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27 November, 1996 

A. N. TSCHAECHE 
1693 CLAREMONT LANE 

IDAHO FALLS IDAHO 83404-7463 

Dr. Shirley Ann Jackson, Chairman 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington DC 20555 

Dear Chairman Jackson: 
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I write for myself as an informed member of the public and as one who has 40 years' experience in 
myriad aspects the nuclear industry. My concern today is with radiation protection. There is a 
significant bias in how the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) regulates radiation protection. 
That bias results in public fear of radiation and in resulting anti-nuclear actions that are extremely 
detrimental to the nuclear industry and to the public's receiving the benefits of that industry. 

The NRC's regulations for radiation protection are based largely on the recommendations of the 
National Commission on Radiation Protection and Measurements (NCRP), the Radiation Protection 
Guidance to Federal Agencies for Occupational Exposure (52FR2822) and to a lesser extent on the 
recommendations of the International Committee on Radiation Protection (ICRP). All of the 
recommendations and guidance on risk of harm from low doses of ionizing radiation use the linear, 
no-threshold hypothesis (LNTH) to predict risks at low doses from data at high doses (and high dose 
rates). 

There is considerable evidence today that the LNTH is no longer the most appropriate basis for 
predicting risks of low doses. Nor is it the appropriate basis for setting radiation protection 
standards. 

I am aware that the NRC has contracted with the NCRP to examine whether the LNTH remains the 
appropriate basis for setting radiation protection standards and for predicting risks of low doses. 
However, I fear that, because of the vested interest by the NCRP in the LNTH, the NCRP wili not 
be unbiased in its evaluation of the appropriateness of the LNTH as the basis for such standards and 
risks. 

The NRC's Strategic Assessment: Framework Document, Appendix I: Principles of Good 
Regulation, makes the statement: "The NRC adheres to the following Principles of Good Regulation: 
INDEPENDENT. Nothing ... Final decisions must be based on objective, unbiased assessments of 
all information, and must be documented with reasons explicitly stated. (emphasis added)" The 
NCRP cannot be an unbiased evaluator of the LNTR that the NCRP proposed and that the NCRP 
has supported and continues to support in spite of data that demonstrates the LNTH is wrong I The 
NCRP explicitly ignores all data that demonstrate adaptive responses or beneficial effects of low 
doses (hormesis). The NCRP does not assess all the data and does not give cogent reasons for doing 
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