
GOVERNMENT OF THE MARSHALL ISLANDS 

MAJURO. MARSHALL ISLANDS 96960 CABLE: GOVMAR 

The Honorable Wallace o. Green 
Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary 
Territorial & International Affairs 
U.S. Department of Intetior 
Of ~ic~ of the Secretary 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Wallace: 

July 25, 1980 4027f.3~.) 

e 

T'.1e Governr:len t of the ~:arshall Is lar.ds is extremelv 
disappointed that no opportunity for r:leaningful 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, ~r. Copaken, on June 26, 
1980, and that when you advised the r~arshall Islands for the 
first time 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 co1Tir:1itment on that same 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 0 d Ol~.tside con:-ract to assist the Departrne:::.t, 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 Washington so that we could provide the nepart
men t with meaningful conunent. 

We met in your off ice 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 
~epartment or the participating Agencies might be in regard 
to such a draft scope of work document. 

I 
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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 Marshall Islands was exposed to some 
level of radiation as a consequence of the nuclear weanons test
ing program. Furthermore, these same officials conceded 
that since precise measurements were not taken on all the 
~1arshall Islands atolls at the time, there si~ply is no way 
of kno~ing how much radiation exposure occurred ~hat would 
~ave 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 ~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 1fla=shall 
Islands for ~ny ~artic'lar individual t~an simply to provide 
comprehensive health care for those ~1arshallese individuals 
that suffer adverse health effects. It was further ac~now
ledged that it would be highly unethical to construct a 
~ajor medical facility in the Marshall Islands to carry out 
the statutory 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 
~eapons testing program. 

All of these factua~ concessions, it seeMs to me, 
must inevitably lead to the reasonable conclusion that 
Congress intended 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 y~ur Department was prepared to agree that the phrase 
"exposed to radiation from the nuclear weapons testing 
program" means "exposed to radiation frorn the nuclear weapons 
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 what this phrase in the law means or a draft 
scope of work document upon which other representatives o~ 
the Governmer. t of the Marshall Is lands mis ht cor:l!'.1en t. 

Accorcingly and regretfully, the Government of the 
Marshall Islands is obliged to refrain from participating in 
th~ August 4 meeting or any other meeting that may be mis
characteri zed as consultation unless and until we are given 
some advance opport~nity to consider the views of the Depart
ment so that we can engage in meaningful consultation. I 
know that your bepartment would not feel it had been given a 
fair opportu:::ity to conunent on a sigr.ificar.t document if the 
first draft of the document were prepared only after meetings 
in which your Department participated and no opportunity was 
given to your Department to co~ment 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 requires at 
least the level of thought and care that goes into Inter
agency deliberation on matters of less significance, and I 
a.."n sure you wi 1::. ·c.nders tand our disappoir. tmen t and f rustra ti on. 

gmd 

cc: 

Sincerely yours, 

Ai'.ton A. deBrum 
Secretarv of roreign Affairs 

The Honorable Phillip Burton 
The Honorable H~nry M. Jackson 
A..~bassador Peter R. Rosenblatt 
Mr. Jeffrey Farrow 
Richard D. Copaken, Esq. 
Dr. Robert Loeffler 
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~ear :·:r. Gree~: 

July 18, 1980 

I have bee!"l e.dvi sed by !'~r. Clifford Sloan, Legi sl::.ti ve .:.s2i st:-.r:t 
for Cc~gress~?n Sidney Yates, to forward a.long the er.closed infor~ation 
concerning tr..e -proposed resettlement of Enjebi Islend in the l·:arsha.11 
Islands. I hope this information ~·:rill :;irove to be of so:ne use in ma.'l{ing 
your decision about the resettlement, and I must ad!Ilit that I do not 
envy your position in having to make a determination about this most 
co~plex and difficult issue. 

My 1nvolve::!lent with the Marshall Islanders began in 1975 when I 
was stationed on ~tir1k Atoll as a Peace Coros volunteero Despite my 
••official" ?eace Corps task of helpirig to ir.1 tiate B:1 agrtcul tural co
operative, as \·:ell as to teach school on the atoll, I soon realized that 
the Utirik people had more i:r.:ned1ate concerns which ste::l!:led fro~ their 
irradiation during the BRAVO shot of March 1, 1954. 

Specifically, the Utirik Council articulated to ~e their cocplaints 
about the Brookhaven l': a ti on al Laboratory ::eC.i eel progra::J. in the Ma.rshs.11 s, 
and the ~tirik people were becomir.E incre~sinflY suspicious about the 
nature of that progra~. For ex~ple, the Utirik people could not under
stand the logic of a program which spent ::nil'!.1ons of dollars annually, 
and which neglected to treat numerous illnesses in their population, 
not~~thstanding that these illnesses were admittedly unrelated to radiation 
and its effects. A case in point concerns the JO% incidence rate of 
adult-onset ty?e d~abetes as diagnosed in the Ut1r1k group by Brookhaven 
doctors several years previouslys the ~rookhaven doctors carefully 
explained that because diabetes was unrelated to radiation, it was "not 
their responsibility," and consequently the diabetes was left untreated. 
Moreover, many other oases of illnesses which were allegedly unrelated to 
rad1at1on--1nclud1ng primary and secondary health care--went untreated. 
As a result, the Utirik people began to question the Brookhaven progra::i 
for their atoll, e..~d they began wondering whether the program was really 
intended for their benefit, or perhaps for the benefit of medical science 
and sc1er.t1fic inquiry. 
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It is :-:.:r s1r.cere be11 ef t::s. t t:·.ese "cve:-si ghts'' i·:ill be corrected 
;·"it:-. t~.e ::e-.:1y e:::-ic.ctec ?Llbl1c Le.~~ 96-~05, 2:1c I have fa.it!: thct the 
nei·7ly appoir:ted Director of the Eroo~''."lav·~n-::.2rsh2.lls ~'.:ediceJ. progrsn 
(Dr. Eugh Pr2.tt) ~nd his r.:iedicz.J. team i~ll re::iedy :r.a.r:.:r of the past 
m:;.ladi es -:·~hie!: have af f 11 c ted t::e p::;.st ~ro r-ra":l. 

,..,.,..e:. ..... .,..oc--e""'t nuestio~ .. CO"'C"".,.....,i'I"',... ti--c .".,..,...pOsec.· T 0 '='"""'" .... 1 e..,.,.,.,.._ ,...r-
- ... - l:"'""'· _...., •.1. ..... .... . .... -~-· ··t.... • .:._ ¥~"-' . - - ....... •- .... -.J. .... -....1.J.. 

- 2ljeb1 prese:-:ts ·_·_s i .. 'ith ;;.:'l e;-:iCJ,a '!.:·:volving 2. radiolo[ic::J. cost-1;:)e::"lefit 
~:.lysis, z.::.:: i:?:: lir~t cf t~e rece:-:t ~ist:ir1cs.l fi:::.:::cc ct =~~cini, it 
see!!ls s.ppropri 2.te to proceec 1·"1 t!: e::tre::Je cs.ution a~ we a~'P:--oac:: tte 
ter:::.i:::-iatio::-: of the t:r.i tea l~atior.s Trust h£ree::ie:r:t ~·:it!: ~·:1cro:::1esi2. ~·;e 
must tllow human1 tarian conce!'l1s~out'l'reigh short-sighted political 
expedi enc1 es, ~•C. the en ti re hi story of United States ;..d:!lini stra.tio:-: 
in the islands clearly bespe~rs t:--,e nees for pru.dence at this ti:::ie. 

It has been :iai.ntai.ned that the E:njebi people favor a :-eturn to 
their a."1cestr'.ll island, despite the potential health risks involved in 
S"..lCh e. return. Counsel for the Elle1retak neoule -- i1r. Theodore 1'11 tchell 
of Hi cronesi an Legal Services -- has co::nUni cated to ~e that the 
&-ie1·:et~ people truly unaerstc::..."1C. the r3.di G.tiorl hazards involved 1·:1 th 
their ~repose~ retUr.1, and ~oreover, that the Ehe~etak people (including 
the Enjebi 1sla."1ders) are prepared to live with those risks. 

I ~ust say, based ~pon :::iy experience of haVing lived on an outer 
island in the r-:arshalls for t1·:o years, end coupled l':i th my C'..l.rre!1t 
g-radue.te rese2.rch concerning the socioc·..ll tural effects of radiation in 
the I•:arshalls, that if the Enjebi people truly understood the long-
tern effects of residual low-level radiatio:-:, then perhaps they !!light 
not be so eager to return to their contaminated isla."1d. I of course 
sympathize ~~th the Ehjebi peoples' desire to return home after their 
33 year exile, and I cannot question the sincerity of the Enewetak 
counsel in attemptinE to relocate his clients. But I certainly question 
the supposed "understanding" by the l:lljebi people of the long-ter.:n 
effects of residual low-level radiation, which is itself a major source 
of contr•,1versy amongst the leading radiation experts, both in th1 s 
country and abroad. 

For example, there is a new German study entitled "Radiological 
assessment of the Whyl Nuclear Power Plant" (or co!III!lonly kno~m as the 
"Heidelberg Study"), which seriously questions the !~uclear Regulatory 
Commission's standards about radiation em1 ssions from nuclear power 
plants to outlY1ng communities. This study, which is listed as "NRC 
translation 520," states that "preV1ous NRC exposure models and transfer 
factors for concentrations of rad1onuclides 1n food.chains are inaduquate." 
The findings of this GerI!lan study are directly applicable to the E.hjebi 
heal.th risk assessment question, and the study illustrates the uncer
tainties connected with low-level radiation assessments and rtsks. 
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I have enclosed a recent cr1 t1que of the Bender and Brtll 
&lewetak Assessment, which calls into serious question the anelys1 s 
and recommendations contained in that study. This recent critique, 
performed by Dr. Rosalie Bertell of the Min1strJ of Concern for Public 
Health, challenges the interpretation of radiological data by Drs. 
Bender and Brill, and Dr. Bertell suggests prudence in considering the 
proposed resettle~ent of Bnjeb1. 

Ji.nether critique (also enclosed) by Dr. Karl z. I·!crgan raises very 
serious questions about the dose assessment calculations of Drs. Ber.der 
and Brill, and on the basis of his analysis of the 3e."1der-'2r111 study, 
Dr. Morgan seems to suggest that their study is i?'ladequate for making 
a determination about the proposed resettle~e!"lt of ::hjebi. 

In all honesty, I do indeed favor the resettle~e."1t of 31jeb1, but 
only on the condition that another assessment of the potential health 
r1 sks be co::mn1 ssioned by truly independent and non-goverrunental ra.diatior 
experts haV1.ng no connection With the United States Governoent. The 
Bender-Brill assessment has been criticized by well-respected radiation 
experts, and as co~petent as these two researchers :nay be, they preser.t 
us With a"1 inherent conflict of interest: as you r:.a:y know, both :Sender 
and Brill are employees of Brookhaven Kationcl Labor2.tory, end there !. s 
an inherent cor.flict of interest when Gove:rnnent researchers assess 
Government data. 

As an alternative, I propose that a group of truly independent 
radiation experts be allowed to survey ::newetak eri.d ~jeb1, as well 
as all of the Northern Marshall Islands ·wh1ct were exposed to fallout 
during the testing program. I have in I!l1nd several radiation experts 
a.."ld doctors from a"l independent organization kno1'm as "Physicians for 
Social Responsibility" (PSR), 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 co::n.r:nmication with me:nbers of that 
organization, and I B.1Il told that PSR is very interested in doing an 
independent survey of the Marshall Islands, and 1n making reco!l!mendations 
based upon such a survey. 

Such an independent survey and assessment may cause a slight delay 
in the Ehjeb1 resettlement, but I do maintain that ar. additional six 
months or so 1 s really an 1nfin1 tesimal period when contrasted l>v'i. th the· 
JJ years of exile already experienced by the :lljebi people. Such a 
survey will go a lone way to attain so=ie degree of object1 V1. ty 1n the 
Marshalls, and it may be a way out of the "nuclear quagmire" which has 
caused much in-fighting between various Government agencies involved with 
the Marshall Isla.~d s, as well as the internal conflicts between the ne·w 
Marshall Islands Government and the people of E:newetak. For me, such a 
survey by 1ndepe~dent rad1at1on experts seems like an obVious solution 
at the prese?'lt t1'.".1et and we can only benef1 t fro::i anot'.-:er poi'!'lt of V1 e:-: 
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when we are dealing "V;ith so :na.'1y un..'\.mo1ms abo'..lt the ef!'ects of a new· 
technology over the course of t1~e. 

And I.~ight add, that despite the solace a~ alternative point of 
view of Enjebi dose assessn::.ents will have for us and the concerned 
United States age:lC1 es, such an independent assess!!ler:t will go a long 
way to reassure the Bhewetaz people tr.e~selves about tr.e risks involved 
ir: the proposed return. 

It should be poir;ted out that t!':e Enjeb1 people -:·:ill be li Vi.ng i!: 
o. co:: ... ta:::i1n.3.ted a,,Viro~!!le~t, 2nd t:r~e1r cor:cerns anC pos21ble a.l1Y.1t1tes 
about the lo~j;:-ter:: effects of 101·;-level ra.di3.tio:n ef:'ects will not 
auto::ne.tice.lly- cease u-oor: their return. It "V:-as -::y eX"Jerie:lce on :Jtirik 
t:-.at the people spe.'1t-::ru.ch t1::ie discussinc:: the resid~e.1 r3.CiatiQn en 
their cc~ta::!inated atoll, en'.1 al though I :rust ad:::li t t!':s..t :::i.sr:y of their 
''theories" a.bout possible radiation effects see:ned nc-lve end inappropri:: 
to ~e at the t1~e, the real point was that they honestly believed their 
intuitions a"ld ''tb..eories" about radiation effects. I have enclosed a 
copy of ny 1977 Congressional testicony which details so::Je of these 
beliefs. 

I think the ve::-y least that we can :presently do tQ rea~sure the 
3r.jebi people is t') co:i-:..,.,iss1or. ar. i:nce~e:!'.'Sent surve:r -::it=-: sc1er.t1sts 
r.::.,-ine- no C'.):-.!'lect:cn ~·1. th e:-. e.~ency of the United St.:.tes G0ve~r:ier:.t. 
P.2.so, I sh~"J.ld !nent1o;. the.t :::ia."ly :people i:i the !·:2.rs:::Ql :slands hs.ve 
:!'1ea::-d a'bout 11 Physicia."1s for Social Res-oor.sibili ty" anc their e!lJinent 
?res1der.t, ::!". Helen Caldicott. It is- -~;1 i::i:;:>?"essio?'l th.s.t havtng Dr. 
Celdicott and ter organization attached to ar. inde:;ie::dent survey and 
2.sses~:::ient of the Marshalls will helo to restore so=e of our lost 
credi bil1 ty 1·71. th these people "·ho have a lor:.g r.i story of "lo sine;'' l':i th 
the United States Goverr.ment. 

In closing, I would like to po1nt out that in ~y 1979 address 
before the United Nations Trusteeship Council, where I represented the 
International League for Human Rights, I specifically requested that 
an independent survey be conducted in the Marshall Islands. In their 
reco!Il!Ilendations to the Ad:ninistering Authority, the Trusteeship Council 
agreed with my request and also reco~ended an independent survey 1n 
the Xarshall s • 

• c..s we reach the ter::nination of the Trusteeship -~ree::nent, 1 t seecs 
that our legacy in Micronesia has been so7Jewhe.t uneve.'1 a."'ld inconsistent. 
The trust of the United States Govern~ent by the people of Micronesia 
under the Trusteeship has become tenuous at best, a."ld I think an 
independent survey in the Marshall Islands is lone overdue if we a~e to 
~a1nta1n any degree of cred1b111ty, both with the Micronesians and ~~th 
the international co::miunity at large. 
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Thank you very :nuch for your ti~e and co~sideration of these 
1!!lportar.t ::.atters, anc I ;;i:c !DOst opti'!Ilistic about a."1 eventual positive 
solution for this very :nessy business of radiological conta::lina.tior. 
in the ii:a!'sh2.ll Islands, and I a~ both delighted and encouraged by the 
very careful scrutiny your . .;eency has showr. in this :Iatter. 

Please feel free to contact me at any t13e concerr.ing this isru.e 
if you feel that I ~ay be of so~e helpl 

Sir.cerely yours, 

.U6-;(~~~ 
Gl'-" [ '.-1 .,, al enn ..• ""..i.C ay 

.!nclo sures 

xci Clifford Sloa~, c/o ~ep. Yates 
Arthur ?aterson, National Council of Churches 
Ted ~aVis, Physicians for Social Responsibility 
Giff Johnson, Micronesia Support Co:r:!nittee 
Anton De:Srum, Marshall I sl3Ild s Govern::nent 
Theodore Mitchell, Ni crones1a.n Legal Services 
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Mr. c11rr Sloan 
Office ot Rep. Sidney B. Yates 
2234 Rayburn House orr1oe Building 
Washington, D.c. 20515 

Dear Clitta 

June 24, 1980 

I am writing th1• letter as a follow-up to our meeting or April 
14th, and also to bring 1ou up to date on some points conce::m1ng the 
Marshall Islands and the &lewetak resettlement. B7 now I am certain 
or your grow1ng bewilderment 1n these matters due to the many, and 
otten contradictory, reports 7our otr1ce receives relating to the 
Marshalls. I must say that JOU haT• !DY sympathies in attempting to 
untangle th1s •nuclear quagm1,re,• and hope this correspondence Will 
be of some help 1n Jour attempt to understand the ayrtad complexities 
in the Marshall Islands. 

I should like to say at the outset that I have always favored 
prudence and caution when dealing With problems associated. With 
rad1at1on in the Ma.rshalls, and the entire historr or the United 
States' testing program bespeak• the need. f'or ~ careful analysS.s 
and consideration or all relevant factors atf ecting the well-being 
ot the Marshallese. A case 1n point is the current dilenmaa racing 
the ~ewetak Islanders, and particularly the people ot lfnJeb1, who 
e.re understandably anxious to retum to their ancestral 1 sland atter 
11v1ng in exile tor thirty-three 7eara. 

It is my sincere feeling that the people ot &ljebi should be 
allowed to re tum to their home 1 sland., but only on the condi t1on 
that it 1s •sare• tor them to return. I use quotations around the 
word •sp...te• because the whole question or &1Jeb1 reTolTes around the 
~ean1ng end interpretation ot what constitutes •sate.• As JOU are 
well-awe.re, this notion ot what constitutes a •sate• level or radiatic 
1s one or the most hotly-debated issues 1n the nuclear field, and it 
1 s nearly impossible to find two reputable radiation experts who "111 
a~ree About & ••ate• level Of radiation. 

In the f'ollowtng paragraphs, I would 11ke to briefly outline so::nE 
nr-Jor points which I think are relevant to the Enjeb1 question, and 
I t:ould like to re1 terate cy ecrlier request tor truly independent 
rad1e.t1on experts in the Marshall Islands 1n order to prevent further 
conflicts or ir.terest regarding the 1nterpretat1on ot rad1ologtcal 
dPtc 1n the Marshells. It independent radiation experts prolong the 
!'.njebl resettle~ent tor an additional six months or so, then so be ltl 
w1Y. nor~ :ionths ls a sh~rt time 1n relation to the thirty-three years -
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already spent 1n exile by the &ijeb1 people. It ls 111·be11et 
th~t prudence and caution ~ take precedence oTer expedient 
and often-catastrophic pol1 t1cal considerations. In the case or 
the EnJebi res&ttlement, 1t history should prove that we were too 
cautious and that we acted too prudently, I assure rou that 1t 
would be a first in the Marshall Islands. I lmow that I personally 
would rather be in the pos1 t1on--say ten or twenty years hence--
of having to explain why there was a six-month delay 1n the EhJeb1 
return, rather than have to exple1n why one more preV1ousl1 
"wiexposed• group or Ma.rshallese beca!ne en "exposed" group because 
of a hasty dec1s1on made by some •concerned" people who thought 
that things were •air1ght• on Enjeb1. 

I think the following points Will substantiate my present 
concern over the &1Jeb1 resettlement and my request for truly 
independent radiation experts in the Marshall Islands. We can 
only stand to gain from haV1.ng an al temate point ot View 1n 
relation to the radiological data and the recommendations therein, 
and I am conV1nced that the Bhjeb1 people can only beneti t from 
our ec.ting w1 th caution and prudence 1 

1) The entire hi story of the "nuclear age" has been beset w1 th the 
constant downward reV1 sion ot what constitutes a "safe" level or 
radiation for humans. It was preV1ously believed that a dose or 
50 re~ was •sate~ 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 ot the National Academy of Sciences-
which was itself divided. over the question or •sate• radiation levels, 
a.~d whose recommendations are tar trom being universally accepted 
by well-respected radiation experta--recomm.ends a dose ot 0.5 rem 
1n 1 ts 1979 updated Report. What th1 s adds up to is a hi story or 
continuing uncertainty concerning the assessment or "sate• levels 
of radiation for humans, and this ongoing debate is exemplified by 
Drs. Gofman and Rall 1n the enclosed symposium transcript ot the 
recent A!ner1can Association tor the Advancement or Science (AA.AS) 
symposium I was asked to chair. 

2) Dr. Robert A. Conard, who was the former head of the Brookhaven 
N~t1onal Laboratory-Marshall Islands Program, expressed great surprise 
over the late-occurring thyroid effects 1n the exposed Marshallese 
pcpulat1ons. He claimed that these late effects were not anticipated 
before 196), and it ts fair to say that we still do not know what ls 
~o1nt to haopen in the future in this population. Again, this is a 
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ms.jor finding in the BrookhaTen studies, and it po1nts up the 
continuing uncertainties relating to the long-term errects or 
radiation, and the need tor extreme caution and prudence when 
making policy decisions affecting the future health and safety 
of the Enjebi people. 

J) The decision to allow the B1k1n1 people to resettle on their 
ancestral atoll, and then the decision to qu1ckl7 remoTe them in 
light or the potential threat to their health stemming from the 
intenial deposition or radionuclides 1n the form ot •residual• 
radiation at Bikini surel7 must not be forgotten when considering 
the proposed Enjeb1 resettlement. I have enclosed. a 1975 radiation 
study from Lawrence Li Te?"DX)re Laboratory which should be oompared 
W1 th the current Bender-Brill stud7 of Enewetak. It 1• uncann1 to 
compare the reassuring language 1n both studies, and the •ms1cal 
chairs• fiasco ot the unfortunate !1k1ni Islander•--lfho were preT101 
•unexposed• and who are now •exposed"--should remind us ot the 
continuing enigmas surrounding the nuclear debate, espec1all7 as it 
pertains to •sate• level• or rad1at1on ror humans. 

4) In retrospect, it seems clear why Japanese radiation scientists
who w~re 1nV1.ted out to the Marshalls by Marshallese and their eleci 
representat1ves--were not allowed to T1.s1.t the irradiated atolls of 
:longelap and Ut1r1k. The history ot mistakes and mismanagement 1n 
radiation matters 1n the Marshalls exhibits the flaws associated Wit 
~ecisions being made from the recommendations or a point or view wh1 
has consistently been at odds with reality. What has sorely been 
needed (and wanted) 1n the Karshalls ls an al temate point or T1ew 
concerning the rad1olog1cal data, and we now have the opportunity to 
correct our past mistakes by allowing truly independent rad1at1on 
exnerts to assess Ehewetak and Enje'b1, as well as the rest or the 
Northern Marshalls wh1ch were affected 'by nuclear testing. 

5) In my 1979 address to the United Nations Trusteeship Council, I 
requested 1ndeoendent and non-eovernmental radiation experts for an 
a£~es~~ent of the Marshall Islands. The Trusteeship Council agreed 
with ~1 request in 1ts •Report ot the Trusteeship Councll to the 
Security Counc11• (1n the Security Council's Official Records, Th1r~ 
Fourth Year, Special Supplement No. 1, 9 June 1978 - 15 June 1979). 
To my knowledge, there has been no such survey by independent radiat~ 
ex~erts in the Marshalls, and the time 1s right tor such a survey. 
(Please see the enclosed U.N. documents) 

In closlng, I would 11ke to mention that I ha.Te reoe1Ted a copy 
or a letter written by Mr. Theodore Mitchell (or Micronesian Legal 
Servtces), who represents the Enewetak people. I teel obl1ged to 
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respond to th1 s letter, which was taken out or context trom a 
telephone conversation I had with Mr. Mitchell in Mar, and which 
certainly calls into question my expertise as a Marshalls expert, 
as well as my motives tor haT1.ng a continued interest in the affa11 
or the Marshnllese. 

In our conversation, Mr. Mitchell repeatedly asked me about 
the •comoetenoe• of Drs. Bender and Brill in reterence to their 
study entitled •Assessment ot Radiation Health Effects or the 
Resettlement ot ~ewetak Atoll.• I repeatedly explained to Mr. 
Mitchell that there was more than •competence" at stake in the stu~ 
and that I did not necessar111 question the •competence• or the twc 
sc1entists, but rather the inherent •oonrlict or interest• in haT1.r 
Brookhaven researchers assess United States Govemment data. I 
carefully explained to Mr. Mitchell that the h1atory or the United 
States' testing program was one ot repeated mistakes and m1scalcu
lat1ons, and the very least we could now do was to show our sincer1 
to the Marshallese by 1nolud1ng non-Government radiation experts 1r 
radiol.ogical surYeys. 

When Mr. Mitchell asked me it I had the background to assess 
the Ecnder-Br111 study, I said •Not e~actly, because my e~phas1s 1r. 
the ~arshall Islands has been in the sociocultural domain as 1t 
pertains to my ongoing Ph.D. d1 ssertation work.• I el so said that 
I d1d have •enough or a background 1n basic radiological studies tc 
:mow that en independent surYey was sorely needed in the Marshalls, 
but he purposely neglected to mention that part or our conversat1o~ 
in h1s letter to your Office. Moreover, I might aention that Mr. 
Mitchell, who seems to reel that !l!. is some sort or radiation exper 
should probably learn that the ver7 first rule 1n making radiation 
assess::nents ls that the long-term effects Otrad1at1on, and especia 
loi·7-level rad1Bt1on (like the kind the &ljeb1 Islanders Will be ex~ 
to when and if they return to their island) are still a 11ajor sourc 
of contention amongst reputable radiation experta1 Dra. Bender and 
Brill, as competent as they may be, are making mere. speculations ab 
the long-term effects ot radiation at Enewetak. We may not know to 
ten or twenty or thirty more 1eara what the long-term erteots ot lo 
level rad1at1on are, and to date there has been no •Nuclear Moses• 
has brought these answers down from Mt. Sinai on atone tablets. At 
very least, our experience 1n the Marshalls proves that we should 
~roceed With extreme CPUtion, Rnd it we are to eITor, let us do som 
thing different for a change and error on the side or health and 
s~rety or the unfortunate Marshallese. We have been playing nuclea 
"roulette• with innocent lives tor too lon~. 

And 1t is interesting to note that the recent article 1n the 
"~1cror.esian Independent• about &lewetak seems to suggest that Mr. 
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Mitchell was behind the letter to President Carter which 1n tact 
was a very d1tterent letter than the one signed bJ the three chief a 
tro:n Enewetak. It was 1Q' expert ence while a Peace Corps Tolunteer 
on Utir1k that Marshallese never u•e the sort ot language contained 
in the translated letter aent to the President, and I can onl7 surmise 
the.t the or1g1.nal letter •a• grosslJ distorted, and m1srepreaented 
the news and feelings ot the a1gnatortes or the letter. It 1• Tery 
1nterest1ng to compare th1 • lnc1dent W1 th the letter Mr. M1 tchell 
wrote to 1our orr1oe about our telephone conver .. t1on, •h1ch gro•sl1 
distorted sy T1n1 about the llarahal.1 Islands. 

Clitt, 7ou ahould be aware that Gitt Johna:>n (ot M1.oronea1a 
Support Comm1 ttee) and I haTe wbm1 tted the Bender-Brtll atud.7 to 
several well-respected ra41at1on erperts tor the1r acrut1n1 and 
COlllllents. We ahall send their ana17aes and comments along to Jour 
office as soon as we ret them, as 1 t 1 • 1mperat1 ve that we have .n 
al temate po1nt of Vin tor the !ender-Brill atud71 we are dealing 
w1 th the heal th and aaf et1 ot human beings who have a h1 sto!T or 
"losing• W1 th the United States GoTemment, and •• can preaentl7 help 
to rect1r1 some of our miatak•• 1r we proceed W1 th· caution. 

Thank you tor taking the t1me to consider these thoughts and. 
news about the Marshall Islanders. 

s1ncerel1, 

Glenn H. AJ.cala7 

Enclosure• 

xc 1 Ted M1 to hell 
catt Johnson, JllSC 
Arthur PaterBOn, National Council of Church•• 
Anton DeBNm, Marshall Island• CioTemment 
Buth· G. Van CleTe, DOTA-Inter1or 
Jeter a. loaenblatt 
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J\tne 6, l~&O 

Cliff Sloan 
Ot!ic• of liCney A. Y&t•• 
2234 Rayburn l!louae Of !ice 

B1lildiQCJ 
Washift9ton. D.c. 20515 

a.1 1'C!'aettl1ng l'!nevetak Atoll 

near Mr. Sloan: 

At the reque•t of the Kicrcneaia Support CoNlittee in llonolulu. I 
have nviwed th• nport of JCichael a.Ader and A ... rtrand Brill 
utitl-4 •AaMasaent of Radiatloa Bealth Effect.a of t.b• 1Waett1•
•.,nt of Enewtalc Atoll.• I am enc:loeing a copy of my currioulmn 
vita• .a that you will have ao.e evidence of my qualificatioL\8 for 
revieviAg ~l• document. My reaearch exper.leftee baa ~ with 
huinan population• expo••d to low level• of ionising radiation·. 
% am a oon•ultant to the cormaitteae on environmental health problem 
ot the ttew York State and Wiacona1n Kudical Aa•ociations. a .....,i:,er 
of the Britiah colwnbia Medical Aaaociation co:muittee on envirormer 
health, and a conaultant to t.he ~ivl•ion of (~a~iation Exposure) 
Standard Setting for the u.s. "'1claar R9gulatory Conllld••lon. 

Frankly. ~r•. Bendor and Drill are.writing out•ide ot their arMa 
.of acientific axrertiae~ »either i• a bioatatiatician or 
epidamlologiat. nor ha'! either bal~ft mnong th• 127 acientiata 
iavol,,.d'in the twenty-year atudy of the Mar•h•ll~•e eonducted 
through Brookhav~n 5ational. Laborato:-y. They have uae<l infur:ma
tlon trcn tha draft COP'J of tho 1379 B~IR report which i• 
•••ivned to •••~•• generalized eff ecta on \ lar;e noraaal ppp
ulation CJ.:pcaed t;o radiut.ion. tlith no approf·riate &nOCification. 
they use theae probabiliti•• to predict •health effect•~ for tho 
amall natl.,. population of Enewetak Atoll. The l•v~l 0£ 9enetic 
problome and eti.ronia di .. ••• already pre•ent in thl• population, 
their increased susceptibility to future radiation ~c 
(c\lllulative with that already eu~fered). and t:.he inad4tquaoy of 
praaeat lc.nowl•da• about t.b• long-tera fertility an~ ~ila aut.ation 
effect• ••r• completely i;norod. 

-- GlaW Eclue.tHon Auocu 
m Awi.:A• ~~tC'>r~·lfs•Jrrvy 
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'l'h•r• are inner ocicntific: inconaiatencit:u in thi• paper. ror 
exU1ple, on pmgc 1 tho author~ •tatea • ••• the onlv potential 
health effect• •re the induction of cancer &J10nq the exposed 
popul"tion anC: thP. in~u~ti.on of qenetic affect.a • • • • • on 
page ll they admits • ••• mutat.iona may be induced in any bo4y 
cell that haa a nucluus ••• • and on page 181 •ot _the aomatic 
of feet• of ioni~iDCJ radiation, cancer induction i• that of 
great••t ooncc•-u. • 'l'hc porulation of l:.'ncwt.t.ak r~tc1ll J,aa the ri~ht. 
to know that a value ju~911tent has been mado fOJ: tberu. n ... 1y, 
that induction o! cancer ia their onJ.y concern. ~'h&y ray, if 
inforwied about hypothyroidiom, aplaatic anUtia, E•rematur~ agiaw, 
beni~n tur.ora and other auch di80rdera, .. 1:.. a dif f urent judgaent. 
They alsu have the right to know that radiation ia a promoter of 
cancer which is induced b .-' ether environmental factora. 

The lack of axpertl•• ia bio•tati•tic• la evident in .. nder aDd 
•rill'• U•• of averaging. For ex~le, on page 4 Uiey int.ceduce 
a 50-yc,ar ooee cornmi tJnc.:nt ao a• to •rcthace• av.ar•i• yearly do" 
ot radiation. It is well known that moat of the radionuclii!s in 
quo•tion cloliver their clo•c in a relatively abort. t.in••· ca 1 • 
for examr.le, deliver• it:s 50-year doa'1 commit.maot in t.be tirat two 
years. un paso s. they •reduced" the radiation ~•e of th• 
i~itanta of ~njebi by averaging in the porulation l••• AXilQ .. 4. 
~hi• is like tellini one member of a family hi• or h~r riak of 
lung cancer i• loworud if th~ other nonsmoking awu:-J>era of the 
family arc includ~d and an •average" ri•k given. It j_a a 
scientifically ridic."Ulou• approach to public health: 

On page 7, tho author• ~pa=~ the ra~iati~n dos~ rec~ived by t.h• 
p0pulatlon of thu ~lorn'!'o t>late~llt with lh& tddoy doaaa to be 
rc,;eeived by the I"flOple of &njcbi. In a recent •urvey of 91U111Ul 
radiation anora&lica (OR~7J), out of 6,253 hi~h readin9• reported 
for Colora~o. only 453, or ll.tn', were eue to natu.ral radioactivity 
'l'hi• c".oea not incl11clc the probleu in Grand JUAc~ioa, Colorado, 
where le\, 542 higt. c:.ar.wr.a reaclin9a were made. There haa been a 
remedial progr.. in Grand J\&llctlon •inc• 1~72 under Public .i.v 
92-314. The authoro of the Enewetak po•ition papor might batter 
call for feder.al aftai•tancn for the [.40plc o~ Cc.lora~, than 
call for lnereaeing r-xpoauro to tho porulation of •newetak by a 
factor of !.& to Ptatch another polluted or high-riak area: 
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Tbe •utbor• put Jilajor er.q:.haais on •natural baekyround radiation,• 
••cmingly ~reating it •• harm.lea•. They alee emphaoi&e th• 
inability to •detect• th• aiffer&nce b~tween artificially induced 
~n~ •nftturally• in~uco~ eancure. Theae can be aiatlnguiahed on 
the baei• of longer period of debilitating diaeaae prior to 
diagno•ia. However, difficulty in tr•elfti caua• of cancer ia 
hardly a reason to propoae .xposura of a popula~i~n to raviation: 

I u enclcaing two papora which deal wit.b t.he value of the 
atoLtic bor:ib casualty ~tudies and alao the h~alth offcct~ to be 
i~xpec:ted with expoaure of already dar.~ged people to fu~ther 
radiation. Tbe approach towud meaaurenaent vaa in term• of the 
ift~ividur.1-not the large population. ~bia approach could be 
cSeveloped to predict etfeet• to a particular group such •• the 
Ene\lfletak population. 

The other problame with thu Bender and Lrill papers include 
dealin~ only with genetic ef!ecta in liye-l?orn offsp~in~ (F• 15), 
neglectin1 to mention spoataneoua aoortion• and atillbirth:1 which 
may b~ ~xpecte' lo occur, anc eati~ating raoiation-in<luceu cancer 
&;)rtality in \he li!eti~e of the fOrulation, ignQring other general 
health ciari1age encl ciln:or auscoptibility in future ':30n~rations. 

Ba~in~ a r~settlcr~cnt aecision affectinJ th~ lives of 500 1..eople 
en tho Sender an6 Brill inadequate health assaeament would be 
extr.aoly imprudent. 

l would be 3lad 1.o discusa this matte.c furthcn: at your conwn~cnce. 

!linc.irely, 

~.e~ 

:;~- i,~.~-~t.. 
~ft.a .. ~ ~ ..... 14/.,, 

ccs Ciff Johnson 
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Comments on Report: Assessment of Radiation Health Effects 

of the Resettlement of Enewetak Atoll Prepared by 

M. A. Bender and A. B. Brill 

by 

Karl z. Morgan 
School of Nuclear Engineering 

Georgia Institute of Technology 
Atlanta, Georgia 30332 

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

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

1. In general, this is an excellent report. 

@ 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: ~et 

one would expect that some of the islands have appreciable quantities 

of 239Pu. It is not stated, but I assume their dose values are almost 
. 90 90 137 239 entirely from Sr + Y and Cs plus Pu. I would expect the 

ntribution from other radionuclides to be negligible. 

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

nee, as stated above, the dose is mostly from 90sr + 90Y, 137cs and 
239 Pu, one would expect the external dose to be primarily beta-dose 

because 90sr and 9oy b · d 137c · b ta are pure eta-emitters an s is a strong e 

and x-ray emitter. One wonders if the beta bremstrahlung dose was 

included with the total body dose. 

~ What would their estimate be on the skin cancer induction from 

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

efficients of 2 x 10-7 to 1.8 x 10-S skin cancers per person rem. I 

doubt these values apply here, however, because some of the beta

radiation in this case has high energy and can penetrate l cm into 



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

Standards setting bodies in estimating skin dose. Also, one shoulc 

determine whether or 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 90 islands should be Sr + Y, 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 fron 

active bone marrow irradiation in the trabecular bone matrix? 

Published values of bone cancer coefficients range from 2 x 10-E 
-4 to 2.2 x 10 cancers per person rem depending on age, radionuclide, 

type radiation, etc. 8 Some of the comparisons of population exposure given do not adc 

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

U.S. causes 6 x 10-4 (c/pr) 80 mrem/y x 220 x 106 persons x 10-3 = 
10,000 lethal cancers/yin the U.S., the objective should be to reducE 

this background radiation - especially that due to phosphate rock, 

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

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

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

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

III report. I have been trying unsuccessfully to get a copy of thi: 

unpublished report for over a year. I guess the tact that this repor1 

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

~py?In estimating the genetic risk, it is not stated vhether 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 (dose effect)= 10. 

Data of Lyon et al. (Nature New Biol. 101, July 1972) suggest use o 

Ais 
(_;) 

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

When the authors suggested small doses of radiation might eve 

be beneficial genetically, they might have added also that influenz 



. • r 

... .,; 

might be beneficial genetically because it tends to remove the weaker 

members of a population. 

10. The report would have been improved if a Table 3 had been added 

giving the estimated genetic damage. The overall genetic risk was 

. 6 l0-5 l l -J · · I · 11 . "f· given as x to .1 x 0 genetic mutation gentica y s1gn1 i-

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. 

(;iJ The report is in error in stating there are no human exposure 

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

Hanford radia~ion workers are low dose studies. 

12. The report uses only the linear and linear quadratic models, yet 

much of the data on human population exposure conforms best with a 

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

~ 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 1/3 and 1/2 that in the U.S. and the Hanford 

radiation worker data suggest that about half the cancer per year in 

the U.S. are the result of natural background radiation. 

14. I question that leukemia is one of the best understood cancers. 

The lack of leukemia induction by radiation in Olmstead County of 

Minnesota (Linos 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 III relative risk model gives a cancer risk 2 to 4 times the risk 

estimates of UNSCEAR 1977 and so it seems reasonable to accept the 

linear risk model instead. 

16. Why was the life span of these islands chosen as 50 years? The 

U.S. life span is 70 years. 

I /J 


