Quite aside from the merits of the
environmental arguments, I must pro-
test the tactics of the Sierra Club, which
can be viewed as little better than thinly
disguised blackmail by the gas users
of the Washington, D.C., area who ulti-
mately will have to pay the additional
costs of the modified plan. Let no one
be deceived; it is the consumer who
will pay the added bill, not Columbia
LNG.

This decision was arrived at by at-
torneys for Columbia LNG and the
Sierra Club without the benefit of con-
sultation with responsible public officials
of the area concerned, and certainly
without the public hearings that usually
precede such decisions.

In this brave new world of environ-
mentalism, who speaks for the taxpayer
and consumer? Certainly neither the
Sierra Club or Columbia LNG can
claim to in this matter. It is time that
the public and their responsible officials
had a voice in environmental matters
of long-range concern to the area af-
fected. Personally I don’t want the
Sierra Club deciding my gas bills for
the next few decades, and I strongly
protest the undemocratic, elitist flavor
of this whole affair.

GEORGE H. Davis
10408 Insley Street,
Silver Spring, Maryland 20902

Radiation Standards

Robert Gillette’s review (News and
Comment, 1 Dec. 1972, p. 966) of the
National Academy of Sciences’s report
on “The effects on populations of ex-
posure to low levels of ionizing radia-
tion” was by and large accurate and
helpful in emphasizing the implications
for radiation protection. However, an
impression of establishment influence
was unfortunately created by the man-
ner of reference to the fact that about
a third of the parent academy commit-
tee of 20 are members of the National
Council on Radiation Protection and
Measurements (NCRP). Normally this
would be trivial, but, because of previ-
ous controversy and especially because
the value of the report will depend in
large measure upon public confidence
and acceptance, I should like to clarify
this matter and reemphasize points of
departure.

The academy report as a whole rep-
resents the thought and effort of some
50 members of the committee and its
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subcommittees, who were carefully se-
lected to bring individual competence,
judgment, and balance to the undertak-
ing. They were exhorted to represent
their personal views rather than those
of any institution or organization with
which they may have been affiliated.
Naturally, careful study was made of
the publications of various organiza-
tions, especially those of NCRP, be-
cause of its responsible role in radiation
protection over the years. The inter-
ested scientist can read the report itself
and make judgments as to varying
points of view. However, for the bene-
fit of those not familiar with radiation
protection literature, I should like to
generalize about the differences between
the academy report and previous offi-
cial documentation. These differences
arise not so much from new data or
new interpretations but rather from a
philosophic approach to radiation pro-
tection generated by changing condi-
tions and public attitudes.

The major differences I conceive to
be as follows: (i) Numerical risk esti-
mates for human populations exposed
to low levels of ionizing radiation are
presented together with the assump-
tions and compilations of the data on
which they are based. (ii) Consideration
is given to implications of possible ef-
fects of radiation on the environment—
on organisms other than man. (iii) It is
suggested that radiation protection
standards not be set on an arbitrary
basis, such as related to background
levels (even though all agree that such
levels will not produce observable ef-
fects), but rather should be established
in terms of minimal exposures required
to fill society’s needs. Hopefully, it will

"~ be possible to make meaningful risk-

benefit assessments, then to make cost-
effectiveness assessments so that logical
decisions can be made as to the worth
of any given effort to reduce the risk,
and finally to choose among the options
by comparing the biological and envi-
ronmental costs.

Ultimately, these techniques for deal-
ing with radiation protection (actually
estimating the risks and the worth of
reducing them) may provide guidance
in the case of other pollutants, since the
time is coming when priority decisions
will have to be made in the allocation
of limited resources for the maintenance
and improvement of the quality of life.

C. L. CoMar
Department of Physical Biology,
New York State Veterinary College,
Cornell University, Ithaca 14850
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CARBOYS

Nalgene®carboys are popular
in laboratories everywhere.
Here’s why:

® Only virgin, premium-grade plastics
resins are used.

e Tubulations, threaded bosses and
grips are integrally-molded with the
rest of the carboy. Won't leak like the
welded type. 2

® Our quick-action spigot is the most
reliable and easiest to use—designed
and made by Nalge.

® Tough polypropylene screw clo-
sures are leak-proof.

® Made of the right resins to stand up
to chemicals and rough use.

® You have the widest choice of re
::nhwla: ‘or round shapes in piai

Order Nalgene carboys and large
bottles from your laboratory supply
dealer’s catalog, or write for your 1973
Nalgene Catalog—it describes them
all . . . Nalgene Labware Division,
Dept. 4208C , P.O. Box 367, Rochester,
New York 14602.

Nalgene® Labware ...

the safe unbreakab! preferred by prof
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