





the fallout from Nevada tests. In the second para-

graph of the July 25 memorandum, Dr. Dunning states:

"The high value at Caliente, Nevada (6900 puc/
liter on July 19) probably was from SMALL BOY.1l/
This latter value seems high, especially con-
. sidering the low external dose rate measured (in
- the low mr/hr range). But then the Salt Lake
City values are also high since there was essen-
1ally little or no rise in external radiation
levels there. These data illustrate our need to
know much more about the iodine problem"

Dr. Dunning's JCAE teétimony notéd above states
-1 u.c/I'-lel meterz-> 100,000 ;.;.p.c I-131/liter milk.
The Caliente milk gammaﬁrelations suggest lpec 1-131/
meter®—5 96,000 I-131/11ter milk. o

Thr reason that the reporf.concentrated on the milk-
gamma relations at Alamo and Calilente, Nevada, was
that these were the two locatlions for which the best
~data weré avéilable, and the Special Review Comﬁittee
suggested_to me that I should concentrate on the
‘best daﬁa., | |
‘Purther, the author estimates that the range of ratios

(gamma readings to iodine in milk) for Just these two
points is greater than a factor of 10 (23,000-290,000).

For both the Windscale and the Alamo-Calisnte fall-
out data, the estimated limits of the milk/gazma

I/ See report, Figure J, page 26. The value 6900 puc/liter
was noted on July 19, 1963, and the next measured value was
3500 wpc/liter on July 23. When the Off-Site Radiological
Safety Organization issued its Interim Off-Site Report of
the SMALL BOY Zvent, November 8, 1562, it forgot to include
the 6900 uppc/liter figure, - ‘
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ratio differ by a factor of somewhat more than 10,
with the best estimate’varying by a facter of 4,
This large variation is due partly to uncertainties
in measurement, and partly to the large variety of
factors which can influence the level of I-131 in
miik following deposition on‘pasture of a given
amount of this nuclide in fallout. It's admittedly
too bad not to know the relation more précisely, but
oﬁ.the other hand, before the paper was written, we
didn't know it at all -- except for Dr. Dunning's
theoretical calculations based on the Windscale data;
yét.nowrthére is'some-experimental verification fbr
his earlier calculations,~he insists they are not-true.
This is scarcely adeQuate ground for such an overall

generalized conclusion that he applied to other
situations! , -

What isn't adequate for what generalized conclusion
applied to what?
(It is noted that measurements for additional locaticns
used in a previous draft have now been downgraded to a
position of "corroborating the relationships observed
at Alamo and Caliente" for SMALL BOY and that similar
uncertain measurements for Sedan and Des Moines have

been eliminated. Will another evaluation eliminate the
final two?) , ‘

As noted above, the concentration on the SMALL BOY
data was done at the sﬁggestion of the Specilal
Committee bécause 1t was the best data. Also, the
discussion in the March 1, 1963 report concerning

the I-131 levels in milk following SEDAN and
, -






Alamo and Caliente, let him produce it. This prob-
lem is explicltly recognized iﬁ the report (page 25,
paragraph 3), and everything was done in the prepara-
~tion of the paper.to check with the most competent
and responsible monitors, e.g., Mr John S. Coogan,
Chief, AEC Special Projects Section, Public Health
Service 0ff-Site Radilological Safety Program, to
determine the most reasonable interpretaticn of the

existing data.

lMeasurements taken albng a highway; as were many of

those used in the paper, are especlally variable, as

- contrasted with a hundred yards or so off the highway..
- Other ground measuremenfts were taken within a commu-

nity or near populated bulldings since these were the
points of primary interest to the personnel menitors.
Extrapolation of these readings to a pasture down the
road are quite uncertain. '

I specificaliy went to Alamo and.Caliente, right
to the placés where the readings were'made, talked
with the monitors, and did everything I could to
'assure nyself that the readings, as used in the
paper, were interpreted as accarately and carefully
as possible. The pastures in question border the
road where the readings were taken.
For four of the five other localities given in Table
IIT the extrapolation is from aerial survey data, thus
introducing an even greater unreliability. It is not
possible to fly at the prescribed 500 feet altitude in
that type of terrain and uncertainties are introduced
both by different distances from a contaminated surface
and by variation of the instrument response by changing

barometric pressure with altitude. Also, it has been
found that the aerial read;ngs have been due to gases
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Secondly, most of the key data on milk intake are
derived from a few "grab" milk samples, even a single
"grab" sample followed by brashly extrapolating the
data.
Is one supposed to believe that thé'key milk data
on page 24 (Figure 8, I-131 levels in milk from
Alamo, Nevada) and page 26 (Figure 9, I-131 levels
in milk from Caliente, Nevada) constitute 5 few
grab samples? And if the milk from the Altonan
area of Northeast Utah constitutes a few grab
samples, how dp we know we grabbed the highest
samples? Why is a 5-day half-life a "brash”
extrapolation of the data? | -
Whether or not the conclusions of the paper are trﬁe
may be debatable ~ this paper does not provide the
sclentific basis for a decision one way or another.
I would be pleased to let the scilentific community
be the judge of this assertion. The only comment
I have seeen so far from the Special Review Committee
is that sent to Dr. Dunham by Dr. Julian Nielson,
Manééer, Radiological Chemistry, Hanford Lavora- ’

tories, who stated:

- "The report is objective and states the fazts
clearly. I was very lmpressed by the compari-
son of the Windscale incident and SMALL BOY
test data.

This report should stimulate much interest
and investigation because it so clearly
points out areas requiring further study.

It seems to me to be well worthy of publication."

Although it was agréed extrapolation to past tests
would not be done, it is noted that on pages 55,
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65 and 66 just enocugh is saild to raise the issue and
whet the reader's appetite. It is as effective as
if a more complete discussion were included.
The I-131 doses to the thyrolds of infants and
‘children as the result of testing in Nevada since
19514constiﬁu€e a very legitimate problem which
}the Commission has to be prepared to face. I can
appreciate Dr. Dunning's concern for the past,
" but the Atomic Energy Commission simply has no
‘choice but to be honest and candid as to what is
- Jmown and not lnown aﬁout what may have happened.
; .This entiré’repoff on radio-iodine arose when I
was trying‘to put the-finishing toﬁches on a re-

- port on Radiation Exposure in the United States

- from Nuclear Test Fallout and discovered at the

last minute that the most important problems con?
cerning the most important nuclide hadn't been
‘though about.

It 1s also to be hoted, for example, that the reporﬁ

states " - - - one cannot rule out the possibility
thatmmilk levels as high as 400,000 pp ¢ I-131/liter
could have occurred - - -." Aside from the unsound

technical basis for this conclusion, we may expect
someone to point out that a single quart of milk con-
tained a 10 year's allowance of iodine-1-131. (FRC's
36,500 per year times 10 years.)

That we may.
There are two baslc problems involvea, one, the
questionable technical validity (which has been dis-

cussed at great length in previous meetings), and two,
a policy question of the Commission publishing the



paper. In response to a question asked as to the
motive for publishing the paper, a member (not the
author) of the Ccmmission's staff said, "The Com-
missicn has been telling the world for years that
it has been conducting its opeﬂat*ons safely, now
it appears that this may not be so" If a member
of the staff says this about the paper, what reaction
may we expect from the press and the publie?

I expect somebody (not the author) might want to

hang Gordon Dunning from a sour apple tree.

Just last week 2% the Coﬁgressional Hearings, Senator
- Bartlett essentilially accused the Commission of irre-
sponsibility in conducting 1ts operations in Nevada.
" A reply to refute this allegation is being prepared
for the JCAE.
Presumably,Aby the Division of Operational Safety.
I trust they will include the earlier safety
: standard; as given on pages 213 and 233 of the
1957 JCAE Hearings on The Nature of Radioactive
Fallout and its Effects on Man. One standard in
those days was a 30 r whole body, external gamma
. dose before evacuation. Another, by implication,
was“a level of I-131 in milk for safe, conﬁinﬁous
consumptibq of 1.8 x losiuic/liter, or 2,000 rads/
year to the thyroid of a 1 year old child consum-
ing 1 liter of milk/day. . (This follows from the
safety criteria of 5p c¢/liter at H+3 days for_l
safe, continuoﬁs consumption of fission products
in water. See also ﬁnclosure (2) to this mema.)

Through meetings and exchange of letters between the
author and ofthers ocutside the Cocmmission, the paper
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probably is well known. The author spent several
days traveling and talking with many people around -
the Nevada Test Site, followed by exchange of letters
with them. This has Just goaded them on. We have
spent years of hard, patlient effort to establish good
and calm relations with the public around NIS. Such
action as the author's has been narmful.
Consider the author's problem. When he went to
Dr. Dunning‘to ask if there were any data at
Alamo and Caliente which could be used to see 1f
the Wiﬁdscale result; could be applied to nuciear
test fallout, he was fold there were no such data.
A secoﬁd induiry produéed the same response. Then
A developed that Dr. Dunning's office was the?'
only one which had the feports from the Cff-Site
Radiolpgical Safety Organizations, from which alo
. the data on the Alamo-Caliente milk-gamma relations
derive. An inquiry aiout the high Northeést Utan
milk levels from Dr. Dunning produced nothing.
A great deal of information was given to me for
the asking from the University of Utah and the Utah
Héglth Department. Some interesting milk samples
sent by the Utah Department of Health to the AEC's
0ff-Site Radiological Safety Organization got
lost (the details are recorded in a letter to me
from Dr. Grant S. Winn, Head, Industrial
Hygiene Seétion, Utah Departﬁent of_Health,v
attached as Enclosure (1) to these comments).
Dr. Wiﬁn has told me the Utan Health Department
has found 1t necessary to bulld duplicate moniftoring
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facilities beside those of tThe Atomic Energy Com-
mission's Off-Site Radiological Safety Organiza-
tion, bécause daba pertaining to the safety of
the cltizens of Utah was not forthcoming from the
AEC. :

— |
Last summer and fall when a previous paper by the

same author was being readied for publication, some
of the staff raised serious questions about its
validity.
It turned out that the objections of Dr. Dunning,
' Dr., Tompkins, and Dr. Dunham were found to be not |
valid.
The argument again was used that we had to get into
print before Dr. Ralph Lapp. Dr. Lapp did publish
in Science, 7 September 1962 about the Troy, New
York incident. We took this problem on, as we have
many vefore, and by fine cooperation of the U.S.
Public Health Service and the New York State Depart-
ment of Health, a reply was given by Dr. Frederick
W. Lengemann of the New York State Health Department
'in the 7 December 1962 issue of Science. '
A reply was given, but no refutation of the fall-
out level, milk level relation derived by Dr. Lapp
‘was given. Dr. Lapp evidently based his calcula-
tlons on Dr. Dunning's work. He states that, "A
A paéture level of lu-c/i'n2 may be translated into
. a milk contamination level of 100,000 ui ¢ liter."
This is the conversion factor used by Dr. Dunning
in the 1959 UCAC hearings on the Biological and

Environmental Effects of MNuclear War (page 445,
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line 4). The estimate of the present report
1s that 1 pc I-131/meterc —3 26,000 to $6,000
u ¢ I-131/liter of milk.

: - ~
But we are in a dllemma. An ad hoc committee re- 3
viewed the paper and, although I have not seen a
statement of thelr conclusions, apparently they '
felt that the paper (with editorial rewriting) could | P

was not made fully aware of the pitfalls inherent

in the treatment given the field data. But the fact
remains, they did not turn thumbs down. Now what {
we do?

be published. One might argue that the committee i égvﬂvﬁér

I wish I had a brilliant answer to the question. I

do not. There is this much to be said. Since this

paper, right or wrong, can have a major impact on
the Commission, it should be brought before the
General Manager and Commissioners.
I agree that the paper should be brought before | \: ’rf
the General Manager and the Commission; and it. \
is my understanding that this will happen in the }
near future.
Secondly, before the paper is published (if this is "
decided) sufficient time should be given to prepare }3WNWM23
a fully documented report as to what measures were
and are being taken to conduct a safe operation in
Nevada.
If the Commission hasn't by this time a fully kﬁn&j%
documented report as to what measures were and '
are being taken to conduct a safe operation in
Nevada, one wonders if it>will ever get one. And L
2A¢
how does Dr. Dunning propose to show that the ¢
operations in, say, St. George, Utah, were safe

at the time of the HARRY shot in 1953, since he
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has no valid measurements of the I-131 levels
in milk there. This 1s a technical report and
should bé released promptly and without a great
at empt to manage the news. There has been
ample opportunity for Dr. Dunning since last

summer to get ready for a crisls over radio-iodine.

Admittedly, this is not a panacea, since it is diffi-
cult to see how the Commission can "admit" to dire
deeds and in the next breath say we are going to keep
on doing the operations. Thirdly, through the coop-
eration of the U.S. Public Health Service, steps are
~ being taken similar to those for Troy, New York to
see 1f there are vital statistics for the Nevada-Utah
area, This should be ready vefore publication of the
document (if it is published).

Dr. Dunning has had a whole year to look for this
data. I will obJect most strenuously to any fur-

ther delay on this account.

Since writing the above, there has come to mind one
possible "out" to the situation. Let the Commission
tell Dr. Knapp in a matter-of-fact and bland manner
that the Commilission interposes no objection if he,
as an individual scientist, wishes to publish his
paper.

It wouldn't work, Dr. Knapp might find out about
this suggestion and go up in smoke. He is said
to be mighty sensitive by now to this type of
scheming.
If Dr. Knapp can find a reputable scientific jcurnaL
to ‘accept the manuscript, we may expect letters and
inquiries. We can then treat these in the same pro-
fessional and unemotional way that we have many others
in the past. By doing so, we can make. it clear that

the Commission has been conducting its operations in
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make.it

a responsible manner and that the Commission has
a highly competent technical staff that has con-
. sidered Dr. Knapp's ideas.
A highly competent, thoroughly impartial, tech-

nical staff named Gordon M. Dunning.

The above approach will make it clear that the
Commission is not trying to suppress the paper.

No comment.

At the same time it does not place the Commission
in the untenable position of condemning itself,
as it would if 1t were to sponsor 1ts publication
as an AEC TID report.

No comment.

I do not recommend another approach of publishing
the paper as an AEC document with a disclaimer by
the Commission. This approacnh would not only sound
as though we were talking with a forked-tongue but
would add dignity and prestige to the report.

We want to maintain the standards of dignity
and préstige set by paragrapn 3 of Dr. Dunning's
pre-SMALL BOY press release (AEC release No. E-238,

July 5, 1962 all three paragraphs of which are guoted

below). '
Y"ABOVE GROUND NUCLEAR DETONATION .
SCHEDULED AT NEVADA TEST SITE

- "The Department of Defense and the Atomic
Energy Commission announce that a detona-
tion of a low-yleld nuclear device a few
feet above ground has been scheduled at the
Atomic Energy Commisslon's Nevada Test Site
on or after July 7.
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reliable data on the I-131 levels in milk in

the 0ff-Sife communities following fallout
deposition from specific shots. As far as I

can tell, there must have been the equivalent

of at least several Windscale-like incldents
around the Nevada Test Site which the Commissiocn

never knew about.
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