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" GLENN; GAO -
*‘CHALLENGE

' RADIATION -

. STANDARDS

[ Sen: john Glenh and the U.S. .
-, "' General Accounting Omcc‘(GAO) R
" are challenging the disparate
" radiation protection standards . -

..-promulgated by various

. ..Bovernrent agencies. L
. .. Inaground- brc1kmg
ircport. the GAO said thar. cxxstmg

"."radiation protection siandards vary 7

- widely from agency o agency and
_.-..thatthere secms to be no .
- -government consensus an what 0

. -represents an "acceptable” radiation -
- - risk to the public, | '
S : . The GAO rccommcudcd I
" thar EPA“ind NRC get together .
',.'uand determine what representsan .. -
."acccpmble radiation Tisk, and then L

"set joint standards.
: For his part, Seri: Glenn

"(D:dhlo) said he has given NRC, .
EPA and DOE 50 days to comc up

" with "a comprehensive plan for

" addressing these inconsistencies” or
" .'he will introduce legislation to to

a ..change the current radiation
* protecdon framework.

The GAO noted that -

. standards governing high-level "

‘radiuactivc waste storage, | -

O "owslevel” radioactive waste - -0
.+ .storage, operation of nuclear” - - -

" ~reactars, releases from uranium -

" 'mill'tailings site, and 56-6n, are all
.- contradigrory, The NRC's recent
© ERORR decommissioning | .

. standards. propased rull.‘i'n’ikmg,

- “also does not fit in with any .
-+ esitting radiation prmccnou e

. standards.

The G AO eited cllﬁctct](

| i f l‘! o

. fisk caleulation stratcgics and, )

different protective stategies as the: ¢
. reasons behind the vastly different
" approaches to radiation protection y

. chosen by different agencies. R
. But pethaps mbst refling |
- - was-a chart included in the report,-.. "l

_which mazkes clear that all

"+ government-wide-radiation’ P
. 'protection standards falk far below . .
- siplar protective smandards for . o

toxics, pesticides, and ather

. ‘hazardous substances.’

Protective standards t'or

" toxics and pesticides typically fall m.: L
. the 1in 10,000 to 1 in 1,000,000
“lifetime fatal cancer range.

But "aeceeptable” rcmtme

" releases from NRC-licensed o
“facititics are, according to GAO,1 m el

*the 1-300 lifetime facal cancer

" range (ac.tun]ly. aceording to NRC,./
_;'about 1 in 286)..

For efflucnts-from -
-reactors, the risk is in the 1—6 000

~tolin 10,000 range.

For "low-level" waste -

*facilities, NIRS standards are 1'iri-
* 1 1,000 liferime faml cancer rate, ..
", according to GAD,

Protection from

) .~"jradiumv226 is as little as 1in 50, e
" according to existing NRC
standards. :

NRC occupational ' .-

..standards for nuclear warkers are’'d”
< suarthng 1 in 8 lifetime faul cancer .

rate, according o GAO. The NRC

. argues that most workers do not - -*
receive the maxirnum allowable =
.dose, Of drose that do, however,"”,
“.the odds are clearly not'good.

Far the proposed

- “high-level waste dump at Yocea |

- Mountgin, Nevada, currene I P)\
. propased risks run from 1 in 2,000
- eto 1 36,000,

The GAQ compared’ these’

' .-‘.ri_qk levels o those espoused by the

K Superfund prograri, Wh‘lCh setka’ -
. 1in 15,0000 1in 1, 500,000
... lifetime faral cancer risk.

In shorr, risk of fawl - S

.“eancers from "acceptable” radiation - .

.- risks far-ourweigh those of other B
regulated toxic substances. Indeed, - .

- the NRC's own stired "safery-goal” *-

“of the risk of dn dctdal nucléar. 00 T
"+ reactor meldown--which could .+ - LTS
. kitl thousands--isabout 1,in e
*.100,000, or far less prarective: than
" EPA standards for most Superfund "

cleanups. The GAO, howchr‘ dul e

" nocaddress this;issuc:

What thm means fur

~nuclear acivises is an zmpcr-mvc. w0 S
_explain to ¢lecred officials atall .~ .
" levels of government the risks cnfj Lo
" continued nuclear power . .
» . generation and of inadequate. . .
7 publig protccc;ons standard$from |
~federal govcmmcnt régulators.

As most activists know,

" thie risks are el With its T
" wellresearched répore and. h:andy '
. charts, the GAQ has provided a
. public service: It has clearly and
. unambigously acknowledgcd thesc
** risks, and for the first time, has - -
© . juxtapased the weéméndousand © -7
- .absurd gnvemmcnt wnauons of
. ~Yacceptable” risk, :

As Con.grcss prepares to .

... re-cvaluate radioactive waste faws *
T in 1995, it is essential for grassroats |’
.- activists ta ensure.thait cheir -

congressmembers have seen, and -

"' have understood, this GAO rcporn-'"-'-'"ﬁm»f i




Other relevant sources are on reserve in the Reading Room. General
references include:

OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH

Lloyd Tataryn, Dying for a Living, Deneau and Greenberg, 1979
Occupational Radiation Safety in Mining, Proceedings of the International

Conference, (ed. Harold Stocker), Canadian Nuclear Assoc., Vol. I and IT,
1984

RADIATION AND HEALTH

Rosalie Bertell, No Immediate Danger?, Women's Educational Press, 1985
Ground for Concern, (ed. Mary Elliot), Penguin, 1977
John W. Gofman, Radiation and Human Health, Sierra Club Bocks, 1981

Handbook for Estimating Health Effects from Exposure to Ionizing Radiation,
(Compiled by Rosalie Bertell), Institute of Concern for Public Health, 1984

Comments Upon "Basic of Intake Limits for Radon and Thoron Daughters",
(Prepared by C.G. Stewart et. al.), Canadian Nuclear Association 1983.

International Atomic Energy Agency, Environmental Migration of Long-lived
Radionuclides, 1982

International Atomic Energy Agency, Principles for Establishing Limits for
the Release of Radiocactive Materials into the Environment, 1978

NUCLEAR WASTE/WEAPONS

Donald L Barlett and James B. Steele, Forevermore — Nuclear Waste in
America, W.W. Norton, 1985

Ron Finch, Exporting Danger, Black Rose Books, 1986
Dr. Helen Caldicott, Nuclear Madness, Actumn Press, 1978
Science for Peace, J. Alton et. al. eds, The Name of the Chamber was Peace,

Samuel Stevens and Co. 1988
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