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.) . in,y:b~t!c,ring arid earth--moving. Both islanda ac Bikini have bean
subje:r.edLO si.~nific:arit earth moving and other di8turbarice incident
~,:~.heci~=anupat)dz{::lettleuentpreparations. Z%te ha6 served to
Jidtribur.ethe fall.ou~debrie deep in the soil column l.eadin~to
ii)lk,.irtc,:d aval.labil.ityin the root zone. Rongelap, on the ocher had,
rwimjns relatively undi.scurbed. Thus again it 6hould biano surprise
t-i~h~ concentration ratio between plant and sof.1 varies from place
to place as has been observed. This ratio, of course, translate,
djrectly into the ratio of.internal to external dose.

(. . The age of the trees. The producfng trees at Rongelap are of all
ages, the island never having been 6tr@ped of its vagatation, &a was
the CBSQ at Encu and Bikini. It 1s not known how sfgnificmc this
diff~r~tn~~my be for there are very few older tree, avai.labl.efOr

eampling et the latter two islande. I&-r the leua, it L* a d$ffe~~nce
which may contribute to the variation in concentration ratios,
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d, [l:P~tirJ.abledislribucfon of soil concentrations at 13iki.ni Icland,
y:(,1- L:iil V ~S ~he total i~~venturyof’radionuclides at Bikini Island much
I.lxi),~ ~jla~l~~ ~it)lerof t]leother two l~caciow,but &he 10C81 con-

ic;traLlrms J~zy widely from pluce to place within the island. ThuB
it j: srnmwhat more dit-ficultto determine concentration factors for
nlkj,]~ Island. In addition, the dose ratios cited by McCraw are
l.’,:x,)elv~scomplex numbers. With a con~tant di6trf.bution in depth,
~>ft,. would expect e near lilteazrelationship between soil concentration
~,,d e,KzG~I~al dose; hut ft would be surprising if such vartables as
i)fuIogicaJ avaiiabilicy, plan~ uptake, gut transfers retention in the
b,l.li.etc.t all lined up In such fashion as to result in a linear
rrla~ionuhiptmtwecn environmental concentrations and internal dose.

, , ,- I
.,.. .U,L:t~ldpertinent po~~~tis chat In the ease of Eneu we are not using
,,, .1.’,,j-,,,~.or Bilcinj Xeland dakti. We are using real and current Eneu

,,,.; ,}li~:at:tratfonsare drterrninednot just da averages for the idand
.,,1.) , ‘.~ur.fOK LIIe Loot zones Gf particular trees. Furthermore~ in the

.’”.,.,.->-.,).-n~,tl~ef:onctwtraticmsin foods grown cm Eneu are actual maaured
,’.> !(? t;{~. fo,:d~ them~e~veG rathc~ than values calculated from food-soil

~..;<.- 1.:::ce rual dctitis are c~lculattid from actual measurements at Eneu Xelami.
i

. .
., ,:r,,~.p!l, ~<: do riotyeL have a full explanation for the variation in ratios

:i~,,lr,!”.!3?’,eOily the FIcC~aw memo. Buc that xati.oper se has no significance to
,.,,{,,.:<$,!!.Cd{ tiatety ond healr.h; nor doe~ it provide any basisifor challenging
L.,,~r~tiiccud doses fm retiidmce on Eneu.
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