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I have concerns with the draft regulatory and guidance documents RD/GD-99.3.  
These concerns center around the the cutoff for how large a facility has to be in order to 
be required to have a public information program. 
 
 
 
Section 2.1 of GD 99.3 refers to a hypothetical case of a hospital not needing any public 
information program, and 2.1 of RD 99.3 indicates that the level of compliance will be 
risk and activity based.  Unfortunately neither has any specifics regarding metrics for 
determining how extensivea program RD-99.3 will require for any particular existing 
facility. 
 
 
 
Requiring any but the largest Class 2 facilities to comply withsubstantial parts of RD-
99.3 has the potential to make a large number of the facilities less safe then they are at 
present, without any real benefit to the public. 
 
 
 
The financial and logistical requirements of even a small part of what is specified in RD-
99.3 would be extremely burdensome for small facilities.  It would use resources that 
would be far better deployed ensuring that more pressing safety requirements are fully 
met. 
 
 
 
Further, smaller facilities generally have a lower level of security for certain items (ie 
radioactive sources and radioactive waste products) then large facilities have.  If these 
facilities were required to embark on substantial public information campaigns it could 
potentially make them targets for criminal or terrorist activity.  At the very least it would 
provide potential thieves with a "shopping list" of what is available and where. 
 
 
 
In summary application of RD-99.3 to small or medium sized facilities would be 
worrisome.  Formalizing the hypothetical case given in 2.1 of GD-99.3 into a guideline of 
how big a facility would have to be to have any requirement, and how the size of the 
program would grow in relation to the increasing size and risk of a facility, would allow 
specific comment on whether the proposed rule was objectionable or not. 
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