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Background 
The servicemen who supported the British atomic tests in the 1950s in Australia and 
Christmas Island were exposed to radiation. As a result, they and their children and 
grandchildren have suffered harm. Genetic damage shows up in increased rates of ill 
health (e.g. cancer) and congenital effects in the children and grandchildren.1 There 
are many reasons for believing that exposure to fallout - especially Uranium - causes 
anomalous genetic effects but they can be examined elsewhere. My concern in 
making this collection of papers is the cover up of documents following a request I 
made to the Atomic Weapons Establishment in January 2009 under the Freedom of 
Information Act. 

In 2008-9 Rosenblatts brought an action against the Ministry of Defence (MoD), 
representing numbers of veterans. I was retained as an expert and in 2008 I examined 
a large amount of paperwork Rosenblatts had obtained. The key question was whether 
it could be shown that the veterans had been exposed to radiation, and if they had, 
what was the level, and was it capable of causing the claimed genetic damage and 
cancer. The MoD view is that none of the vets had been exposed at levels that could 
have caused any measurable health effect. Their argument is based on recorded film 
badge doses. Film badges, usually pinned to the lapel, register absorbed gamma ray 
doses and they were issued to those servicemen who were positioned close to the 
detonations. The far greater numbers of men who were further than a mile from the 
detonation were assumed, at the time, to be in no danger and they were not issued 
with badges. However, there is a problem with this approach. Since the 1950s it has 
become increasingly clear that internal exposures to radioactive fallout, including 
alpha emitters like Uranium, cause anomalously large health effects relative to the 
doses calculated by the current radiation risk model. Uranium was the major 
component of the bombs; some of them contained over a ton of it as core and as 
reflector shielding. Alpha and beta emitters do not register on film badges as their 
radiations are short range. Therefore it is possible that the veterans had been internally 
exposed to unrecorded doses from fallout following inhalation and ingestion.  

The MoD’s position is that if there were significant quantities of alpha and beta 
emitters these would be accompanied by gamma emitters which would register on the 
film badges, so that alpha and beta doses could be calculated. In addition, the MoD 
state that measurements made at the time show there was no fallout in areas remote 
from the detonation, where many of the veterans in the Rosenblatts action (and others 
in pensions appeal tribunals) were stationed. Indeed, in many cases, veterans who 
claimed ill health were not even at the test site areas when there was a detonation.  

So a key question is whether there is any evidence of contamination from fallout at 
the remote sites. There was hardly any relevant evidence among the papers I 

                                                   
1 Busby C. and de Messieres M, 2007 " British Nuclear Test Veterans' Association/ Green Audit Child 
Health Study 2007, Preliminary Analysis" www.llrc.org/epidemiology/subtopic/bntvaquest.htm 



examined at Rosenblatts. This seemed strange, given the vehemence with which the 
MoD argued that none had been found - such a claim implies the existence of actual 
data. There was however a report of measurements carried out by A.E. Oldbury on 
Christmas Island in 1963. In January 2009 I used the Freedom of Information Act to 
ask the Atomic Weapons Establishment for all the information they had on radiation 
levels at test sites. 

The Oldbury report itself showed measurements of a runway some 40 km from the 
Christmas Island detonation site. Oldbury had used two different instruments; one  
measured beta radiation, the other gamma. The ratio of betas and gammas in fallout 
changes in a well-known and quite predictable way. This is because of the different 
half lives of the component radionuclides. The very radioactive components mostly 
decay away inside three weeks leaving the longer half life components like Caesium-
137 (a beta gamma emitter) and Strontium-90 (a pure beta emitter). In addition there 
will be the alpha emitters like Plutonium and Uranium.  

I used Oldbury's data to calculate a beta gamma ratio. It was between 10 and 40 - 
highly unusual values. For 2 year old fallout it should be 3.5. That means two things. 
First, that there is some beta emitter present which is not present in fission fallout. 
Second, that MoD are wrong in arguing that the gamma dose rate will act as a 
surrogate for beta emitter exposure. 

What is the missing beta emitter? It can only be Uranium. U-238 is a pure alpha 
emitter but it decays through two short half-life beta emitters, Protactinium-234m and 
Thorium-234, before stabilising at U-234. The nature of the half lives of these 
isotopes is such that they are in stochastic equilibrium; the activity of each is equal to 
the activity of the parent U-238. Therefore it can be assumed that about 90% of the 
activity in the places Oldbury surveyed was from these two isotopes, and half of this 
activity was due to the parent U-238, entirely missing from the film badge doses. 
Therefore the veterans were all exposed to U-238. These days, since the Gulf war, this 
is called Depleted Uranium.  

I have acted as an expert witness in several pensions appeals tribunals where 
arguments about test site exposures has been key to the claimants' success. From 2008 
I have used the beta gamma ratio from Oldbury’s report to support this point. There 
are nine outstanding cases as I write now (I am expert witness in five of them 
including that of Dawn Pritchard, widow of Gwilim who had kidney failure, a classic 
Uranium related disease). But in January 2010 MoD suddenly cancelled the hearings 
without explanation, stating that they would be taking the cases all together. At 
roughly the same time it was rumoured in the test veterans' organisations that MoD 
had abandoned its defence of the class action and would be paying out. If this change 
of heart were real, what would be its cause? 

By December 2009 the MoD had consistently blocked my FoI data request using 
bizarre reasoning and obfuscation. They had, however, sent a list of relevant reports 
(it's in these papers). Many were relevant and I had asked for them. Curiously the list 
did not mention the Oldbury report which I already had - the judge in the Pritchard 
case had asked me for copies of it. When I sent them to him I added a covering letter 
telling him about the apparently expurgated list of papers and the MoD's failure to 
cooperate. I asked the judge if he could use legal disclosure powers to obtain the 
documents I'd requested. I copied this correspondence to Rosenblatts and to some of 
the veterans. There was then a question of asking the class action judge (Foskett) to 
get involved. Soon after, at the same time that the tribunal cases were all deferred, I 



received a reply from MoD. The Oldbury papers were not to be released because of 
some let-outs in the FoI relating to national security or international relations or 
mental health (see the attached papers). The others were not to be released because 
now they were suddenly going to be considered to be released to The National 
Archive, another exclusion category, but in this case they probably would not be 
public until after the date of the deferred hearing. 

UPDATE: The latest twist is that the Tribunal judge has ordered the MoD to 
release the papers I asked for. As at March 7th 2010 I have yet to see them. 

In this compilation, I have put together most of the relevant documents in 
chronological order.  I have not added them all, since a fair account of the events is 
given in the letter from MoD’s Katie de Bourcier dated 22 Jan 2010. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. EMAIL: 12th Jan 2009 Sent to info@awe.co.uk 
Dear Sir/Madam 
I am interested in obtaining information on the AWE reports you have which report 
measurements made of radioactivity at the UK atomic test sites in Australia and also 
Christmas Island from 1952 to the present day. Could you let me have a list of all the reports 
that exists and which I can get hold of. 
Yours faithfully 
Chris Busby 
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Dear Dr Busby, 
 
Request for Information under the Freedom of Information Act 2000  
 
Thank you for your request dated 12 January 2009 to the Atomic Weapons Establishment 
(AWE), in which you ask for a list of all the AWE reports that exist and can be obtained, 
that report radioactivity measurements at the UK atomic test sites in Australia and 
Christmas Island from 1952 to the present day.  As you agreed, this has been transferred 
to the MOD and has been considered as a request for information under Freedom of 
Information (FOI).  I am writing to provide you with a substantive response.   
 
We have identified the information that falls within the scope of your request and attached 
is a table which lists all of the relevant documents.  Many of these documents are already 
in the public domain and can be accessed at The National Archives (TNA) at Kew.  This 
can be done either through the National Archives website 
(www.thenationalarchives.gov.uk) or by contacting The National Archive by post (The 
National Archives, Kew, Richmond, Surrey, TW9 4DU) or by telephone (0208-876-3444).  
For ease, the attached table has been annotated with the TNA reference number for all 
documents held by the TNA.  As these documents are already in the public domain they 
are exempt from release under FOI exemption S21 (information accessible by other 
means). 
 
The other listed documents are owned by AWE and it has been assessed that the cost of 
providing all of them would exceed the £600 limit set under the terms of Section 12 of the 
FOI.  If you wish to request certain documents from the table then may I suggest that you 
list, in priority order, the documents you would like us to provide.  I will then assess the 
documents in accordance with the relevant FOI policy and release those possible within 
the £600 limit.  If you require assistance in clarifying your request then please contact me 
and I will be happy to assist you further 
 
You may like to know that the upper limit of £600 is set by Fees Regulations made under 
the Freedom of Information Act: these regulations can be found on the Internet at 
http://www.foi.gov.uk/.  



 

 
 
If you remain unhappy following an internal review, you may take your complaint to the 
Information Commissioner under the provisions of Section 50 of the Freedom of 
Information Act.  Please note that the Information Commissioner will not investigate the 
case until the internal review process has been completed.  Further details of the role and 
powers of the Information Commissioner can be found on the Commissioner’s website, 
http://www.informationcommissioner.gov.uk. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Kate Ingram 
For Director Secretariat 
 







My response to the list of papers held by AWE: 24th March 2009 
 
Kate Ingram 
DE & S Policy Secretariat (Submarines) 
#3135 Birch 1c 
MOD Abbey Wood 
Bristol 
BS34 8JH 
24th March 2009 
Ref: DE&S/1/12/2/171402-001 
 
Dear Kate Ingram 
 
Thank you for your letter about my FoI request. 
I would like the following from your list, numbered from the top of your table: 
1. Interim statement of results from operation RADSUR- Radiological survey of 
Maralinga Range and Emu site (1967) 
2. Discussion with JF Richardson etc (08/07/1967) 
3. Minor trials health physics report TIM Ser 3 (31/09/1958) 
4. Measurement of beta radiation on operation TOTEM (30/09/1954) 
5. Fallout measurements during operation kitten 1955 (01/02/1959) 
19 Grapple X Cloud sampling data and hazards area (08/08/1957) 
21 A source book of data relating to UK nuclear tests in Australia with appendix 
etc (21/02/1960) 
22 Residual radioactivity measurements (31/01/1980) 
23 Asking to see letter 1242/371/57 about health hazards etc (21/06/57 
25 Maralinga Operation Buffalo Radiation measurements and safety (06/06/1955) 
33 Radiological background measurements (19/06/1956) 
36 Radioactive Fallout in Australia from operation Mosaic (01/07/1957) 
42 A review of radioactive contamination at the Maralinga range and measures 
etc. (05/09/1963) 
last item on list: Grapple Y Reports and measurements (27/03/1958). 
One final question: I have a report on the residual contamination of Christmas Island 
(Oldbury AE (1964) Report on final radiological survey and decontamination 
operations at Christmas Island prior to the closing down of the base on June 30th 

1964). Why was this critically important source of fallout contamination not listed? 
And since it was not, what other reports have been overlooked. It may suggest to the 
suspicious that some may have been removed from the papers before your trawl? 
 

Sincerely 
 

Chris Busby 



Email to MoD April 3rd 2009 
 
Dear Kate Ingrams 
I am currently involved in a number of Vet Pension Tribunals, one of 
which had submitted by the Secretary of State a paper by AWE Ref 
AWE/HPRK/C/REP/DHEG/NTV/9902 entitled Radiological Safety 
assurance at UK Atmospheric Weapon Trials Dated 1999 and 
prepared by AC Woodville. In the reference section of that I find two 
references which are not in your list that you sent me but seem 
relevant: They are: 
133 Oldbury AE (SSCTD Technical Memorandum 6/63 Operation 
DOMINIC Decontamination Group Report June 1963 
134 Defense Nuclear Agency Operation DOMINIC DNA 6040F 
February 1983. 
I think these ( which refer to measurements made by Oldbury on 
Christmas Island in 1963) are in addition to the other Oldbury report I 
referred to. 
Since these were cited in the AWE report I give above, could you let 
me have copies or explain why you cannot; I should be grateful also if 
you might let me know why these and other relevant citations in this 
document were not on your list. 
I have not heard from you since my earlier request email (with the 
attachment, which I resend), I should be grateful for an 
acknowledgement to this so I dont waste money on sending recorded 
letters. 
Sincerely 
Chris Busby 
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Dear Dr Busby, 
 
Request for Information under the Freedom of Information Act 2000  
 
Thank you for your clarification letter dated 24 March 2009, in which you responded to my 
request asking you to clarify which documents you required from a table of relevant 
documents I provided, and for your e-mail of 3 April 2009 requesting two further 
documents. I would like to apologise for the delay in responding to your request.  I am 
writing to update you on progress.   
 
In your response to my letter requesting further clarification you provided a list, in 
chronological order, of the 14 documents you would like access to.  I must inform you that 
it will not be possible to provide you with copies of all of these documents.  An initial 
assessment has indicated that we will only be able to provide between two and three 
documents within the £600 limit set under the terms of Section 12 of the FOI.  As you 
previously responded with your required list of documents in chronological rather than 
priority order I’d like to give you a further opportunity to prioritise your list so that you get 
the exact documents you require.   
 
Furthermore within your clarification letter you asked why a certain document, which you 
already have a copy of, had not been included within the list provided, as you believe that 
it meets the criteria of your request.  You also sent a further e-mail on 3 April 2009, 
requesting two documents that again weren’t included on the original list though again they 
appear to meet the criteria.  I will explain later in this response the reason why the three 
documents were not included within the list we originally provided.  I must advise you that, 
as the e-mails both follow on from your original FOI request, and ask for related 
information; they have been aggregated with your original request.  Both additional 
documents are therefore added to this FOI and may be requested in addition to the 
original table of documents.  An amended table is attached at Annex A, which includes the 
14 documents listed in your clarification response plus the additional two documents 
requested via e-mail.  These additions to your original request therefore fall within the 
£600 limit set under the terms of Section 12 of the Freedom of Information Act. 




