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Beste Theo,

Bij deze een paar artikelen die referenties bevatten over hormes

& tk zag op
de website van de International Radiation Protection Associatiojg \
(www.irpa.net) ook een aantal documenten die bij een zoektoc ' via google
(zoek op “hormesis” alleen in domein www.irpa.ngt) eruit kwam g Helaas

loopt de computer er hier op vast, dus kan ik ze verder niet beogiidelen.
Misschien kun je er zelf wel iets mee. '
Er zijn nog twee websites die ik aanbeveel als het om lage straliigsdosis en
gevolg gaat. Dat zijn www.euradcom.org, waarop een exectuveggummary van
een rapport staat wat in 2003 uitkwam. Het gehele rapport is in .;§ 5 '
documentatiecentrum. De low Level Radiation Campaign ( firc.org) is een
Organistie in de UK die onderzoek doet naar lage dosis straling PBeiden
websites gaan niet specifiek over hormesis, maar de discusie ojger hormesis
is toch altijd nauw verbonden geweest met de vraag hoe gevaalik lage doses
straling zijn. - |

We hebben hier in ons documentatiecentrum veel boeken en k

bsels over
het onderwerp straling. Je kunt altijd zelf langskomen voor ondg Foek (maar
alleen op afspraak). ‘

Met vriendelijke groeten,

Robert Jan van den Berg

weiter Energie informationsdien
ny*x6a no npobnemam JHepruun
- Washington DG ’

World Information Service on Energy - Service Mondial d'Information sur I'Energie - WhE
Sarvicio Mundial de Infermacion sobre la Energia - Becemupras MHhopmaunoHhas ‘
affiliated with NIRS. - Nuclear information and Resource Servigy
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published by WISE News Cammunique on June 9, 2000

Controversial change in radiatidg
'standards rejected | :

Propasals for & drastic change in the international regime of radiation standards
May 2000 congress of the International Radiation Protection Association (IRFA) i
Members of the international rad protection community said the proposals woul
that exist In the current regime, and this could cause trouble among regulators 8

I bre refected at the
i iroshima, Japan.
' ot resolve problems

! the pub!fc.

lrman of Ahe

{531.5181) WISE Amsterdam - The proposals came from Roger Clarke, s ||

International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP) (see also WISE News i formmunique
B27.5151: Safety standards under threat in US & UK, and elsewhere?). In his pflbosals, arrjmng
others, the principle of "Colfective dose”, the means by which a total dose to a p{ ‘ lation is
measured, would be scrapped and replaced by a system of controliing the expog b of the most at
risk. If those are protected, then so is everyone else. He alsa proposed to give ujlthe present dose
. limits for individuals (in a lot of countries, this being 1 milliSievert a year) and refibce it with
“investigation levels" of a few milliSieverts and "action levels" at 20-30 milliSievd : . According to
Clarke, working with collective dose could lead to Inequities in protection amang l ‘
|

Mividuals, li.e., a

psult in a High

: propusals* asa
o5 harmful than

smail group of individuals receiving a high dose of radiation does not necessarity}
collective dose. He wauld rather prefer a more individual approach. He came to
consequence of the controversial discussion that low doses of radiation would be
presently assumed,

At the 10th Internationai Congress of the IRPA, a lot of
‘attention was drawn to the discussion about the effects of
low-dose radiation. Dale Preston, chief statistician of the
Radiation Effects Research Foundation, & Japan-US venture
that has been studying the radiological consequences of the
Hiroshima and Nagasaki bombings, said he had no reasons
to doubt the existing Linear Non-Treshold {LNT) hypothesis,
which assumes that any additional exposure to radiation
leads to an equivalent additional risk. Other speakers
claimed the contrary, i.e.; that low doses would not be
harmful or might even be beneficial {(known as the
"hormosis™ phenomenon or "adaptive response").

UNSCEAR reje
beligveara. In a Jinf
UN Scientific Com
Effects of Atomic |
(UNSCEAR), whicH
presentad at the 1§
is concluded that
basls to discard thglllinear non-
threshold model offladiation effects.
According to UNSQEBAR chairmian
Lars-Erik Molm, o | bhing and future
studtes will not sofl ‘
uncartalnties surr ding the effects
of low-dose radiatih. He thinfrs that
I is insufficient,
i
f

jdiation .
lontents ﬁer@

A Conference, it
brre is no scientific

The group of adaptive-response believers is opposed to the
group of scientists that believe in the theory of genomic
instabitity, & phenomenon in which a cell rermains initialty
porral after being irradiated but later leads to chromosomal
aberrations after several cell divisions. This phenomenon is
the reason thal a group of scientists plead for more
stringent radiation standards. Both factions of scientists lay
claim to scientific truth.

“The statistical po§
and it is not scientl
equate the absendiiof a statistically
observable effect § llow doses with
the absence of rig ‘ With this,
UNSCEAR consideflradiation guilty
untll proven innocqllt. UNSCEAR
maintains its pos| A h that as long as
single radiation ra : can cayse
(double-strandad ) @@NA breaks, the
causa of call damagis and cander, the

The proposal of Roger Clarke was discussed in the IRPA
conference to seek the formal advice of the rad protection
community before the ICRP itself adopts new
recommendations. The IRPA conference actuaily showed

hitpy.//www.antenna.nl/wisc/531/5181 html
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that there was ne basis to abandon the present gystem of
separate public and worker dose limits, collective dose
Justifleation, and optimization. Representatives of major
countries warned that the ICRP might lose its credibility if it
dropped the dose limits that it had recommended in 1991,
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is unwarranted, TH
of UNSCEAR are t:
H.N. General Ass
Nucleonics Wel
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Ehip down'to zero
| final conclusions
he reporl:ad to the
by this Fall.
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Clarke's idea to introduce a "trivial risk” dose also faced eriticism. IRPA members bid that the public
would not accept the lde.a of a trivial risk, and that regulators naed nurmerical imf 3 on Wthh to base

decisions.

Clarke said he would take IRPA members' suggestions back to ICRP's Maln Com X ion for use in

formulating new draft recommendations that would be put out for comment. A ta

gmup is expected

ta release a draft position paper by 2002. After & consultation period, naw recom§ ) hdatll;)n"‘ could bhe

adopted in 2005.

Source: Nucleonics Week, 18 and 25 May 2060

Contact: Plutonium Action Hiroshima, P.O. Box 1, Konan Post Office, leoshrma ‘ 9-1491, japan

Tel/fax: +81-82-828 2603
Email: dogwood @muc.biglobe.ne.jp
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SWEDISH REGULATORS THREATEN
TO SHUT FORSMARK OVER SECURITY

Saying physical prolection at Forsmark is 50 poor that the
nuclear plant is open to break-in and sabotage, Swedish
regulators have ordered plant managers to make emergency
improvements no later than June 18. They wam that if per-
manent improvements are not made before Junc 30, 2001 the
plant will losc its operating license.

The problems were discovered during inspections in the
fall and winler, culminating in intensive interviews in mid-
May with 27 plant employees responsible for physical pro-
tection. While there are technical shortcomings, such as old
alarm systems, repulators are partioularly concerned about
the lack o training and poor molivation of cmployees re-
sponsible for physical protection. Forsmark is owned by
Vattenfall, which is owned by the Swedish state.

Forsmark has had a decentralized physical protection
syslem for scveral years. in 1998, it got temporaty permia-
sion from the Swedish Nuclear Power Inspectorate (SKI) to
use the system. Unlike other plants in Sweden, sccurity is
handled by each reactor's operators, The idea was that opera-
tors' technical cotpetence could help improve the physical

Continued on page 10

UNSCEAR CLOSES DOOR TO BELIEVERS
IN THRESHOLD FOR RADIATION HARM

In 2 verdict bound to raise huckles among these wha
lelieve in a threshold for radiation damage, the United Na-
tions Scientilic Committee on the Fffects of Atomic Radia-
tion (Unscear) concludes in its latest draft report that there s
no scicnlilic basis to discard the linear no-thresholl (LNT)
model of adiation health effects. ‘ ‘

Moreaver, as Unscear chairman Lars-Erik Holm stated
the committee’s position, “ongoing and lutute studies I
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|
fcient, and it is nol scien-

tion, The statistical power is msy
ofa stalisliFally obsery-

tifically valid 1o equatc {he absey
able eftect at low doscs with thejlisence of risk.”

For those who conlest the al ! ed detrimental effect of
low doses, it means they have bl overruled 4gain by the
mainstream officials on Unsceatffbr whom, inessence,
radiation is guilty until proven iglbeent, !

Notwithstanding the mountailiof experimeital data indi-
cating the existenee of an “‘adapfils responsc” to radiation—
whereby cells or animals given Jlinll doses ard more reala-
1ant to later, larger doscs than thille not so inoculatcd—
Unscear maintains its position tiel as long as singlc radiation
tracks have the polential to caus) ! Jouble-strand DNA
breaks—the main iniliating cvey Y which radiation causes
cell datnage, cancer and heredity l b effects—th assumption
of anything but a linear dosc-cIjit relationship down to zero
is unwarranted. |

Unscear also says that canceflinidemiology data, notubly

‘ Continued on page &

NUCLEAR ASSOCIATIORS PAY EXECS
MORE THAN $5-MILLIONEN 1999

The Nuclcar Energy lnstilut {NEI) comp nsaled its top
seven officers a total of morc thill $2.02-miltion last year,
while the Institute of Nuclear Pller Operations® (INPO} 16

I
highes(-ranking cxeculives earn : b more than $4.76-million,
[

About 51 3-million of TNPO offfrs’ 1999 eamnings were
defirred honuses that were not gl of their year's take-home
pay. j

The compensation figures ajfithe latest reporled on the
companies’ Form 990, the finarghl disclm\ﬂ form required
to be fled by tax-cxempt organjlitions with the Internal
Revenue Scrvice. NT is the indillitry assoviatioh that public-
Iy protaotes nuclear encrgy; INNB's activities| confined

animal scicnces and epidemiology will not solve thie uncer- mostly to menbers, focus on by I ting the levels of safely
lainties surrounding the effects in humans of low-dosc radia-  and rcliability in the nuclear m, 1 ey,

INSIDE NUCLEONICS WEEK : ' |

Sauth Carolina enacts bill limiting Barnwell access Lo three states | i page 2

Luxembourg follows Austrla in trying te bar electricity from East European reactor;
QP Ontario government differ over whether OPG must sell capacity to create npej
Tyengar says India’s H-bomb test fizzled, redeslgn and another test are needed ......... ...................ipnge 6
Victims of Thal source accident received 15 Gray apiece, experts estlinate .....
Iran will accept more safeguards only if U.5, stéps blocking nuclear power Access ....4

S| .11

juarket ......page 4
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the Ministry of Public Health in Banpkok said last month, is
confidential, despite the deaths of three men who handted the
{o-60 source.

‘But ‘Thal experts involved In the case have dirclosed to
Nucleonics Week that the three victims, two 18-year-old
workers in a scrapyard it Samut Prakan, neat Bangkok, and
a 44-year-old owner of the scrap yard, received doscs of up
15 Ciy. Experts said the estimated lethal dose to 50% of an
affected pupulation from Co-60 exposure is 4.5 Gy, meaning
half a sample population receiving 4.5 iy would die within
30 days it they were untreated.

" The ‘Thai governmeni in February inviled an IAEA ex-
pert leatn and Japanese physicians who had heen treating
radiation victims of last fall’s Tokaimura eriticality acvident
to consult on the Co-60 cxposure victims. But eaperts in-
volved complained that Thai public health officials denied
the foreigners access Lo palients, o the doctors whe were
treating them, and to key medical data including blood sam-
ples (NW. 16 March, 1).

Before the invited Japanese physicians astived in Thai-
Iand just afler the accident, Thai doctors had taken blood
samples and catimated duses received by victimms, but the
duta was kept under wraps, Japanese officials said, The Japa-
nese doctors nonetheless made their own calculations bused
on their observations and what knowledge of the cvents they
could obtain on fhe scene, While Thai public health officials
remained silent aboul the actual condition of the patients,
foreign experts independently determined that the most badly
burned viclims would dic (NW, 9 March, 1).

Shielding on the 600-curie Co-60 source wak broken
upen by victims, who didn’t know what it was, and they then
handied the source. Tapancse experts aaid that, using datn
knows about the source, it was possible to calculale the
estimated absorbed doscs only very approximately. Only
after their departure were they able 1o establish personal
contact with doctors treating the paticnts. Nonctheless, visii-
ing experts had cnouph general information to be “fairly
cerlain™ that the accident involving the source would prove
fatal, une cxpert said (is month.

Since then, three victims have died, Five more victims of
{he accident are still under inlensive medical care and some
of these may have to suffer amputations because of gan-
grene, but it is not cxpected that Lhere will be any more
geaths, Thai officials said lasl week.

IAEA Returns To Bangkok

Separatcly, two cxperts from the JAEA are going to
Bangkok to discuss the case with Thai authonties.

According to officials, the IAEA and the Office of Atom- -

ju Energy for Peace (OAEP), Thailand’s regulator, will dis-
cuss procedures for writing up an aceount of the aceident
which will be made public. According to the IAEA, similar
public records of serious soutve accidents in Brazil, Estonia,
Spain., and elscwhere werc previously drafted by the Vicnna
ARENCY,

Thai officials reiterated this month that QAEP will not
file a report on the accident ynder the IAEA Intcmational
Nuclcar Event Scale (INES). Thailand has never joitied the
INF5 system, and Thai officials don’t accept the magnitude

20N The M-t Cumpronics, e, Repirsduction fintfdiden without pormixsiei

4

the current systern would assign o the Sarg j lis
tics. Fxperts outside Thailand have said thjlunder reporing
rules strengthened during the 19908 in resjihse o a rash of
source acidents, the Thai event would be| hasified as level
4 of the seven INES levels (NW, 6 April, ['hai officials -
imaintain the TNES system was deveioped § |cateyorize
evenls at nuclear power plants and is “not bpropriate” for
rating a source accident, They asscrt the a dent “should be
rated only as level 3 or level 2.7 j !
Officials from QAEP and from the Mglstry of Publiv
Health also deny that there has beeg any Iy k of cooperalion
with any forcign experis consulied in the §

iter, from ci{ther
the LAEA or Japan —Mark Hibhs, Tokyo |§

|

i |

il |

| |

UNSCEAR REPORT - From pdih | |
dala from he Japanesc bombr survivars, ] : : cunaislent%dih
a linear or lincar-quadratic dosc responscgiyer 8 wide range
of doses.” And though it recognizes that g tilying risks at

| “cpidemjiolo-
s of whetheﬂ there

=

low doses is “less certain,” the committed
gy alonc will not be able to resolve the isg
are low dosc thresholds.” ¥ |

The Intter response dismisses the it of studics pre-
gented by the anti-LNT community sho : e a lack of excess
cancer among residents of large areas ol g hina, lndia, Iran
and Brazil where the annval dose [rom b b ground radiation
can rise o a5 much as 100 milliSievert {

frem ) —live times
the annual dose limit recommendled for
B} for members of

the public.

I
have emerged since the commiliee’s 199
final fom to the UN Gieneral Asscmbly | |
tiohal Radiation Prolection Association "

b-r of Unscear from
Argentina, presented the report on behs

di
: friccrs by the [nter-
nationsl Commission on Radiological F i ction (TCRY) in
1590 and 100 times the limit recommeng l ;
Opponents of the LNT mode! hod hdg B4 that Unscear
would be more receptive to data on adagiie responsc that
#-eport on the sub-
ject, but that was not the case. 1 f
The commitice’s conslusions, which c to be repokted in
s fall, were put-
lined to the recct 10th internaticonal corfiiess of the Intcrma-
B PA-10) inl]'(li—
roshima by Abel Gonzalez, Gonzales, HIAEA s dircetor
for mdiation and waste safety and a mei %L

Bl Tiolm.

heral Assembly
fion and its effccts,
hries want 10 move

B

Unsgear, which has reporied to the 4
since its creation to track worldwide ra
is in a period of uncettainty, as some <o
it out of the General Assembly and intojfnore specialized
UN agency such as the TAEA or the Wq i it Health Organiza-
tion. At IRPA-10, Gonzalez argued for [iBintaining Unscear
whthin the Cieneral Assembly, 10 give it b lior political visi-
bility. ! !
Anti-LNT Forces Assert Benefits J¥
il contrast o the
diroshima, who
btrated the reality of
ong them was a
j to the U.S. NRC,
Jonal Institutes of

1
I
1
i
|
1

“The Unscear coniclusions were in cd
enthusiasm of the anli-LIN'1 scientists i
presented severa) papers they sald dems
adaptive response (NW, 18 May, 14). A
summary by Myron Pallycove, an advi
and Ludwig Feinendepen of the ULS, 1

, |
NUCLEONICS WREK —  Jung 1, 2000
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Health, of the results of recent biological, epldemiologieal
and medical sudies of low-dose radlation.

One of those studies, from research at Tohoku Universh
ty, Sendai, lapan, showed that human cancer patients treated
with low-dose mdiation (a total of 300 rem spread over at
leagt 10 weeks) had a 12-year sutvival rate of 84%, com-
pared to 50% survival for palients treated with chemothera-
py. "the authors argued it's “rational and very promising” to
use low-dose radiation therapy to stimulate the human im-
tune system fot control not only of cancer, but also of other
infectious diseases like HIV, and even Lo prevent such dis-
cases by vaccination.

The anti-LNT camp, whose most voeal organization is
the militant Radtation, Science & Health in (he U5, Acciises
the international radiation protection community—including
Unscear and the JCRP-- of ignoring the vast body of evi-
dence supporting the existence of a tireshold and, indeed, of
the bencficial effect of low levels of radiation. They charge
that huge amounts of meney are being expended Lo protect
‘the pubilic against tiny doses which haven't been shown to do
hanm. ‘

Unseear, however, jsn't biting, A it did in its first report
on adaptive reaponse in 1994, the commnitiee acknowledges
that the phenomenon haa been seen in many systems, includ-
ing human lymphocytes and a variety of mouse cells, and
that it seeiris 1o work with some chemical agents as well as
with radiation, But the effect is not gencrally reproducible,
Unscear says in the most recent report. “Apparently, the
range of priming doscs is limited, the time for presenting the
challenge dosc is critical, and the challenge dose needs to be
of a reasonable magnitude, The response varies greatly”
between individuals as well, it says.

Toq, the mechanisms of DNA repair, or error in that
repair, arguc against adaptive response of any “other process
thal might provide for a dose threshold for mdiation effects,”
the vomnnitiee satd, It recognizes that protective mechanisms
like cell apoptosis (programmed death) and differentiation
that can protcction agalist cancer development “ate effi-
cient,” but says they “can be bypassed.”

Finally, Unscear defends the continued use of the
linear dose-effect relalionship model at low doses, saying it
is “consiglent with most of the available mechanistic and
quantilative data.” A linear dose responsc withoul threshold
has been obiained over the dose range 10 milliGry Lo | '
Gray, Gonzalez noted.

For the Japanese bomb survivors, a significant increase
in the risk of latal solid cancers is indicated for doses over 50
m&%v, but an increased incidence is seen only above 200
m&v. The Japancsc data are the larpest body of solid epide-
miological data available and 2 mainstay of radiation health
effects evaluation, But there are still uncettainties over the
dnses received by the survivors, and there are questions
whether the effects of acule radiation such as that received in
Hirvshima and Nagasaki can be extrapolated to the effects of
low-level chronic radiation,

Bccause the damaging effcot of doses below 100 mSv
(10 remn) has never been demonstrated, the anti-LNT camp
has argued that should be a (hreshold below which risks are

NUCLEONICS WEEK —  June 1, 2004

CHMN) The MeCraw-i 1t Conuenive, e, Repondicun foridden withee prrmivyon

“and policymakers. The {inal cor

bt quantified, The position
= Sacicty, the world’s
blion society, is that risk
idoses of 50 mSv (5 rem)

. but rather ¢xpressions

sither ansumed not to exiet or are
of the influcntial U.5. Health Ph
largest professional radiation prof
estimates should not be used beld
per ycar, and 10 rem over a lifetis
ol risk at low doses should be quiiative only and indicatc
that “zero health effects is the moll ilikety outcome,”
Getting agreement on (he lacif demonstrable heallh
cflects below 100 mSy was the g i ) of some participanls in
the international meeting on “Briffing Radiation Policy and
Science” in Airlic, Va. lnst Decergliler (NW, 23 Dee, '09,7)
attended by 80 tadiation protecticiprofessionals, neientists
pnce document, which
hsus and other parlici-
nmpromisc,} noted only
glicant rick” below 100
| Iy the Existd‘hcu ufa

)
ik
1 ]
i

-

orpanizers said represented a con)
pants faid was at best an awkwa
the abscnce of a “statistically sig
m&v, but added, *“This does not i
threshold.” 4] \
‘Unscear’s opinion in its lates@iport says, “The nability
to detect increased risks at very '] | dewes does inm mean that
these increases in rigk do nol exigl |
—A ,Mucl.nchl{n, Hiroshima

=

ICRP PLUNGES INTO NEYSWORLD
OF ENVIRONMENTAL PREFECTION.

Alter decades of concentratingliexclusively d"m protection
of humankind, the Tnternational immission on Radiological
Protection {ICRP) has decided tof
prolecting other specics from rads

The new approach is consisieg
humans and nature as a holistic 5|
of problems, such as what unil o
of specics of flora and fauna, hoy
how to measure damage.

Further down the road, applig
1al rad protcotion system could hi
for activities like reprocessing o
justified on the basis ul' tow doscl

& imporiant repercussions
faztc dispossl, which are
0 humans byl Whuse

calculated up to now. :

The ICRP has long stood by
18 adequately protected, other liv]
be sufficicntly protected apainst §
Per Strand, pencral sectetary of (i International Linion of
wadiology (IUR), put it, “I'his stffBment is based on 4 beliwl,
js not documented, and it may ndilways be trye.” For ex-
ample, occan dumping of radioad e waste, practiced (or
decades particularly in the Mort! X ttantic, was justificd on
the basis it did no hanm to huma :, thecause of lrle great dilu-
tion of radionuclide concentratioP® Under an chvirontuental
proteclion approach, the impact gl certain nearby biota
would have (o be assessed. f !

Envirommentalists and radiatih biologists tend to stand
the TCRP's credo on it head: 15 § =nvironment is protected,
they postulate, man will he, too. J§

Some countrics, such as Swellin and Nerway, have al-
ready introduced environmental | m tection into their radia-

% official vicw that if man
E things are also likely to
hizing radiatjon. But as

BLZ. 06
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WISE NC: SAFETY STANDARDS UNDER THREAT IN U.S. & UK.; AND}

Page 1 of 3

publizhed by WISE News Communiqua on April 7, 2000

i;..".:af«ety standards under threat i

The ICRP is going to publish two documents that may become the start of a new} :
based approach. The two studies will adress long-term protection around solid Wi pte repositories and
protection from prolonged exposure to both background and artificial radiation. § the Us the BEIR

i s we will see.

the chairman of the
er biased pro-

o the director of
bactively scrapping

(527.5151) WISE/NIRS/NFLA - Measured at statements by Roger Clark
ICRP (International Commission on Radiological Protection - an important but rag
nuciear commission) the ICRP will come up with something new. Clarke, who is g
the National Raciological Protection Board in the UK, has raised the prospect of 48
the existing radiclogical protection framewark, Clarke's remarks challenge the c: hdation of current
radiologica} protection and come hefore the European Basic Safety Standards Difgtive (BBS) (Council
Directive 96/29/Euratom), designed to implement the last round of ICRP recomriindations, iis even
fully implemented in the UK. The BSS itself opens the door for more contaminatdg materials and
radiological practices to escape regulation altogether (see also story in WISE Nelg Commud‘r'que
526.5145: "UK: campaign hlpcks recycling of rad-waste). ‘

Writing in the Journal of Radiological Protection last year (Vol. 19 No.2) Clarke sk hgests "dropping the
principle of Justification. . since radiological protection plays such a minor part inflae Government's
decislon making”. Justification is the first principle of radiological protection. It r uires a judgement
to be made about whether the benefit of a nuclear practice will outwelgh the ha [ . It is the principle
which has enabled critical public examination of many practices which impose a [irden of risk on
society,

\
Clarke also suggests recasting the principle of optimisation B meaning that all . :
jow as reazonably achievable. 'Coflective dose', the means by which dose to a 1’
calculated (and mortality rates determined), would also be scrapped. On existin
protection criteria the NRPS in 1993 advised that the 'collective dose' from the Safield THORP plant
was about 4000 man Sieverts per year and calculated that the added radiation den would Induce
200 extra fatalities in the global population annually. Clarke proposes doing [ pwvith this kind of
calculation in favour of controlling the exposure of the most at risk individual. Clilk argues that if the
most at risk individual is protected then 50 is everyone else, 3

Finally, Clarke suggests we do away with the current dose limits {in the UK 1 millEievert pe}- year for
members of the public ard 20 milltSieverts per year for radiation workers). Dosd mit:s would he
replaced by ‘investigation levels' around a few milliSieverts to see if dose could | reducad, }and
‘action levels' between 20-30 milliSleverts when exposure must be reduced. Clalle says "within this
scheme, exposures of a fraction of a milliSievert would be the most that could ef Ir be allowed to a
member of the public from a single source”. ‘ '

Clarke makes his proposals because he sees the theory which is most credible 'l pat any ragdiological
exposure at any level involves some risk andrthe higher the dose the highear the § sk, and thbre is o
safe dose of ionizing radiation (no threshold) ﬁ under attack. This theory B calle§lLinear No Threshold
{LNT) thaory & whichr informs current standards of radiological protection, is novilbeing chalienqed
because of the constraints its implementation places on nuclear econamic activity  Clarke, irfnstead of

defending the existing system of radiological protection which flows from LNT, pg poses a new

i
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The strongest challenge to LNT jg currently being mounted in the US where the i IR VII pagel
appears to be returning to an earlier theory of 'safe threshold' or even 'hormesis | B the idaai that a

litthe bit of radiation is gaod for you. [

Us: BEIR vII

bw-dose ionizing
#iof seven panels,
#8 their inception,

use of available data. One panef report, that of BEIR III in 1980, éveen was scandi ;
the release of the final version, and rewritten by a minority group of the ariginal i

The current BEIR VII, was reguesteq by the Environmental Protection Agency, N ‘
Commission and the Department of Energy. The BEIR VII assessment showld cosll i
one millien dollars and take three years, cancluding late in 2001, Like past BEIR els, BEIR VII aiso

suffers under the contention that the panel is stacked to berefit the nuclear indug ! .

In recent years, agencies like NRC and DOF argue that the money it takes to cleagh P very low dosesg
of radiation is apparent and large, but the benafit of this clean-up to public healthll

i expected.

it to the }benoﬁt
f less dangerous

Consequently, the scientists chosen for BEIR VII aimost exclusively interpret their |
of industry and government by stating that ionizing radiation exposure to humarns

than previgusly thought. Thig does not imply that these scientists are for sale or |ahfh credibility;
rather, industry and government seek out and fung scientists who are more likely draw contluﬂuns
which save tham money. By choosing scieptists from only one side of the scientifici@ béte, the NAS
staff has put the committee in an awkward, and ultimately untenable scientific [ros « by asking

There are seventeen members on BEIR VIL. All fairly accessible evidence indicates B:t No one chosen
for this panel supports the strict Linear-No-Threshold (LNT) model. Additionally, nol e on the pane|
seems to suppott a Suprafinear Modef. This model states that as your dose of racliafipn rises, your risk
of getting a disease from your exposure decreases per unit dose. You still have mol Itotal damage
from high doses, but the damage per unit of radiation is less at higher doses. Unfor rrately, all BEIR
VII members specializing in radiation appear to support & Dose-Rate Fffectiveness B-tor (DRE}-‘). This
means they think low doses are less effective at tausing disease par unit dose the : igh dosefi. %o
according to the DREF, if yoy get & high dose of radiation al! at once, this is more |i ly to har

than the same total dose of radiation given to you in lewer doses over time. The my rity of valid
hurnan evidence supports either a LNT or Supratingar curve shape, depending on t Rdizease. DREF is
not supported by a wide swath of human evidence. Instead, to derive this number, | ientists often
ignore valid human data in favor of evidence from animal or celf studies. These Motk s are genérally,
but not always, used to indicate cancer risk. Some panel members seem to supporty pe hormesis
theory: a little radfation is good for you. ; ‘

The US Department of Energy too is currently sponsoring research on ceil ‘adaptive ]i‘ fsponses’ ant
other radiation tolerance research in the hope of establishing that there is = low levdiliof exposure
which does not carry a risk, il

Agaln, there is very little valid human svidence for a threshold dose - the energy le at which
radiation ripg through cells is much oo high compared to the energy levels of our nilral life/celiular
processes and body repair systerns are not flawless, ;
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NIRS, Committee to Bridge the Gap (CBG) and many other US groups have usedl
and comments of BEIR VII panet members to illustrate the contention that the s |
They are not criticizing the integrity of the chasen sclentists, nor their right te hd
ppinion. They are simply asking that more scientists be added to the panel to coffect the flawed
composition. NAS staff has not corrected this lack of balance although they havg bad ample
opportunity. Since BEIR VII already has started research/writing for its final repgg, we can niy
conclude that the scientists participating on the panel have consented to its lop : fled composition.
And, with the panel as presently constituted Cand as NIRS warned the NAS mon| 5 ago - it will be
impossible for anyone outside the nuclear industry, including policymakers and { b general public, to
take their conclusions seriously.

Why? ‘
Using DREF, the nuclear industry could release a damaging amount of radiation fiver a longer period

" of timme in lower doses, rather than all at once, and claim that it isn't harming arggbne. Even better for
the Indisstry would be the acceptance of a threshold dose below which radiation| jirportedly causes no
damage. Acceptance of a threshold by a well-respected scientific committee woy . result inlthe
industry exposing peoplée to even more of their radioactive contamination witho
restriction at all,

The currant assault on radiation standards has only one reason: money, Meney
would rather not spend te fully dlean up its contaminated nuclear reactor sites. i

M radioactive waste
Wrial, under this
scheme, could be considered non-radioactive and "recycled" Into consumer googl or treated as
normal garbage. It's & tong-sought nuclear industry goal, but one that is taking | ‘ particmdr urgency
as the decommissioning of the atomic age is beginning in earngst. ' ‘

Sources:
an Nuclaonics Week, @ March 2000
m Nuclear Free Local Authorities Bulletin, February 2000

w Nuclear Monitor (special issue: The new assault on radiation Protection), "

Development,

Contacts an ICRP: lJamie Weolly, Nuclear Free Local Authories, Environmen
Town Hall Manchester M&0 2LA, UK. '
Tel: +44-161-234 3244; Fax: +44-161-234 3379 .
Email: nfznse@gn.apc.org : | 1 ‘
on BEIR VIT: Cindy Folkers at NIRS, 1424 16th Street NW, #404, Washington liil 20036, U‘.PA.
Tel: +1-202-328 0002; Fax: +1-202-462 2138 '
Email: ¢indyfilinirs.nat
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