
EALT YS CS SO,' ETY P 
Volume 5 No. 2

THE BALTIMORE-WASHINGTON CHAPTER 
of the 

Washington, D.C.	 November 1987 

EDITOR 
Ray Johnson 
Communication Sciences Institute 
16440 Emory Lane 

Rockville, MD 20853 
(301) 570-0984 

PRINTING & MAILING 
Howard Hering 
H & H Associates, M.S.S. Inc. 

P. 0. Box 7532 
Silver Spring, MD 20907 

(301) 933-5352

Public Acceptance Of Nuclear Power In Doubt 
Georgetown University Symposium Paints Gloomy Picture 

Much of the public has listened to the pros and cons of nuclear energy and decided 
they don't want it. This is the conclusion of many speakers at the symposium, Nuclear 
Radiation and Public Health Practices and Policies in the Post-Chernobyl World, 
held at Georgetown University on September 18 and 19, 1987. Dr. Ken Mossman of 
our chapter was among the organizers. 

An especially interesting talk on reactor and nuclear waste siting was given by Dr. 
Richard Bord, a social Psychologist from Penn State University. He said it is difficult to 
site anything in the United States these days, not just nuclear facilities; but garbage 
dumps, prisons, half-way houses, drug rehabilitation centers, low-income housing, and 
so forth. Dr. Bord said that attempts to change people's attitudes have little chance of 
success because attitudes are very deeply held and very difficult to reach. He discussed 
three techniques that are often tried: 1) improved risk communication, 2) impipved 
technology, and 3) improved incentives for siting the facility. 

He said improved risk communication has virtually no chance of success. 
Arguments by scientists that rely on probability are seen as irrelevant because the vast 
majority of the public does not think in this manner. Conversely, media stories and 
movies such as Silkwood, China Syndrome, TMI, A-bomb tests, Love Canal, and 
Bhopal make the risk seem real and tangible. The involuntariness of radiation risk 
produces angei., especially when it is seen as imposed by some powerful authority. The 
uncertainty in health effect estimates frightens many people. A "hidden epidemic" is 
more to be feared than known effects. 

Bord said that public attitudes are unlikely to be changed by improved technology. 
Technology is seen as imperfect, as evidenced by Bhopal and Chernobyl. This view is 
held by those who regard Murphy's laws as inevitable. Thus, claims of improved 
technology are likely to be met with skepticism. Monetary incentives (or buy-offs) for 
facility siting are also unlikely to work because they do not deal with the underlying 
concerns. 

Dr. Bord said we are seeing a break-down in broad acceptance of common interests 
and a rise in concerns about one's own narrow self interest. Thus, the only safe rule for a 
politician is to favor safe siting, but not in his jurisdiction. 

Dr. Bord concluded there will be a lot of failures in attempting to site radioactive 
waste facilities. The only solution he saw was political leadership to convince people to 

, support law changes so that the common interest of the nation would be given more 
weight. But, this political leadership is not now evident. 

Prof. David Rubin of NYU's Center for War, Peace, and the News Media 
discussed news coverage for serious nuclear accidents. Rule *1 is that big stories 
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Public Acceptance 

demand lots of space and air time. Rule #2 is that once 
"importance" is assigned, space and time must be filled. To do 
this, journalists will look for reliable sources. If official sources 
are not helpful, other sources will be found, for example, 
antinuclear activists_and academics. Rule #3 is that interest-
ing stories must have controversey. There must be charges and 
counter-charges. Utility people are assumed to be pronuclear, 
protective of their jobs and employers, and overly optimistic. 
The NRC is seen as being the same as utility people. Most 
citizen activists are seen as being antinuclear. Rubin said that 
journalists are often not objective. They are suspicious; they 
anticipate secrecy. There is a natural adversary relationship 
between journalists and government. They distrust the nuclear 
industry public relations program. And they are looking for 
someone to blame for accidents and problems. Rule #4 is that 
journalists care more about the future than about the present or 
past. And they do not want to underestimate risks. Thus, they 
consult a wide variety of sources and come up with widely 
varying estimates of future "what ifs." What can be done? 
Rubin concluded that probably nothing could be done. A 
unified spokesman can help if the person is credible. But above 
all, don't lie or give old or outdated information to a journalist. 
And don't be too optimistic. 

Richard Smyser, an editor of The Oakridger, asked why 
nuclear issues get such negative coverage. Is nulear so "Dr. 
Strangelovian?" For the media, the development of new 
technologies is news. The media is also fascinated with a sixth 
"W", What If? Smyser said the public can understand the 
incomplete and the ongoing and understands that the answers 
are not always known. But Smyser said that the nuclear 
industry should try harder to reduce elitisim, clubbiness, and 
the use of jargon. 

Frank Tooper of DOE presented some arguments on why 
the U.S. should have a strong nuclear energy program. Hesaid 
that the U.S. needs nuclear power for its physical and 
economic security. He said that nuclear power now replaces 8 
million barrels of oil per day. He pointed out that Canada has 
built nuclear power plants near our borders with the purpose of 
exporting electricity to the U.S. Tooper said that comparisons 
of the relative risks of nuclear power with other risks are 
irrelevant. The only time people are willing to accept risks is if 
they feel they are in control of the choices and that there is 
some benefit. Thus, he said we must communicate the need for 
nuclear power. 

Peter Bradsford, the Chairman of the New York Public 
Service Commission and a former NRC Commissioner, 
started off by listing the failures of the nuclear industry: the 
Clinch River Breeder reactor canceled, no reactor orders since 
1977, all orders since 1975 cancelled, and failure to solve the 
radoactive waste problem. In Bradford's view, the nuclear 
industry has totally lost the confidence of the public. He said 
that TMI and Chernobyl have caused a massive discrediting of 
experts. Also, the failure to find a solution to the waste 
disposal problem feeds public doubt. Bradford said that the 
public's view of nuclear power is now so deaf to reason that no 
data would convince the public to change its views. The blame 
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Seminar
3:30 p.m., Thursday, November 19, 1987

Evans Farm Inn, McLean, VA 

Is Ionizing Radiation Essential? Microbial Evidence. 

T.D. Luckey
Consultant in Life Sciences 

Hormesis is the stimulation by low doses of an agent which 
is harmful (inhibitory) at high doses. Hormesis with ionizing 
radiation is exhibited in most experiments where realistically 
low doses are used with whole body exposure. Is ionizing 
radiation acting as a stimulant, such as mercury or a dietary 
antibiotic, or as an essential agent present in suboptimum 
amounts, such as vitamin A or calcium? Stimulants and 
essential agents are differentiated experimentally by the 
biologic effects of deletion of the agent. Removal of all traces 
of a stimulant gives no deleterious effect. Removal of an 
essential agent results in the development of a deficiency 
syndrome. This concept was tested using microbic growth 
rates as the measured parameter. 

The substitution of natural potassium by stable potas-
sium-39 resulted in decreased microbic growth. Experiments 
were performed in the underground laboratory of the Environ-
mental Research Division of the Argonne National Labora-
tories. Growth rates of a protozoan, Tetrahymena pyriformis, 
were directly proportional to the amount of radiation from ten 
fold less to one hundred times more than ambient levels. The 
results are confirmed by comparable experiments witti other 
protozoa and an alga. 

Experiments indicate the optimum levels of ionizing 
radiation for microbes grown in darkness are 10 rad/hr (0.1 
Gy/hr) for a nonphotosynthetic bacterium, a photosynthetic 
bacterium and a bluegreen alga. These data suggest the 
biological conversion of energy from high energy photons into 
chemical energy before sunlight emerged for primitive organ-
isims over three billion years ago. 

Note: This is the first of a series of seminars sponsored by 
our Chapter's Education and Training Committee for this 
year. An application has been made for CEUs to the American 
Academy of Health Physics. Although credit has not yet been 
granted, the Academy has designated the seminar as number 
87-91 Radiation Hormesis. 

John Serabian



Seminar and Meeting 

DATE: Thursday, November 19, 1987 

PLACE: Evans Farm Inn 
1696 Chain Bridge Road (Route #123) 
McLean, Virginia 
(From the Beltway, take Exit 11 North) 

SUBJECT: Radiation Hormesis: Chernobyl and Nuclear Spring 

SPEAKER: Dr. Thomas Luckey 

PROGRAM: 3:30 Seminar on Radiation Hormesis 
5:30 Social Hour 
7:00 Dinner (Hickory smoked chicken, salad, potato, vegetable, bread, coffee or tea.) 
8:15 Speaker and Discussion 

COST: $14.00 to be paid at the meeting. 
Seminar is free to Chapter members. The cost for non-members is $10.00 which may be 
applied for annual dues (10.00). 

RESERVATIONS: Please call Joy or Toy at (301) 443-7737 by 4:00 p.m. on Tuesday, November 17 to 
make reservations for seminar and meeting. 

The Topic 

Hormesis is low dose stimulation by an agent which is 
harmful at high doses. Hormesis with ionizing radiation is 
exhibited with: increased reproduction and growth rates; 
improved neuromuscular development; better immune com-
petence resulting in less infection, cancer incidence, and 
mortality; and longer lifespan. 

Whole body exposure to low doses of radiation (less than 
10 rads) results in less cancer incidence and mortality in Most 
animal experiments and human studies. On a plus/minus basis 
the statistical significance is great. The low dose Japanese 
bomb survivors showed hormesis in mortality from leukemia 
and other cancers with a significance approximating that show-
ing excess cancer mortality at 50, 100, 150, 200 or 350 rads. 
Hormesis in radiation induced cancer mortality was also 
indicated in U.S. Army observers of atomic bomb tests. 

Epidemeological studies show a statistically significant 
inverse correlation between background radiation and cancer 
mortality. This result is being confirmed by an intensive study 
in China where two groups of about 70,000 people each are 
being carefully monitored. The above studies and the pertinent 
results from nuclear workers, indicate that, except near the

plant, the Chernobyl accident will result in less, not more, 
world-wide cancer. Conclusion: Low doses of radiation do not 
seem to increase cancer incidence or mortality. They appear to 
be beneficial.

The Speaker 

Dr. Thomas D. Luckey is the author of Hormesis with 
Ionizing Radiation, published by the CRC Press in 1980. 

Following receipt of M.S. and PH.D. degrees in biochem-
istry from the University of Wisconsin, Dr. Luckey was a 
research assistant and associate professor at the University of 
Notre Dame from 1946 to 1954. In 1954, he came to the 
University of Missouri as the Chairman of the Biochemistry 
Department. He retired in 1984, and now lives in Loveland, 
Colorado. 

Major scientific contributions of Professor Luckey and co-
workers include: the discovery of growth promotion by dietary 
antibiotics, the development of the first colony of germfree 
animals, the scientific proof that bacteria cause tooth decay, 
isolation of thymus hormone that promotes maturation of cell 
mediated immunity, and the development of a general theory 
of hormesis, the stimulation by low doses of harmful agents.



Public Acceptance (from page 2) 

he assigned to the nuclear industry and its regulators, primarily 
the NRC. He accused the NRC of defensiveness, a siege 
mentality, and an obsession with secrecy and ideology. This 
writer believes Bradford may have his ideas partly right and 
partly wrong. Some people are undoubtedly convinced that 
nuclear power is so evil and wrong that no data or information 
could convince them to change their views. But not everyone is 
that way. Many people favor nuclear power as a relatively safe 
and eventually economical means of generating electricity 
without using scarce and expensive oil and gas or polluting 
coal. And many other people don't think the issue is very 
important one way or the other. Perhaps Bradford errs in 
saying that the public, meaning most people, are so opposed to 
nuclear power that no information can have any impact on 
them. If Bradford's "public" were really a vast majority, all 
operating nuclear power plants would have been shut down 
long ago. What is the purpose of claiming that a minority view 
is the majority view? 

Robert Alvarez, a long-time and outspoken nuclear critic 
from the Environmental Policy Institute, called radiation the 
world's most dangerous pollutant and stressed that any 
amount of radiation has some risk. Alvarez said that analysts 
have to assume the worst and be more conservative in their 
calculations. He also said that regulatory agencies must have 
stricter regulations than they have now. 

Dr. Neil Wald, University of Pittsburgh, had two interest-
ing observations. He concluded that the Russian medical 
mobilization at Chernobyl was so effective that they must have 
had practice, perhaps from a previous serious accident. He 
also concluded that it is too early to rule out bone marrow 
transplants for radiation victims. While the Chernobyl exper-
ience would seem to indicate that bone marrow transplants are 
of little use, Wald stated that experience with leukemia 
patients indicated otherwise. Of 840 leukemia patients 'given 
bone marrow transplants after an exposure averaging 1000 
rads, the survival rate was over 85%. 

Dr. William Kerr, University of Michigan, explained 
some of the "whys" surrounding the Chernobyl accident. The 
Chernobyl reactor, as we all now know, was inherently 
unstable and apt to go out of control. The question is, why did 
the Russians use that design? Dr. Kerr stated that one reason 
was that the Russians lacked enough capability to manufac-
ture large pressure vessels. Thus the Chernobyl design, 
without a large pressure vessel, could be built quickly and 
economically with the resources that were available. Dr. Kerr 
also said that the Chernobyl reactor also had no rapid 
shutdown systems because the Russians lacked sufficient 
electrical generating capacity margin. Thus, their electrical 
grid could not tolerate rapid shutdowns. Dr. Kerr also stated 
that the Russians had very good experience operating Chernobyl. 
He speculated that this may have led them to be complacent. 
With regard to the U.S., Dr. Kerr noted that emergency 
exercises generally assumed that state governments would 
order evacuation before a release would start. He wondered 
whether this was realistic. In his view, he believed that state 
officials would be reluctant to order an evacuation before a 
release began.

What impressions was this attendee left with? I was most 
impressed with Dr. Richard Bord's call for political leadership 
so that the common interest ofthe nation could be given greater 
weight. The approach of changing attitudes by communicating 
with the public on radiation risk seems doomed to failure. I 
think the most serious misjudgement came from Peter Bradford 
when he described virtually the entire public as being unswerv-
ingly antinuclear. Many people believe that a future without 
substantial amounts of nuclear generated electricity in the 
U.S. would be risking disaster, and for no good reason. So we 
have no choice but to wait for political leadership. But is that 
like waiting for Godot? 

Stephen A. McGuire 
President-elect 
B-W Chapter, HPS 

HPS Standards Committee Needs Help 

The Health Physics Society Standards Committee (HPSSC) 
is in the process of forming a new working group to review and 
update ANSI N13.5-1972, Performance Specification for 
Direct Reading and Indirect Reading Pocket Dosimeters for 
X and Gamma Radiation. 

If you are interested in participating in this working group, 
please send a one page summary of your qualifications and 
relevant experience to the chair of the HPSSC Instrumenta-
tion Section, Ken Swinth, Battelle Northwest, P.O. Box 999, 
Richland, WA 99352. Interested individuals should respond 
by 15 December 1987. 

Candidates need not be experts! The work of this and 
other HPSSC working groups is a wonderful opportunity for 
someone who is relatively new in health physics, but has an 
interest in a specialized area, to work with the experts. You can 
become tomorrow's expert. 

Additional information on the structure, operation, and 
other projects of HPSSC may be obtained from HPSSC 
Chair, Lowell L. Nichols, Battelle Northwest, P.O. Box 999, 
Richland, WA 99352. If you would like to talk with a BWC 
member who has experience on HPSSC, John Taschner and 
Margaret Federline would welcome your call.



Dosimetry 
should be: 

Fast 
Accurate 
Easy 
Reliable 
Convenient 

Panasonic is. 
Panasonic*, a world leader in Thermolumines-
cent based radiation dosimetry systems, sets 
the standard. 

TLD technology provides the added advan-
tages of excellent reproducibility and dosime-
ters which are reuseable and unaffected by long 
storage periods. TLD's also accommodate ex-
tended dosimetry intervals, and are adaptable 
to a wide variety of treatment planning, patient 
assessment, and equipment calibration appli-
cations. 

Panasonic TLD systems offer: 
• Readers to handle a variety of the most 
widely used phosphors and configurations 

• CaSO4 , LiBO4 , LiF, CaF2 
• Chips, Rods, single & multiple 
element badges 

• Non-contact heating systems which im-
prove reader efficiency and performance

• Most models feature built in annealing 
capabilities, eliminating the need for addi-
tional equipment 
All Panasonic TLD readers incorporate state-

of-the-art microprocessor design, with a full 
range of features and options available in four 
models. 

From our basic reader, to our fully automatic 
high-capacity reader, all models include RS-232C 
ports for interfacing with a PC or mini-computer. 

Dosimetry can be fast, 
accurate, easy, reliable, 
and convenient with 
Panasonic TLD 
Systems. 

For more infor-
mation contact: 

Panasonic 
Industrial Company 
Division of Matsushita Electric Corporation of America 

Radiation Dosimetry System 
2 Panasonic Way (7E-4) 
Secaucus, New Jersey 07094 
(201) 348-6417



Executive Committee Meeting 
The executive committee and selected committee chairs 

met on October 15, 1987, at the home of Warren Keene, to 
discuss activities. 

Finance Committee. Dan Caulk reported that the trea-
sury has approximately $21,000 in an interest bearing account. 
Consideration will be given to tranferring approximately 
$10,00 into higher interest investment form such as a CD or T-
bill. 

Program Committee. Steve McGuire discussed the status of 
upcoming meetings. The November meeting has been set up 
with Dr. Thomas Luckey speaking on the subject of radiation 
hormesis at Evans Farm Inn. Dr. Luckey will also provide a 
more technical seminar on the same subject prior to the 
meeting. 

The February meeting has been tentatively setup as a panel 
discussion on Radon. Because of the great interest in Radon, 
particularly public interest, there was a long discussion about 
the possibility of a weekend or all day meeting. Ideas were 
presented for a technical meeting for Health Physicists as well 
as a more public interest oriented meeting. Ideas from the 
membership can be given to any officer. In any event, the idea 
will be explored of a weekend meeting on some general interest 
topic, to take place in the spring. 

The last two meetings of the year have yet to be determined. 
Possible topics include BEIR IV, low level waste, and the 
contamination incident in Brazil. 

Education and Training Committee. John Serabian provided 
details of the upcoming hormesis seminar. (See seperate 
article.) The next seminar will be oriented to medical and 
university health physics, and the last seminar will be in the 
spring and will deal with the nuclear power industry. 

The ABHP Certification Prep Class is scheduled to start, this 
winter. One applicant has been approved for a fellowship. CE 
credits will be applied for. Fellowships are also available for 
four high school students for the 2-day course. 

Public Information and Newsletter. Ray Johnson reported 
that the local section of the ANS has some public information 
activities which we might be able to participate in. They also 
have a great deal of printed information which can be 
distributed at meetings, etc. The HPS should look at these for 
possible ideas for similar literature. 

Membership Committee. Howard Hering has sent our 
affiliate members an invitation to provide input of general 
interest to the Newsletter. The idea of inviting vendors to talk 
about a general interest issue at a dinner meeting was also 
discussed. The February Radon meeting was considered as a 
possible event for having vendor discussions before the 
meeting. Such discussions would center on the detection and 
measurement of Radon, including current equipment available. 

General. Warren Keene discussed some current topics. He 
has sent letters to the House and Senate to support the 
Volunteer Protection bills. This legislation is intended to 
relieve liability from people working in non-profit organiza-

Continued bottom of next column

Alexander Gets Overwhelming Support 
Bob Alexander's proposal that the Health Physics Society's 

board of directors should speak out publicly on scientific 
issues and issue statements of scientific fact in the name of the 
society was overwhelmingly supported by B-W Chapter mem-
bers at a September chapter meeting. By a vote of 44 to 1, the 
attendees at the September 22 chapter meeting said they 
basically agreed with Alexander's proposal. Alexander, a 
former president of the B-W Chapter, spoke as President-elect 
of the national Health Physics Society. 

Alexander said that statements in the name of the society 
could have a large impact on policy makers. Alexander said 
that all too often policy makers do not hear objective mainstream 
scientific views. The policy makers can depend on hearing 
from industry and "public interest" groups. But all too often 
there is no one with standing to express a mainstream scientific 
view. The views of an individual scientist are not given weight 
because the policy makers cannot judge the quality and 
reliability of the scientist's views. 

As an example of poor policy making, Alexander cited a 
DOE remedial action cleanup of radioactive contamination 
that Congress was told would cost $2 billion. What Alexander 
believed was not clear was that the $2 billion cleanup would 
result in only 1.8 lives saved, and that only if one assumes 
scientifically unproved assumptions about the effects of very 
low doses of radiation. Alexander said that it is up to Congress 
to decide if the country wants to spend $2 billion on a cleanup; 
but, in making its decision, the Congress should be prifvided 
with the Society's view on the benefits that would be achieved. 

As another example, Alexander cited DOE estimates of 
28,000 cancer deaths as a result of the Chernobyl accident. 
The 28,000 deaths would occur over the lifetimes of 3.5 billion 
people, but of these people, 2.8 billion would receive doses of 
less tham 1 mrem. Alexander said that estimates of health 
effects from doses below 1 mrem were pseudo-scientific 
speculation and that publishing such estimates as fact was 
irresponsible. Alexander then pointed out that if one gives 
estimates for people exposed to doses exceeding 10 rems, the 
dose at which BEIR III considers health effect estimates 
scientifically defensible, the estimate would be 410 cancer 
deaths, all in the USSR. 

Alexander urged chapter members to write to the board of 
directors in support of a change in the Society bylaws that 
would permit the board to speak out and issue statements in the 
name of the Society. If interested, you can write to: Board of 
Directors, Health Physics Society, 8000 Westpark Drive, 
Suite 400, McLean, VA 22102. 

lions. The HPS National has requested nominations for this 
year's awards, and Chapter members can still be considered 
for national committees. Members should contact Warren. 

The question of allowing the Executive Committee to respond 
to public issues was raised. It was decided that the member-
ship at large should consider this issue. ( See seperate article.) 

Nancy Osgood



Rapid Response
An Invitation To Dialogue 

Should the president be able to speak for the chapter in 
making a rapid response to local issues? This question was 
discussed by the Executive Committee at its meeting on 15 
October. Executive Boards have taken various positions on 
the question in prior years, but the record of the positions taken 
has not been preserved in the chapter files. The situation 
appears to be a common one within professional societies. 
Only those organizations whose bylaws provide clear-cut 
guidance for their elected officers appear able to make timely 
responses to issues which affect the organization. 

Without pre judging the desirability of amending the 
chapter bylaws to establish a policy on quick response, I have 
asked Larry Smialek, Rules Committee Chair, to examine the 
bylaws, and to draft, for the consideration of the Executive 
Committee, rules changes which would grant and clearly 
delineate the president's authority to speak to local issues in 
the name of the chapter. If a majority of the Executive 
Committee reacts favorably, I will be required to bring the 
matter to the membership, in accordance with the bylaws. 

The chapter is fortunate to retain within its membership a 
large number of past presidents, as well as others who have 
served the chapter as officers, directors and committee mem-
bers. In addition, the membership includes many individuals 
who, although they haVe not been able to serve the chapter in 
an offical capacity, possess a wealth of experience in profes-
sional health physics which far exceeds the wisdom of any 
single board. I believe this is an issue which merits your 
attention. 

I ask those who wish to contribute to the discussion to call 
me. I shall be pleased to place your views before the Board. If 
there is sufficient interest, it may be useful to convene a special 
meeting of the Board to discuss the question. Those members 
who desired to do so would then be invited to present their 
views in person.

Warren Keene
President 

The Next Meeting - February, 1988 

Our February meeting will feature a panel discussion on 
The Seriousness of the Radon Problem. The meeting will be 
held on Tuesday, February 16. The panelists will be Naomi 
Harley, Ralph Lapp, Jerry Puskin, and Billy Mills. 

Steve McGuire

Warren Keene Receives Doctorate 

Our chapter President, Warren Keene, has again disting-
uished himself by completing all requirements for the Ph.D. in 
Nuclear Science and Engineering at Catholic University, 
including the final binding of his dissertation, Development 
and Demonstration of a System for Vitrifying High Level 
Radioactive Waste in High Silica Glass. 

Warren has been carrying out his doctoral research at the 
same time he has been devoting outstanding leadership and 
service to our chapter. He has also during this time served as 
Radiation Safety Officer at Catholic University and Chem-
ical Safety Officer for its Vitreous State Laboratory, in which 
positions he expects to continue and expand his activities. 
Warren designed and built most of the equipment used in his 
research, some of which was completed in laboratories at 
Georgia Tech., simulating wastes at the Savannah River 
plant. The glass matrix that Warren was able to produce is 
the only one in the world that is capable of meeting the E(-5) 
per year release rate criteria. This will be a major cost saver 
and boon to high level waste disposal when ultimately 
reprocessed wastes again begin to increase. Warren has also 
made major contributions to development of ion exchange 
resins that are used in nuclear power plants. All of this 
research has been done many years after Warren's retirement 
as a naval pilot, and after receiving his B.S. in Engineering 
Management (1957-GWU) and M.S. in Nuclear Engineering 
(1966-CU). Now that Warren is Chairman of the Admissions 
Committee at the national level, we know that he will make 
many more great contributions to our Society. Warren deterves 
many hearty congratulations from us all. 

Allen Brodsky 

Basic Radiological Health Course 
The Basic Rad Health Course was held at the National 

Bureau of Standards on October 21 and 22. The course which 
has been designed at an entry level continues to be well 
received with an attendance of almost fifty students at this 
session. A great part of the course's success is due to the 
instructors: Ray Johnson, Warren Keene, Don Thompson, 
Tom Walden, Paul Jennemann, Bill Weber, John Serabian, 
Les Slaback, Jack Patterson, Jerry Connock and Donna-Beth 
Howe. Many of the names on this list are new to the basic 
course and their participation is greatly appreciated. Special 
thanks to Les and Jack who volunteered to fill in on a single 
day's notice. 

The two day course is an ongoing project with constant 
revision of the text and lesson plans. If you would like to 
participate, please give me a call and let me know what your 
interst is.

Howard Hering 
Course Director
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