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-----Original Message----- 
From: Dorah Rosen Shuey [mailto:dorahbee@comcast.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 8:58 PM 
To: RulemakingComments Resource <RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov> 
Subject: [External_Sender] Proposed rulemaking changes NRC-2015-0057 
 
Dear NRC Staff: 
 
The proposed rulemaking by Mohan Doss, Carol Marcus and Mark Miller to raise allowable 
radiation exposure, due to "hormesis", is out of line with current science. The petitioners 
have conflicts of interest as well as basing their proposal on shaky  grounds. Their 
petitions need to be sharply rejected. 
 
The petitioners request a change from basing radiation exposure levels on the LNT model and 
provide only sloppy reasoning to back up their claims vis-a-vis the benefits of the very 
controversial radiation hormesis theory. In many cases, hormetic doses (that is, doses with 
nonlinear effects) actually are U-shaped, with lower doses causing unexpectedly serious 
problems instead of having damage proportionate to the size of the dose. In contrast, Doss, 
Marcus and Miller claim that low (by their standards) radiation doses are actually 
beneficial. 
 
Mohammed Doss's petition contains maps that purport to show that higher radon radon levels 
are correlated with lower lung cancer rates. However, he himself admits flaws. The main flaw 
is that there are many areas where the amount of radon exposure does not have an inverse 
relation to the lung cancer rate, as he himself admits. He also admits that there may be 
other factors in play, if, in fact, there is an inverse relationship between radon exposure 
and lung cancer. Doss admits, "A common criticism regarding the above radon and lung cancer 
maps is that there are many confounding factors, and so it would not be appropriate to 
conclude that residential radon decreases lung cancers". I hope that NRC will agree with Dr. 
Doss's own words on the issue. (quoting from pg. 42 of Doss's article Is Radon Remediation 
Causing Lung Cancer, version 1.04 January 27, 2015, accessed from www.researchgate.net) 
 
On page 6 of the abovenamed article, Doss explains the theory the rulemaking change is based 
on: low doses of radiation (that is, doses he deems to be low) kick the immune system into 
action and therefore have a protective function. However, this concept, in the unlikely event 
that it is fact-based, ignores four questions: 
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1. What if the radiation damaged the immune system, preventing or warping its response to the 
radiation? 
2. What if there is an increased immune system response but it is not effective enough to 
repair damages caused by the radiation? 
3. What if the immune system is compromised or damaged and therefore cannot increase its 
response?  For instance, for people with AIDS, young children and elderly people. 
4. What about people with auto-immune diseases who will have further health problems if their 
immune systems are, in fact, stimulated by hormetic doses of radiation? 
 
The letters from the other two petitioners, Carol Marcus and Mark Miller are virtually 
identical to each other's. All three claim that the NRC, scientists, engineers, researchers 
and others over the decades have a conflict of interest in following the LNT model. The BEIRS 
VII study by the National Academy of Sciences, sponsored by the NRC, Department of Energy, 
and Department of Defense, is discounted on these grounds. Doss, Miller, and Marcus discount 
all studies finding evidence of the currently used LNT model on the basis of broad ad hominem 
attacks. In short, petitioners claim that all these professionals are in favor of the LNT 
model to protect their jobs.  
 
There are several flaws with this reasoning: 
1. US rules already allow radiation limits that are over twice as high as those enforced by 
the International Commission on Radiological Protection, with allowable maximums of 5 
rems/year averaged over five years here to 2 rems/year for the ICRP.  
2. The BEIRS VII and previous BEIRS reports encompassed multiple viewpoints from a large 
group of experts. 
3. It would certainly be to the advantage of the Department of Energy and Department of 
Defense, and possibly to the NRC, to have higher allowable radiation levels, because of laxer 
regulation for workplace safety, their own members' exposure limits, and less need for 
protective measures. 
 
Most importantly though, all three of the petitioners and the co-signatories ignore the mote 
in their own eyes. Every person in favor of the rule change has a conflict of interest. 
Petitioners and co-signatories all are involved in fields where worker protection costs and 
legal liabilities would be severely cut if the proposals for higher maximum radiation 
exposures are implemented. 
 
Petitioner Mark Miller succinctly summed up the latest BEIRS VII conclusion that "[t]he 
committee judges that the balance of evidence from epistemological, animal and mechanistic 
studies tends to favor a simple proportionate relationship at low doses between radiation 
dose and cancer risk." That is the conclusion drawn from a federally mandated study using 
data drawn from decades of research.  
 
Doss, Marcus, and Miller can choose to dismiss BEIRS VII. The NRC cannot. If the rules on 
radiation exposure are to be changed, the allowable maximum should be lowered, as proposed in 
recent months, to align with today's research and the ICRP standards. 
 
Thank you, 
Dorah Rosen Shuey, 
582 Swanton Rd. 
Davenport, CA 95017 
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