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Dear Walter,

Herewith the review you invited. You gave no indica¥ion of the detail
you would like, so I have adopted a general approach and I=pt the length down.
The alternmative, to have worked through each table in turz, would have made very

" turgid reading but moreover would have distracted attenticm from what I consider
to be the major inadequacies of the report. -

P The widespread and rapid publicity of the repori, even before publication,
( has already lead to its findings being exploited in sever=l contexts. Ve are

involved in evidence for two high court hearings in whick the MSK report has

been cited to estimate balance of probabilities between swontaneous and radiation-
induced malignances. In one, the MSX figures lead to a $3; probability that a
myeloma death was due tolevels of radiation within occupaiionally permitted
limits! The report also received a day of direct public f%y at the Windscale
Inquiry together with many references fo it by objectors %o the proposed
expansion.

I would advise that this report has very little sciemtific merit and that
therefore the findings have very little validity. Addimz a little more than is
deducible from the report (ie. an impression formed by t=iking to each of the
three authors), I feel that Mancuso left all the technicz?® .aspects of the analysis
to Stewart and that in turn she left all the details to Em==ale. ZXneale is a man
who is so involved with his statistical methods that he orwsriooks all the gross
features in the raw data znd does not see contradictions efween the original
data and the results of a method in which he has investex Zmplicit faith. Along
with most peovle with whom I have discussed this report, T find the style of
written account distinctly unhelpiul in understanding the =mxalysis. The tables
ere not formulated in a cohersnt way, some headings havims differsznt zeanings in
different places. An exzople of obscurity in the tables, Em the osinzn 'Age in
Years' in tables 21 and 22; this means nen hired velow this age and dying at
some later time. Such an interpretation is not clear frzm the repors and hence
the table lends itself to erromeous application.
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It would appear from communications with Sid Marks and 3Bthel Giltert,
and from the analysis of Charles Lani, that the only statistically significant
‘i

3
finding which survives the various corrections is the Myeloma deaths of the
three men with doses of 34 rads (age T1), 29 rads (age 58) and 20 rads (age 71).
Even here caution is necessary since the finding is based on only 3 deaths, two
of these at an age when myeloma incidence is becoming high. Had the authors
drawn attention to these myelomas as the main finding and concluded an urgent
need to look at other groups for excess myelomas, they would have made a better
contribution to radiation epidemiology.

One general comment about the data files used in the study. It seems to

that one of the difficulties in checking any analysis is that. subseguent
updatlng of the file makes it impossible to test exactly the same data as analysed
earlier, We have a similar data file but 211 transactions with the file are
recorded on another file so that the file can be regenerated to the status it
had on any particular date. I would recommend the procedure to your contractors
so0 ‘that they can aveoid the problems that Ethel Gilbert has experienced when she
tried to check the data used by MSK.

I hope my comments are of help, I am sorry that they read zo criticzlly.
I look forward to an analysis of the Cak Ridge Data and perhaps a zores circumspect
analysis of the Hanford Tata. I would be grateful if you woulid lst ne “now
vhether the review is purely for your own use or if it will be pubiished or made

more widely available.

Yours sincerely,

J.A. Reissland
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