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To Roxanne Summers

.Dn..-.. (@ -\‘\’SW

From Darz A Powers

Subiect HEALTHEFFECTS OF LOW-LEVELS OF (ONIZING RADIATION

Many :hanks for the con‘erence phone cal] on Friday and the revisions propased by
Shack ard Kress to the draft lenter on low-lev2s of lonizing radiation Both have clarified n-uch
about the iniention of the draft letter “or me ! regret that [ have to be such a ‘pain’ on this marter
which is apparently far more transparen’ to other members of the Jount Suncommuttee than it is 1o
me

The revised 'etter does not realy address my originai pounts that:

- radiation damage ‘s more complicated than a simple dose-response relatiozsh p

- 1f we are to recommend in this area. our recommendation should address the
oroad range of issues at stake rather than focusing on one narrow controsers.al
topic, and

- 15 unlikely that findings of unilateral examinations could »e trans!eted n:o
revisions of the existing regulations

But. [ accept the idea at least in principle that a piecemeal approaci to the subject mayv be
appropriate | fee!, however, that the current draft (errer does not accurately state the pounts and
recommendations that the Joint Subcommirntee wants ACRS and ACNW ‘0 endorse. Let me
make some specific comments about the lemnter including editonal comments and perhaps my
concerns wil become apparent:

- paragraph 1: With regard to the last sentence in this paragraph, [ do not know that the
Commission wants to review anc analyvze the 1ssue at all In fact, | think it emerges toward the
end of the letter that such a review and analss:s 's the actual recommendation that is beig mace

- paragraph 3 [n the last sentence o7 thus paragraph the issues at hand are related o the
emphasis or. nsk :nformed regulation. We skou.d remember that in adopting a stance invo.ting
risk informat.on the Commission dic not abandon tze concept of defense-in-depth Thewr surpor
of risk-basec regulation s no: especially strong as reflected by the “informed” term Ip arec:
sgreat uncentainty such as the efects of low - 2ve Zose response relationships deferse-in-dep:n
may be a more userul guiding prncip.e than risx (115, 12 any case, not obvious 1o me tha: the
Comur.ssion must use s resources to accres< tne 'ssue Cannot an applican: propose rulemas -

and defend a position seexung reliel trom sriens 1 ine linear hy pothesis”®
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-paragraph 4: line 6. . incerender: ar.4 soecial tecnrucal investigation
The lenter does not ndicate wha: *he STUCH s 10 v independent of It would appear from tre
.2ner as now wnittea that the NCRP study s to do exactly what is recuested | now know :h.at it s
"hus s7udy and those who wall conduc: it *hat the lenter objects to. The reasons “or such objectiors
are not 2 2r stated Simulasly. ater i the paragraph a cal’ is made ‘or impartial review The letar
does not say that * s del:eved that the proposed stucy by NCRP will no® nrovide such an
‘mpartal review [ now know that this is in fact what is Selieved The lerer coes ro: state or
Jdelend this view. so a reader may wel. thirk that the plarned NCRP study is adequate

- paragrapk 5, line 3 1 thirk *his phrase should be reworded Such an obviousis biased
phrase really dewracts from a leter deanding an :mpartial examination of a subject

- .. any study to contnbute to the ‘esiing of the model " | tunk what is meant here 15
results of any study being used to test tne mocel "

- paragrapn 6 Do vou really mean that no ealthy worker effect was detected in the:
study” [f so, | would thunk 1t a very dubious study indeed Perhaps what 1s meant is that the
investugators were adle to correct for the healthy worker e“fect

- paragraph 6 -last sentence’ This sounds remarkably .ike [ amarckian biology.

-paragraph = Why isn't the quote the 'ast word on the subject” | presugious group of
experis has examined the data and hypotheses and published a conclusion it can defend. | know
the authors of the letter don': think a full exam:nation of the available data was conducted in an
4zdiased manner But, the letter does not say thus nor does it say why the experts are be.jeved 10
be such nad guys Thus leads me to thunk the authors just don't like the conclusion and they wart
to stack the supreme court with inexperienced peopie untl thev caz get a vote that goes their
W ay

- paragraph 8 last sentence on page 4
The logic may not be correct but the conclusion may not be wrong. You are making a cost
argument here and you don’t present a basis for conclusion, [s it going to be cost-effective 1o g0
the route vou plan? [ think the proposed study 1s a waste of monev because it can't resu't in the
change of regulations. | know the regulations are a pain in the neck to follow, but [ do not know
2t they are especially expensive to follow. nor do | Know that implementing changes wiih the
neavy costs of retrairung will be cheap. Ought we nave something aku to a regulatory analvsis ¢
SUppor. our position”

- paragraph 8 on page §
Agawn, [ ca.l your antention o the fact that ris« s not the oniy or even the most imponar: asi:
tor regulation The curren: approach can be defended on the basis of defense-in-depth just as
many other regu.atory positions are defended

- paragrapn 8 last line on page §
| 2el.eve this 1s the real recommendation - re-¢\.rm.ne the reguiatons model

e



0% 19 98 142" FAX 3088210243

- paragrapt i0 " create an incependent sody " Wrzatis this” Are we racommend ag
*he creation of @ wrole new commussion” [ the cumen: ~.dgetam enviromment v ou wi | et
nowhere with this. [ tunk there is ar Exacut've Order that =ow 'imits the creation of independe-:
sodies [ :till do 10t see wxv e NCRP sTuds canno: ¢ counted on to do everthing that is
requested irtne lenter [n fact. they seem 10 nave done it Szsed on e Jucts eariier 4 the leret 5
aew 2vidence nas just recently come o light they may wan: *o re-evaluate their fositon

- paragrapn 10 on page 6 lines 6
The sentence seems to imply that anvone with an 2Xperise :n Cose-response relaticnsaips (s pso
acto mased | for one canne’ say tus is accurate | do =ot know how vou abrudicate berwesn th
supposed biases and well-‘ounded. firmiy neld | defensibie positions. The additiona. experise
Peing proposed zere needs t0 2e better defended 50 .t 15 not attacked as “cour-siackng st
fact. true that past examunations of the data did not .nclude assessmen:s of the data qualin |
wou'd be stunned if this were the case [t seers to me that all these stucies get scrutinized

grea: dewu! for errors in design and staustcal aralvsis

- paragraph 11 point (a):
This recommendation seems 0 say put any old stray dog on the pane! as long as ke can c.auT to
not have any expertise in dose-response re.auonshups'' [ migat take it also to mean hat anyone
w20 advocates [ NT must be exciuded as well As 0 poiat (9), 1s 1t true that there was no
expertise in stausucs among those .nvoived in past exarminations of the issue” [ would be
surprised.

paragrapn 12 . these studies. . [s there to be more than one study?

naragrapr 6 [ believe the anecdotal citation of a few studies is inconsistent with a ca.l
‘0 exarune ali the dawa. Funhermore, citation of the particular studies may make the readers trink
2 bias exasts amorg the authors of the ietter

| kope my comments are of some use . developing a letter that can e tinalized [ regret that
nght now [ don ' think [ can formulate specific lang.age on the issue because I'm jus: not
persuadec of the draft position. Even 1f the posiiion s entirely correct, ['m not sure its
worhwhile %0 try to remedy the situation this way

F SLY
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MESSAGE:

Noel. John;
Regarding version ‘Final Draft 1B, 3. 17 96  of the Health Effects letter
fazed to me by Noel, please note the following.
1. Page 3. perhaps the terms Jogic' might be better ‘conclusion’. The
oftening of the sentence is ok but there is a loss of ‘punch’.

2. Page S, Ist full para.: 1 dont understand why ‘scientifically -based’ has
been removed. The term ‘appropriate’ could very well refer w one that 1s
incorrect but conservative, which is exactly what we now have and want to
reexamine. | urge retention of what was there but [ won't object
absolutely if this is all that stands in the way of getting the letter out.

The rest of the changes are ok but strike me as not substantive. I urge that
any future messages he handled in accord with information jeft with Rich
\Major or Jonhn Garrick. regarding where and how 1 can be reached.

. St Lk = 1 J S - L = a2 T > " ' i Loy
& Aqceecs s L 324 CRI30 ave, Downers oTove 11 @051 3-3450, Fax number I8 L0 34

as the phone n{*.mté'r-.
= Nyo unattended reception. Call and talk to us before sending.
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W Jaint Suscarmittee Members 1JTL - please p-
ccpres of tus me™o 12 the members)
Roxarne Summers
FIOM ICcC
SUB.ECT 3/26/9€ ACR

u

ACNW Joint S.bcomrittee Mee:ng

Because of anather commitment ra.e decidec 1o conserve you: tudjet o
not atiencing tre 3/2€,96 AC3S/ACNW Jon: Subcommittee Mee'in3

h

~dd tionaly as a shor' tmer cn ACKRS (my term ends on §/30/95) | wec-t

be arcurd to darucipate in ‘he on-going del be‘ations of low-leve

rac atior "ealtn effects a s.pject dezr 1o my “eart | rave f.ll

con” dence that ‘re members of the _.cint Sudcommttee wl zocme to an
appropriate pos tion on this issue witrout my preserce at tre meeting

| have revienwed the mpressive stacc of paper on low-level rada‘ion
health effec's trat Roxanne put together fcr ‘he meetng | belewe ~cw
as have believec for tre 40+ years that have Deen associated with tre
nuclear gower Indust ‘nat the nuclear esablishment has created an
unwarrantec fea- cf man-made i12nuzing radiaticn on tne part of the
general oublic with the ‘hnear no threshc d" effects/dose hyoothesis
Tnig n2s resultec in a tremendous fnancial and health eHec's cost 12
society 1ot cnly wir -espect to the utihization af ruclear pcwer bu: i~
tre .se cf ali forms of nuclear tech-ology

Tnere apoears t0 be considerabie technical tases for the March 18393
Heah Fhysics Society's reccmmendatior acairst quanttative
estmatior of health risk telcw an ircdivdual cose of € rem n ore vear :
a i'eeme dose of 10 rem in acditior ‘0 background -adiation © Hcwe.e’
tre croocnents o this Jostion wee Jiven a numoder cf clearly vaig
crallenzes by WK Sinclair (See p 3 o' attacnirent 15 tc Roxanne's reT:
ot his se.era guestons was pa‘ticularly intricsed ty hs questic-
racaraing tre usefulness of a threshoic cf a very lcw valLe o° cose -
act.al radiaton protecton practice bele,e that we have an answer
this chalerge as it concerns 'he rec.ulation of niclea” power plan‘s

T~e last § of Mav Goldman's comrmer's see Atachment 8 tc [csarn =
Temo: seem to me 1o be an espe: a , cigent summary of wrere ae s
anc a~here we shculd 2e going
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.ets slof Jeta.ng wha we believe and hope for and put tne lirear
ra-thresholc hypothesis tc sound sol d scienufic scrutiry ana

ot ec’.e testirg It's ume fcr innovative -esearch | We reed to dc 3
corplete review of the aveiab e da'a and as well empiGy our newe-
molecLiar tools in un que resea:cn ‘c better understanc tre rac atisn
carcinocenis s process’

|l dont believe tha: he NRC ca~n chanye its regulatory asproacn (at eas!
palitically t ro: egaly untl the NCRP (ard the ICRP?; changes its
raciaiicn pratection phicsaphy wtn reshect to lew doses of -adiatior
At'ackment 24 to Foxanre's mema s a oroposal ‘2 the NRC frem the NCRF
datec 2/1C/3% |over a year agc) to produce 2 repor: erutied “Critical
Evaluaton of :he Linear-No tnreshoc Assumptions” The estrated cost
o' this three year study is $225k a drop In the bucke' relative to the RES
bucge: We need "0 know what aciicn has teen ‘aken by the staff with
recard to ths groposa t seems tc me that tnus i1s an obvious ‘rst stes
in dealing with *his iss.e although | can magine that there are staff
pecdle ‘hat mgnt see this as a threat ‘o their empres

Finally | believe that the Comm ‘tees either indivdialy cr |ointly
sheuld recommenc to ‘he Commissicn that the agency cevelco a proaztive’
st-ategy o settle the question of the health effects of low level raaciaticn
expos.re Ths wculd be wholly zons sten: with this Commission's states
pehicy that NRC -egulations should be risk infermed
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BEIR VII "SCOPING STUDY"
Draft Work Scope
May 2, 1996
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Since publication of the 1990 BEIR v Committee report. “Heal®n f°fzi*.
of Exposure to Low Levels of lonizing Radration,” new nformation has becoms
avallable on the Japanese alomic DOMD Sufvivers akd other regarding conc-t.
exposed to ionizing radiation at low doses and dose rates. Studies at *he
molecular and cellular level have pointed the way towards contributed to &
better understanding of carcinogenesis and may eventually lead to an impro.=1
bas1s for estimating radiation risks at low doses and dose rates In
addition. there 15 new information on the effects of low-level radiatron 'r
producing risk decrements of both mertality and cancer, and other non-cancer
effects ather than cahcer.

To be credible, 1t 1s critical that federal radiation protection
measures and risk assessments be based on the best current science. Al*nougn
the emergence of new epidemiological data and progress in understanding °ne
biological basis for carcinogenesis 1s expected to continue in coming year:.
an wpdate extension of BEIR V may be desirable at this time, Before
proceeding with a full-scale National Academy (BEIR VII) review and ana’,:':
aimed at updating the existing state of understanding and quantificatior -7
risks from low dose, low-LET radiation, 1t would be advantageous to coniuct &
prel iminary study that would examine the range of potential issues that - :
be addressed. along with an assessment of the usefulness of available sour:-
of new information 1n order to define the most useful scope for BEIR VII.

PROPOSED PLAN OF ACTION

The Board on Radiation Effects Research will organize a small exper”
pane] to investigate what issues a BEIR VII study might usefully addres: '~
gepth. The scoping study should address each of the issues 'areas out!in:zs
below and an, others the panel deems relevant. In conducting 1ts review. tr-
pane) .nould consider the current availability of data not evaluated by *hs
BEIR Vv committee and the expectation nf significant additional data dur:ng *n=
period of the BEIR VII review. The panel should provide a final letter repor”
thar: '.) recommends which of these i1ssues could profitably be addres:e: -

er*n n a BEIR VII study. (2) provides a basis for these recommendations. ..
1503 primary sources of data that might be used, (4) assesses whether or 7o”
3 32+3' 724 analysis of each i1ssue could have a significant effect on the

quant fication or validity of radiation risk estimates, and (5) indicates ar o’
rent v disciplines would be required to adequately address each of “ne”
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h T2y awing these and other Ssusi. the sources of Jata -ar 21

trciude (but not be 1imited to) the fo)llowing:

[ Japan#ie atomic bomb survisors data

K @

Lancar tncidence and mortality dJata availabla subszjuent t5 378 ¥

- -

anal,s': with emphasis on exposure; at low doses and dose rates

of risk on cancer site. age at exposure. age 3%t bisr.ah v,
exposure, gender, city, and dose

New 2osimetiric information, particularly pertaining to meytran 30is: 3°
Hiroshima oa.risk estimates applicable to elevated environmenta’
gaposures

tvidenca partaining to possible low level radiation inducton .°
noncancar effects ( mortality, genetic. teratological, cardiova
satarac ST by fadiatien

Otner epidem:ological low level data that has been cited as a ba:'; “or

stimat on at low levels of exposure

Mez 23"y 'rradiated cohorts
*5pu”a®'ons exposed to chronic doses: (1) groups exposed in the “oemar

snL et _rran, (2) nuclear workers 'n the U.S. and other countr:=s, 3n2
3 atner ’apu1atlon groups for which studies have bean rgportes =.2
c2. - 3ert. of nigh background areas).

18nce “or carcinogenicity of [-13]
iTLrativ. Jtudies pertaining to mechanisms of radiation carcinigecs

reance of yartous types of ONA damage produced by radiation ani
ntronsic normal metabolism,

£y .. 5f biosystem in prevention, repa'r, and removal of ONA 1i7:
and **s furnctional dependencs on dose and dose rate

impertance of spectific gend snargss Causad by radiation of 3%
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