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Dollar Value of a Person-Rem 
Charles A. Willis, USNRC & Georgetown University 

Introduction: 
The benefit derived from avoiding an increment of radiation exposure 

is an important question for health physicists with regards to ALARA. 
About 20 years ago, the NRC adopted a value of $1000 per person-rem 

as the value to be used in assessing 
the costs of effluent treatment sys-
tems for nuclear power plants 
(10CFR50, Appendix I). Now, the 
value in Appendix I is being recon-
sidered because: 

1) It was originally an interim 
value (now 2 decades old); 

2) Inflation (factor of 3.3); 

3) Risks associated with radiation 
doses have been reassessed (BEIR 
1972, 1980, 1990; UNSCEAR 1972, 
1977, 1982, 1988, 1993; ICRP; 
NCRP); 

4) Society has taken a number of 
actions which can be used for com-

parison; and 

5) Changes in political climate and trends toward deregulation. 

According to one way of thinking, from BEIR-V and the linear, 
non-threshold hypothesis, 2000 person-rem correspond to one cancer 
death or the value of person-rem would be 0.0005 times the value of a life. 
What then is the value of a life? This can be derived based on what people 
are willing to pay for life-saving actions. However, there is a vast 
difference between what people arc willing to pay; what they are willing 
to have someone else pay; or what they may be compelled to pay (to avoid 
even worse consequences).

Man rem continued on page 2



Man rem from page 1 

The HPS has chosen $40 as an appropriate cost per 
person-rem, with $200 as an upper bound. The value 
of a person-rem used at nuclear power plants varies 
from $5000 to $27,500 depending on which power 
plant and what tasks are being considered. Charlie 
Meinhold reminded us that these are  not  ALARA 
values. The British use a value for person-rem that is 
a function of the dose received. 

Charlie indicated that the present value used by the 
NRC of $1000 per person-rem is still satisfactory and 
solicited our comments. 

Why should We be Concerned? 

Why does it matter what we assume for the value of 
a person-rem? Cost-benefit analyses use person-rem 
and are performed for: 

Facility design changes or modifications; 

Development of regulations; 

Development of standards; and 

Operational planning. 

Charlie presented a chart of the inflation of the 
dollar since 1856, showing the fluctuations due to 
wars, the depression, etc. which have decreased the 
value of a dollar by a factor of 3.3 (see the May 1993 
Newsletter). 

Risk estimates have also changed over the past 20 
years. In 1972, BEIR I estimated between 90 and 430 
cancer deaths per million person-rem. BEIR III, in 
1980, estimated between 88 and 590 cancer deaths per 
million person-rem. In 1990, BEIR V estimated about 
500. However, Otway estimated 1000 cancer deaths 
per million person-rem in 1972 and that was the basis 
for choosing $1,000 per person-rem. 

As time progresses, there is a natural desire to 
become more stringent in imposing regulations. In the 
nuclear arena, there are political pressures, but there is 
also the defense-in-depth approach, the probabilistic 
risk assessment approach, and specialization of regu-
lators. 

In the past, there has been a misapplication of the 
criterion from high doses as a surrogate for total costs 
of accidents, including: equipment loss; evacuation 
costs; 

decon costs; legal costs; and regulatory reaction. 
However, nuclear accident costs are not dose related 
as evidenced by Three Mile Island Unit 2 accident.

There have been recent NRC publications using 
person-rem in the cost-benefit analyses, including: 
NUREG/CR-4811 on cost versus health effects; Reg 
Guide 8.37 on ALARA at materials facilities; 
NUREG/BR-0058 on regulatory analysis guidelines; 

NUREG/CR-6212 on radiation dose avoided; and 
NUREG/BR-0184 on a regulatory analysis handbook. 

There are impediments to change: 

1. We have a better appreciation of the impact of 
regulations. 

2. There is a reluctance to change, if the change is 
insignificant. 

3. A large change will have major impacts on the 
regulators and the licensees. 

4. There is a reluctance to change, if there is no 
safety significance. 

5. Public controversy generated by changes must 
also be considered. 

6. As an example, nuclear power plant costs have 
risen significantly, some of which might be attributed 
to changes in regulations. 

7. The average person-rem per reactor-year has 
significantly decreased in the US, indicating that we 
are doing better with ALARA. (Charlie's graph 
showed that we still have higher doses than many other 
countries.) 

8. The public doses calculated from reactor efflu-
ents have decreased and, for comparison, is consider-
ably less than the natural background dose near 
Yankee-Rowe. 

Charlie presented a chart of the death rates in the 
US due to the three leading causes versus age of the 
population at death. Accidental deaths peak at around 
the age of twenty. Cancer peaks at 70 and heart disease 
at 80. Charlie's chart of traffic fatalities confirms why 
our children cost so much to insure. (The knee of the 
curve is at the age of 25.) The accident rates increase 
again at the age of 75. Another chart showed that the 
death rate was lowest for 10 year-olds. (If we could 
only be kids forever!) 

There have been anti-technology movements start-
ing as early as 1580 continuing on to the present. 
Sometimes it was/is called environmentalism (as early 
as 1712) or anti-radiation or anti-nukes (as early as 
1898).

Man rem continued on page 5 
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Meeting Announcement 
February 13, 1996 

	

Location:	 Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences 
Cafeteria and Auditorium, "B" Building 
National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda, MD 
Across from the "Medical Center/NTH Metro Station - see map pg. 4 

	

Speaker:	 Ms. Patrice Bubar 
Director, Planning and Analysis 
Office of Waste Management, Office of Environmental Management 
Department of Energy 

	

Subject:	 Federal Facility Compliance Act 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) was required by Section 3021(b) 
of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, as amended by the 
Federal Facilities Compliance Act, to prepare site treatment plans de-
scribing the development of treatment capacities and technologies for 
treating mixed wastes at all DOE sites. These treatment plans were sent 
to the Environmental Protection Agency and were submitted to State 
Govenors for their approval. Discussions will include the quantities and 
types of mixed wastes across the DOE complex and progress to date for 
the treatment of these wastes. 

	

Time:	 Note new times! 
5:45 - 6:45 p.m. Social Hour (cash bar) 
6:45 - 8:00 p.m. Dinner: Top Round of Beef, Chicken Breasts with 

Lemon Basil Sauce, Rice Ravi, Red Bliss Potatoes, 
Broccoli, Cold Salmon, Marinated Cucumbers, 
Salad Greens, Rolls and Butter, and Holland Torte. 

8:00 p.m.	 Speaker 

	

Cost:	 Members $25.00 Non members $28.00 

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, Friday, 
February 9. Cancellations must be received at least 24 hours prior to the 
dinner or you may be required to pay for the meal. 

The Speaker: Ms. Patrice Bubar is the Director of the Office of Planning and Analysis, 
Office of Waste Management, for the Department of Energy's Office of 
Environmental Managament. She served as the Federal Facility Com-
pliance Act Task Force Coordinator for DOE. 
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Location of USUHS on National Naval Medical Center Compound 
)	

495	 Beltway----- 

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 
Pike is open. You must enter and exit through 
that gate after 8:00 p.m. 
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\o.qe

hakk. ammo 

Do4



Man rem from page 2 

The factors that we weigh in a value assessment 
depend on: 

1. How much value we place on human life; 

2. The cost to society of that life due to years of 
productive life lost, the costs of insurance, and medical 
costs;

3. Pain and suffering costs; 

4. Impact on friends and family; 

5. Legal actions; and 

6. The risk reduction costs, namely, what we can be 
compelled to pay; what we would be willing to make 
others pay; and what we ourselves would be willing to 
pay. 

The dollars per person-rem estimates have varied 
considerably from Dunster (1972) of $1, to the 
10CFR50, Appendix I value of $1000. Using the value 
of life based on the loss of potential income, the 
person-rem value should be about $235. The GNP 
would lead to $328 per person-rem. Using traffic 
fatalities as a measure and the probable loss of income 
associated with them, the person-rem would cost about 
$44, but traffic accidents tend to affect the young, 
whereas cancer mortality is an affliction of the elderly. 

The largest divergence in opinion conies with the 
costs that we are willing to make someone else pay for 
the value of a life from $1E13 in the poisoned grape 
case to what we are willing to pay for the value of a 
hypothetical loss of life (not a dime for cleanup of our 
own superfund sit, if it comes out of my pocket.) We 
are unwilling to pay $3000 for a safer car or $4,000 for 
reduction in the radon in our house. 

How do we trade future doses for present benefits? 
Well, we can derive future benefits from present bene-
fits and present gains can reduce future risks. Should 
the present worth equation be applied to costs or health 
effects? 

Reiterating, the national HPS has estimated $40 per 
person-rem as a nominal value and $200 as an upper 
limit. 

Conclusions 

The potential benefits are few for raising the per-
son-rem value above the existing number of $1000. 
The potential costs are substantial in reanalyses, public 
relations, and added requirements. Therefore, Charlie

concluded that the $1000 value of a person-rem should 
remain where it is and he requested our comments. 

The preceding article 
was prepared by Frank 
Roddy, Secretary, 
BWCHPS from notes on the 
presentation by Charlie 
Willis at the Chapter meet-
ing on November 7, 1995. 

Progress on the Science 
Teachers' Workshop 

Charlie Willis 

Last year we learned how to handle the myriad 
problems associated with such an endeavor. This year, 
we are facing an entirely different set of problems. 
Because of the Government shutdowns and the snow, 
progress is painfully slow. With less than 2 months to 
go before our intended workshop dates, we have no 
agreement with the National HPS (who has no agree-
ment with DOE), the possibility of getting FEMA 
instruments remains only a possibility, and we still 
have nothing worked out with the intended county 
(Prince Georges). Does this sound like the right place 
for the old line: "Other than that, Mrs. Lincoln, how 
did you like the play?" Actually, we are working and 
fully expecting to have a successful workshop. 

We do need all the help we can get so, if you are 
willing to work to see this vital program succeed, 
please let me know; call (310) 415-1091. One thing is 
unchanged from last year: we still need money. There-
fore, any contribution would be greatly appreciated, as 
would any good suggestions for obtaining corporate 
contributions. 

We have one special need. That is, we need some-
one to prepare materials for the very young students, 
the K through 3 group. The DOE-supplied coloring 
book was very popular last year but we need more. If 
you can help with materials for these youngsters, 
please come forward, we need you. 

5



For all of those members 
who have not been able to 
make it to one of our meet-
ings this year at the 
USUHS, you don't know 
what you are missing. The 
drinks are inexpensive and 
the food is fantastic. More 
importantly, the auditorium 
is a wonderful room for the 
speaker and audience alike. 
Hope to see you. 

Do You Know This Person? 
Richard Vetter presented this picture during his Chapter presentation on October 3, 1995 and asked if anyone 

recognized the photo from 30 +/- years ago. Hint: He is a long time BW Chapter member and served as the RSO at 
a localuniversity for many years. 

Since he did not attend Dr. Vetter's presentation, we felt that it was appropriate to include this picture in the 
newsletter. The unknown person will be identified at the Chapter meeting on February 13, 1996. 

Future Chapter Meetings 
Cindy Boggs, President-Elect and Program Chair 

This is the new revised schedule for our meetings 
this year. 

Tuesday, February 13 
Federal Facilities Compliance Act. 

Tuesday, March 12 
Affiliates Night with Dr. Charles Meinhold. 

Tuesday, April 23 
Joint meeting with ANS, 
"Chernobyl - Ten Years Later" 

Tuesday, May 14 
Annual Business Meeting
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Human Radiation 
Experiments: 

How Ethical Was the 
Ethics Study? 

Charlie Willis 

The mere mention of "human radiation experi-
ments" evokes images of the holocaust horrors, the 
inquisition and a host of second-rate movies. Con-
versely, some of the names somehow associated with 
these alleged atrocities elicit respect of the highest 
order: Chuck Mays, Bob Loevinger, Wright Lang-
ham, and Vic Bond, for example, are held in our 
highest esteem. Now we have the report of the "Advi-
sory Committee on Human Radiation Experiments," 
[1, 2] presumably to shed light on the issue, or at least 
on the ethics of these activities. When read carefully, 
the report seems to exonerate the participants in those 
activities of the 1944-74 era, even while being highly 
critical. In doing so, the report raises questions about 
the ethics of the Committee. 

The basic finding was that the actual human radia-
tion experiments did little or no harm but "contributed 
significantly to advances in medicine and thus to the 
health of the public." Still, the Committee finds gov-
ernment officials and investigators "blameworthy" for 
conducting these experiments in accordance with the 
practices of the day and not meeting the requirements 
of the "common rule" which was formulated in 1991, 
or even the "Belmont Report" of 1979. The principal 
sin was failure to follow current practices in obtaining 
"informed consent." The report also is highly critical 
of the Atomic Energy Commission for secrecy, par-
ticularly secrecy intended to prevent public and em-
ployee relations problems. There was secrecy, but it 
is noteworth that most of the human radiation experi-
ments were reported in the open literature long before 
the Committee came into existance [3]. 

The report does identify people who suffered radia-
tion injury. Principally, these were the uranium min-
ers. Of course, the miners were not the subjects of 
radiation experiments, but the Committee found them 
within its purview. The Committee did not deem it 
necessary or appropriate to acknowledge that radon 
hazards were not unique to uranium mines, having 
been suffered for centuries before uranium was discov-
ered, or that the reduction of radon hazards resulted 
from their identification in uranium mines. 

Other radiation injuries included a possible acute

radiation fatality from total body irradiation delivered 
in an attempt to prevent rejection of a liver transplant. 
Also there were three studies of skin irradiation which 
resulted in erythema and two testicular irradiation ex-
periments resulting in temporary sterility. The ura-
nium toxicology study, which produced clinically 
detectable effect on the kidney, was not a study of a 
radiation effect but it was included anyway. These 
experiments were less criticized in the report because 
the subjects were informed volunteers. The testicular 
irradiations were criticized on the "fairness" issue be-
cause the subjects, though volunteers, were prisoners. 

The bulk of the "nearly 4,000 human radiation 
experiments" were tracer studies, which had no poten-
tial for radiation injury. They were criticized primarily 
for failure to meet the Committee's standards on in-
formed consent. The few studies using plutonium, of 
course, were most severely castigated. 

The Committee was somewhat more tolerant of the 
attempts to test or introduce new radiation therapy 
techniques, though the treatments were not always 
beneficial. 

The Committee was highly critical of the experi-
mental releases of radioactive material to the environ-
ment, even though the resulting doses were low. The 
primary concern was informed consent and a general 
revulsion toward secrecy. This criticism extended to 
the Atomic Energy Commission efforts to secretly 
collect fallout data (for about two years, before the lid 
was blown off by the Marshall Island and Lucky 
Dragon incidents and the 1956 presidential campaign). 

In the end, it is clear that the Committee did not find 
fault so much with radiation experiments as it did with 
medical experiments in general. 

The report leaves me with several questions: 

1.Did the Committee use radiation concerns to push 
its own agenda? 

2. Is it ethical to criticize research workers of a 
half-century ago for working in accordance with the 
practices of their time? 

3. Is it ethical to end an emotion-charge report with 
recommendations for corrective action without ana-
lyzing those proposed actions to show that they would 
at least do as much good as harm? 

4. Having concluded that "The greatest harm ... may 
be the legacy of distrust...," is it ethical to present the 
report in a manner that seems intended to exacerbate 
that distrust? 
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1.Ruth R. Faden, et al., "Advisory Committee on 
Human Radiation Experiments, Final Report," Wash-
ington, DC: Government Printing Office, October 
1995. 

2."Executive Summary and Guide to the Final Re-
port, Advisory Committee on Human Radiation Ex-
periments," Washington, DC: Government Printing 
Office, October 1995. 

3."Human Radiation Experiments Associated with 
the U. S. Department of Energy and Its Predecessors," 
DOE/EH-0491, July 1995.

Nuclear Energy Institute 
Support forThe Science 

Teachers' Workshop 1996 
Charlie Willis 

While the DOE grant prospects are uncertain, in part 
because of the Government budget problems, the Nu-
clear Energy Institute has committed to support us 
again. This does not solve all our financial problems, 
but it is vital help and it ensures that we will indeed 
have at least one workshop in 1996. We greatly appre-
ciate the continuing support of the Nuclear Energy 
Insitute. 

Program Announcement 
National Council on Radiation Protectionand Beasurements (NCRP) 

Symposium on Acceptability of Risk from Radiation Application to Manned
Space Flight 

The National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements(NCRP) has announced plans to conduct a 
one-day symposium on the "Acceptability of Risk from Radiation Application to Manned Space Flight." The 
symposium will be held in the Main Ballroom ,Crystal City Marriott, Arlington, Virginia, on Wednesday, May 29, 
1996. Financial support for the Symposium is being provided to the NCRP by the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration. 

The purpose of the symposium is to provide an opportunity for a wide ranging discussion among scientists, radiation 
biologists, public health professionals, and members of the public on the rationale for establishing an acceptable 
lifetime risk of fatal cancer due to exposures to ionizing radiation in space. Subject areas that will be addressed include: 

l.The nature of the radiation environment in space, and space mission planning; 

2. The biological effects of space radiation, with emphasis on endpoints germane to the protection of astronauts; 

3.The basis for dose limitations as recommended by the National Council on Radiation Protection and Measure-
ments, and the International Commission on Radiological Protection; 

4. Alternative approaches for limiting doses to astronauts mortality, morbidity, and years of life lost;comparisons 
to other risks associated with space travel;and whether the exposures are considered to be controllable; and 

5. The philosophy of astronaut protection and the communication of the associated risks the perspective within the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration; the perspective of an astronaut. 

The sessions will be recorded and proceedings for the Symposiumwill be published. There is no registration fee 
for attendees. Additional information can be obtained by contacting: 

Laura Atwell
	

Dade W. Moeller 
National Council on Radiation

	
Program Coordinator 

Protection and Measurements
	

(919) 633-3352 
(301) 657-2652
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Executive Committee Meeting 10/28/95 
Frank Roddy, Secretary 

Tom Essig, Frank Roddy, Jay Maisler, Charlie Willis, Floyd Galpin, Ray Johnson 

Members Present: 
Jack Bell, Charlie Willis, Howard Hering, Tom 

Essig, Diane Flack, Andy Miller, Ray Johnson, Floyd 
Galpin, Frank Roddy, and chapter member Paul Theiss 

Teachers Workshop: 
Charlie Willis will schedule a teachers workshop 

committee meeting. The next workshop site has not 
been chosen yet. A suggestion was the Science Teach-
ing Center at Greenbelt in PG County. Carl Siebentritt 
will provide pocket dosimeters, chargers, and Civil 
Defense meters. Eisenhower grant money was used 
by Montgomery County to help pay for the facility and 
PG County could do the same. Loyola University in 
Baltimore would like to host the next workshop (Ft. 
Haig). The national HPS is proceeding to ask for a 
second grant from DOE. The budget needed for the 
workshop will depend on the location that is chosen. 

Congressional Training Workshop: 
Ray Johnson will be in a meeting in early November 

with John Billet to discuss his plans. The tentative plan 
is to train Congressional staff in January 1996. The 
training might be one session for the House and one

for the Senate or perhaps a number of sessions each 
about 2 hours long. Suzanne Woods offered to help 
also. 

Terms for Secretary and Treasurer: 
Frank Roddy will contact Larry Smialek (chair of 

the rules committee) to arrange for the changes neces-
sary in the bylaws. The draft can be discussed at the 
next chapter meeting on Nov. 7. (A draft was dis-
cussed and modified by Larry from the comments at 
the meeting.) 

CHP Exam Prep Course: 
A coordinator is needed ASAP. Joel Rabovsky is 

burned out from his numerous years as the chair and 
coordinator. Nancy Osgood volunteered to help. 
Howard Hering will help with the correspondence 
students. Jack Bell will try to get some members to 
help. We decided to hold a course in any event and not 
to be concerned with a minimum number of students 
since the course is a major money-maker for the Chap-
ter. The course needs to be recertified by the ABHP 
for CEUs. Frank Roddy will call the HPS Newsletter 
to get an announcement placed in the December issue 
for correspondence students. (It will actually appear 
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in the January issue due to the timing but this should 
not be a problem for the correspondence students. 
The announcement had to drop the cost figure in order 
to be run without a $100 dollar charge to the Chapter. 
The wording will be essentially the same as that for the 
October 1994 Chapter Activities section of the national 
Newsletter.) John Jacobus volunteered to draft a new 
course outline. 

Chapter Fax Machine: 
A motion was made, seconded and approved unan-

imously to allow Howard Hering to buy a fax machine 
with an electronic switch to allow voice connections 
on the same telephone with a maximum cost of $900. 

Basic Rad Health Course: 
Andy Miller described the successful course given 

in October. There were 24 attendees, but most did not 
sign up until the day of the course. The comments from 
the attendees rated it an average of 4 out of 5 and felt 
that NIST was a convenient location. Andy will write 
a blurb for the next newsletter. 

Next Chapter Meeting: 
The next chapter meeting will be February 13 (after 

the one on Nov. 7). Another Chapter newsletter is 
needed to send out another ad for the ABHP Exam Prep 
Course. 

New Members: 
Floyd Galpin stated that there are 250 local mem-

bers of the National HPS that are not members of the 
local Chapter. He has sent out one letter and will send 
a second letter out to them to try to coax them to join 
the Chapter. 

Annual Dues: 
A motion was made, seconded and approved unan-

imously to increase the annual dues to $20 starting for 
1996. The present $10/yr do not even pay for the cost 
of the Chapter newsletter and the Chapter has been 
subsidizing the meals. Howard Hering will add to the 
dues renewal form an extra line asking for a tax de-
ductible contribution for the next teachers workshop. 

Affiliates: 
Tom Essig discussed plans for the next affiliates 

night for the chapter meeting. March 20, 1996 was 
proposed. All of the affiliates complained of the poor 
turnout at the last affiliates night. A suggestion was to 
get a well-known speaker to give a presentation on that 
night. Another suggestion was to have a technical 
seminar starting at 5 pm and lasting until about 6 pm.

Annual Business Meeting: 
It was discussed whether the annual business meet-

ing could be held earlier in order to get a better turnout. 

Electret Ion Chamber Technology Training 
A 4 hour seminar on electret ion chamber technol-

ogy was proposed by RadElec, Inc. for sponsorship by 
the Chapter. We decided not to sponsor such training, 
since there is only one manufacturer of electret ion 
chambers and Chapter sponsorship of the course might 
appear to be supporting a commercial venture. We did 
decide that the Chapter would be willing to put an 
advertisement in the Newsletter. 

Public Information Committee: 
A new chair is needed for the Public Information 

Committee. Several new members were suggested. 
Ray Johnson volunteered to contact some of them, 
including David Bisson a new health physics graduate 
from Florida, now employed by RSO, Inc. 

Hosting the Annual National Meeting: 
Ray Johnson has developed a package on the annual 

meeting. The next opening is for 2003. Cindy Boggs 
and Floyd Galpin volunteered to research potential 
locations in Washington and Baltimore and prepare the 
application in time for the Seattle meeting of the HPS. 

Meinhold to Speak at 
Affiliates Night 

Jay Maisler, Affiliates Program 

The highlight of this 
year's programs will be the 
Affiliates Night on March 
12 with Charles Meinhold 
as guest speaker. Mr. Me-
inhold is President of the 
National Council on Radia-
tion Protection and Meas-
urements. He will speak on 
the uncertainties in dose as-
sessments. Since the HPS 
is soon to issue a position 

statement on quantitative risk assessment, we expect a 
lively discussion. 

We look for strong Chapter support of the Affiliates 
Program by a good turnout to visit the affiliate's booths 
before the evening program. Mark your calendar's 
now for March 12 and plan to attend. Let's make this 
the largest meeting of the year. 
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Beating the Blizzard: The 
29th Midyear in Arizona 

Charlie Willis 

When the snow in the DC area gets to be more than 
two feet deep, it is good to be in Scottsdale, AZ. The 
attendance of 470 people was 12 percent better than 
we had in Dearborn in 1992 and about the same as in 
Reno in 1987. The attendance was larger than last 
year's midyear in Charleston, SC. Ken Mossman 's 
Program and Local Arrangements Committee, of only 
five members, is to be congratulated on a terrific 
meeting. 

The subject of the meeting was NORM/NARM, but 
the theme was regulatory excess and stupidity. Ray 
Johnson could not say anything about the NIH P-32 
incident, but his distress with new security require-
ments was not hard to detect. Frank Masse, on the 
other hand, was elated that the same fate had not 
befallen MIT. Floyd Galpin brought home to many 
listeners the magnitude of the NORM problem when 
he said the regulators magnanimously permitted the 
disposal of "low concentration" ( Bq gm -1 ) NORM in 
RCRA landfill facilities, provided it was diluted by a 
factor of ten; Floyd did not have to tell the audience 
that there is nothing less radioactive to use as a diluent. 

The presentation on the National Research Coun-
cil's report on revising the regulation of medical uses 
of radiation was the subject of considerable discussion, 
starting with Hal Peterson's comment that the report 
seemed to be AMA backlash resulting from the bad 
publicity associated with a few lethal misadministra-
dons. I may have been unduly critical in saying that 
the report seemed so naive that it was hard to believe 
it was written by adults; perhaps John Villforth will set 
me straight. Al Brodsky's paper raised the spectre of 
human radiation experiments; the greatest ethical gaff 
seems to have been Al's failure to fully document that 
the hazards had been clearly explained to the subject 
(himself). To make matters worse, there were sugges-
tions that Al himself was unsure about just how much 
risk is associated with a half-millirem dose. 

On a more serious note, many of us were disturbed 
to learn that insurance companies have exempted 
themselves from claims associated with radioactive 
materials. Jerry Puskin did not make it to the Radon 
Panel, but Ray Johnson did a good job of making the 
case for following EPA guidance. Not everyone 
agreed.

The Chapter was reasonably well represented, es-
pecially in the beginning when we heard remarks from 
Ken Mossman and also from Bill Mills. Floyd Gal-
pin's paper was a major part of the plenary session. 
Neither Al Brodsky nor Cindy Boggs was there to 
present their papers but they contributed to the pro-
gram and to the proceedings. Ray Johnson and Bill 
Mills were two thirds of the radon panel but they did 
not completely overshadow Naomi Harley. Of course, 
Bill Mills is president, Ray Johnson is Treasurer-Elect 
and Bob Cherry and Charlie Willis are Board Mem-
bers. This is the first HPS meeting in some time where 
none of our Chapter members conducted a PEP or CEU 
course. 

The Board of Directors was enmeshed in the usual 
host of issues, ranging from how to make our public 
relationhs program more effective, how to keep our 
standards program functioning smoothly, and how to 
best serve the membership. One major issue was the 
proposed position statement which states that there is 
no scientific basis for risk estimates for doses below 
10 rem (the French National Academy puts the cutoff 
at 20 rem, but why quibble about a factor of two in this 
arena?) We expect the draft position statement in the 
National Newsletter sometime soon. Looking to the 
future and the implementation of HPS 2000 also got a 
lot of attention but solutions to these problems are not 
readily evident. 

Arizona in winter is nice but still, winter was able 
to keep a number of people away (including Cindy); 
the number of canceled reservations was half that 
experienced in the great blizzard in Chicago (1967). 
There seemed to be an unusually large number of 
papers withdrawn and speakers not arriving. The Gov-
ernment shutdown probably was more at fault than the 
weather. For the fortunate ones who got there, it was 
an interesting and pleasant meeting. We look forward 
to San Jose next year and Mobile in 1998. 
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Communication Insight 
No. 11 

Raymond Johnson
Communication Sciences Institute 

Responding to Radiation Fears 
Several years 

ago a new family 
moved into my 
neighborhood. As 
I jogged past their 
house a few days 
later, I saw the man 
washing his car. 
So, I stopped to say 
hello and welcome 
to the area. We be-
gan talking about 
traffic and com-
muting and we dis-
covered that we 

both worked in Arlington, VA. He then asked who I 
worked for? I said that I worked for EPA's Office of 
Radiation Programs. As soon as I said the word "ra-
diation" the man moved backwards 5 or 6 steps. He 
looked down at the ground, shook his head, and said, 
"Radiation, I don't want anything to do with that!" 

How would you respond to this man? 

Would you try to tell him that radiation is all around 
us and there is no way to avoid radiation? Would you 
try to tell him he doesn't have to worry about radiation? 

The word "radiation" obviously triggered a fear 
reaction.. As I reflected on this incident, I noted that 
the man responded as if I had walked up to him and 
said ''Welcome to the neighborhood, here is a package 
of radioactive waste." When the man backed up, he 
reacted as if I was radioactive. He reacted to his fear 
of radiation. 

How did I respond? 

I chose a response called "active listening." This 
means I responded to the feeling related to the topic. I 
said, "Radiation is scary, isn't it? The man said, "Yes, 
it is. You can't see it or smell it. And, you can't tell 
if you are being exposed." By responding to the man's 
feelings of fear, I signaled that his feelings were OK 
and gave him permission to say what he really felt. 
This approach opened the door to a dialogue about 
radiation, which might not have been possible if I did

not first recognize and respond to the man's feelings. 
I did not try to change the man's feelings, or imply that 
somehow his feelings were wrong, misguided, or the 
result of ignorance. 

As I teach classes in radiation safety, I am coming 
more and more to realize that we cannot talk to anyone 
about radiation without first addressing their fears. 
Everyone has ideas, thoughts, or images about radia-
tion. Whatever we attempt to tell them about radiation 
is filtered through those ideas and images. By active 
listening, we can invite people to identify their fears, 
and let them know that we understand and that their 
feelings are OK. They can then hear our wisdom about 
radiation safety and not feel put down for their fears. 
Until we address and affirm people's fears about ra-
diation, we cannot expect them to listen our views. 

Communication Insight 
No. 12 

Is It Okay to be
Afraid of Radiation? 

A few years ago I was measuring a spot of P-32 
contamination in a hallway outside a posted labora-
tory, when a woman in a lab coat came by. She heard 
my Geiger counter and as she walked by, she looked 
down at me and said, "Does that mean I won't be able 
to have any children?" The President of a state League 
of Women Voters said at a conference, "Not a single 
atom of high level waste should be allowed to escape 
into the environment." 

An office manager, after recently completing a 
course in radiation safety, was handed a Geiger counter 
to survey an isotope storage area. When the counter 
started screaming in his hand, he later admitted that he 
was extremely nervous. A clerical worker accidently 
ingested a small amount of P-32 and she said, "I am 
very upset, my daughter is pregnant and last night I 
kissed her, and I don't want to do anything that might 
affect my grandchild." 

What do all of these people have in common? 
Each of these people is expressing their fear of 

radiation. Are these fears rational or irrational? Is it 
okay for these people to have these fears? As you 
consider your answer, ask yourself, how strong is your 
urge to change or correct these people's perceptions of 
radiation risks? Would you like to tell them that they 
do not have to worry or be afraid? Be honest with 
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yourself. Could you face anyone of these people and 
not try to do something to change their feelings? 

If your first response is to try to change their feel-
ings, this may be interpreted by them as a discount. 
That is, your response may sound like you are saying 
their feelings are not okay, therefore they are wrong 
and it is not okay to be afraid of radiation. When we 
tell someone, who is worrying about radiation, "Not to 
worry," we are discounting their feelings. In the feel-
ing language, feelings are just feelings. They are nei-
ther good or bad, or right or wrong. 

To open the door for dialogue with people who are 
afraid of radiation, we have to first affirm that their 
feelings are okay. People are entitled to their feelings 
and we do not have a responsibility or the right to try 
to change them. We do have the right to present 
information about radiation, which may lead to a 
change of feelings. However, if our prim ary goal is to 
change feelings about radiation, then we are on the 
wrong track and doomed to failure. We cannot control 
people's feelings or their thoughts. We can only pre-
sent information with empathy and understanding 
which may lead to feelings similar to our own. 

Comments? Contact RadTrain@AOL.COM  

Basic adio	 Health 
curse 

Andy Miller, Course Coordinator

New Members 
We welcome to the following new members: 

Mrs. Susan S. Adamovitz 
U.S. Department of Energy 

Mr. David R. Bisson
Radiation Service Organization 

Ms. Mona Dreicer 
DOE Consultant 

Mr. Yawar H. Faraz
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Mr. Brian R. Hinderliter
Ph.D. Student at U. Virginia 

Mr. Edward A. Hoffman
TRW Environmental Safety Systems, Inc. 

Mr. Stephen V. King 
Oneil M. Banks, Inc. 

Mr. Donald R. Luster
The Catholic University of America 

Miss Julia A. Myers 
Ecology Services, Inc. 

Dr. James Poppiti 
U.S. Department of Energy 

Mr. Gregory D. Sackett 
Program Management, Inc. 

Dr. Stephen N. Salomon
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Dr. George J. Vargo
Battelle, Pacific Northwest Lab. 

Corporate 
Program Management, Inc.

Thomas A. Kevern 

Xetex, Inc.
A Division of National Nuclear Corp.

Mary Jensen 

Rad Elec, Inc.
Dr. Paul Kotrappa 

Twenty-four students at-
tended the October 18-19, 
1995 course at NIST. The 
majority of these were from 
the Consumer afety Office 
of FDA. The comments 
from the students were very 
favorable, indicating that 
they received an excellent 
explanation of basic health 
physics. We are especially 
grateful to the following 

presenters. J.J. King, Ray Johnson, Joe DiCicco, Frank 
Roddy, Jack Patterson, Steve McGuire, and Tom 
Hobbs. 

The 1996 course will be held in late October. As 
always, I am on the lookout for anyone willing to 
volunteer a few hours of their time to help make the 
course a continued success. If you have any sugges-
tions or would like to help with the course, please 
contact me at 202-767-2232.
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ELECTRET ION CHAMBERS 
(COMMERCIALLY KNOWN AS E-PERMS) 

ARE PASSIVE INTEGRATING IONIZATION CHAMBERS REQUIRING
NEITHER BATTERY NOR POWER PROVIDE LOW COST, RUGGED 

MEASUREMENT OF : 

INDOOR/OUTDOOR RADON AND 
THORON CONCENTRATIONS 

DISSOLVED RADON IN WATER 

RADON FLUX FROM GROUND 

RADON FROM BUILDING MATERIALS

ENVIRONMENTAL GAMMA 
RADIATION IN AND AROUND 
NUCLEAR FACILITIES 

FEATURES : 

RUGGED HIGH SENSITIVITY, NEAR 
TISSUE EQUIVALENT RESPONSE 

NO FADING OR ENVIRONMENTAL 
RELATED CORRECTIONS 

ALPHA SURFACE CONTAMINATION 
(DOWN TO CLEARANCE LEVELS) 

PLUTONIUM AND URANIUM IN SOILS 
(DOWN TO CLEARANCE LEVELS) 

Described in DOE Methods Compendium (1994)

TRITIUM IN AIR 

TRITIUM IN WATER 

TRITIUM ON SURFACE

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION AND DESCRIPTIVE BROCHURES, PLEASE 
CONTACT :

5714-C INDUSTRY LANE 

Rad Elec Inc. FREDERICK, MD 217°4 
800-526-5482 
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1995/1996 Officers and Committee Chairs 
Telephone Facsimile Electronic 

President 
Jack M. Bell 301-5 04-1083 301-504-2259 

President-Elect 
Cindy Boggs 301-9 03-7421 301-903-2747 cindy.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 Hack, 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 

Publi cations: 
Howard Hering, Chairperson	 	 301 -949-4178 301 -933 -5352 

Rul es:
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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Teachers' Workshop Sponsors 
Stephen Chase	 Bill Schadt 

	

95-96	 95-96 

Robert Cherry	 Frank Schneller 

	

95-96	 95-96 
Mike Funkhouse	 Dr. Bernard Shleien 

	

95-96	 94-95,95-96 

Reginald L. Gotchy	 Janna Shupe 

	

94-95	 95-96 

William Hopkins	 Brian Smith 

	

95-96	 95-96 

Charles Kelsey	 Carl Siebentritt 

	

95-96	 95-96 

Robert Loevinger	 James Spahn 

	

95-96	 95-96 

Robert Meck	 Randy Sullivan 

	

95-96	 95-96 

Bill Mills	 Jerry Swift 

	

95-96	 95-96 
Thomas Murphy	 Warren Keene 

	

95-96	 94-95,95-96 
Robert Neel	 Robert Wafters 

	

95-95	 95-96 
Nancy Osgood	 Charlie Willis 

	

95-96	 94-95 
Harold Peterson 

95-96 

Gordon Rid 
95-96 

Corporate 
CSI - Radiation Safety Training 

(Ray Johnson)
94-95,95-96 

Federal Emergency
Management Agency

(Carl Siebcntritt) 
94-95 

H&H Associates
(Howard Hering)

94-95,95-96 

Integrated Environmental
Management, Inc. 

(Brian Kelly)
94-95 

Nuclear Energy Institute
(Barbara Fleming)

94-95 

Individual 
Sarbeswar Acharya

95-96 

Carol D. Berger 
94-95 

Dan Bumfield
95-96 

Jerrold Caplin
95-96 

Baltimore-Washington Chapter 
of the Health Physics Society, Inc. 
P.O. Box 7532 
Silver Spring, MD 20907

MR. THOMAS G. HOBBS * CHP 
221 ROLLING ROAD 
GAITHERSBURG, MD
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