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RESOLUTION 

ICRP  

 
Comment 

No. 

Para/Line 

No. 

Proposed new text Reason Ac-

cept

ed 

Accepted, but mod-

ified as follows 

Rejected Reason for modifi-

cation/rejection 

1 General Because radiation protection is only one aspect in such emergency 

situations, and as ICRP itself states, not always the most important 

one, it is inappropriate to compare this with any planned exposure 

situation. Therefor the ambition to achieve doses down to 1 mSv/a is 

a wrong objective. 

 

To propose any number for doses to be achieved or present some sort 

of limit is also inadequate. In each emergency situation the circum-

stances are different and have to assessed individually and flexible. 

 

When ICRP recommends several and rather low numbers for doses it 

will bring any decision maker into trouble when deviations from 

these numbers would be appropriate and adequately reflect the spe-

cial circumstances. 

 

For convenience of the TG93 we have used the commenting format 

of IAEA. This would lead to a better transparency in the process of 

considering the comments. 

    

2 Line 16 In   both exposure situations, these 

objectives  are  achieved  using  the  

fundamental  principles of 

justification of decisions and opti-

misation of protection with refer-

ence levels, as appropriate. 

Reference levels are not always 

a method of optimization. The 

experience with dose con-

straints in planned situations 

shows that they are not needed 

in most cases. 

    

3 Line 39 The   principle   of   optimisation   See above     
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of   protection   applied   with   ref-

erence    levels, as appropriate, con-

sidering   all   impacts    

4 Line 44 For protection of responders and 

the population during the emergen-

cy response, the reference level 

should  not  generally  exceed be in 

the order of  a few 100  mSv,  while  

recognising   that  higher values,  in 

the order of 1 Gy may be necessary 

to save lives and for the prevention 

of   catastrophic conditions. 

The restriction to 100 mSv is a 

wrong signal to the first re-

sponders. Fire-fighters risk 

there lifes when doing their 

job. It is not to understand that 

in the acute phase of a severe 

accident first responders should 

be treated differently from fire-

fighters. There is no radiologi-

cal concern to receive higher 

doses if compared with areas of 

high natural background. There 

are people in Ramsar which 

receive more than 100 mSv/a 

and do not show any health 

effects. 

    

5 Line 50 Individual and case specific Refer-

ence   levels   should   be   selected   

to   support   this  progressive 

improvement, taking into account 

the progress already achieved. Lev-

els should    be in the order of   

within  or  below the  Commis-

sion’s  recommended  1–20-

mSv/year  band  taking     into ac-

count the actual distribution of dos-

es in the population and the tolera-

bility of risk 

for the long-lasting existing expo-

sure situations,  and would  not 

generally  need    to exceed 10 mSv 

per year. 

There is a need for flexibility. 

Emergency situations are dif-

ferent from planned exposures 

and the proposed band from 1-

20 mSv/year has its origin in 

the radiation protection philos-

ophy for planned exposures. 

 

Recommending a goal of 10 

mSv means to make the deci-

sion before consideration of the 

actual circumstances. 
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6 Line 54 The objective of optimisation of 

protection could be is a progressive 

reduction in exposure to levels on 

the order of 10 mSv per year de-

pending on circumstances. 

1 mSv is definitely too low. 

There is no proven evidence of 

radiation effects below 100 

mGy. Natural background is at 

least more than 2 mSv/a at 

most places in the world. 1 

mSv/a is not optimization but 

minimisation and is not appro-

priate after emergency situa-

tions. 

    

7 Line 93 The principle of justification shall 

ensure ensures that decisions about  

the implementation of protective 

actions have a positive benefit in 

terms    of exposure reduction, alt-

hough this 

may induce potentially significant 

societal, economic, and environ-

mental  disruptions.The overall 

result shall be is more good than 

harm for affected people and the 

environment. 

A principle cannot ensure 

something. It is rather the ob-

jective that is meant here. 

    

8 Line 97 The principle of optimisation of 

protective actions applied with ref-

erence levels, as appropriate,  aims    

to 

maintain and reduce all exposures 

as low as reasonably achievable, 

taking into account economic, soci-

etal, and environmental factors 

There is no need for reference 

levels in optimising protection. 

It may help in some cases, but 

it must not exclude solutions. 

    

9 Line 107 For  protection  of responders  and  

the  population  during  the  emer-

gency  response, the reference  lev-

el should  not  generally exceed   be 

in the order of 1 Gy 100  mSv,  

See comment above. 100 mSv 

will be a wrong signal to res-

cue workers and it might lead 

to difficulties to win volun-

teers. 
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while  recognising  that  higher lev-

els even without any restrictions 

may be necessary in exceptional 

circumstances to save lives  and 

prevent    further degradation of the 

facility leading to catastrophic con-

ditions. The initial reference  levels 

may be applicable  for a short peri-

od,  and  should not generally ex-

ceed  1  year many years.     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 year is a completely arbitrary 

number and in no way reflect 

the individual circumstances. 

10 Line 114 For protection  of responders  after 

the urgent  emergency response, the 

reference level should not exceed 

20 100 mSv per year. For people 

living in long-term contaminated 

areas 

following the emergency response, 

the reference level should be select-

ed within or below above in the 

order of the  Commission’s  rec-

ommended  band  of 1–20/year  

mSv  for  existing  exposure situa-

tions, taking into account the actual 

distribution of doses in the popula-

tion and the   tolerability of risk for 

the long-lasting existing exposure 

situations, and there is generally no 

need for the  reference  level  to  

exceed  10  mSv  per  year.  The  

objective  of  optimisation   of pro-

tection is a progressive reduction in 

exposure to levels on the order of 

10 mSv per year. 

See also comments above. 20 

mSv is the normal limit for 

planned exposures. Again, to 

propose this number is not tak-

ing the specific circumstances 

into account. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 mSv/a as a long time goal 

means restricting a possible 

return of people and is unnec-

essary with respect to the exist-

ing natural background. 

    

11 Line 303 Acute  organ  doses  up  to  approx-

imately 100  mGy (0.1  Gy)  pro-

This is an exaggeration. To 

have deterministic effects it 
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duce  no functional impairment  of 

tissues.  At  higher  doses,  the  risk  

of tissue  reactions  becomes in-

creasingly more important  and  

there  is  increased  likelihood  of  

serious  adamage.  As  it  is  pru-

dent  to  take 

uncertainties in the current esti-

mates of thresholds for determinis-

tic effects into account,   the Com-

mission considers that short-term or 

annual doses rising towards above 

some hundreds of100 mSv for 

whole- 

body exposure almost always justi-

fy the consideration of protective 

actions. 

needs several Gy of exposure. 

 

There will be no serious organ 

damage at even some Gy. 

 

Regarding uncertainties it is 

not prudent to assume that 

there will be an effect, espe-

cially when the consequences 

for the people are extremely 

severe (e.g. evacuation). 

12 Line 324 There is reliable scientific evidence 

that whole-body exposures on the 

order of ≥100 mSv can increase 

the probability of cancer occurring 

in an exposed population. Below 

100 

mSv,  the  evidence  is  less  clear 

there is no evidence .  The  Com-

mission  prudently precautionary  

assumes,  for  purposes     of radio-

logical protection, that even small 

doses might result in a slight in-

crease    in risk. 

What the ICRP believes is pru-

dent may be seen differently by 

people which suffer from such 

prudence. 

    

13 Line 331 Although  heritable  (genetic)  ef-

fects  have  been  seen  in  animals,  

there  is  no direct evidence that 

exposure of humans to radiation 

leads to excess heritable disease. 

See above     
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However, the Commission prudent-

ly  precautionary continues  to  in-

clude  the  risk of  heritable  effects  

in  its  system   of radiological pro-

tection. 

14 Line 349 In its  recommendations  on protec-

tion  of  the  environment under  

different exposure situations (ICRP, 

2014), the Commission states that 

although environmental impacts 

may not be an  immediate  priority  

during  the  early  phase   of  a  nu-

clear  accident,  the        environ-

mental consequences  of protective 

actions  should be  considered, with 

human protection being prior, when 

choosing  options to  protect hu-

mans in the intermediate and long-

term phases. 

The wellbeing of humans 

should have priority in plan-

ning of recovery measures. 

    

15 Line 457 This increase cannot be attributed 

to 

the direct health effects of radia-

tion, although it is a direct conse-

quence of the non-nuclear and nu-

clear accident. 

For clarification     

16 Line 483 For implementation of the optimi-

sation principle, the Commission 

recommends using    reference lev-

els, as appropriate,  to guide deci-

sion making concerning protective 

actions. 

See comment above     

17 Line 504 However,  the  Commission rec-

ommends  that appropriate 

measures should be taken to protect 

pets and livestock, and specific 

Again, human protection and 

wellbeing has priority. It would 

be absurd to restrain from 

measures for the reason to pro-
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arrangements should , if possible 

and reasonable,  be developed in 

the emergency preparedness plan-

ning process to preserve their wel-

fare. Further, even where concerns 

about  human exposure predomi-

nate, consideration should be given    

to the environmental consequences 

of the possible protective actions 

with human protection being prior.  

This  is  particularly   true regarding 

the choice of actions to decontami-

nate the environmental medium 

(e.g. soil), as this  is  likely to 

affect the  organo-mineral  fertility 

of the  soil  in the  long  term,  and    

introduce 

disruption in biodiversity. 

tect the environment. 

18 Line 512 During the recovery process, as the 

radiological situation is better char-

acterised, it may be possible to con-

sider actions to protect species 

which are likely to be threatened by 

contamination  in the  long term. 

Special provisions  may also be  

necessary  considered to safeguard  

the 

quality  of  the  environment  im-

pacted  by the  implementation  of 

protective  actions.   

This seems to be rather theoret-

ical. The example of the for-

bidden zone around Chernobyl 

reveals that nature recovers 

very well, irrespective of the 

radiation level, when human 

activities are taken out. 

    

19 Line 528 Decisions  should  be  based  on  a  

reasonably   realistic   conservative 

approach to consider the inevitable 

uncertainties concerning the situa-

tion on-site as well as off-site, and 

To be conservative is not a 

goal, but being realistic. 
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bearing their potential negative 

consequences in mind. 

20 Line 691 A few individuals (particularly re-

sponders) may receive    high expo-

sures that could induce severe radi-

ation health effects if protective 

actions are not     implemented 

promptly or adequately. The Com-

mission therefore pays particular 

attention to equity in the  distribu-

tion of exposure within the groups  

of affected people, and recom-

mends that,  in the    event  of an 

accident,  optimisation  of protec-

tion  should  be  implemented with 

the  aim  of        reducing the expo-

sure of the most exposed individu-

als as a priority. 

Within the recommended dose 

restrictions there will be no 

difference in the health conse-

quences for people. The objec-

tive to restrict high individual 

doses is needles. 

 

In Chernobyl the death victims 

received doses that were far 

away from those recommend-

ed. 

 

In Fukushima doses to workers 

remained below 250 mSv for a 

shorter period.  There will be 

no severe health consequences 

at this level. 

    

21 Line 696 For the  implementation of optimi-

sation during an emergency re-

sponse   and recovery  process,  the  

Commission  recommends  using  

reference  levels, as appropriate,  to  

guide  actions  to  reduce  individu-

al exposures and  limit  inequities. 

See above     

22 Line 704 As the best protective option is  

always   specific to the exposure 

situation, it is not relevant to de-

termine, a priori, a target dose level 

below   which  the  optimisation  

process  should  stop  (ICRP,  2007,  

Para.  218).   

There is obviously a level of 

dose when it is inappropriate to 

reduce doses further. It makes 

no sense to reduce doses less 

than some percent of natural 

background. For workers it 

makes no sense to reduce their 

doses at levels below the limit 

for the public. 
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We rewrote therefor the sen-

tence and gave it a new mean-

ing. 

23 Line 717 The implementation of targeted 

protective actions will progressive-

ly contribute to reducing the high-

est exposures, as  well  as  the  av-

erage   exposure   of  the  popula-

tion.   In  the   longer  term,  experi-

ence   has  demonstrated that, in 

areas where people are allowed to 

live, it is generally possible to re-

duce  the  exposure  of most  people  

to  levels  comparable  with  those  

in  non-affected  areas  (see      An-

nexes A and B). However the plac-

es where people were allowed to 

live have been chosen on the basis 

of rather arbitrary criteria ( e.g. 30 

km radius) and without participat-

ing the people affected. 

This is a rather theoretical ap-

proach as the decisions about 

evacuation will be taken at 

times when the circumstances 

are not very well known. 

    

24 Line 759 The objective  is  to ensure that 

when implementing protective      

actions, the range between the 

highest and lowest individual expo-

sures  is reduced, and all     expo-

sures are  kept as  low  as reasona-

bly achievable below the  reference  

levels,  or  at  least remain in the 

order of these levels. 

To add the demand for evenly 

distributed doses is unneces-

sary and makes the situation 

even more complicated. 

    

25 Line 790 Fig. 2.3. Use of a reference level 

and evolution of the distribution of 

individual exposures with time 

as a result of implementing the op-

Graph is unrealistic. It should 

be a function like 1/x. Function 

does not start with X=Y=0 

    



10 

 

timisation process.  

26 Line 796 For the  optimisation of protective 

actions   during the emergency re-

sponse,  the Commission recom-

mends  that the  reference  level for    

restricting  exposures  of  the  af-

fected  population  and  the  emer-

gency  responders  should  general-

ly not exceed 100 some hundreds of  

mSv. This  may be applied  for a 

short period, and should  not  gen-

erally exceed 1  several years  year. 

This  is  because, at doses of the  

order of a few hundreds  of mSv,    

there is may be  an increased likeli-

hood of deterministic effects and a 

more significant risk of cancer    

(ICPR, 2007, Para. 236). 

See above     

27 Line 861 For protection of the environment 

in emergency and existing exposure  

situations, the Commission rec-

ommends  the  use  of  Derived  

Consideration Reference  Levels 

(DCRL) to prevent or  reduce the 

frequency of deleterious effects on 

fauna and  flora    in affected areas. 

There is neither the time nor 

the possibility to protect the 

environment on the basis of the 

DCRL-concept during an 

emergency. 

    

28 Line 1074 Medical monitoring programmes 

that are focused on people affected 

by a radiation emergency should 

consider two target groups: people 

who developed clinical conditions 

during the emergency; and people 

known to have been significantly 

exposed (> 100 mSv see also (119)) 

but not showing any symptoms. 

Only for significant exposures 

one can detect something by 

medical monitoring. The SUV 

in Switzerland has terminated 

medical examinations for oc-

cupationally exposed people 

because the never found any 

effect. 

    



11 

 

29 Line 1207 As in the early phase, the Commis-

sion recommends the use of refer-

ence levels as appropriate, adapted 

to the situation, up to several hun-

dreds 100 mSv per year, and does 

not consider that the application of 

dose limits is appropriate. 

See above     

30 Line 1240 Early phase 

 
 

≤100 mSv*
 

 

Exceptional circumstanc-

es† 

In the order of 1 Gy 

  

See above     

31 Line 1361 Personal decontamination is the 

complete or partial removal of radi-

oactive material from a person by a 

deliberate physical, chemical, or 

biological process. In many cases 

this could be achieved by washing 

and/or changing  clothes.   

For clarification     

32 Line 1426 All of the relevant stakeholders  

need to be informed and involved 

in setting the radiological criteria 

must be explained: authorities, 

farmers’ unions, food industry, re-

tailers, non-governmental consumer 

groups, and representatives of the 

general population (Kai, 2015). In-

depth debate at national level is 

needed to maintain a degree of sol-

idarity in the country. 

Stakeholders need to be in-

formed but they are not the 

decision makers. 

    

33 Line 1705 For the management of recovery For a rapid progress it would     
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responders on-site, the Commission 

recommends setting a reference 

level in the order of ≤20 mSv per 

year, and applying the requisites for 

occupational exposure, as relevant. 

be better to have more flexibil-

ity. 

34 Line 1728 When protective actions are im-

plemented in a restricted area where 

exposures may be higher (not open 

to the public), it is recommended to 

treat the exposures using a refer-

ence level in the order of ≤20 mSv 

per year. 

See above     

35 Line 1826 Relevant stakeholders should be 

informed involved in detail about 

as much as possible in decisions 

related to the management of de-

contamination waste (particularly 

storage locations) and selection of 

the associated protective actions 

(particularly surveillance of sites, 

as well as potential re-use and recy-

cling). 

See above     

        

 


