Significant is not an exact measurement 
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The term "significant" does not in itself convey a thought that significance should be measured in only one dimension—here, in the petitioners' view, health alone. Indeed, "significant" is a very odd choice to express unidimensionality; consider the phrase "significant other." In some contexts, "significant" begs a consideration of costs. In finding a threshold requirement of "significant risk" in § 3(8) of the Occupational Health and Safety Act, 29 U.S.C. § 652(8), a plurality of the Supreme Court understood a "significant" risk as something more than a "mathematical straitjacket," and held that "[s]ome risks are plainly acceptable and others are plainly unacceptable."
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