
OFFICE OF CABINET AFFAIRS

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

FAX

TO: DATE: 

PHONE: 
FAX: PRIORITY: Y N

FROM 

(202) 456-2572PHONE:

(202) 456-6704FAX:

MESSAGE: 

A

'T^

NO. OF PAGES 
(Including cover)

T

______________________________ 2____________________________
<^U'|S ftpo/F 

<4o_______ ~c)c’pt vtzrt CervyX

r Cofjl&lv^ 1 (j~ ^.aK ^7 $7<(g^\

_______Gz^S "fetl feAn<< jUlA (AC/ - -

'faij yrpjtJ . TK^J

^>n c/vc$~ 0^

(p At(»^ foi*l*vi7



02/24/14 02:27 

IUU: M. SUGA'™AN 
Secre1ary 

'5"202 254 9827
Advisory 

EPS-8�-146 

�AyE OF WASHlNGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAl AND HEALTH SERVICES 

TO: Distribution 

FROM: Al GonRlin_p't 

Olympi;i, Washifl8tnn 98SO·HXJ95 

May 26, 1989 

SUBJECT: HY REVIEW OF THE CLASSIFIED GREEN RUN REPORT 

As requested by Warren Bishop, our �tate represeritative·on the 
Technical Steering Panel, I have reviewed the entire classified 
Green Run document to ensure that no information was deleted from 

·the declassified version relevant to actual radionuclide re.leases
or environmental contimination levels resulting from this
experiment.

The segments deleted from the cla9sif1ed version ·�elated to
specific information on why and �ow the experiment was conducted
and who was 1n�nlved in the exp,riment. The declassification of
these deletions would not add-information to the Hanford Environ­
mental Dose Reconstruction Project nor provide..' any · other
informa�ion rele�ant to the health of the public in _the Pacific
Northwest.

Interestingly· enough, many pages were blank in the diclassified
document indicating that·deletions may have been extensive. Such
was not the ca.ee. Many or the or ig1nal pages were simply .le ft
blank and were not deleted. I know this was the·case since t.he
document I reviewed w�s the original and included pencil marks
and signatures f�om the original participants. authors.

I think this exercise was extremely �seful .. in that 1nde6endent
verification of information provided by the Departm�nt of Energy
was possible. If I can ever be of service in this re�ard again,
please let me know.

AC/db

Distribution:
R� R. Mooney
T. R. Strong
Dan Silver
Warren Bishop
Carole Washburn

laloo2 
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STATI Of WASHINGTON 

. DEPARTMENT OF ·soctAL AND 'HEAL TH SERVICES 
Olympia. Washineton 98504-<XJ95 

REVIEW OF THE GREEN RUN·DOCUMENT 
"DISSOLVING,OF TWENTY DAY METAL AT HANFORD" 

HW 1738'1 

Allen W. Conklin 
Office of Radiation Protection 

May 8, 1989 

The recen t ly d eclassified Green Ruh• document: revealed that 
previou sly · esti:mated r eleases·. of r .:..131 (5050 Ci) were 
less than actual measured quantities reported in this docutnent­
(7780 Ci); as were XE-133 levels (7900 Ci estimated compared to 
appro:-icimately 20,000 Ci measured) • This di�crepan cy results in 
conceDt over other "calculated" releases reported for previous 
years. 

It is·also evident that this experiment went awry, with numerous 
errors, equipment failures, cross contamination of equipment and 
miscalculations. 

The ·information 
demonstrates th.e 
oversight by the 
Environmental Dose 

Discussion 

cpntained in this declassified document 
continuing need for very ,active technicr.ll 
Technical Steering Panel over the Hanford 
Rec(?ns.truction Project. 

On May 1., 1989, the U.S. Oep�rtroent o� Energy declassified (with 
deletions) the Green Run docume nt, titled u Dissolving of Twenty
Day Metal at Hanford". This declassification was the result of a 
law suit and Freedom of Information ·Act reques,t by the Spokane 
Spokesman-Review, �he Oregonian, The Tri-city Herald and HEAL. I 
found out about th,e release on May 3 with almost simult.aneous 
calls from the Spokane paper -a11d HEAL. I immediate·�y called U. s. 
DOE i n  Richl�nd. (OOE-RL), who also expressed surprise at the 
sudden release of the document. It had been handled at 
Headquarters, who had . not warned the · Richland office of the 
release. DOE-RL was·expecting it eventually, but not this sudden. 
•They agreed .to Federal Express a. copy to me, which I received on
May 4. I also· received' a copy of a "Talking Points" paper dated

--· 
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March 1986, which I had not previously .seen� The Talking Points
paper was intended as an explanation of. the Green Run in lieu of 
the report,•which was to remain classifiaq. 

The report outlined the· preparatioi'.ls ·and actual experiment over 
December 2-3, 1949. Many segments Qf the report were deleted that 
explained exactly what the experiment was intended to. accomplish; 
however, it was known that "The purpose of the 1949 experiment 
was related to the .development of a monitoring methodology for 
intelligence efforts regarding the emerging Soviet nuclear 
progran1." Deletions alsa included selected individual's names in 
the acknowledgments section. 

In spite of the deletions, . much information was available 
outlining General Electric's (G.E.) planning and response. In my 
opinion, this . r�port ·illu�trate� an experiment that went awry. 
The problems- enco·untered during the Gr�en Run included: 

* pla,nned and required meteorological conditions did

not occur, resulting in the unplanned excessive
spread of I�131 and Xe-133; The forecasts of cloud

·movement and deposition· 'were wrong. It appears that
G.E. did not want to dissolve the fuel at,that time,
but was encouraged to do so by the Air Force;,

* monitoring
e':Cperiment;

equipment failed the 

* filtration installed in aircira'ft to protect the crew
had to be shut down ·when passing through the plume so
monitoring·could be·done, resulting in little actual
protection; ·

• the loss of meteorological balloons i ntended for
monitoring the release;

* apparently unanticipated problems with the terrain
whe� tracking the pluMe;

' ' 

* cross contamination · of monitoring equipment and the
lab, which was in the plume, hindering the evaluation
of contaminated sample.s;

* and, most importantly, calculated releases of I-131
and X�-133 were low by a facto� of 2-3 below measured
quantities ..

The last bullet is of concern s-ince it raises doubt over other 
"calculated" iel�ases in preyious years. Also of aoncern is fhe 
fact that these.new release quantities were not encountered
previously by ·u. s· .' DOE reviewers. since this document was 
classified w}:,.�n other documents were released in · 1986, DOE-RL 
released a "Talking Points" paper describing the Gr�en Run. This 
p·aper · stated that "the actual. amount (of I-131) cannot be 
specifi�ally calculated but would be no more than the estimated 

�004 
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5,034 curies". The classitied Green Run doCUlllent was referenced. 
Th� calculation verses measurement discrepancy.apparently was not 
noted. 

This paper also stated that " for 1949 the release was not 
extraordinary and in fact did not significantly exceed the 
'tolerance level' which had existed tor I-131 during the·previous 
four years ... ". This conflicts with both the earlier historical 
documents and the Green Run document, which illustrated 
contamination exceeding 4,000,000 pCi/kg, 20 ·times the tolerance 
level of 200,000 pCi/kg reported in other do�uments. The Greetl 
Run document reports that the' tolerance level was only 9, ooo
pCi/kg. The reason for this la�ter discrepancy is not known. 

rt should be noted that reports of environmental contamination in 
the Green Run report do not disagree with that reported in other 
documents. '!'his means that the Department of social & Heal th 
services' Preliminary Dos� Assessment for that ·time period would 
not be altered because of_ this report, since our assessment was 
based on the environmental measurements,· and not the source 
terms. 

The reliability of any measurements in the field could not be 
assessed due to the "unknowns" involving equipment efficiencies 
and whether these were taken into consideration. The report does, 
however, state that "... results from individual analyses may 
vary by a factor of 3-4 due to uncertainties in sampling ... ". The 
efforts· of the field teams appeared t:o· adequately track the 
relative extent of the plume, in spite of these uncertainties, 
and the difficulties with the terrain. 

Host of the exposure discussed in· the document was to animal 
thyroids (birds and mammals), which exceeded tolerance levels up 
to BO times, a·nd workers, who received very little contamination 
to the thyroid. The animal exposures could be attributed to 
consumption or contaminated foods. · There was virtually no 
di�cuss1on of exposure to the general ·population in this 
document. 

The report also discusses a separation between. the �e-133 plwne 
and I-131. plume, ·with G.E.'s belief that the · farthe·st 
measurements from Hanford were primarily from Xe-133, at least in 
the early stages of the releases. 

The m'ilitary's i.pvolvement in this experiment was cle,ar, in spite 
of deletions·, with baseline aerial monitoring performed· by the 
Air Force, the use o! "weapons carriers" for field monitoring and 
the "compromise" between the Air Force and G.E. on the timing of 
the experiment. 

Conclusion 

Host of the report is a. technical discus;3ion of the 
aspects of the Green Run and radiological impact. 

various• 
In many 
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respects, the_re is little new info:nnation in that the offsite 
impact information is litt1e different from the earlier 
documentation. There is virtually no new information on why the 
experiment was necess_ary. This aspect remains classified. 

The most important information gleaned from this document 
includes the de,gree o·f difficulties and miscalculations and the 
discrepancy b�tween calculated rel·eases and measured releases. 
This discrep�ncy raise� co�cern over the accuracy of other 
calculated values of releases reported in earlier decl assified 
documents, and the potential impact on the Hanford Environmental 
Dose Reconstruction Project now underway. 

This concern can best be alleviated by careful onsite overview of 
the source term .determination process in that· project by tpe
Technical Steering Panel.

Questions coricerning this review may be directed to Allen W. 
Conklin at (206) 586-0254, or at Mail Stop LE-J.3, Off ice of 
Radiation Protection, DQpartment of social & Health Services, 
Olympia, WA 98504, 

�006 



SCHEDULING AND ADVANCE QUESTIONNAIRE/COMMENTS SHEET 

Please take the time to fill out the following 
questionnaire/comments sheet. The information taken from this 
questionnaire will pe used to develop a White House Advance 
Manual, to recruit additional advance staff, to design an advance 
seminar/school and, generally, to improve the quality of our 
advance operation. Your candid feedback is greatly appreciated. 
Where designated, please use the following rating system: 1 -
poor, 3 - adequate, 5 - excellent. You may submit the 
questionnaire anonymously if you desire. Please return this 
information to Billy Webster at the White House Scheduling Office 
by mail or in person. Thank you for taking the time to answer 
these questions. 

ADVANCE OFFICE 
1) In general and specific terms, what do you feel is your
greatest challenge or frustration when doing advance for the
White House?

2) How would you characterize your contacts with the advance
office? In particular, were you given enough advance notice when
asked to do a trip? was obtaining a visa/passport a simple and
efficient process? And what would you do to improve
communication with the advance office?

3) Would an "advance seminar/school" be helpful? And if so, what
are your ideas on program, timing, and scope of such a seminar?

4) Is the staffing of your teams adequate - does the number and
level of staff fit with the events on the schedule? And please
evaluate the current structure of the advance teams in general -
does this structure work? are there clear lines of communications
both on the team and in communicating with the White House?



i

Page 2, advance questionnaire

6) Please give the names, addresses, and phone numbers of people 
whom you know interested in doing advance for the White House, 
people either with or without previous advance experience.

2) Do you have difficulties finding funding for events and what 
in your opinion can be done to facilitate this process?

TRAVEL OFFICE
Please rate the service you receive from the White House Travel 
office including?

Ease of ticketing 
Weekend service 
Phone service and courteousness of personnel 
Ground transportation, i.e., are there enough vehicles 
assigned to the team, are there enough vouchers, etc.  
Hotel accommodations, i.e., is the hotel close to the 
event site, reservations, are all the advance staff on 
the same floor? 
Other 

ADMINISTRATIVE
1) Do you understand the process by which your per diem is 
calculated? Do you feel it is processed in an efficient and 
timely manner? How can you be better served in this process?

5) How have you felt about the direction you have received from 
your leads? Can'and how can this communication be improved?
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Page 3, advance questionnaire

4) Do you feel when you are assigned to an event/s that you have 
all the "message" or "goal" information regarding that event/s? 
What specific assistance would be helpful?

3) Do you feel that you receive the overall support from the 
White House which you need to do your job?

2) Politically what should be done following a trip to ensure 
that anyone from the Adminstration can always return to that 
town/city and the same people can be contacted? i.e., thank you 
notes, occasional contacts, etc.

3) Do you, in a timely manner, send thank you notes? Do you send 
a list to the advance office of those people who helped you on a 
trip so they may be thanked and added to a database? And do you 
feel this process is being used to its greatest benefit? If not, 
how can it be improved upon?

EVENT RELATED
1) What sort of political information, local or otherwise, do you 
need initially and during a trip? Are your questions prior to 
departure answered in an efficient and informative manner? What 
can be done to better assist you in making those contacts or 
retrieving the necessary information?
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Page 4, advance questionnaire

Phone (H) (0) 

Thank you very much.

f 
f

5) Do you feel you have too much/the right amount/too little 
discretion in making decisions about events on the road? How 
would you change it?

6) Do you feel you have adequate opportunity to provide feedback 
after a trip? If not, what type of forum or avenue would you 
suggest to accomplish this?

(OPTIONAL)
Name 
Address 

COMMENTS
Please use the space below (or any attachments) to submit 
whatever comments regarding the scheduling and advance operation.
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MEMORANDUM

From; Dan Guttman, Dun Weightman, Denise Holmes

Date: October 13, 1994

Re: DNA Document HRE-0672

1

Printed with soy Ink on rocyoled paper

We have recently received a document from DNA (Document HRE-0672) which may be of 
relevance to VA's search for materials related to the "confidenliar Atomic Medicine Division and 
that, in any event, may raise questions about the nature of files kept on those exposed to atomic 
blasts. (We appreciate DNA's provision of this, and further documents.) A copy of that 
document, including its attachments, is appended.

Advisory Committee on Human Radiation Experiments 
1726 M Street, N.W., Suite 600 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036

By way of background, al the onset of the Committee's work, VA provided two documents which 
relate to the 1947 creation of an atomic research unit within VA, According to a 1952 report by 
Dr. George Lyon, then Assistant Chief Medical Director for Research and Education, General 
Paul Hawley in the fall of 1946 "became deeply concerned about the problems that atomic energy 
might create for the Veteran Administration due to the fact that the Armed Services,was so 
actively engaged in matters of atomic energy." Lyon's report states that in mid-1947 Hawley 
began to explore these problems (further identified as veterans' service-related disability claims) 
with representatives of the Manhattan District,

Lyon's report states that in the fall of 1947, VA created a Central Advisory Committee on 
Radioisotopes. "The Advisory Committee was given the name, 'Central Advisory Committee on 
Radioisotopes,' as it was not desired at this time to publicize the fact that the Veterans

To: Col. Claud Bailey (DOD), Mr. Harold Gracey (VA), Mr. Richard Pell (VA), Dr, Gordon
Soper (DOD), Ms. Joan Ma-Pierre (DNA)
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The above raised a number of questions, including:

2

This activity has received information that the Army Field Forces is proposing to 
eliminate the requirement for maintaining detailed statistical records of radiological 
exposures received by Army personnel.

In addition the August 8, 1952 letter, HRE—0672 contains seemingly related memoranda, which 
are dated December 1952.

1. What was the "requirement1' that is referred to in the second paragraph of the August 
8, 1952? For example, was it a formal requirement, stated in an order or directive? Is 
there any documentation of the requirement?

HRE-0672 includes an August 8, 1952 letter from Major General Loper to Dr. Lyon. The letter 
states, in part:

2. What documentation, or other information, is there about the conception of the 
"requirement," as referred to in the second paragraph of the August 8, 1952 letter?

VA Secretary Jesse Brown has expressed his commitment to search for information that would 
explain the activities (such as they might have been) of any "confidential" (or secret, in the lay 
sense) component of the Atomic Medicine Division. We understand that the search in continuing.

3. What were the Army Field Forces files, as referred to in the August 8, 1952 letter? 
Were they ever secret (or confidential, etc.)? If they ever existed, are they still existence?

The letter has an addendum which notes, in part, "[i]t is requested that the Security Division 
determine whether the addressee [presumably Dr Lyon] has proper clearance."

This requirement was originally conceived as being necessary to protect the 
government’s interest in case any large number of veterans should attempt to bring 
suit against the government based on a real or imagined exposure to nuclear 
radiations during an atomic war. Although the Army Field Forces is the only 
organization which is now preparing to eliminate this requirement, it is possible 
that the Navy and Air Force may propose similar action in the future.

Administration might have any problems in connection with alleged service related disability 

claims." According to Lyons report, this Committee recommended 1) establishment of an Atomic 
Medicine Division within VA, 2) establishment of a Radioisotope Section (within the Division) to 
implement the Radioisotope program, and 3)" that for the time being, the existence of an Atomic 
Medicine Division be classified as 'confidential,' and that publicity be given instead to the 
Radioisotope Program." The Lyon report states that "General Hawley took affirmative actions on 
these recommendations." '
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8. Is there any further surviving documentation related to the 1952 VAZDOD exchanges?

3

6. What was the "Failla Panel," as referred to in the December 10, 1952 Memo for the 
Chief, AFSWP, and is there any surviving documentation of its work?

5. Is there any notioh of where "confidential" material received by VA (particularly Dr. 
Lyon) in 1952 a) would have been kept at the time of receipt? b) is presently located?

The intent of this memorandum is not to broaden the search, but to make sure that all efforts are 
made to track down matters of relevance to the Atomic Medicine Division, in particular, and 
matters that may still be secret (or, at least, in a cloudy mist) in general. As usual, we look 
forward to your assistance in helping the Committee find what information can be found about 
these matters.

Similarly, what were the Navy and Air Force files referred to, and are they still in 
existence?

7. The December 10 Memo refers, at "4", to an "impression that the Army Field Forces 
have stated, with the concurrence of the Surgeon General, that they do not require 
detailed statistical records of radiological exposure of Army Personnel under combat 
conditions This represents policy at variance with. . Army Training Circular 33...but it is 
representative of current AFF doctrine." Is there any documentation that shows the 
requirements, statements, and/or concurrences referred to?

4. Is there any documentation, or other data, which might tell us why the August 8, 1952 
letter was "confidential"?
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Copy of AESV/P's original letter of 0 Aug 5?.
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Thio requirement iraa originally conceived as being necessary to 
protect ths government’s interest In caee any large number of veterans 
should attempt to bring suit against the government based on a real or 
ineglned exposure to nuclear radiations during anatomic war. Although 
the Army Field Forces is the only organization which is now proponing 
to eliminate this requirement, it io possible that the Navy and 
Air Force may propose similar action in.the future.

1
I

'1
■ 4

It is not intended that this will change the present policy as 
regards health protection measures pi-esently in use at isotope labora­

tories, atomic tests, etc.

The Armed Forces Special Weapons Project, in its capacity as a 
coordinating agency in matters pertaining to,', atomic warfare, requests 
that the Ackniniotrator, Veterans Administration state his policy as 
regards the need for the keeping of such records, in order that tha 

three Armed Services may bo advised.

Dear Sir:

This activity has received information that the Army Field Forces 
la proposing to eliminate the requirement for maintaining detailed 
statistical records of radiological exposures received by Army per­

sonnel.

Ths Administrator
Veterans Administration
Washington 25, D. C.

Attention: Dr. George M. Lyon

• 01/18/14 06:26 ‘a‘202 254 9827
llil»

1*

_ DNA, Chief, I

/a/ HERBERT B. LOPER
Major General, USA 
Chief, AFSWP

Declassified by DNA, Chief, ISTS
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_ i that no 
required. (Telcon U3ol McDonnel

*, It is requested 

addressee has proper

The Administrator
Veterans Adnlnistration 

Wash 25, D.

/B/ HERH5RT B. LOFER
Major General, USA 
Chief, AFSWP

The AFSWP has

to Dr. George M- Lyob, VA)i,

dete™^ wh.th.r the

(b 51) or « w
52 to AC/3, 0-U, Dept of Army.

.... . " - :-3 nreolved lufonMl advice that 

detailed .t.ti.ile.1 record. lnter,d(ltl t0 .buin .

7t^e"ni 7fttd. Policy fcr the record. It 1’

notification referred to in the let par. of this Itr
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HEMOHAtlEUM FOR TUE CHIEF, WEAPONS DEFENSE DIVISION

io General Loper of 2 Dooember 1952 onSUBJEOTi VA Letter io General Loper oi x SUBJKJri. va^

1

nwmorandum of 9 December on1 Reference is made to your memorandum oi yth. So", .nd to th. attaohad oubjaet oorraopondanea.

2.

of the letter from the

b Tlw VA feelo that a continuation oi xnia 
tat condltiona'’ Trould be desirable in

leonrlty
. 1FS„ M OHM <*1*'

J

Radiation Exposure Records for Military Personnel in 

Wartime Operations"*

10 December 1952

I

*

these panel meetings
of Veternna
on the i
of Detailed

In accordance with our

George Lyon on

to General Loper regarding 

records. ----- -

>Zz .

y / /Az

™ 9 JanZy, and Currant ...tta, of tha mil. P».l 
:n„7.nd 8?^. Th. m.

®B™^eonrity InforiroA^i e

oeeua.^ ”

rnno Affairs to pertlcipate in preliminary diacueelons 
mibj.ot ..vaioran. Admlnl.tratton n.^lro™ont for ^tanaoa.

I °utuano£Dlh“n^tiaii™^‘bo^a‘«r±he ARW and th.. V* on thl. 

I matter, nlacuaolon of sthli,.ubJeoTla to ba PT.”"*4 
Itha JHIAAW and comen to of thia panel bo invited. Utar
I th... panel ...ting. We AFSWP Bhould invlt. th. A^"l’^r

©202 254 9827
t ssesasBi

oNritruy iifi pnnnt,’op

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
ARMED FOnCIIS SrECIAL WEAPONS PROJECT 

P. O. DOX M'«
- WASHINGTON |1, B-C.

(no indicated in the second page of
nw. . ill ■’> conference between 

’ and"the VA before thia requirement

islaid before the Serviceo,

■ 1. Accordingly, H 1’ reconmended that action to Implement 
the dlsooeslona of lb aupr. be withheld until after the Join 
Panel on the Medical Aspect, of *tomlc TBrfar.jaeotlng on 7, ,

• discussions, I talked with Dr,
g December 1952, for the purpose of disouesion
v . . . I * „ _a 4-u^ AfTAArS

HJLQVACaWA ------ --- . - 4.—,,
the VA need for complete dosimetry 

Therfollowing information was obtained,

a Tho VA does approve of the policy of the terod 
forces inhering deUllod^Utietlcel record^ -diologioel 

exposures during laboratory operations or atomic tests.

b Tho VA feelo that a continuation of thie procedure

exposure, but they propose I, u
General Gray*3 letter) tliat
representstivefl of the AFSWP J—— —

anomr.u ■«»».» ”” 
the CHIBF. ahmeO roncES 
emteiat. wta.oaig rnOJN*-’

I 
I®Ia

°f discussion
Adminletrator'of the" Veterans Affairs

obtainedt
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afternoon, upon

to our

and praeticesWhen

" ®“e“£=‘ K“fi 
exposures. x j.

of Mr

2.XeuJ-o/u Sst
procedure) W ■"W’1* I understand ttat rJna^Ptho vt loll

m°s1eSX° “:,TOJ’^
means thBt ihey.MOuia^w tbn j^y at onee,iii3
means this to the

«

i

DivisionWeapons Defenfleoeelaselfled by t>H*. Cblef,lS«

!

Date t 
■ •*

&1

.i-

9 December 1952

Division

affect the Army's

■■Sie^propcsed by t

SWPDF-0

UEMOnANBUM FORi

Please try to ------

the Veterans

Letter of !
Armed Forces

A^y at once, 

“ ""? "TonTusIon "oreonpleVt on «*’

,m oet. tbs^ur

UriS Vi letter 
not 

and thus

ttmt this

even
would merely oean

of this --------

sciasBlfisn t>y

Knenrlty InrornOtlon
.. ...^.  ̂

h,ii-.vL

. 1IINNER3 

UStl
R.
CAPT., 
Chief,

procedure) 
to eliminate

c. to our discussion ot I U

iMt Fsra'

W out w Ulepbons W Or. 1^"*

IdmlnletraUon Concnmlng

Weapons tetenso

r„'.d^os

that, top the W- being, th..

- sSS?" 

^tho vi intend to do 007

!,. connection -1«' th.

this point?
I assume

«

Chief, Medical Branch,

1. ' With reference
re-reading the sul

■ J cm V F) 1

more ’
graph.
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4. It is n?y luipreoflion that Uib Army Held Forcea have 
id, with the concrurrenoe of the Surgeon General, that they

I
X

. GUU/mlj

t

»
I

*.
t

»

/ V

* .

•I

1• i

t

» -

r.;r

is’

■

exposurofl for Array personnel under combat conditions. This 
represents policy at variance with information contained in

I 

I 

I

s'-
rid?

stated, with the concurrence of the Surgeon ueneraj., x,na& wiuy 
do not require detailed statistical records of radiological 
exposures for Army personnel under combat conditions. This 
represento policy at variance with information contained in 
paragraph 5« of Department of the Army Training Circular 33, 
dated 5 November 1952, but it la representative of current AFF . 

. dootrine,
I

y* ■ t

MUMS

■a

0. IL MoDONNEL
Lieutenant Colonel, MO 
Chief, Medical Branch

we
-■tiff.

a


