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To the NRC:

This letter is to emphatically discourage the elimination of cesium chloride (CsCI)
irradiators. Elimination of CsCI irradiators and switching to an alternate source of
radiation would greatly impact scientific research since 137-Cs has been used for
decades, resulting in a large database that documents the effects of 137-Cs
gamma irradiation on biological systems. It is well established that different
sources of radiation exert very different effects on biological systems, therefore
one cannot expect to simply switch to another radiation source and receive
similar results as with 137-Cs. The new irradiation system would need to be
validated against the old so that scientists can accurately interpret their new and
different data. This process would take 2-5 years, which means that scientific
progress and grant deliverables would be delayed 2-5 yrs, resulting in
immeasurable costs to the NIH and, more importantly, to society and to the
advancement of healthcare.

In addition, research on the development of countermeasures against radiation
exposure resulting from terrorist use of radiation, such as that from 137-Cs, relies
heavily on the use of CsCI irradiators to expose animals and test the efficacy of
potential radiomitigating drugs. CsCI irradiators are essential to this work since
Cesium is the source most likely to be abused by terrorists, and thus, animals
irradiated with 137-Cs provide the BEST model system to test new
countermeasures. Removal of CsCI irradiators would make such research
impossible, since testing the efficacy of drugs in animals irradiated with a source
other than CsCI may give results not representative of the true clinical situation
as that in humans exposed to unwanted 137-Cs radiation.

Hardening the source against theft seems the most logical step to take to
decrease the risk associated with CsCI irradiators. CsCI irradiators are
immensely important to society, and their continued use despite this threat
should be viewed the same as the public viewed the continued use of airplanes
after 9/11: increase security to decrease the risk.

Sincerely,

Christie M. Orschell, Ph.D.
Research Professor of Medicine
Indiana University School of Medicine
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