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General Comment

We have some comments in favor of continuing the widespread use of 137-Cs
sources, certainly, at least, for use in experimental applications in radiobiology.
Having used a variety of radiological sources, including the ones mentioned below,
I feel qualified to make the following statements. Basically, neither X-rays or 60-
Co can adequately substitute for 137-Cs. To say otherwise is patently ridiculous.

1. Believe it or not, many of us in the field of radiation biology actually study the
effects of gamma radiation per se, which includes effects related to biophysics and
track structure of energy deposition, and which cannot possibly be reproduced by
either X-rays or other monoenergetic natural emitters like 60-Co. 662 MeV
photons deriving from the decay of 137-Cs represent, arguably, the relative
biological effect against which all other ionizing radiation are measured for the
purpose of radiation protection and other endpoints.

2. Important experiments involving the *dose rate* at. which ionizing radiation is
delivered, would be impossible to conduct with X-ray devices, for a multitude of
reasons, and funding agencies such as DOE and NASA understand this.
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3-..For experimental purposes, the 1.2 MeV photon from 60-Co is problematic for
experimental situations, where electronic equilibrium (build-up) is an issue, such
as irradiation of thin targets (e.g., cells) in vitro, for the purpose of accurate
physical dosimetry. Furthermore, the high activity of 60-Co (and its
correspondingly short half-life) would require ?????????re-stuffing????????? the source at short
periodic intervals, say every few years. This alone, would seem to introduce
additional complications related to the transport, safety and complications related
to radiological hazards.

4. Finally, it seems ironic to me that federal agencies, such as NIH, interested in
assessing the risks associated with ?????????dirty bomb????????? scenarios-- where 137-Cs is
likely to be involved?????????would disallow the very use of such material in investigative
endeavors.

You may notice that I haven?????????t even discussed this issue of the cost of
decommissioning existing 137-Cs sources, and/or having them retrofitted with, for
example, 60-Co radionuclides, which is an issue unto itself.

Michael Cornforth, Ph.D. Radiation Biology
Bradford Loucas, Ph.D. Radiation Biology
University Of Texas Medical Branch Galveston

Also, this is the stupidest means of entering data that I have ever come across in
my life.
I have no idea whether my entry was even logged.
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