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Signs of a Crossroad 
Medical use of radiation is at a 

crossroad. In the early 1900's, there 
were radiation incidents such as skin 
burns from x-rays due to lack of 
proper controls on radiation expo-
sure. In succeeding years, controls 
got better and the number of inci-
dents decreased. In 1992 a patient 
died from an implant left in the body. 
Lately, the number of incidents has 
started to rise again, including re-
ports of patient skin burns from x-
rays in 1995. 

We are at a crossroads in regula-
tions. In this era of Congressional 
deregulation, the need for increased 
vigilance remains. The National 

Academy of Sciences Institute of Medicine questions whether or not the 
NRC should regulate isotopes used in nuclear medicine. The Atomic 
Energy Act is limited in scope. 

Radiation medicine is at a crossroad. Medical doctors have noted that 
10 CFR Part 35 is too prescriptive and too costly. There is also inconsis-
tent application of regulations for byproduct materials compared to 
NARM and x-rays. The benefits of nuclear medicine should not be 
separated from radiation. 

There is a growing backlash to NRC enforcement. The NRC enforce-
ment does not increase the availability of radiation benefits, nor does it 
decrease the risk. The regulation is narrow in scope because it does not 
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Crossroads from page 1 

cover x-rays. Also, the regulation causes licensee 
reticence to ask for help. 

Campus radiation safety programs are at a cross-
road. The campus RSO now has increased responsi-
bilities as a Safety Officer, with a much broader scope 
of responsibility. There are increasing pressures on the 
RSO to increase quality and decrease cost. 

Many HPs appear to be living in isolation, not 
reading the technical journals and not taking part in 
professional societies. Many HPs read "RADSAFE" 
and feel that is sufficient. Dr. Vetter gave a number of 
examples of questions and answers provided in RAD-
SAFE which showed a lack of understanding of the 
principles of health physics. If people use RADSAFE 
as their primary technical reference, they will very 
possibly get into difficult situations. 

Health physicist employment is at a crossroad. 
With the end of the cold war, DOE has made large 
staffing cuts. Utilities are "freewheeling" and cutting 
HP positions. The current work environment empha-
sizes reducing costs. 

Science is at a crossroad. Dr. Vetter expressed 
concerns for the politicalization of science. Voting for 
what you believe in is not the scientific method. Three 
areas of health physics subject to these concerns are: 
ALARA, radon, and the linear no-threshold theory. 

The Role of the
Health Physics Society 

The perception of some is that Health Physics is 
becoming a trade since personnel are following pre-
scriptive regulations. A trade is a business or work, an 
occupation that follows prescriptive methods, codes, 
or regulations. The role of a trade organization is to: 
provide programs to support members, support politi-
cal positions that benefit membership, and help mem-
bers identify and satisfy customers. The emphasis is 
on implementation not the development of standards. 

In contrast. a profession is a calling or specialized 
work that requires formal education and includes the 
whole body of persons engaged in that calling. The 
role of a professional society is to develop guidelines, 
support consensus standards development, develop 
QA programs, and foster and set education and training 
requirements. The emphasis is on setting standards not 
on implementation. 

The role of the Health Physics Society in the areas
Crossroads continued on page 4 

of standards and regulations is to: promote the benefits 
of radiation, promote state of the art standards, pro-
mote systematic regulations, and promote uniform im-
plementation. The HPS also has a role to promote 
professionalism through the mastery of radiation ap-
plications and health physics, and by encouraging all 
HPs to join the HPS for their own good, for the good 
of the HPS, for the good of society. 

The benefits of HPS membership include: the defi-
nition and maintenance of professional standards, edu-
cational programs, the Journal and Newsletter, annual 
and midyear meetings, meeting the masters (old tim-
ers), and benchmarking. Benefits also include: sup-
port of the certification process, development and 
publication of standards, increased professional credi-
bility. increased professional recognition, and the abil-
ity to influence public debate and better marketing of 
our expertise to industry. 

Dr. Vetter provided the following quote from Max 
DePree, "We cannot become what we need to be by 
remaining what we are." He noted that we need a new 
HPS market thinking. We need an outside-in perspec-
tive. Marketing is everyone's job. We have to identify 
our customer's needs and talk their language. 

The HPS Brand 
The Health Physics Society must develop a "brand," 

that is, a name and image that are trusted by the public. 
Unfortunately we may be branded as "a group of highly 
trained scientists and professionals who tend to be a 
little too special and appear to see themselves as 
smarter than the general public. Everything we stand 
for is safe and you would see it that way too, if you 
would only learn to speak our language." 

Dr. Vetter said that it is important for us to focus on 
"Brand" or the relationship between organization 
(product) and marketplace. He defined "Brand" as the 
perception or emotion maintained by customers that 
describes their experience in doing business with an 
organization or consuming a product. Strong brands 
create consistent emotion that customers can relate to 
and value: a basis for trust and loyalty. 

Dr. Vetter noted that the HPS Brand is identified by 
what HPS customers value. Our customers include; 
our members, regulators, and the public. He described 
a strategy for branding as a process to create identity 
that communicates values, position, and personality of 
a brand, i.e. a "corporate I.D." 
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MEETING ANNOUNCEMENT 

	

Date:	 Tuesday, November 7, 1995 

	

Location:	 Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences 
Cafeteria and Auditorium, "B" Building 
National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda, MD 
Across from the "Medical Center"/NIH Metro Station -- see map insert 

	

Speaker:	 Charles Willis, CHP 
Past President of the BW Chapter 

	

Subject:	 The Value of a Person-Rem Saved 

	

Time:	 6:00 - 7:00 p.m. Social Hour (cash bar) 
7:00 - 8:00 p.m. Dinner: French Onion Soup, Spinach Salad with 

Mushrooms, Fresh Broccoli, Chicken Danielle 
(chicken, shrimp, and scallops with wild rice OR, 
Prime Rib with potato, Hot Apple Dumpling with 
Cinnamon 

8:00 p.m.	 Speaker 

	

Cost:	 $23.00 

Reservations: Call the Chapter telephone, 301/949-4178, and leave your name and 
phone number (please speak slowly and distinctly so that we can type the 
reservation list from the recording). Reservation cut-off is noon Monday, 
November 6, 1995. Cancellations must be received at least 24 hours prior 
to the dinner or you may be required to pay for the meal. 

The Speaker
Charlie Willis

should not need
an introduction to
most of the Chap-



ter members. He
was President of
the Baltimore-



Washington
Chapter and is a
member of the
Board of Direc-



tors of the Health
Physics Society. 
He continues to
be active in the
Chapter as a lec-



turer in the Certi-



fication Prep. Course and chairing the Science Teach-



ers' Workshops Committee. Charlie also is a Senior 
Health Physicist with the Nuclear Regulatory Corn-

mission and co-director of Graduate Courses in Radia-
tion Science at Georgetown University. Charlie is a 
Certified Health Physicist, a Registered Criticality 
Safety Professional and a Fellow of the Health Physics 
Society. He has authored over 100 technical papers 
and publications, including the Health Physic Anno-
tated Bibliography and Health Physics Operational 
Monitoring. 

Charlie has been involved in the "dollars per per-
son-rem" question and related issues since its inception 
in the late 1960s. He participated in the "Appendix I" 
hearings and has been involved in public discussions 
of the subject. Consequently, he is familiar with the 
background of, and bases for, the present position and 
proposed changes. The views expressed will be his 
own and may not be representative of the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission or Georgetown University. 

The Topic 
The question of the value of a person-rem saved is 

central to the health physics profession. The basic 
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need for the profession is graphically presented in Jack 
Schubert and Ralph Lapp's Radiation: What It Is and 
How It Affects You, but the issue of how far to go 
remains open to debate. Some measure is needed to 
define (at least roughly) the boundary between the 
region where health physicists are benefactors of soci-
ety and the region where we become parasites. The 
"dollars per person rem" criterion is one approach. 

The question has come to the fore because the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission is considering revis-
ing its long-standing criterion of $1,000 per person-
rem and because the current economic climate calls 
every expenditure into question. Some people believe 
that the $1,000 criterion should be increased to reflect 
inflation since 1975 and to match the revised estimates 
of radiation risks. The purpose of such a change, of 
course, would be to help justify the establishment of 
more stringent requirements. Conversely, other peo-
ple, such as Bill Mills, contend that this would be a 
move in the wrong direction, that we have gotten away 
from our real goal of protecting people and the envi-
ronment and are wasting valuable resources reducing 
doses that are already trivial. The evaluation eventu-
ally comes down to the value of dose reduction. 

A number of factors need to be considered in 
assessing the value of a person-rem saved. These 
include the risks associated with small doses, the bene-
fits associated with avoiding such risks, the impact of 
diverting resources from other uses, "present worth" 
considerations for both costs and benefits, and the 
distributions of costs and benefits. 

This is not a new problem for society and, apart 
from the question of radiation risks, has long been 
addressed for non-radiological risks. For Example, in 
1690, Sir William Petty calculated a value of human 
life that can be translated to a value of about 200 per 
person-rem. Conditions have changed since that time, 
however, and applying Sir Petty's methodology to the 
USA today yields a value that is consistent with the 
upper bound of the Health Physics Society's range of 
values, i.e. about $200 per person-rem. On the other 
hand, some utility companies are reported to be willing 
to spend $25,000 or more to avoid a person-rem! 

The basis for the present NRC value and some 
questionable aspects of its application, as well as the 
arguments for and against the proposed changes will 
be discussed. This is the time to consider the question 
and to make your views known.

Crossroads from page 2 

There are three basic aspects of what constitutes the 
"HPS Brand", namely, competency, standards and 
style. Competency refers to what we do, that is., the 
promotion of radiation protection research and appli-
cations, providing radiation safety training, and pub-
lishing a professional journal and newsletter. 

Standards refers to how we do our job. That is, we 
provide good value for the money. We have highly 
competent professionals in our education programs, 
strong member participation, a skilled administration, 
and a high quality journal and newsletter. 

Style refers to how we communicate. We have 
eager administrative personnel and high quality publi-
cations. However, our Journal is perceived as being 
more oriented towards research rather than operations 
and the public perception is that we are elitist. 

HPS Branding Needs 
Dr. Vetter asked the question, "Why aren't all HPs 

members of the HPS?" Is it because of a lack of 
operational focus, HPS elitism, lack of training, or a 
mentor shortage? He noted that we must respond to 
the needs of society by becoming more contemporary, 
more proactive, and by broadening our scope, increas-
ing our membership base, establishing the HPS as the 
national resource on radiation and HP issues, and 
establishing a strong infrastructure to ensure the capa-
bility to achieve our mission and vision goals. We 
must counter elitism, market our professionalism, and 
create strategic alliances. 

HPS Vision 
Dr. Vetter gave three aspects of the HPS Vision. 1. 

The HPS will maintain the recognition, trust, and con-
fidence of the public, the scientific community, and 
government agencies. 2. The HPS will establish the 
mechanisms and interrelationships to promote an ade-
quate supply of highly trained professionals. 3. The 
HPs will be effective and efficient in meeting the needs 
of its membership. 

Dr. Vetter concluded that changes in national and 
corporate needs place the health physics profession at 
a crossroads. The HPS must decide on how to respond 
and what brand (image) we wish to convey to our target 
audiences. 

Dr. Vetter closed with a strong request for our 
specific suggestions. 
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Health Physics or 
"Brand X" 

John Jacobus 

At the October 3 Baltimore-Washington Chapter 
meeting, HPS President-Elect Richard Vetter talked 
about a concern many of us have, which is "Where is 
our profession going?" I have always considered 
health physics a profession because of the ethics, 
knowledge, and dedication that many of us share. 
After twenty years, I have learned much and developed 
many friendships, and cannot see myself doing any-
thing else. 

But, according to Dr. Vetter, two problems are 
having an affect on our profession's future. One is a 
lack of new "recruits." The other is many individuals 
involved in radiation safety are not HPS members and 
they do not consider themselves part of our profession. 
The argument that the national society should repre-
sent our profession is very persuasive, and I am in full 
agreement. One point Dr. Vetter raised, on which I 
may be at odds with him, however, is our current 
"brand name." I think that the descriptive title of health 
physicist is part of the problem. 

Names and titles conjure up images and provide 
many people with a common set of ideas about what 
is being discussed, or what a person does. When 
introduced to a physician or doctor, I see an individual 
with certain training and skills. He has extensive 
medical training, is involved with the patients' health, 
and may work in a hospital. I may not fully understand 
what a neonatologist or endocrinologist does. Yet, I 
have a point of understanding about what he may do, 
and can learn more about the individual from that point 
forward. 

But, consider the situation where you are introduced 
as a health physicist to a new neighbor. What is the 
typical response you encounter, and how often do you 
have to explain what you do? I don't honestly believe 
that the words "health" and "physicist" tell anything 
about what I do. I presently work at the National 
Institutes of Health, and my degree is in physics. My 
job, however, does not involve direct patient care, 
work in clinical areas, or work in a physics laboratory. 
Such images are associated with a medical physicist or 
a biophysicist. Since I have worked as a medical 
physicist and have a master's degree in biophysics, I 

know what the differences are. Furthermore, while in 
the Navy, I served on support ships that repaired nu-
clear powered submarines. While I was at least in-

volved with monitoring medical records and radiation 
dosimetry reports, no physics was involved in those 
jobs either. 

Consequently, when I am introduced as a health 
physicist, I usually have to explain that I am a radiation 
safety specialist working at . .. and elaborate on what 
my current duties are. While this may not be my 
appropriate job title, it at least conveys the ideas of the 
safe use of radiation. In the same way, I don't think 
calling yourself a health physicist helps explain that 
you are involved with environmental monitoring, hos-
pital radiation safety, or reactor radiation safety. Many 
radiation safety specialists may not belong to our so-
ciety because they also do not understand what a health 
physicist is. 

I am sure there are many members of the society 
who remember how the term health physics came 
about. And, I am also sure that there have been dis-
cussions in the past about changing our title of Health 
Physicist. I personally do not think that any changes 
should be taken lightly. But, consider that our profes-
sional journal, Health Physics, is already subtitled The 
Radiation Protection Journal. In the same way, I have 
already subtitled my professional name by saying I am 
a radiation protection specialist. 

I feel this "brand name" issue should be looked at 
by Dr. Vetter and other members of the Executive 
Committee. I would also I ike to know how other 
members of the society feel about this issue. 

New Members 
We welcome to the following new members: 

Ms. Sherry L. Bravinder
The Boeing Company 

Mr. Douglas A. Carter
National Institutes of Health 

Dr. Diane L. Case
National Institutes of Health 

Mr. Clyde P. Jupiter 
Jupiter Corporation 

Mr. Scott E. Patton
Lawrence Livermore National Lab. 

Mr. Narvaez L. Stinson
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
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Another Note from Warren 
Keene to Ray Johnson 

Dr. Keene is a past President of the
Baltimore-Washington Chapter now living in Florida 

Although I did not expect to see my last note in the 
BWC Newsletter, it did get results. Chuck Roessler 
sent a copy to Norm Gilley, the incoming Florida 
Chapter President. He has sent me a warm invitation 
to join the Chapter, which I shall do. They have a 
meeting in Orlando on Oct. 13-14 and I am looking 
forward to reestablishing professional contacts. 

I sailed my first race as a skipper on Labor Day and 
came in 8th out of 12 in my class. I clearly have a lot 
to learn. 

Wanda and I just returned from a fascinating week 
in Egypt. We spent three days on a luxurious Nile 
River boat. While Egyptians appreciate the electricity 
generated by the Aswan Power Station, our guide 
noted that their vegetables tasted better when the 
spring floods revitalized the soil annually. Now its 
irrigation and fertilization and no more flooding. 

I never realized how desolate Egypt really is as 
soon as you move away from the Nile valley. From 
35,000 feet, you see only a thin green ribbon along the 
Nile surrounded with endless desert. Cairo is buried 
in auto/truck smog which is rapidly destroying the 
monuments. Wanda was struck by the marked dete-
rioration in the Sphinx since she visited 33 years ago. 

Best wishes for a successful term as HPS Treasurer. 

Warren Keene 
1086 Larkspur Loop 
Jacksonville, FL 32259 

MIT P-32 Incident 
Charlie Willis 

About August 15, 1995, a research worker at MIT 
evidently ingested about 580 microcuries of 32 P. The 
incident was reported to the NRC on October 16, 1995. 
The incident may resemble the June 28 incident at NIH 
that has received so much attention. The NRC has 
initiated an "incident investigation team" (IIT) inspec-
tion. This is the NRC' s highest level response so we 
can expect to be hearing about the incident in the 
coming weeks. 

Frank Masse says that, from his perspective, the

response seems overdone because (a) the intake was 
less than the 24-hour reporting level (i. e. the Part 20 
ALI= 600 microcuries) and (b) the situation is well in 
hand, with the laboratory back in operation and the 
researcher excused from radiation work. Frank also 
says they have excellent measurements of the 32P in 
the individual, both urinalysis and whole body count-
ing. They seem to have no difficulty in measuring the 
32p

 bremsstrahlung. Furthermore, he says their inven-
tory of radioactive material shows nothing missing 
except for about 500 microcuries of 32 P. 

Help Needed on the 
Teachers' Workshop 

Charlie Willis 

We are about to embark on the
Chapter's second Science

Teachers' Workshop. The first 
was very rewarding and worth-



while. The second should be 
even better. Help is needed and
the time to get on board is now.
If you have something to offer 

and can make the time available,
please let me know as soon as

practicable. 

Call (301) 415-1091
or

FAX (301) 415-2300. 

The X-Ray Centennial in 
Boston 
Charlie Willis 

Boston was a great place for the Centennial, since 
most of us would have had trouble getting to Wiir-
zburg. Meeting with the American Association of 
Physicists in Medicine also added something special, 
starting with the Sunday evening joint meeting featur-
ing three Hartman Orator lectures: "Wilhelm Conrad 
Roentgen" by Gail Adams, "Radioactivity: Concep-
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tion to Birth" by Paul Frame and "Pathway to Para-
digm: The Linear Non-threshold Dose Response 
Model In Historical Context" by Ron Kathren. Ron's 
mild questioning of the "LNT paradigm" was an effec-
tive introduction to Charlie Meinhold's NCRP spon-
sored session, in which Warren Sinclair and others 
presented evidence that the ICRP and the NCRP were 
not simply ignoring the evidence against the paradigm. 

As usual, Chapter contributions to this Annual 
Meeting were numerous and noteworthy. President-
Elect Bill Mills seemed involved in everything. As 
Secretary and Treasurer-Elect, even Ray Johnson had 
his hands full. Past-President Ken Mossman continues 
deep involvement in Society activities, especially Mid-
year Symposia since he will lead the local contingent 
at Scottsdale in January. I continue on the Board of 
Directors and was joined by Bob Cherry. Several 
sessions were chaired by Chapter members: Mary 
Birch, Christine Daily, Tom Essig, Tom Gerusky (2), 
Ray Johnson, Jerry Martin, Charlie Meinhold, Bill 
Mills, and Bob Watters. Christine also conducted a 
CEC course and PEP courses were held by John Glenn 
(2) and Charleen Raddatz (2). Papers were authored 
by Al Brodsky, Ray Johnson, Payasada Kotrappa, Bob 
Loesch, Joel Lubenau, Frank Marcinowski, Steve 
McGuire, Marko Moscovitch, Don Nellis, Charleen 
Raddatz, Warren Sinclair, Charlie Willis, and Steve 
Zobel. Actually, this is disappointing paper produc-
tion, less than 4 percent of the papers at the meeting 
and less than half our contribution to the San Francisco 
meeting. 

The History theme drew more papers on "human 
radiation experimentation," featuring DOE efforts to 
convince us that this is a laudable exercise in "open-
ness," rather than crass character assassination. 
Clearly, the publication of the interviews with the 
alleged perpetrators is a step in the right direction. 
Under the circumstances, it was heartening to see the 
Society present the Fellow Class Award to Gene 
Saenger. 

The American Academy of Health Physics spon-
sored a special session on ethics in health physics. 
This is a particularly thorny problem in that there has 
long been a code of ethics for CHPs. However, there 
have been a number of instances where CHPs have 
behaved in ways that seemed to be unethical, but 
nothing was done. Such a situation clearly is undesir-
able, but taking meaningful action also is fraught with 
problems. At least we are working on the problem. 

The Board of Directors continue to have their mara-

thon meetings. They seem inevitable because there are 
so many activities to consider and act upon. A major 
effort was made to develop a balanced budget without 
cutting back on our public information program. The 
last increase in dues seems to have been a step in the 
right direction in that HPS membership continued to 
increase slightly (to 7,043) and the number of members 
who have paid their dues (6,581) is down only slightly 
from last year at this time. The Board also increased 
emphasis on the HPS 2000 strategic plan, by asking 
each committee to report its activities in relationship 
to the Plan. The Board continues to seek comments 
from the chapters on the Plan but there has been no 
discussion of, or response to, the comments offered by 
the Baltimore-Washington Chapter. Evidently, the 
Plan is going to matter, so it is up to each of us to offer 
necessary and appropriate comments to make it bene-
ficial to the Society and to society. 

Book Review 
Contemporary Health 
Physics: Problem and 

Solutions 
Joseph John Bevelagua, New York: John Wiley & Sons, 

pp 436+xiii, 1995 

Charlie Willis 

Joe has provided an interesting book with an un-
usual format. It seems to be intended primarily as a 
text for preparing health physicists for the certification 
examinations, especially part 2. After four years on 
the Panel of Examiners, Joe certainly has the right 
background for writing such a text. 

The book has a conventional subject breakdown, 
with chapters devotect,to 1. introduction, 2. medical 
HP, 3. university HP, 4. fuel cycle, 5. reactors, 6. 
environmental, and 7. accelerators. The contents, 
however, are quite unconventional. The Introduction 
is the extreme case; it has only one page of text, 35 
pages of problems and 3 1/1 pages of "references." In 
total, the page allocation is: text: 100, problems: 96, 
references: 12, solutions to the problems: 157, appen-
dices: 51, and index: 20. Clearly, a text this brief can 
explain very little. Furthermore, the problem solutions 
provide little additional explanation; generally the 
relevant equation is stated, the values are given and the 
solution is obtained. This approach allows coverage 
of a wide range of topics in a relatively small book and 
it may be an excellent tool for exam preparation, if the 
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students are properly prepared. 

The reference lists also are a bit unconventional. 
That is, these are not references in the usual meaning 
of the term. Specifically, very few are cited in the text; 
"bibliography" would be a more descriptive title. A 
wealth of references is provided but the presentation 
limits value to the readers. While some recent publica-
tions are included, many of the documents are out of 
date. For example, Joe lists (a) the 1961 Nuclear 
Safety Guide but not the 1978 version (NUREG/CR-
0095), (b) Edition 2 rather than 3 of Shapiro's Radia-
tion Protection, (c) Meteorology and Atom Energy, 

1968 but not the 1984 version (DOE/TIC-27601), (d) 
the 1984, rather than the 1992, version of Bernie 
Shleien' s The Health Physics and Radiological Health 
Handbook, etc. I believe a more select listing, with 
annotation, would have been of much greater value. 

To be properly prepared to use this book, it seems 
that students (aspiring CHPs) need familiarity with 
more conventional texts, such as Jim Turner's Atoms, 
Radiation, and Radiation Protection, Herman Cem-
ber's Introduction to Health Physics, and Goeff Eich-
holz and John Poston's Principles of Nuclear 

Radiation Detection. Other background education 
might suffice but some preparation is necessary. Joe's 
book is not an appropriate introduction to the field, nor 
does it purport to be. 

It would be interesting to use Joe's book in a certi-
fication examination preparation course. My impres-
sion is that few of the students in either the Chapter's 
courses or my commercial courses have the requisite 
background, but it would be interesting to try. This 
small book certainly is more convenient than the del-
uge of material we have been providing. 

Book Review 

Fundamentals of Nuclear 
Regulation in the United 

States 
Jay M. Gutierrez, 1995, 504 + xiv pp. (hard cover), 

$73.35, MAG Publishing Group, Rockville, MD 20848-



9975, ISBN: none. 

Charlie Willis 

Where was this book when I needed it? It would 
have been invaluable in explaining the American regu-
latory system to regulators in other countries. Condi-
tions change but the general need for the book seems

undiminished. I believe most of us, regulators, licen-
sees and other interested people, could profit from 
reading this book. 

Mr. Gutierrez' book is not a summary or review of 
the relevant laws and regulations. Rather, it is an 
experienced attorney's summary and explanation of 
the regulatory system. The author is well qualified for 
the task he has undertaken, having served for nine 
years on the Nuclear Regulatory Commission staff and 
(obviously) having kept abreast of subsequent devel-
opments in the field while in private practice. Thus, 
he can and does go far beyond the laws, regulations, 
and regulatory guides to identify and explain such 
arcane documents as "Staff Requirements Memo-
randa" (SRM), "Memoranda of Understanding" 
(MOU), SECY papers, and 94-300 letters. Mr. Gutier-
rez also addresses processes, many of which are not 
well understood; examples are adjudicatory and legis-
lative-type hearings, the "Scholly" process, the Sys-
tematic Assessment of Licensee Performance (SALP) 
process, escalated enforcement, discretionary enforce-
ment and petitions. While this book is primarily about 
regulating nuclear power, it also addresses the materi-
als programs, such as those for byproduct materials use 
in medicine, radioactive waste disposal, and radiogra-
phy. With such broad coverage, the depth of coverage 
necessarily is limited. This limitation is acknowledged 
by the books's frequent references to itself as a 
"primer." It is, however, a primer that will be informa-
tive to many very experienced professionals. 

The hook has its shortcomings and peculiarities, 
beginning with the use of large, bold fonts and double 
spacing. This makes the book much larger than it 
needs to be but also makes it unusually easy to read. 
Also, the "contents" lists some 65 "figures" but no 
tables while most of the "figures" actually are tables. 
The absence of SI units will trouble some readers even 
though the book is about the regulatory system in the 
USA. More troublesome is the absence of a tabulation 
of references; a number of documents are cited in the 
text but only in a few instances are the citations com-
plete enough to facilitate access. The lack of an index 
limits the book's usefulness. An index or table of 
definitions of acronyms is sorely needed; many readers 
will be daunted by the deluge of acronyms, especially 
where a single page contains a half-dozen different 
acronyms and where an acronym reappears some 70 
pages after its definition. The glossary is a disappoint-
ment because (a) it is a glossary of technical terms, not 
of the special terms used in this book; and (b) many of 
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Response to Mr. Charles 
Willis' Critique of the 

League of Women Voters 
Education Fund Publica-
tion, The Nuclear Waste 

Primer 
Dear Mr. Galpin: 

I wanted to reply to your thoughtful communication 
with the League of Women Voters Eduation Fund, 
concerning Mr. Charles Willis' critique of The Nuclear 
Waste Primer in the Health Physics Society Newslet-
ter, and your equally thoughtful response to the cri-
tique. Enclosed is a copy of the LWVEF response. 
Thank you for bringing the discussion to our attention, 
availing LWVEF of the opportunity to add our per-
spective to it. And thank you for your considerate 
input. 

As noted in our letter, we look forward to coopera-
tive efforts with the Health Physics Society in provid-
ing the discourse citizens need to meet challenges with 
reason, resourcefulness, and caring regard for self and 
others. We appreciate your part in this. 

Sincerely, 

Sharon Lloyd O'Connor 
Nuclear Waste Education Project Manager 
The League of Women Voters Education Fund 

* Letter sent to Mr. Floyd Galpin, Rogers and 
Associates Engineering Corporation, Derwood, MD 
on October 11, 1995. 

Dear Ms. Hebl: * 
Volume IIXXX, Edition No. 8 of the Health Physics 

Society Newsletter included a book review by Charlie 
Willis on The Nuclear Waste Primer, A Handbook for 
Citizens, a publication of the League of Women Voters 
Education Fund. Mr. Willis' review criticizes the 
League for promoting citizen activism on nuclear is-
sues. In response, we affirm our promotion of citizen 
education and involvement in this issue. 

Indeed, the mission of the League of Women Voters 
Education Fund is to encourage informed and active 
citizen participatin in government and to increase un-
derstanding of major public policy issues. Citizens 
who have access to the facts on public policy issues 
and who know how to participate effectively can make 
wise decisions for their communities and countries.

This is what makes democracy work. 

The Nuclear Waste Primer is a respected resource 
for basic education on nuclear issues. It has been 
endorsed by and is used by groups and organizations 
across the political spectrum. The Department of En-
ergy, the Nuclear Energy Institute, nuclear utilities, 
state governments and "antinuclear" advocates have 
used it and praised the Primer for its concise and clear 
presentation of the issues. 

When researching and writing The Nuclear Waste 
Primer, our author did not operate in a vacuum. Rather, 
she drew upon the insights and guidance of an advisory 
committee whose members represented: The National 
Research Council Board on Radioactive Waste Man-
agement; the National Resources Defense Council; the 
Energy, Environment and Resource Center of the Uni-
versity of Tennessee; the Nuclear Waste Project Office 
in Carson City, Nevada; the National Congress of 
American Indians, Nuclear Waste Program; the La-
bors Health & Safety Fund of North America; the 
Nuclear Energy Institute; the Department of Energy 
Offices of: Civilian Radioactive Waste Management, 
Program Guidance & Compliance, Public Account-
ability, and the Yucca Mountain Project Office; and 
the Nevada Nuclear Waste Task Force. 

Reviewers for the Primer further extended the 
breadth of insight invested in the document by includ-
ing, among others, representatives from the Nuclear 
Waste Technical Review Board; Michigan Public 
Service Commission; the American Nuclear Society; 
Inice Solutions, Inc.; the Southwest Research and In-
formation Center Nuclear Waste Safety Project; the 
DOE Office of the Negotiator; Physicians for Social 
Responsibility; Oak Ridge National Laboratory; the 
US EPA Office of Radiation Programs; Tennessee 
State Planning Office; and the Nevada Nuclear Waste 
Task Force, Inc. We produced the Primer upon consid-
eration of the input provided by these many and diverse 
parties, which meant that the conclusions reached did 
not always portray the complete perspective of any 
single entity. In fact, our receipt of diametrically op-
posite review commentaries on certain aspects of the 
Primer (for example the "Roles for Citizens" chapter) 
speaks to the consideration the League gives to multi-
ple viewpoints. While the advisors and reviewers we 
consulted did not agree with everything in the docu-
ment, they did agree that it was the best source of its 
kind for obtaining a basic understanding of nuclear 
waste issues. 

Perhaps at question within the crosstalk that Mr. 
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Willis' review engendered is the meaning of activism. 
The League exercises and fosters an intentional ap-
proach to community involvement in issues, according 
to which state and local Leagues: 

Identify all people who have a stake in the issue 
(stakeholders) and build an advisory committee that 
reflects their diverse perspectives 

Research the particular issue thoroughly from all 
points of view 

Present issue perspectives in meetings and League 
communiques (e.g. televideo conferences, computer 
channels, written materials) 

Present issue analyses by noting: the diversity of 
perspective, parties affected, potential options for re-
solving issues, and trade-offs pertaining to each option 

Identify ways in which stakeholders can engage in 
decisions about the issues. 

More than a matter of rhetoric, the League ensures 
that state and local affiliates are equipped to exercise 
this thoughtful and comprehensive approach to com-
munity involvement by renewing and offering training 
and guidance materials to its members, and by award-
ing grants to League community projects that are built 
on this model of consideration and inclusion. We main-
tain that the League approach of examining and build-
ing dialogue around the diversity of information and 
perspectives that frame issues is an antidote to, not the 
origin of, the violence to which Mr. Willis refers. 

We celebrate the assistance given in producing The 
Nuclear Waste Primer by so many people who are 
engaged in and concerned about the wise management 
of this material. Furthermore, we appreciate the atten-
tiveness of the Health Physics Society to have included 
the Primer as a topic of discussion in your newsletter 
and we would welcome the Society's assistance in 
future endeavors to involve citizens in the nuclear 
waste decisions that affect their lives. 

Sincerely, 

Becky Cain 
Chair, LWVEF 

* Letter sent to Sharon Hebl, Managing Editor, the 
Health Physics Society Newsletter, Elysian, MN on 
October 11, 1995. 

Attack on the Linear, No-
Threshold Hypothesis 

Charlie Willis 

The chronic grumbling about the linear, no-thresh-
old hypothesis for radiation risk seems to be gaining 
serious momentum. The BELLE (Biological Effects 
of Low Level Exposures) operation, with its newsletter 
and meetings, is playing an important role in reminding 
anyone who will listen that virtually everything, even 
water, is harmful in sufficiently high doses. Thus, 
evidence of ill effects at high doses is not evidence that 
low doses will be harmful or even not beneficial. Of 
course, benefits at low doses are not guaranteed; a little 
AIDS virus may be too much. 

Ron Kathren's criticism of the LNT "paradigm" at 
the Boston meeting was mild but it reflects what many 
health physicists seem to believe. That is, that while 
we may be unable to clearly determine a zero-effect 
point, there is a point at which the ill effects, if any, are 
too small to be of concern. The NRC may be unable 
to speak of a de minimis level, others are under no such 
constraint. 

The September New Scientist reports that (a) the 
French Academy of Sciences is about to publish a 
report stating that there is no scientific basis for the 
dose limit reduction recommended in ICRP-60 and (11) 
the French Atomic Energy Agency (CEA) is arguing 
for a practical threshold. 

Of course there is reaction. The British National 
Radiation Protection Board is urging adoption of the 
ICRP-recommended dose limit reductions and some 
British scientists are dismissing the French proposal. 
Also, Dan Strom has an article in the October HPS 
Newsletter supporting the LNT hypothesis. 

The Health Physics Society is considering entering 
the fray with a new "Position Paper" declaring that 
quantitative risk assessment is unjustified for doses 
below 10 rads. Evidently this proposed "Position Pa-
per" will be discussed at the next meeting of the 
Executive Committee. Clearly, the position has re-
ceived considerable thought, but if you have relevant 
ideas that should be factored into the discussion, this 
is the time to get those ideas to the HPS officers. 
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1994/1995 Officers and Committee Chairs 
Telephone Facsimile Electronic 

President 
Jack M. Bell 301-50*-1083 301-504-2259 

President-Elect 
Cindy Boggs 301-903-7421 301-903-2747 eindy.boggs@em.doe.gov 

Secretary 
Frank Roddy 703-522-4304 x367 703-522-6367 

Treasurer 
Diane Flack 301-424-0038 

Director 
Floyd Galpin 301-977-0667 301-208-1956 
Jay Maisler 301-353-1600 301-353-1606 j.maisler@hq.doe.gov 

Past President 
R. Thomas Bell III 301-903-3889 301-903-1413 tom.bell@DOE.HQ.GOV 

Committees 
Telephone Facsimile 

Affiliates 
Thomas H. Essig, Chairperson 	 301-415-2910 301-415-2968 

Education & Training: 
Joel Rabovsky, Chairperson	 	 301-903-2135 301-903-7773 

Finance: 
Diane Flack, Chairperson 	 301-424-0038 

History: 
A. Wendell Carriker, Chairperson 	 	 202-366-4501 202-366-3753 

Legislative and Regulatory: 
Joyce Davis, Chairperson 	 202-208-6650 202-208-6518 

Membership: 
Floyd Galpin, Chairperson 	 301-977-0667 301-208-1956 

Newsletter: 
Ray Johnson, Chairperson 	 	 301-942-5946 301-942-5948 

Nominating & Elections: 
Harold Peterson, Chairperson	 	 202-586-9640 202-586-3915 

Program, Social & Publicity: 
Cindy Boggs, Chairperson	 	 301-903-7421 301-903-2747 

Public Information: 
Mike Weber, Chairperson	 	 301-415-7298 301-415-5397 

Publications: 
Howard Hering, Chairperson	 	 301-949-4178 301-933-5352 

Rules:
Lawrence J. Smialek, Chairperson 	 410-260-4495 410-260-2263 

Science Teacher's Workshop 
Charlie Willis, Chairperson 	 301-504-1091 301-504-2260
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Nuclear Regs in the US from page 8 

the definitions are incorrect although taken directly 
from NUREG-0770 (e. g. "extremity" does not include 
the head, "contamination" is not limited to radioactiv-
ity on surfaces, the "fission gases" do not include 
radon, and "waste, radioactive" is not generally classi-
fied by the concentrations of radioactivity given on 
page 503). These shortcomings do not negate the 
value of the book, but they do constitute room for 
improvement in the next edition. 

Revisions will be needed because the regulatory

environment is undergoing substantial change. Of 
course, today's "major issues" will be replaced, but the 
current legislative climate suggests far greater 
changes. For example, if Congress follows through on 
its proposals to dramatically reduce reporting and re-
cord-keeping requirements, the entire program may 
need "re-invention" — how would we implement a 
quality assurance or radiation control program without 
records and reports? The next edition of Mr. Gutier-
rez' book may report some very interesting develop-
ments. 

Teachers' Workshop Sponsors 

Corporate 
H&H Associates
(Howard Hering)

94-95 

Federal Emergency Management Agency
(Carl Siebentritt)

94-95 

CSI- Radiation Safety Training
(Ray Johnson). 

94-95 

Integrated Environmental Management, Inc. 
( Brian Kelly)

94-95 

Nuclear Energy Institute
(Barbara Fleming)

94-95

Individual 
Reginald L. Gotchy

94-95 

Carol D. Berger
94-95 

Dr. Bernard Shleien
94-95, 95-96 

Warren Keene 
94-95, 95-96 

Charlie Willis
94-95 

FIRST CLASS MAIL
U.S. POSTAGE

PAID
Silver Spring, MD
Permit No. 2897 

Baltimore-Washington Chapter 
of the Health Physics Society, Inc. 
P.O. Box 7532 
Silver Spring, MD 20907
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Location of USUHS on National Naval Medical Center Compound 

The Cafeteria and Auditorium are located on 
the first floor of "B" Building. After 7:00 p.m., 
enter through Security on the ground floor of 
"B" Bldg. 

After 8:00 p.m. only the gate on Rockville 
Plke Is open. You must enter and exit through 
that gate after 8:00 p.m.



Health Physics Certification Review 

The Baltimore-Washington Chapter of the Health Physics 
Society will be presenting its annual Health Physics Certifica-
tion Review Course starting January 1996. 

The course is designed for the Health Physicist who plans 
to take the ABHP exam. Others may attend the course to study 
Health Physics. Continuing Education Credit for the course 
has been available in the past and the 1996 course will also 
qualify for CEUs. 

Topics to be presented are listed on the right. Lectures will 
be presented by experts in the subject material. Also, short 
answer questions similar to the ones on Part I of the ABHP 
exam will be given and Part II questions from previous ABHP 
exams will be solved. Hints on how to take the exam will be 
given. 

The course includes 60 hours of classroom study, handout 
material for each student to keep, and weekly reading and 
problem assignments. 

Scholarships are available to students who are in need of 
financial assistance. To apply for a scholarship, state how 
much you can reasonably pay and the reason paying the full 
cost would be a hardship. Enclose the statement and a check 
for what you can afford to pay with your application. If you 
are not offered the course at the reduced rate, your check will 
be returned. 
COST: $475 per student, payable to Baltimore Washington 
Chapter, HPS. 

EARLY PAYMENT DISCOUNT: For those who sub-
mit an application with check or purchase order by Novem-
ber 30, the cost is $400. 

CORRESPONDENCE: The text and handout material 
may be sent to you, along with the homework assignments 
and answers. The cost is $455.00 

LOCATION: Bethesda, Maryland 

DATES: January through May, 1996. Probably every 
Thursday evening from 6:00 - 9:00 p.m.

o_ Topics to be Covered 
1 - Interaction of Radiation with Matter 
2 - Radioactivity and Radioactive Decay 
3 - Biological Effects of Radiation 
4 - Radiation Protection Standards 
5 - Personnel Dosimetry 
6 - Neutron and Mixed Field Dosimetry 
7 - Internal Dosimetry 
8 - Bioassay 
9 - Respiratory Protection 
10 - External Radiation Protection/Shielding 
11 - Health Physics Instrumentation 
12 - Radon 
13 - The Nuclear Fuel Cycle 
14 - Environmental Health Physics 
15 - Reactor Health Physics 
16 - Nonionizing Radiation 
17 - Medical and Industrial X-rays 
18 - Transportation of Radioactive Materials 
19 - Nuclear Medicine 
20 - Research Radioisotope Use 

APPLICATION DEADLINE: January 3, 1996 

SEND APPLICATION AND CHECK TO: 
Howard Hering, Executive Secretary 
P.O. Box 7532 
Silver Spring, MD 20907 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CALL: 
301-949-4178 

Health Physics Certification Review Course Application 
Please type or print. 	 Please designate your preference. q Resident Course 	 q Correspondence Course 

Name: 	  	 Job Title: 	  

HOME ADDRESS 

Street: 	  

City: 	  State: 	 ZIP: 	 Telephone Number: 	  

BUSINESS ADDRESS 

Company: 	  

Street: 	  

City: 	  State: 	  ZIP: 	 Telephone Number: 	  
Send application with purchase order or check to Baltimore-Washington Chapter of the HPS, Inc. P.O. Box 7532, Silver 

Spring, MD 20907.

Date: 	  Applicant's Signature: 	
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