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I an; sorry I could not respond earlier to the R. Neuman memo of 6 Aug 1994 io F.. W. 
Wcbstcr which you fad earlier. Our funded mission needed urgent anention. I4m a x  my 
cornmetits. 

1:irSt. I ogrcc e m ] ~ h d d l y  with Dr. Ncwiimn that them is no convincing rvidcricc of cxccss 
cancer in Ihc cxposcd population. There i s  d s ~  no good evidence for the null hypodtcsis. To bc 
n d l y  clear, there it  jus1 no good study at this dosc. That is why wc do studies. especially at 
physiologically plausible cxposum levels such us this onc 

Second, J think it u hit irrelevant tn expend ell'ori shnoting dawn Stu Farkr's struwnm. It 
must be clear by now that Stu is not ;u1 cpidcmiologist 'lhe issue 1 not whcthcr or why Stu thinks 
the Sandlet study is dcfmitive. for ex(uRple. The issue iu whctbv there um interesting and 
unamumrd questions m i d  by available scanty data. including the Ssndle study. 

Thc discussion of inore p p k  v m u  lurgar dcm (Part R. pmgraplr 2)is baming in dm 
context nf wanting to do a snrdy. Docs a populau'on SnJdy of t5OO at a third of rhc rcfcvant dosc 
pmide un miswcr7 Mom imponnn\ky. a study of-,SV.000 ut Lhc dose of in\crcs\ would be envugh. 

Ttrw is some obfuscation concaning anccr  cxccst. Meningiomas BS among rhc cxccfs 
cmccrs now rcportrd in A himb mrvivon:  I an no1 nn cxpcrl iU llinc dala, and do UOI know what 
0 t h ~  head/ncck ouicomcs mny k imponsin in Jupun. This  is no1 really tlre issue. however. The 
mode and sit* of foa l  cxpostm dosc is not cmctly paraifel in the comparison bcrwnn A bomb 
survivors and nasophnryngcal rndium pnticnts. 1 urn afnrid tlurt this is yet mnothrr imuc whew lhe 
focus on l:&r SI~~IY~CI~LS has got in hc  way of sound populatiou srudy dcsign thinking. 

'lhc peuultiiiiute pumgnph in thc mcmo states that basic effects of radiaiioii on hunian 
subjais wcrc well understood in rhr 1940's. 1 lrave the sigdficancc of tLir bclicf to you. but S\lggCcSt 
that wide diwrihution of lhis statuncnt would be inapprojrriate for your needs. 

I;innJJy. I ngme emphatically with Ncomarm's coriclusion Oiut Farher's projections are naivc. 
(Aner Farbcr rnndc tberii in the Senale houing., 1 corrccrcd the imprcssioii irnmrdiutcly. This i s  
rtcodcd on C-Span.) Nonc of this dcrracts fnini tlrr clear need lbr 3 study. which is thc csscntirl 
p in t  aborn which Porlrw is righL I suspect and h p c  &at support for n study is the point of 
Ncumnn's memo to E. W. Wtbsttr. 


