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We note that the Explanatory Document and Draft Authorisation depends on dose 
considerations to demonstrate compliance with risk targets (para. 5.2.4). Part 2 of this 
document details scientific challenges to the concept of dose the effect of which is to 
nullify, for certain exposure regimes, any assertion that dose quantities can be used to 
demonstrate compliance. If we can take the views of Robert E. Smith, (Radioactive 
Substances Regulation, Environment Agency) as representing the Agency's position, 
we note that he has addressed this issue by claiming that the challenges to the dose 
concept do not mean that those concepts are lacking in utility within a radiation 
protection system for humans or other species. He quotes the following from the 
Radiation Protection Division of  the Health Protection Agency (HPA-RPD): 

It continues to be best scientific practice to use these dose 
coefficients in assessing effective doses to members of the public 
for comparison with the appropriate dose limits and dose 
constraints for the purpose of regulating radioactive discharges 
to the environment.”  

It is clear that the HPA is using one absorbed dose quantity to assess another absorbed 
dose quantity. But the question HPA and the Environment Agency are required to 
answer is whether absorbed dose can be used to assess risk, and our attached 
consultation response makes it equally clear that there are circumstances where it can 
not. To persist in the existing fiction is to breach the Environment Agency's 
inalienable responsibility to use sound science.  
 
The Explanatory Document and Draft Authorisation expresses confidence in the 
reliability of the ICRP risk model (foot of page 27 and following). The Agency makes 
reference to "a large body of epidemiological evidence, supported internationally, 
underpinning the risk model used by HPA" (i.e. the ICRP risk model). Part 2 of this 
document cites a substantially larger body of epidemiological evidence that falsifies 
ICRP's assumptions. One of the assumptions so falsified is that the health effects are 
limited to cancer and gross heritable defects. The evidence includes reports following 
the Chernobyl disaster which show a wide range of health outcomes. Robert Smith, in 
addressing this issue in correspondence with LLRC, has referred to the summary 
report of the Chernobyl Forum.1  This, he wrote  

"results from the work of a range of international organisations, 
including IAEA and UNSCEAR, and experts from many 
countries including Belarus, Russia and the Ukraine .  On p.16 it 
makes the following statements:  “Such increases [in cancer 
mortality] would be very difficult to detect with available 
epidemiological tools, given the normal variation in cancer 
mortality rates.  So far, epidemiological studies of residents of 

                                                   
1 Mr. Smith cited the "second revised version, published April 2006, available at 
www.iaea.org/Publications/Booklets/Chernobyl/chernobyl.pdf." 



contaminated areas in Belarus, Russia and Ukraine have not 
provided clear and convincing evidence for a radiation-induced 
increase in general population mortality, and in particular, for 
fatalities caused by leukaemia, solid cancers (other than thyroid 
cancer), and non-cancer diseases.” In view of these statements, 
we are neither surprised nor concerned that HPA and ICRP do 
not reference any post-Chernobyl cancer studies." 

On the wider question:  "Are you concerned that [HPA] reference nothing that 
challenges the ICRP view?" Mr. Smith replied:  

"We are not concerned by this. It is clear to us that HPA do not 
in general challenge the ICRP view because that view 
represents the international scientific consensus which HPA 
staff members have themselves helped to form."  

 
The Environment Agency has answered criticism of its unquestioning dependence on 
HPA advice by claiming that it would not be appropriate to retain radiation protection 
expertise of its own. Defending this position further, Mr. Smith has expanded on how 
the alleged "international scientific consensus" is formed: 

"… the overall process leading to the provision of radiological protection 
advice at the national level is broadly as follows:  UNSCEAR, a UN 
committee, collects and evaluates information on the levels and effects 
of ionising radiation and publishes its findings in a series of authoritative 
reports;  ICRP uses this and other information to formulate its 
radiological protection recommendations;  various national radiological 
protection advisory bodies, such as HPA in the UK, use the ICRP 
recommendations to formulate national advice. 
 
Each body looks critically at  the information and advice it receives.  
Unsurprisingly, experts from national organisations also serve on 
international bodies.  Hence, as HPA have explained to you, HPA staff 
members serve on ICRP committees and UNSCEAR.  As HPA have 
said:  “Our strong representation [on ICRP] over the years has meant 
that the organisation has been able to make a significant contribution to 
international protection philosophy and practice and has maintained 
interactions with experts from other countries at the highest level.” 

 

Mr. Smith affects to believe that the incestuous interpenetration of one body 
by members of other bodies is a strength. In fact it ensures a lack of scientific rigour 
which has its roots in the early days of the Cold War when advisory bodies were 
proliferated in order to confer spurious credibility on the radiation protection 
standards then prevailing - standards intended to protect nuclear weapons projects 
rather than people. Thus the International Commission on Radiological Protection 
developed out of the NCRP. The Chair of the NCRP, Lauriston Taylor, was 
simultaneously a member of the ICRP and the Chairman of NCRP. The NCRP 
committees One and Two were duplicated on the ICRP with the identical chairmen, 
Failla and Morgan.  

Unlike the ECRR, whose members include researchers and which carries out 
and commissions fundamental studies, ICRP has always been a desk organization. It 
carries out no research. ICRP has stated that it relies for its information on the reviews 
of scientific papers provided by UNSCEAR. But UNSCEAR carries out no research 
either: UNSCEAR’s reports choose to cite other research which its editors choose 



carefully. These editors are selective in their references as is the latest ICRP 2007 
report.  

These radiation risk organisations have personnel in common. For example, 
there are overlaps between ICRP and UNSCEAR, the USA BEIR VII and the 
International Atomic Energy Agency. In ECRR2003 2 it was reported that the then 
Chair of the ICRP Roger Clarke was also the Director of the UK National 
Radiological Protection Board (NRPB). Clarke was also a member of the 2007 ICRP 
task group responsible for determining the risk coefficients (and ignoring the data that 
showed they were wrong). The Chair of this task group was Dr Roger Cox, Chair of 
the NRPB (now the HPA), who was Chairman of ICRP Committee 1 (2001-2005) and 
is also presently Vice Chair of ICRP and also contributing author to the 2000 
UNSCEAR report. Cox was on the CERRIE committee whose final report excluded 
evidence that ICRP’s model is wrong. He was also on the USA BEIR VII committee 
for its 2005 report.  When these groups refer to each other for independent support, 
they don’t have far to walk. There is Dr Abel Gonzalez of the IAEA, who is also a full 
member of the ICRP committee and is listed as drafting the ICRP 2007 report. Dr 
Lars Eric Holm of Sweden was the Chair of ICRP until very recently and was also 
Chair of the Swedish Radiological Protection organization SSI. He was Chair 
of UNSCEAR in 2001 and is a delegate to UNSCEAR 2006. Holm has famously 
gone on record as stating that the total death toll of Chernobyl is limited to 30 
seriously irradiated clean up workers, something that is also stated regularly in public 
and at conferences by Abel Gonzalez of the IAEA. The point here is that all the 
organisations that the Environment Agency depend upon for a scientific consensus 
argument ultimately interconnect and come back to one risk model: that of the ICRP. 
The ICRP is not independent of the organizations that it depends upon for its 
evidence, and they are not independent of it. The system is an internally consistent 
and epicyclically-maintained fortress of bad science, bias and false conclusions.  
What of that other UN organization, which might be reasonable expected to have a 
concern about radiation exposures and health, the World Health Organisation? In 
1959 WHO was constrained into an agreement with IAEA which left the IAEA with a 
veto over any research into the health effects of radiation. This agreement is still in 
force, and covers not only WHO but also FAO. At the 2001 Kiev Conference on the 
health effects of the Chernobyl accident, the Chair of WHO, Prof H Nakajima stated 
in a public interview: in the research into the effects of radiation WHO is subservient 
to IAEA, health is subservient to the atom. The first article of the IAEA's constitution 
commits it to the development of peaceful uses of the atom.  

To this we can add a particular example of UNSCEAR's selectivity. In 2008 
UNSCEAR published a 400 page report on Uranium armour-piercing weapons. They 
devoted a mere eleven lines on just one page to considering and denying the health 
effects. The UNSCEAR position was based on three cited desktop reviews - the 
RAND corporation 1999 report, the US Institute of Medicine 2001 report and the 
Royal Society report, also of 2001. None of these reports was peer-reviewed. All were 
selective in their references. All were out of date. None of them could deal with 

                                                   
2 ECRR 2003 Recommendations of the ECRR The Health Effects of Ionising Radiation Exposure at 
Low Doses and Low Dose Rates for Radiation Protection Purposes: Regulators’ Edition  Edited by 
Chris Busby with Rosalie Bertell, Inge Schmitz-Feuerhake, Molly Scott Cato and Alexei Yablokov  
Published on Behalf of the European Committee on Radiation Risk by Green Audit, 2003. ISBN: 1 
897761 24 4 http://www.euradcom.org/2003/ecrr2003.htm 



respirable nanoparticles of Uranium from weapons fallout, since no-one had studied 
them. Yet all three employed the ICRP model to show that the doses were too low to 
be of concern. 
 
As may be seen in Part 2 (section 12.2.1 Chernobyl), Mr. Smith's claim that the 
Chernobyl Forum Report shows no observable health impact is ill-informed at best 
and shows a cavalier attitude to the "sound science" criterion which is supposed to 
govern its activities. The substance of the Chernobyl Forum Report 3 in fact contains 
admissions that many diseases have increased; the caveat is that there was no 
consistent trend (i.e. no linear trend) with dose and that "based on the scientific 
literature such effects would not be expected at the low dose levels of the general 
population."4 In this respect there is agreement between the Chernobyl Forum Report 
and the findings of the abundant contrary reviews that ICRP and HPA ignore; where 
they differ is that WHO and IAEA, the lead agencies in the Chernobyl Forum, adhere 
to the ICRP model of radiation risk and thus have to deny that radiation caused the 
disease. Professor Dr. of Biology, Dimitro Grodzinsky, Chair of the Department of 
Biology of the Ukraine National Academy of Sciences, and member of the National 
Commission has written: 

“For a long time I have thought that the time has come to put an end 
to the opposition between technocracy advocates and those who 
support objective scientific efforts to estimate the negative risks for 
people exposed to the Chernobyl fallout. The basis for believing that 
these risks are not minor is very convincing.” 

The consensus which the Environment Agency seems to believe in does not exist. 
Many scientists have published work which challenges the ICRP view. In such a 
situation the Agency must demonstrate a soundly scientific and thoroughly analytical 
approach. In this it will be compromised by its admitted lack of independent expertise 
in radiation protection. It can only approach the topic by ensuring that all relevant 
issues are examined in an oppositional procedure under judicial rules of evidence to 
allow iteration and cross-examination.  
 
The matters we have discussed here impact "Optimisation" and the requirement that 
doses to the public should be "as low as reasonably achievable, economic and social 
factors being taken into account". The standard to be applied depends on what is 
reasonable, and that depends on the severity of the health impact that may be 
expected, which is both a social and an economic consideration.  
 
 
 

                                                   
3 Chernobyl’s Legacy: Health, Environmental and Socio-economic Impacts and Recommendations to 
the Governments of Belarus, the Russian Federation and Ukraine The Chernobyl Forum: 2003–2005 
Second revised version 
4 Repacholi M, Carr, Z, Bennett, B: Health Effects of the Chernobyl Accident and Special Care 
Programme: Report of the UN Chernobyl Forum Expert Group "Health" p. 91 
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