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ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545

JUL 25 1977

L. Joe Deal, ADFO

ERDA RADIOLOGICAL CRITERIA FOR CLEANUP AND REHABILITATION OF
ENEWETAK ATOLL

;

By memo of July 7, 1977, Dr. U. W. Burr transmitted to Dr. Liverm
a statement prepared by an ad hoc group attending the Marshall
Islands Workshop conducted at LLL during the week of July 4.
See Enclosure 1. Mr. Roger Ray made a presentation to those
attending urging that the Enewetak cleanup criteria are not
supportable and seeking a complete reevaluation of the soil
cleanup portion of these guidelines. The objections to the
criteria that were stated involved concerns for environmental
damage and cost of implementation. Health and safety of people
was not mentioned. The number of attendees supporting this pro-
posal was never determined.

My concerns for this action are as follows:

1. The guidelines being questioned, namely, guidance for cleanup
of plutonium in soil, are the basis for the overall determina-
tion that cleanup of the Atoll is feasible. All planning to
date rests on the premise that these criteria remain viable
and acceptable.

2. The Enewetak cleanup criteria were developed by an AEC Task
Group of which I was a member, established in July 1973.
Enclosure 2 is a collection of material on the Task Group’s
formation. The proposed guidelines were reviewed both within
AEC and its contractors and by staff of other agencies such
as DOI, DOD, NRC, EPA, and HEW. Enclosure 3 is copies of
letters from Bill Rowe, EPA, Bernie Schleien, HEW, and
Chet Richmond, LASL, that serve as examples of comnents
received from those who agreed with or were acquiescentto-
ward the proposed guidelines. These guidelines were approved
by AEC and transmitted to DOD and DOI.
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3. AEC guidelines for cleanup of Enewetak were an essential part
of the Environmental Impact Statement which has been through
the review and approval process. The approved EIS was the key
element in the defense of the project to obtain funding from
Congress. Enclosure 4 is a copy of a letter from EPA providing
their approval of the EIS.

4. It can be expected that any decision by ERDA to withdraw and
revise these cleanup guidelines will have a considerable impact
on field operations and plans of DOIand DOD and on ERDA’s
credibility as advisor to these agencies.

5. If the question of plutonium cleanup criteria is reopened,
EPA can be expected to argue that their “Guidance on Dose
Limits for the Transuranium Elements in the General Environ-
ment,” now nearing final review, be used for Enewetak cleanup.
Experience in working with staff at that agency indicates
they would not care to be seen recorrunendingless conservative
radiation protection criteria than that developed by AEC. The
prospects of any review leading to an interagency agreement
on significantly higher (less restrictive) cleanup criteria
are bleak. Therefore, any revision of the numerical criteria
for cleanup of plutonium in soil can be expected to be in the
direction of lower allowable concentrations. This will re-
quire more extensive cleanup, more unavoidable damage to
the environment, and greater cost. Such results would run
counter to Mr. Ray’s stated objection for present criteria.

6. If the Task Group’s recommendations for cleanup of plutonium
are to be reviewed on the basis of a serious question of
whether they are “supportable,” the next logical question
is whether the other recommendations (the annual and 30-year
guidelines) for protection of the Enewetak people are still
acceptable. While the issues raised by Mr. Ray are expressed
in vague terms, having gone this far, one should ask the $64
question. Is cleanup of Enewetak still considered to be a
feasible project? Admittedly, the Task Group’s recommendations
are 3 years old and therefore fragile as with any past ad hoc
effort, but they do have key approvals.
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7. While various alternatives were listed in its report, the
AEC Task Group made no specific reconvnendationson disposal
of contaminated debris at Enewetak. It was stated in the
report that the assumption had been made that this disposal
would be done in such a way that no consideration of additional
radiation exposure of the returning people from this source
would be needed. The decision for disposal in Cactus Crater
was made by DNA following discussions with EPA staff and
using their advice. ERDA had no voice in this decision.

8. Finally, there is, in my view, a high risk associated with
the suggested review. Whether the lower level of the
criterion for cleanup of plutonium in soil at Enewetak is
40 pCi/gm as recommended or some lesser figure like 15 to
20 pCi/gmwould probably make little difference health-
wise. But, from a practical viewpoint, such a change could
mean the difference between being able to clean up the Atoll
and dispose of the debris and not being able to do so. The
Enewetak people stand to be the loosers if the cleanup project
is rendered infeasible by our tampering with past agreements.
Since the arguments calling for a review of criteria have not
involved a question of the peoples’ safety, should not the
Enewetakese and their advisors have some input into the
decision to risk trying to change the criteria in order to
save our money and their environment?

Tonmy F. McCraw
Surveillance Projects Branch
OES

Enclosures:
AS stated
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Jamm L. Livmman, AES
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Me; as concerned citizens and scientists participating in the ERDA-,, .,

“ Marshall Islands ldorkshopon June 27-29, 1977, have reviewed the imminent

““clecontarninationprogram for Enewetak Atoll. IJecall your attention to

the following matters, since we feel that many aspects of the proposed

program are economically and environmentally unacceptable.
,.

The rationale for removing plutorlium-contaminate:soil is based

on assumptions regarding resuspension of Pu that are not valid~ted by

. empirical data. Additionally we question whether the guidelines which

have beei~established fcr soil removed are supportable.

However, we accept that certain contaminated material does hav~

to be removed and ~-greethat this can be pl~ced under control on

. The present total inventory of plutonium in the terrestrial

.0

. .

.
.

.

environment at Ene;;etakavailable for resuspension and resultant dose ,

commitment cannot be significantly altered by the proposed course of

action.
..

The removal of soil from Engebi and other islets would cause a
.

serious loss of the atoll’s most valuable terrestrial r~source (humus

layer), which cannot readily be replaced.

The placement of contaminated’;or!crete slurry into cactus crater

does not remove this material from environmental interaction, since

direct ocean water connections into the crater exist; and present
..

~ knowledge indicates breakdo~:nand remobilization of Pu will occur.
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/ Me therefore reconmend
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the Enewetak cleanup should
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that the projected soil removal aspect of ;

immediately be re-evaluated. He recommend

that you re-evaluate specifically the basis for soil rcl-ovaland tl;e )

disposition of-that which is removed.
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MARSHALL ISLANDS WORKSHOP ,
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JUNE 27, 28, 29, 1977

.1 “LAk’REtiCE L IVER!’IORE LABORATORY

Bra?shaw, Gail
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Dunaway, Paul

Eagle, Rodney

Forester, Hilliam
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Goldman, Narv “ ‘

Greenhouse, Nat “

Helfrich, Phil

Homan, Don

Jackson, L’illiam

Johnson, Arthur

Jokela, Terrence

Kor~nda, John

Lee, Janet

Marsh, Ken

McCam~.n, Helen
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US Energy Research L Development Administration

San Francisco Operations Office - Oakland

Lawrence LiverrnoreLaboratory

University of Hawaii

Lawrence Livermore Laboratory

US Energy Research & Developr,entAchinistration - “
Headquarters

Nevada Operations Office

Lawrence Liverir(oreLaboratory

Brookhaven Hational Laboratory

Brookhaven Ndtjonal Laboratory

US Energy Research & Development Administration -
Headquarters

Nevada Operations Office

Lawrence Livermcre Laboratory

US Energy Research & DevelopnientAdministration -
Headquarters

University ofmCalifornia, Davis ~

Brookhaven National Laboratory

University of Hawaii

Lawren:e Livermore Laboratory
,.

Bowling Green State University .

University of Washington

Lawrence Livcrmorc Laboratory

Lawrence Livcrmore,Laboratory

San Francisco Operations Office - Cakland

Lawrence Livermorc Laboratory

US Energy Research & Development Administration

Lawrcncc LivcrlllorcLaboratory
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Miller, David F.

lii)ler,Jim

~l~ler, Lowell

Mo’re, Milton
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Mor~moto, Edward

Nai@, Jan

!
NCV ssi, Ahmad

Noshkin, Victor

Phillips, Milliam

Rayi Roger

Reese, Ernst

Rehdcr, John

Robison, William

“Seymour, Al }

Stuart, ~’~arshall

Templeton, Nilliarn:
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Nevada Operations Office

Pacific Area Support Office

Fan Francisco Operations Office - Oakland

San Francisco Operations Office - Public Relations

Lawrence Livermore Laboratory .,

Brookhaven National ’Laboratory

University of Washington

Lawrence Livermore Laboratory

Lawrence Livermore Laboratory

Nevada Operations Office

University of Hawaii

Lawrence .Liverm~re Laboratory

Lawrence Liver~;:oreLaboratory

University of Washington

- Lawrence Liver%ore Laboratory

- Battelle Pacific IIorthwestLaboratory

- Lawrence Livermore Laboratory

- US Energy Research & Development Administration

- Lawrence Livermore Laboratory
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CLEANUPAN) PX’!MKZIXATICN CF EWIWENX ATOLL

The purpose of this =mormtdum is to hfcrm yoa of tha nteps to ka
ttikm ~.i pr.vidin;j a2vicc sad recc:a3m23tions to tk~ D2:art~2-3t oi
Defense (1<11;) md Dny:rtwnt of t!~e Intetior (WI) on :Lhzbiif tat leiJ
of Lnivetck Atoll &ind to establish a schedule for AW acticm in th:s
rotter.

3. estimtes of internal ax! external exposures aziclng from var13u3
patterns of rcb~bitatiou anti land MS; md

U2tion.
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accordance with USUAL functions, the Ditiu$on of Operstfonal Safety .
undertaking the dzvelownt of rccom=ndationa de~cribed abwe i~

“conjunction with the D~vislons of Fiioimdical and hviror~=ntal Research,
Entirorumntal Affairs, itil~ta~ Application, and Iiasta l!ana~e=nt and
Transportation. Field offica, laboratory, and contractor assistance
till b~ utilized. Federal health and environrn?ntal a~encics, includln~
the Ewiro.nmental Protccticnr A2ency and the Dopart=nt of Health, Zducation,
and t!clfaxe, will be conoultcd, Judge=nts and rzc~~.xdations wiil h
limited prlmril.y to radiological considerations and will include:

1,

.

. 2.
..

s.

4.

the-feasibility of making the Eniwatok Atoll radfatfon envirommt
6afe for return of the native population, lnclcding orcas ic232cii-
ately adjacent to islands that could ba used for food production;

cleanup and dic~eal actions, includin~ specific nmrical guidance;

spacific recozmendationa on. agricultural rehabilitation, land and
land uee, use of local fooci3, other dietary consideretlom, nnd
houain: construction, as thsse will modify tli~ rscliologlul ciSua-

tion and contribute to as low as practicable exposures; &nd

followup rcqulremnts and plans.

.“
Yheso recmmendotiom will be tranmftted to the IYXland DOI. Tha
Atomic Energy Cmmission plzns to assese the rediolo~ical 8ituation
of the atoll durim. and following DOD and WI cleanup and rchabilitatfoa.
The Departmnt of Defcn6e ia rc3ponsible for conciuct-i~, and for funding
cleanup operations but has no fcm!a budCeted for this purpose in fiscal
year 1974. It is to be noted tbt the DOD proposes to conduct the 2acific

- Craterkg Experinmts (PACE) prior to cleanup.

Recournendatfons for radiological acpects of cleanup and rebbilitztlon
of Eniwetok AKO1l are to be c!evelaped by November 1, 1973. Upon COT2Ld6f3iOfi

apprcwl, those recommendations will be transmitted to MD and LOX.
.:

Tht+ Division of ~Llitav Application till prepare a letter to COD and
DOI inforcdng them of atc!ps tLC plarM to follow in developin~ its recmnda-
tiona. Tho Eivisions of Biomdical and lkvironmmtzil Re8earcI?, Environ-
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X, B. Xollingsworth 300 “MY 9 ~~. . .
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mwmtal Affaira, Militaw. Application, Operational Safety, and Wcite

Manago=mt and Transportation concur that these actions are essential
for the d=elop=at of clemup and habitation recor=ndaticns for use

“ti an overall plan for rebabilitatioa of tha atoll by the DODand DOI.
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Uartin D. Eiles, Director
Division of Operational Safety
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