
GOVERNMENT OF THE MARSHALL ISLANDS

MA JURO, MARSHALL ISLANDS 96960

July 25, 1980

.

The Honorable Wallace O. Green
Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary
Territorial & International Affairs
Us. Department of Inte?.ior
Of=ic~ of the Secretary
Washington, D.C. 20240

f?

Dear Wallace:

The Government of the !!arshall Islards is extremely
disappointed that no opportunity for meaningful consultation
has or will be afforded in regard to the comprehensive
health care plan that must be prepared pursuant to Public
Law 96-205 until September at the earliest. We understand
that you met with our counsel, l!r. Copaken, on June 26,
1980, and that when you advised the ;!arshall Islands for the
first ~ime on that occasion that a meeting had been scheduled
for August 4, 1980, to carry out the consultation prescribed
by the statute, he informed you that neither he nor I could
be available for a meeting on August 4 because of a long
scheduled prior conunitment on that sane date. I understand
that you told Mr. Copaken that an Interagency meeting would
be held on July 11, 1980, to formulate a final executive
branch position on a draft scope of work document for a
propos=d or.tside contract to assist the Department, the
Government of the Marshall Islands and the people cf the
affected atolls in formulating a comprehensive health care
plan by January 1, 1981, as required by the statute and that
the draft scope of work document would be available upon my
arrival in V7ashington so that we could provide the 7epart-
ment with meaningful comment.

We met in your office for several hours on July
23, 1980, with various officials from the Department of
Interior and the Department of Energy and were shocked to
learn that no such draft scope of work document had been
prepared and that, in fact, no one present could even pro-
vide us orally with any clue as to what the thinking of your
Department or the participating Agencies might be in regard
to such a draft scope of work document.
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Indeed, we could not even elicit a clear statement
from any Executive Branch official as to the meaning the
Executive Branch would give to the phrase “the people of
such other atolls as may be found to be or to have been
exposed to radiation from the nuclear weapons testing pro-
gram. “ The Department of Energy officials present conceded
that every atoll in the Narshall Islands was exposed to some
level of radiation as a consequence of the r.uclear weaacns test-
ing program,. Furthermore, these same officials conceded
that since precise measurements were not taken on all the
}lars~,all Islands atolls at the tlmel there simplv is no way
of kncwing how much radiation exposure occurred chat would
YIave added to the radiation body-burden of the residents
living throughout the Marshall Islands at the time of the
nuclear weapons testing program.

Likewise, it was conceded by these same officials
that there was simply no way to determine whether any particular
adverse health effects experienced by any particular N’arshallese
citizen related directly or indirectly to radiation exposure
from the nuclear weapons testing program. Finally, these
same officials also conceded that it would be far more
costly to attempt to prove or disprove the relationship
between radiation exposure and health effects in the P?a=shall
Islands for ~ny partic alar individual than simply to prcvide
comprehensive health care for those IIarshallese individuals
that suffer adverse health effects. It was further acj<now-
Iedged tk,at it would be highly unethical to construct a
.najor medical facility in the Marshall Islands to carry out
the statutor>’mandate and then deny a ?’arshall Islands
citizen suffering adverse health effects access to such a
medical facility when the United States and indeed no one
could determine with certainty that such adverse health
effects did not relate directly or indirectly to the nuclear
weapons testing program.

All of these factual concessions, it seems to me,
nust inevitable lead to the reasonable conclusion that
Congress inten~ed to provide health care for persons of all
atolls “exposed to radiation from the nuclear weapons test-
ing program,” when it enacted that legislative language.
Despite this obvious, sensible Congressional intention, no one
in your Department was prepared to agree that the phrase
“exposed to radiation from the nuclear weapons testing
program” means “exposed to radiation from the nuclear v’capons
testing program. ”
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Finally, we were advised that even on August 4
there would not be available either a concensus executive
branch view on \,’hatthis phrase in the law means or a draft
scope of work document upon which other representatives of
the Government of the ?!arshall Islands might conunent.

Accordingly and regretfully, the Government of the
~lar~;qall Islands is obliged to refrain frO~ partlcipatin? in
the August 4 meeting or anv other meeting that may be mis-
characterized as consultat~cn unless and until we are given
some advance opport’cnity to consider the views of the Depart-
ment so that we can en~age in meaningful consultation. I
know that your bepe.rtment would not feel it had been given a
fair opportur.it> to comment on a significant document if the
first draft of the document were prepared only after meetir,gs
in which vour De~artment ~articipated and no opportunity was
cjiven to ~our De~artment ~o comment upon any draft before it
became final and binding upon your Department.

The situation in regard to intergovernmental
consultation. on health care planning for the innocent vic-
tims of the nuclear weapons testing program reauires at
least the level of thought and. care that goes into Inter-
agency deliberation on matters of less significance, anc I
a.T sure ycu will ‘tind.erstandour disappointment and frustratiori.

Sincerely yours,

Anton A. deBrum
Secretary of Foreign Affairs

gmd 4

cc : The Honorable Phillip ?3urton
The Honorable Henry Y. Jackson
Ambassador Peter R. Rosenblatt
y,y. Jeffrey Farrow
Richard D. Copaken, Esq.
Dr. Robert Loeffler
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LIVINGSTON COLLEGE *GRADUATE PROGRAM IN ANTHROPOLOGY
NEw BRuNSWICK. NEW JERSEY 0S903. 201/932-2598 July 18, 1980

M. ‘WallaceO. Green
Deputy Under Secretary of
Intenatlonal snd Territorld Affairs

Department of the Interior
Cfflce C: ths Secretary
-k’ashington., 12.C.20240

&ear :’”3.Creen:

I have been e.dvjjsedby Xr. Clifford Sloan, Le~isl?.tive.:.sslstwt
fcr Ccngressr~n Sidney Yates, to fozward along the enclosed information
concerning the proposed resettlement of Enjebl Islend in the l%rs%all
Islant!se I hope this information will prove to be of some use in making
Your decision about the resettlement, and I must admit that I do not
en~ your position in having to make 2 detetination about this most
complex and difficult issue,

My involvement with the Marshall Islanders began in 1975 when I
was stationed on t!’tlrlkAtoll as a Peace Corns volunteer Despite my
“official” 2eace Corps task of helpirlgto initiate ax a~ricultural co-
operative, as yell as to teach school on the atoll, I soon realized that
the Utlrik people had more i-xnedlateconcerns which stemned fnm their
irradiation during the 33A,V0shot of Narch 1, 1954.

Specifically, the Utlrik COuncIl articulated to ne their complaints
about the Srookhaven Fa.tionalLaboratory aedicel progra in the Narshells,
and the Utifik people were becotin~ increcsin~ly suspicious about the
nature of that program, For example, the tJtirlkpeople could not under-
st.md the logic of a program which spent millions of dollars annually,
and which neglected to treat numerous illnesses in their population,
notw.lthstandingthat these illnesses were admittedly unrelated to radiation
and its effects. A case in point concerns the 30~ incidence rate of
adult-onset type d?abetes as di~osed In the Utifik group by Bmokhaven
doctors several years previously: the 3rookhaven doctors carefully
explained that because diabetes was unrelated to radiation, it was ‘not
their res~nsibility, ” and consequently the diabetes was left untreated.
Moreover, many other oases of ~llnesses which were allegedly unrelated to
radiation--including primary and secondary health care--went untreated.
As a result, the Utirik people began to question the Bmokhaven progr~
for their atoll, end they began wondering whether the program was really
intended for their benefit, or perhaps for the benefit of medical science
and scientific inquiry.



It has been maintained t!latthe fijebi people favor a =eturn to
their a.ncestr=~island, despite the potential health risks involved in
smch a return. Counsel for the &e??et2k people -- i~o Theodore iiitchell
of lllcranesiar.Legal Se~ces .- has comnmicated to me that the
%evetak people truly undemitci.iidthe re.di~.tlonhazards involved with
their p~p~e~ ret~, end noreo~er, the.tthe ~exeta& people (including
the Wjebi islanders) are prep=red to live with those fisks.

I must Szy, based upon ny experience of having lived on an o“ater
island in the !!arshallsfor two years, end coupled vith my c’~rrent
graduate reseszch concerning the sociocaltural effects of radiatioz in
the K=rshalls, that if the Wjebi people tmly understood the long-
ter’1’!leffects of re~du~ lo~r-le~elra~iatio::~then perhaps they ~g~t

not be so eager to return to their contaminated island. I of co’mse
sympathize with the Ajebi peoples? desire to return home after their
33 ye= exile, and I cannot question the sincerity of the ~ewetak
couxx.sel in attemntin~ to relocate his clients. But I certainly question

%&erstandingthe supposed “ by the Zhjebl people of the long-term

effects of residual low-level radiation, which 1s Itself a major soume
of contr.lversyamongst the leadlng radiation experts, both In this
country and abroad.

For example, there IS a new German study entitled ‘Radiological
assessment of the Whyl Nuclear Power Plant” (or commonly hovm as the
aHeldelberg Study“), which seriously questions the Xuclear Regulatory
CommIsslon*s standafis about radiation emisslons from nuclear power
plants to outlylng communities. This study, which 1s listed as “NRC
translation 520,tistates that ‘ipretiousNRC exposure models and transfer
factors for concentrations of radlonuclldes In foodchains are inadequate.”
The flndlngs of this German study are directly applicable to the %jebi
health rl sk assessment question, and the study illustrates the uncer-
tainties connected ~th low-level radiatlon assessments and risks.
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I have enclosed a recmt critique of the Bender and Brill
Zhewetak Assessment, which calls into seriol~squestion the amal.ysis
and recommendations contained in that study. TMs recent cfitique,
performed by Dr. Rosalie Bertell of the Ministr~ of Concern for Public
Health, challenges the interpretation of radiolo~ical data by Drs.
Sender and Brill, and Dr. 3ertell suggests prudence in consldefin~ the
proposed resettlement of ~jebi.

?j~~+j:<&’...... Jnother critique (also enclosed) by Dr. Karl Z. I’krganraises very
serious questions about the dose assessmer.t c=al.culations of Ers. Bender
and Brill, and on the basis of his analysis of the Eender-2rill study,
Dr. Morgan seems to suggest that their study is inadequate for making
a determination about the proposed resettlement of Ekjebi.

In all honesty, X do Indeed favor the resettlement of %jebi, hut

only on the condition that another assessment of the potential health
risks be cozmlssioned by tmly independent and non-governmental radiatiOY
experts having no connection with the Unlted States Goverment. The
Bender-Bfill assessment has been criticized by well-respected radiation
experts, and as competent as these two researchers nay be, they present
us with an inherent conflict of interest: as you Eay know, both 5ender
ar.d&ill are erployees of Brookhaven Nationel Labor~.tory,and there is
an i~herent co~flict of interest when Government researchers assess
Government data.

As an alternative, I propose that .agrouD of tmly independent
radiation experts be allowed to survey fieweta,kand ~jebl, as well
as all of t“e Northen. ~~shall Islands which were exposed to fallout
during the testing progr~=. I have in mind several radiation experts
and doctors from an.independent organization known as ‘Physicians for
Social Responsibility” (PSH), which 1s based in Boston, and which has
a membership of more than 1,500 physicians and scientists in the United
States. I have been in recent commurdcation with members of that
organization, and I am told that PSR is very interested in doing an
independent suz”veyof the Marshall Islands, and In asking recommendations
based upon such a survey.

Such an independent survey and assessment nay cause a slight del~
in the &jebi resettlements but I do maintain that an additional six
months or so is really an Inflnlteslma3 period when contrasted with the“
33 Ye-s of exile already experienced by the *jebi people. Such a
survey will go a lon~ way to att~n soae degree of objectivity in the
MarshalIs, and it may be a way out of the ‘nuclear qua~reti which has
caused much In-fighting between various Government agencies involved wlth
the Marshal IslandS, as well aS the internal conflicts between the new
Marshall 1slands Government and the people of ~ewetak. For me, such a
SUI’VSyby independent radiation experts seens like an obvious solution
at the present tine, ~d we can only benefit frog another point of tie::



when we are de~ir~g v,lth so many urilloms abof~tthe effects of a new
technology over the course of time.

And I ,might add, that despite the solace a.?.?alternative point of
tiew of Enjebi dose assessxcents will have for us and the concerned
United States agencies, such an independent assessment will EO a long
w’ayto reassure the Mewetak people tlezselves about the rl.sks involved.
IK the proposed returm.q~+:::*y.,..... It skculd.be pointed out that the fijebl people xIII be living iz
2 co:;taninated ~nvlronment, sin-dtheir cor.terns.an~possible anxitites
about the lo~ig-ter= effects of low-level ra.di ation effects will not
e.utome.tics,llycease upor.their return. It vws ZY sxperlence m Utirik
thet t!~eDeople s~ent mch tiae discussinE the residu~l r=liati~n cn
their ccn~=inate~ atoll, m~ although I mst adnit that nzxy of their
“theoriesfi=but possible radiation effects seemed n~lve end inappropri:
to me at the time, the real point was that they honestly believeritheir
intuitions and “theories* about radiation effects. 1 have enclosed a
copy of ny 1977 Congressional testimony which details soae of these
beliefs.

>.
.!.,,

; .>:

,4.

In closinE, I would like to point out that in mY 1979 address
before the United Nations Trusteeship Council, where I represented the
International.Leap~e for Human Rights, I specifically requested that
an independent survey be conducted In the Marshall Islands. In their
recommendations to the Administering Authofity, the Trusteeship Council
agreed tith my request and also reco~ended an independent su~ey in
the Yarshalls.

.4swe reach the termination of the Trusteeship .@eezemt, 1t seems
that our legacy in Micronesia has been sonewhet uneven and Incansistent.
The tmst of the United States Govermaent by the people of Miczwnesta
under the Trusteeship has become tenuous at best, and I think an
Independent survey in the Marshall Islands is lonE overdue if we are to
nainta~n any degree of cred~b~llty, ~th ~th the lf~c~neslans and with
the international coamunity at large.
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Thank you very muck for your tlae and consideration of these
inport.=ntnatters, =-d I %.xmost optlmistic about a.Teventual positive
solution for this very nessy business of radiological Corita=Unatior.
in the ik-rshellIslaxds, and I a~ both delighted ant encouraged by the
very careful scrutiny your A<ency hes shorn in this Tatter.

Please feel free to contact me at =ny time concerning thls issue
if YOU feel that I n~v be of some help!

SiPcerely yours,

Arthur ?2terso;, National Council of Churc”nes
Ted Gavis, Physicians for SOciaI Flesponsibility
Giff Johnson, Micronesia Support Cotittee
Anton DeSrum, Marshall Islands Government
Theodore Mitchell, Mcroneslan Legal Semites
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LIVIM~~ cOLLEGCOGRADUATE PROGRAM IN AN THROR3LOGV
NEW BRuNSWICK*NEW JERSEY-3*~1~=--

Hr. Cliff Sloan
Office of Rep. Sidney R. Yates
2234 Eayburn Mouse Offioe Building
Ueshingtin, D.C. 20515

Dear Cliff#

June 24, 1980

I am writlng thls l@tt6r ●s a follow-up to our meeting of April
14th, and also to bfing you up to date on some points ooncemtng the
Marshall Islands and the hewetak resettlement. By now I am certain
of your growing bewilderment in these matters due b the many, and
often oontr=dletory, reports your Office receives relating ta the
Marshalls. I must say that you ha~o my sympathles in attempting to
untangle this “nuclear quagmdre,o and hope this oorrespondenoe will
be of some help in your attempt to understand the ~ad oomplexlties
In the Marshall Islands.

I should like ta say at the outset that I have always favored
prudence and oautlon when dealing with problems associated with
radiation In the F!shalls, and the entire history of t~.eUnited
States’ testing program bespeaks the need for very careful analysls
and consideration of all relevant faotors effecting the well-being
of the Marshallese. A ease in pint 1s the ourrent dilemma facing
the &ewetak islanders, end particularly the people of kjebl, who
are understmdably SnXiOUS m return to their ancestral 1sland after
living in exile for th>rty-three y4MUS.

It is my sincere f eellng that the people of ~jeM should be
allowed to return to their home island, but only on the oondltion
that it is *safe@ for them to return. I use quotations around the
word “swfe” beoause the whole question of Ehjebl revol~es around the
meaning and interpretation of what oonstitites ‘safe.@ As ~ou are
well-awere, this notion of what constitutes a ‘safe* leyel of radiatlc
is one of the mst hotly-debated Issues in the nuclear field, and it
is nearly impossible to find two reputable radiation experts who will
agree about a *m#e@ level of radiation.

In the followlng paragraphs, I would like to briefly outline SOa(
nnjor ~lnts which I think are relevant to the Wjebi question, and
I I:ouldlike ts reiterate my eerller request for tmly Independent
radiation experts in the &rshall Islands in order to prevent further
conflicts of interest regarding the interpretation of radiological
d~tc in the Marshells. If independent radlatlon experts prolong the
~~ebl resettlement for ~ addlti~n~ SIX ~nths or SO, then so be itl
-i~ nore nonths 1s a shgrt time in relation to the thirty-three years——
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already spent in exile by the EhSebl people. It Is my”belief
th~t prudenoe and caution must take precedence over expedient
and often-uatastnphlo pol~sl considerations. In the case of
the =jebl resettlement, If history should prove that we were too
cautious and that we acted too prudently, I assure you that it
would be a first In the Marshall Islands, I how that I personally
would rather be in the position--say ten or twenty years hence--
of having to explain why there was a six-month delay in the Wjebl
return, rather than have to explaln why one more previously
‘Unexposeda group of Marshallese became an “exposed* group because
of a hasty decision made by some *concerneda people who thought
that things were “alrlght* on En$ebl●

I think the followlng points will substantiate nV present
concezm over the Mjebl resettlement and my request for truly
independent radiation experts in the Marshall Islands. We can
only stand to gain fmm having an alternate point of view in
relatlon to the radiologlCal data and the recommendations therein,
and I am convinced that the ~jebi people can only benefit fzmm
our acting with caution and prudencel

1) The entire histo~ of the ‘nuclear age” has been beset w’lththe
constant downward revlslon of what constitutes a *safea level of
radiation for humans. It was previously belleved that a dose of
50 rem Was *safe” for humans; the dose was then decreased by a
factor of ten to 5 rem; and the current BEIR (Biological Effects
of Ionizing Radiation) Committee of the National Academy of Sciences--
which was itself divided over the question of ‘safe* radiation levels,
and whose recommendations are far from being uni~ersally accepted
by well-respected radiation experts--recommends a dose of 0~5 rem
In its 1979 updated Report. What this adds up to is a history of
continuing uncertainty concerning the assessment of *safe@ levels
of radiation for humans, and this ongoing debate 1s exemplified by
Drs. Gofman and Rail in the enclosed symposium transcript of the
recent American Association for the Advancement of Science (AMS)
symposiumI was asked to chair.

2) Dr. Robert A. Conaml, who was the former head of the Brookhaven
Netional Laboratory-Marshall Islands Rogram, expressed great surprise
over the late-occurring thyroid effects in the exposed Marshallese
populations. He claimed that these late effects were not anticipated
before 1963, end it 1s fair to say that we still do not lmOW what 1s
Foing to haDpen in the future In this population. Again, this is a

,(/)
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major fIndlng in the Brookhaven studles? and 1 t points up the
continuing unoertaintles relating to the long-term offects of
radiation, and the need for extreme caution and prudence when
making policy decisions affe-he future health and safety
of the En$ebi people.

3 ) The decislon to allow the Bikini people to resettle on their
ancestral atoll, and then the declslon to quickly remve them in
light of the potential threat to their health stemming frem the
Internal deposition of radionuclides in the form of ‘residual-
radiation at Bikini surely must not be forgott~ when considering
the proposed ~jebl resettlement. I have enclosed a 1975 radiation
study fmm Lawrence Lirernmre Laboratory which should be compared
with the current Bender-Brill study of Enewetak. It 1s uncanny ta
compare the reassuring language In both studies, and the %usical
chalrs” flasoo of the unfortunate Bikini Islanders--who were prefio~
‘Unexposedw -d who are now aexposeda--should remind us of the
continuing enigmas surrounding tho nuclear debate, especially as it
pertains to “safe* levels of radiation for humans.

4) In retrospect, it seems clear why Japanese radiation scientlsts-
who were ln~ t~ out to the ~rsh~l g by M~shallese ~~ their elect
representatives--were not allowed to vl al t the irradiated atoll=
~ongelap and Utirlk. The history of mistakes and mlsmenagement in
radiation matters in the Marshalls exhibits the flaws associated wlt
decisions being made from the recommendations of a point of view whl
has consistently been at odds tith realitYs What has sorely been
needed (and w~ted) in the Marshalls is an altexmate point of view
concerning the radiological data, and we now have the opportunity ta
carrect our past mlstakes by allowing truly lndependant radiation
exmerts to assess ~eweta.k and Enjebl, as well as the rest of the
Northern Marshalls which were affected by xuclear testing.

5) In mY 19?9 address to the united Nations Trusteeship Council, I
requested ~ndeDendent and non-m vernmental radiation experts for an
assessment of the Narshall Islands. The ‘frusteeshlpCouncil agreed
WIth ny request in Its “Report of the Trusteeship Council to the
Security Councila (in the Security Council’s Officlal Records, Thlrt
Fourth Year, Special Supplement No. 1, 9 June 1978 - 15 June 1979).
To my knowledge, there has been no such sumey by independent radiatf
experts in the !tarshalls,and the time is right for such a survey.
(Please see the enclosed U.N. documents)

In closing, I would like to mention that I have recoimd a copy
of a letter wrltten by Mr. Theodore Mitchell (of Mlcroneslan Legal
Services), who represents the EnewetalcPOOP1OO I feel obliged to
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respond to this letter, which was taken out of oontext fmm a
telephone conversation I had with Hr. Mitchell in MaY, and uhich
certainly calls into question my expertise as a Marshalls expert,
as well as my nmtives for having ● eontinueclinterest In the affal]
of the Marshallese.

In our conversation, Mr. Mitchell repeatedly asked me atiut
the acompetenoea of Drs. Bender and Brlll In reference b their
study entitled “Assessment of Radiation Health Effects of the
Resettlement of %eweta,k Atill.a X repeatedly explained to Mr.
Mitchell that there was mre than ‘competence” at stake in the stud
and that I did not necessarily question the ‘oompetenoe” of the twc
scientists, but rather the inherent ‘oonfllct of interest” in havir
Brookhaven researchers assess Vnltod States Government data. I
carefully explalned to Mr. Mitchell that the history of the United
Statess testing p~gr~ was one of repeated mistakes and miscalcu-
lations, and the very least we could now do was to show our slnceti
to the Marsh~lese by Ineludlng non-Government radiation experts lY
radlologioal surveys.

When Mr. Xltchell asked me if I had the background to assess
the Ecnder-3fill study, I said ‘Not exactly, because my emphasis ir
the )lIrshallIslands has been in the socioculturd domain as It
Dertalns to my ongoing Ph.D. dissertation work.” I SISO said that
I did have ‘enough of a baekgmund in basic radiological studies to
;mow that an independent sumey was sorely needed in the Marshdls,
but he pur~sely negleotd to mention that part of our oonversat%on
In his letter to your Offiea. Moreove~ might mention that Mr.
Mitchell, who seems to feel that ~ IS some sort of radiation expez
should probably learn that the very first mle in making radiation
assessments Is that the long-term of- =adlation, and especls
low-level radiation (like the kind the Mjebl Islanders till be OXF
to when and if they return tO their island) are still a major aourc
of contention amongst reputable radiation experts; Drs. Bender and
Brill, as competent as they -y be, are making mere speculation ab
the long-term effeets of radiation at Wewetak. We may not Imow fo
ten or twenty or thirty ~re years what the long-term effeots of 10
level radiation are, and to date there has been no aNuclear Moses@
has brought these answers down from Mt. Slnal on stone tablets. At
very least, our experience in the Marshalls proves that we should
vroceed with extreme cmtion, and if we are to error, let US do som
-i~e~am and error on the side of health and
safety of the unfortunate Marshallese. We have been playing nuclea
*roulette@ with innocent lives for too 10ng~

And it is Interesting to note that the recent article in the
‘FAicnneslan Independenta about %ewetak seems to suggest that Mr.
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Mitchell was behind the letter to ?resic!entCarter
was a very different letter than the one signed by
from Enewetak. It was my expefienee while a Peace

whioh in fact
the three chiefs
Corm volunteer

on Utlrik that Marshallose newer use the sort of langu~e contained
in the translated letter sent ta the President, and I osn only surmloe

% that the ofiginal letter was grossly distort~, and mlsrcpreaented-P
the views and feelings of the signatoriesof the letter. It is rery
interesting to compare thts incident with the letter Mr. Mitchell
wrote to your Offio@ about our telephone convereatlon, which grossly
distorted my vleua about tha ~shall Islands.

Cliff, you should be aware that Giff John&m (of ?licrmesia
Support Ccnun$tteo)and 1 ha~e aubmlttod the Bender-E!rlll8tudy ta
several well-respeoted radiation experts for their scrutiny and
comments. We shall send their analyses and OOmmentsalong to your
office as soon as we get them, ●s it 1s Imperative that we have an
alternate point of vlew for tha Bender-Brlll study~ we are dealing
Mth the health and safety of human beings who hmo a history of
*losin# with the United States Govexmment, and we can presently help
to rectify some of our mlstahs if we proceed wlt?kcaution.

Thank you for taking the time to consider the68 thoughts and
Vlews about the Marshall Islanders,

Sincerely-

*clomres

xc; Ted ?Utohell
Glff John~nt ?lSC
Arthur Paterson,National Council of Churches
Anton DeBrum, Marshall Islsnd8 Government
Ruth G. Van Cleve, DOTA-Intetior
?eter R. EOeenblatt
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Cliff Sloan
Oftico 02!Siucloym. Yates
2234 Rayhrn Muse Offico

Ilullding
w19shington# E,c. 2051s

&: ResettlLn~ Rn&#etak Atoll

Dear M. Sloan:

At the request of the Micronesia Sup~rt Committee in lfmolulu, Z
hava reviewed th. re~rt of #CLoh801 SenU.r ●nd A. Bestrand SrUL
UMthd ‘AM8mment of Radiation &alth ISffocta of tha Ras@ttl*-

aent of Encuetak Atoll. ● I aa ●aclmhg ● copy of w curriuuhm
vitaa m that yau will have some ●vMenae of my qualifications for
raviewhg this docnanent. ~ rasoaroh experiencehas * with
human populations expoa~d to 10U Mvola of iontsing radiation:
X am a consultant to th. condttees on environ,montaAhealth probl~
of the New York State and Wisconsin R4udicalAauocietions, a amber
of the Brithh Columbia Medical Amoclation mamittee on snvironaet
health, ●nd a consultant
Standard SettSng for the

Frankly, IXu. BanCur ●m!
.of scientific exprtiae.

to the Dlvi8ion of (Radiation Expomro)
U.S. Wclaar Ragutatory commission.

Drill ●re’wtiting outside of their ●rwa
lWLthar La a bioetatintician or

apidemlologlst, nor ha? sither bmn among tho 127 scientists
invol~d’in th~ tknty.yegir study of the Maxohalleee &nductad
khrough Brooklmmn liatimal,&aborato=y. They have u~d infvrma-
tfcm frm the draft copy of!the 1379 XIR report which is
doalgnad to ●smsa generalized effects on q large normal ~~

;,,,*s.,_&;l:. “ ulation exposed to radiation. With no appro~riate modification,u:;.-:.:,=,,.
they u8e these Frobabilltfos to predict ‘health ●ffects” for the
small native ~pulation Of Ewwatak Atoll. The level of genetic
problems ●nd chronle dieeaso ●lready present in this population,
theix tncreaued susceptibility to futuo radiation damage
(cumulative with that ●lready mffored), ●nd the inadoquaq of
prm.at knowladgo about tb long-term fertility end mild m=tion
effects wara oosnplceely lSnorod.

AS ~ffilid’e oF ‘-- .
. -– GM Eduufkm AS(UM

●
~%kAwtb#@my .fkW&-J
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Cliff Sloan

Pago 2
JUne 6, 1980

!l’horc●re inner acientif~c inconai8tenciev in this
example, m page 1 tho author.- stat.: ‘. . . the

paper. For

9& potential
health effects ●re the inductionof cancer uwng the expoaod
~pulation an~ the induction of genetic ●ffocts . . . .“ On
poge 13 they ●dmit: “. . . mutations may be induced h any body
cell that has a nuebus . . ●- and on ~go 18$ “Of the aomatiu
effects of ionizing xadiation, cancer induction is that cif
g2*eategt mnceim.w ‘lhc pa~ulaticm of Mmwetak ?b~cJ~~ has the right
to know that ● value judgment has been made fox thaw. namely,
that induction of cmccr is their ~ concern. They My, if
infomed about hypothymic?isrn, ●plastic anemia, prematuxe ●ging,
benign tumrs and other such dbordars, M#k ● diffment judg-nt.
They also have the right to know that radiation 28 ● proaotex of
maces which is induced b’ ether anvironmntal factom.

The lack of experttsc in biostat~sties is avident in Bandes and
bxiU’rn use of ●veraging. For exaaplo, cm ~go 4 thy introduce
a SO-year 6oae commitment ao as to ‘reduce” ●verage yearly dose
of radimtion. It is WC1l known that ~at of the radionucli ~ ia

Nquestion dolivcr their dose in a relativelyshort Lime. Ca
for exam~.lo,delivers its 5(byeax dos~ commiuamm in the ti.rst”two
years. Qn Faso 5, they “r~duced”th radiationdaac of the
in@&Atants of Enjebi by avcxagiag in the po~ulation less ax~-d.
This is like tellinq onc menbcx of a family his or her risk of
lung cancer is lowered if the obher noaamoking ma&exs of the
family am included and an “average”’ xidc given. It is a
scientifically ridiculous ●pproach to public health:

On peg. 7, tho authors mmpase the radiatian dose received by the
~~lat~~~ of thJ mlorndo Plateau with the @d@ dosas * be
rccaivod by the peqle d! Enjcbi. Ia ● xocmt survey of game
radiation anomalies (OW73), out Of 6,253 high rgadin~s rogoxted
for Cblorado,onl~*453, 0s 13 .U%, Ware due to rmtuxal radioactivity
Z’hist!!esnot include the probkma in Grand Juaction@ @10z8d00
where 14,542 Mgh c;armareadings wars mad.. Thera has been ●

reaedla.1 progxam in Grand Junction sinoc 1972 undar Public XmI
92-314. l’hc●uthors of the Enewata,k ~sition papar might bettor
call fox fad.rel amistmcn for the ~~ople o: Cclerati, than
call for increasingexpmro to the po~ulation of &neuctak by ●

factor of 5,6 to match ●nether polluted or high-risk ●ram:
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The ●utbox8 ~t kajor em@auis on “natural background radiation.”
aedngly treating it ●s harmless. They ●leo ~aaizo the
inability to “detectM the diffe~esce ktween ●rtificially iaducad
and ‘n~turaUyM inrhcad mncoxs. These cm be dbttnguished on
th. basis of Zongex period of dobil~tating disease prior ~
diagnosi8. Ikwevor, difficulty in tracing cmasa of cancer is
haxdly ● mason to propose expsura of a populaticm to radiation:

X am enclcaing two papers which deal with the value of the
atouic bomb casualty studies and aleo the health affects to be
expected Wth ●xposure of already &maged psople to fuxthex
radiation. The approacrhtoward measurement was in term of the
individual--notthe laxge population- Xhis approach could be
dwe20ped to predict●ffects to a particular group such ●a the

Enewwtak g+ulat~on.

The o~her pmblom with the Benciex and Grill papezs Znclude
dealin~ only with genetic effects in Jive-boxn ogfspzing (p. 1S),
neglecting to mention s~ataneous aboxtions and stillbktha which
may 5s expecteC to occur, and estirsatingradiation-inducedcancer
awztality kn th~ liIeti.ncof 9 mm lation, ignoxing other general
health Ca.naseand ccm:cr susceptibility in futuxc gmeratims.

BaAn~ a gesettlcncnt decision affectinq the lives of S00 pople
Gn the Bender an~ Drill inadequate health assooement would be
utrasoly impmdent.

I would be glad to discuss this matter further at your mmvonLmco.

.5incorely0
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Cements on Report: Assessmentof Radiation HealthEffects

of theResettlementof EnewetakAtollPreparedby

M. A. BenderandA. B. Brill

by

Karl Z. Morgan
School of Nuclear Engineering

Georgia Institute of Technology
Atlanta, Georgia 30332

The following are a few brief coamnents on this report by M. A. Bender

and A. B. Brill dated October 12, 1979:

1. In general, this is an excellent report.

o
2. The report accepts the dose measurements of Robinson et al.

(1979) without providing the reader with any of the pertinent infor-

mation needed so that he can judge its adequacy. For example, there

is no breakdown of the dose between that which is external and that

which is internal. There is no indication whether internal dose

values include a contribution from the actinide alpha-emitters, yet

one would expect that some of the islands have appreciable quantities I
of 239PU. It is not stated, but I assume their dose values are almost

entirely from
90

Sr + 90Y and 137CS plus 239Pu. I would expect the

ontribution from other radionuclides to be negligible.

3. It seems odd that values are given only for total body dose.

90
ince, as stated above, the dose is mostly from Sr + ‘OY, 137CS and

239
Pu, one would expect the external dose to be primarily beta-dose

because9oSrand90Y arepurebeta-emittersand137Cs is a strongbeta

and x-rayemitter. One wondersif the betabrernstrahlungdosewas

includedwith the total body dose.

b
4. mat would their estimate be on the skin cancer induction from

this skin dose. UNSCEAR gives a wide variation of skin cancer co-
-7 -5

efficient of 2 x 10 to 1.8 X 10 skin cancers per person rem. I

doubt these

radiation in

values apply here, however, because someof the beta-

this case has high ●nergy and can penetrate 1 cm into



. ,,

tissue (i.e., far beyond the 0.007 cm penetration depth assumed by

Standards settingbodiesin estimatingskindose. Also,one should

determinewhetheror not there are co-relations or synergistic rela-

tion between beta-radiation and UV as there are between UV-A and UV-E

in the induction of skin cancer. One might suspect that skin cancer

is the predominate malignancy on the sun baked islands.

5. Since a large fraction of the radioactive contamination on the
90

islands should be Sr + 90Y, and since 99 percent of Sr is depositec

in the skeleton, why did the authors not discuss bone dose and radia-

tion induced bone sarcoma and carcinoma as well as leukemia frou

active bone marrow irradiation in the trabecular bone matrix?

Published values of bone cancer coefficients range from 2 x 10
-t

to 2.2 x 10-4 cancers per person rem depending on age, radionuclide,

type radiation, etc.

o
6. Some of the comparisons of population exposure given do not adc

to the quality of the report. If natural background radiation in thf

Us. causes6 x 10‘4 (dpr] 80 m=m/y x 220x 106 persons x 10-3.

10,000 lethal cancers/y in the U.S., the objective should be to reduc(

this background radiation - especially that due to phosphate rockj

etc. - and not use this as an excuse to permit more malignancies. Ont

bad thing does not justify another! The comparison with exposures tt

radiation workers in the U.S. weakens the report.

7. It seems odd that these writers were able to use data from BEII

IIIreport. I havebeen trying unsuccessfully to get a copy of thi

unpublished report for over a year. I guess the fact that this reporl

is paid for by tax monies does not entitle university professors to ,

copy?

o8 In estimating the genetic risk, it is not stated whether or no

the risk was reduced by a factor of 10 (as is often the practice

because the exposures are at low dose and low dose rate, i.e.:

3 (dose rate effect for spermatogonia)x 2 (2 sexes)

x 2 (doseeffect)= 10.

Data of Lyonet al. (NatureNewBiol.101,July 1972)suggestuseo

0

is factor of 10 may not be warranted at very low dose rates.

9. When the authors suggested small doses of radiation might eve

be beneficial genetically, they might have added also that influenz



might be beneficial genetically because it tends to removetheweaker

membersof a population.

10. The reportwouldhavebeenimprovedif a Table 3 had been added

giving the estimated genetic damage. The overall genetic risk was

‘5 to 1.1 x 10-3given as 6 x 10 genetic mutation/gentically signifi-

cant rem. This upper value is greater than the upper value of cancer

risk so the reader should be given the final estimates of genetic

risk.

J

/’11. The report is in error in stating there are no human exposure

ata at low dose ranges, e.g. studies of in utero exposure and data on

Hanford radiation workers are iow dOSe studies.

12. The report uses only the linear and linear

much of the data on human population exposure

super linear model (e.g. effect = c =).

quadratic models, yet

conforms best with a

In other words, the

cancer coefficients are a power of dose less than unity in a number of

cases or the cancers induced per rem are greater at low doses than at

high doses because of overkill at high doses, damage to the

reticuloendythelial system, etc.

/

J
13 It may not be a good assumption that the cancer risk on these

islands is the same as that in the U.S. because the natural background

radiation here is between 1/3and1/2thatintheU.S.andtheHanford

radiationworkerdatasuggestthatabouthalftheCancerperyearin

theU.S.are theresultof naturalbackgroundradiation.

14. 1 questionthatleukemiais one of thebestunderstoodcancers.

The lack of leukemia induction by radiation in Olmstead County of

Minnesota (Lines et al. - New Eng. J. Med. 1111, May 15, 1980) and in

the Hanford worker data (Mancuso, Stewart, and Kneale) suggest that

low chronic exposure to normal population (those not subjected to

fire, blast, disease such an ankylosing spondylitis, etc.) die pre-

ferentially of forms of cancer other than leukemia.

15. There “is a peculiar statement on page 28 to the effect that the

BEIR 111 relative risk model gives a cancer risk 2 to 4 times the risk

estimates of UNSCEAR 1977 and so it seems reasonable to acceptthe

linear risk model instead.

16. Why was the life span of these islands chosen as SO years? The

Us. life span is 70 years.


