
1

Rulemaking1CEm Resource

From: RulemakingComments Resource
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2015 4:35 PM
To: Rulemaking1CEm Resource
Subject: Comment on PRM-20-28, PRM-20-29, and PRM-20-30
Attachments: NRC-2015-0057-DRAFT-0548.pdf

 
 

DOCKETED BY USNRC—OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
 

SECY-067 
PR#: PRM-20-28, PRM-20-29, and PRM-20-30 
FRN#: 80FR35870 
NRC DOCKET#: NRC-2015-0057 
SECY DOCKET DATE: 11/19/15 
TITLE: Linear No-Threshold Model and Standards for Protection Against Radiation 
COMMENT#: 563 
 



 
 
Hearing Identifier:  Secy_RuleMaking_comments_Public  
Email Number:  1372  
 
Mail Envelope Properties   (5b710796bdee46ab838dccdc82e7275c)  
 
Subject:   Comment on PRM-20-28, PRM-20-29, and PRM-20-30  
Sent Date:   11/23/2015 4:35:08 PM  
Received Date:  11/23/2015 4:35:10 PM  
From:    RulemakingComments Resource 
 
Created By:   RulemakingComments.Resource@nrc.gov 
 
Recipients:     
"Rulemaking1CEm Resource" <Rulemaking1CEm.Resource@nrc.gov>  
Tracking Status: None 
 
Post Office:   HQPWMSMRS02.nrc.gov  
 
Files     Size      Date & Time  
MESSAGE    298      11/23/2015 4:35:10 PM  
NRC-2015-0057-DRAFT-0548.pdf    187097  
 
Options  
Priority:     Standard   
Return Notification:    No   
Reply Requested:    No   
Sensitivity:     Normal  
Expiration Date:      
Recipients Received:     
  



PUBLIC SUBMISSION
As of: 11/23/15 2:24 PM
Received: November 19, 2015
Status: Pending_Post
Tracking No. 1jz-8mce-cpk7
Comments Due: November 19, 2015
Submission Type: Web

Docket: NRC-2015-0057
Linear No-Threshold Model and Standards for Protection Against Radiation

Comment On: NRC-2015-0057-0086
Linear No-Threshold Model and Standards for Protection Against Radiation; Extension of Comment Period

Document: NRC-2015-0057-DRAFT-0548
Comment on FR Doc # 2015-20722

Submitter Information

Name: Christopher Lish

General Comment

See attached file(s)

Attachments

151119_nrc-2015-0057-0010_reject_petitions_requesting_weakened_radiation_standards

Page 1 of 1

11/23/2015file:///C:/Users/CAG/Documents/XPMigratedFolders/PRM-20-28/NRC-2015-0057-DRAFT-0548.html



Page 1 of 3 
 

Thursday, November 19, 2015 
 
Secretary 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 
ATTN: Rulemakings and Adjudications Staff 
 
Subject: Reject efforts by pro-nuclear fanatics to weaken radiation standards -- Linear 
No-Threshold Model and Standards for Protection Against Radiation; Notice of 
Docketing and Request for Comment (Docket ID: NRC-2015-0057-0010) 
 
Dear NRC Chairman Stephen G. Burns, 
 
The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) should reject the petitions for 
rulemaking PRM-20-28, PRM-20-29, and PRM-20-30 out of hand. The NRC should not 
even have accepted them for public comment in the first place, as they are frivolous and 
based on unsound science. 
 

“Do not suffer your good nature, when application is made, to say ‘Yes’ when you 
should say ‘No’. Remember, it is a public not a private cause that is to be injured or 
benefited by your choice.” 
-- George Washington 

 
These three petitions seek to drastically weaken radiation protection standards and 
change the NRC’s regulations from the Linear No-Threshold (LNT) model endorsed by 
the National Academies of Sciences to a “hormesis” model accepted by no one but a 
few pro-nuclear power fanatics. Indeed, the hormesis model, rather than recognizing 
that any dose of radiation exposure may be harmful and should be avoided if possible, 
turns that scientifically-documented premise on its head and argues that low doses of 
radiation exposure may actually be beneficial. There is no solid evidence of any kind 
that that is the case. 
 

“Then I say the Earth belongs to each generation during its course, fully and in its 
own right, no generation can contract debts greater than may be paid during the 
course of its own existence.” 
-- Thomas Jefferson 

 
As Harvard’s Richard R. Monson, chair of the National Academies of Science (NAS)’s 
Biological Effectiveness of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR) VII committee stated in 2006, "The 
scientific research base shows that there is no threshold of exposure below which low 
levels of ionizing radiation can be demonstrated to be harmless or beneficial." This 
conclusion came from the latest study that the NRC and other federal agencies 
commissioned the NAS to carry out to update radiation risk information, so the NRC 
should not be considering radical proposals that contradict its own update. 
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“It is horrifying that we have to fight our own government to save the environment.” 
-- Ansel Adams 

 
Further, it is the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) that is charged with 
setting radiation protection of the public overall and its most recent update of the Blue 
Book (EPA 402-R-11-001, 2011), like the NRC’s current standards (which are 
themselves too weak), continue to be based on the LNT model. Adoption by the NRC of 
the “hormesis” model would put the agency in direct and unnecessary conflict with the 
EPA on this critical underpinning of public health and safety regulation. 
 

“These temple destroyers, devotees of ravaging commercialism, seem to have a 
perfect contempt for nature, and, instead of lifting their eyes to the God of the 
Mountains, lift them to the almighty dollar.” 
-- John Muir 

 
As the chief of the EPA’s radiation section said in 2009, “Although recent radiobiological 
findings indicate novel damage and repair processes at low doses, LNT is supported by 
data from both epidemiology and radiobiology. Given the current state of the science, 
the consensus positions of key scientific and governmental bodies, as well as the 
conservatism and calculational convenience of the LNT assumption, it is unlikely that 
the EPA will modify this approach in the near future.” 
 

“The ultimate test of a moral society is the kind of world that it leaves to its children.” 
-- Dietrich Bonhoeffer 

 
Studies of childhood cancer risks indicate that none of the current or proposed exposure 
limits for the in utero life stage are protective enough. Right now, radiation is allowed to 
cause 1 fatal cancer in 286 people exposed (1 in 143 cancer incidence). EPA risk goals 
protect to 1 in 10,000 risk for cancer incidence for other toxins. Setting a risk standard 
for radiation that causes so much more cancer than allowed by the EPA makes 
radiation a privileged pollutant. This risk number does not include sensitive life cycles. 
Since current radiation exposure standards fail to protect for vulnerable life stages, 
basing NRC radiation exposure standards on the hormetic model will further endanger 
the most vulnerable in order to protect nuclear industry profits. 
 

“As we peer into society’s future, we—you and I, and our government—must avoid 
the impulse to live only for today, plundering for our own ease and convenience the 
precious resources of tomorrow. We cannot mortgage the material assets of our 
grandchildren without risking the loss also of their political and spiritual heritage. We 
want democracy to survive for all generations to come, not to become the insolvent 
phantom of tomorrow.” 
-- Dwight D. Eisenhower 

 
If anything, the NRC should move in the opposite direction from that which is being 
proposed, as significant research indicates that long-term exposure to low levels of 
radiation may carry a greater risk of harm than the LNT model presents. It is also well 
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established that radiation causes other kinds of health damage in addition to cancer, but 
the regulations and risk studies ignore these, and thus are inadequate in that sense. 
 

“It is our task in our time and in our generation, to hand down undiminished to those 
who come after us, as was handed down to us by those who went before, the 
natural wealth and beauty which is ours.” 
-- John F. Kennedy 

 
The petitioners have done the nation a disservice by attempting to weaken these 
standards using a scientifically suspect model, and thus directing attention away from 
the real need to strengthen those standards, in particular to account for the reality that 
radiation is more harmful to children, especially girls, and to women than it is to men, 
and that the “standard man” approach used by the NRC allows for even greater 
exposure levels to those who are more vulnerable. 
 

“Our duty to the whole, including to the unborn generations, bids us to restrain an 
unprincipled present-day minority from wasting the heritage of these unborn 
generations. The movement for the conservation of wildlife and the larger movement 
for the conservation of all our natural resources are essentially democratic in spirit, 
purpose and method.” 
-- Theodore Roosevelt 

 
The NRC must not only reject the petitioners’ request, but also lower its current 
exposure standards to protect the most vulnerable. Any changes to radiation regulations 
contemplated by the NRC should be in the direction of strengthening, not weakening 
them. 
 

“A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty of the 
biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise.” 
-- Aldo Leopold 

 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments. Please do NOT add my name to 
your mailing list. I will learn about future developments on this issue from other sources. 
 
Sincerely, 
Christopher Lish 
Olema, CA 


