is here.
Under (a) Radiological Protection Principles

I feel that the ALARA Concept is being implemented satisfactorily
now and does not need to be further strengthened.

Sincere]y,

Otto F. Ze;zE Ph.D.

Radiation Safety Officer
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