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Bethesda, Maryland
Wednesday, October 13, 1982
Deposition of EDWARD BRANAGAN, called for

exarination by counsel for Intervenors in the
sbove-entitled action, pursuant to notice, at the
Fuclear Regulatory Commission Air Rights Building, 4550
Montgomary Avenue, Bethesda, Maryland, commencing at
33120 p.m., the vitnesses being svorn by Bay Heer, a
notary public in and for the State of Maryland, and the
proceedings being taken dovn by Stenomask by Ray Heer
and transcrided under his direction, when vere present

on behalf of the respective parties:
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APPEAEBANCES:

On behalf of Intervenors, Hatural Resources
Defense Council and the Sierra Clubs

BARBARA A. FINANORE, Esg.

THOMAS B. COCHRAN

FLOYD SMITH

Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.
1725 I Street, N.W., Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20006

On bdehalf of the Department of Energy:

STAR ECHOLS, Esg.

Dffice of the General Couunsel
Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585

On behalf of the Nuclear Regulatory Comnission:

DARIEL SWANSOKN, Esqg.

GEORGE MIZUNO,. Esg.

Office of the Executive lLegal Director
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C.

On behalf of Project Management Corporation:
THOMAS A. SCHNOTZ, Esqg.
Morgan, Levis & Bockius

1800 ¥ Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
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CORNRTITERZTS

EXAXIRATIOR BY
COUNSEL FOE INTERVENORS,
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PRQCEERINGS

Whereupon,

EDWAR

D BRANAGAXR,

called as 2 vitness by counsel for the Intervencors and

having been first duly svo

examined and testified as

rn by the Notary Public, wvas

follows:

EXAMIRATIOR BY COUNSEL FOR INTERVENORS,

NATURAL BRESOURCES DEFENSE FUND

ARD THE SIERRA CLUB

BY ¥R. COCHRAN:

Q Dr. BRranagan, refresh my memory of where the

genetic risks are do5cument

ed in tnis.

A It is in section 5.7, and the discussion on

potential health impacts,

part of it, is on page S5-13,

S-14, 5-15, and then ve pick it up again over on page _

§=19 through 21.

Q And 1 r=scall rea

on the risk coefficients i

ding se¢ction 5725, you relied

n the BEIR 1 report for

oc-upational exposures, is that right?

A That is correct.

Q And your conclusion is that the BEIR 3 repor:

gives comparabls valuese.

Is that the basis? Why didn't

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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you use the nuabers in BEIR 3 rather than BEIR 17

A #ell, if you usa the values in the BEIR 3
report vhich the majority of the BEIR 3 committee would
reconmsend you use, you would jet numbers a little less
than vhat you actually get in the BEIR 1 report.

Q When you say the majority, you are talking
about the overall committee or the somatic risk
comnittee?

R No, the National Academy of Sciences BEIR 3
committee. They had presented several models in there
for estimating potential health impacts, and the
majority of their members picked a certain model that
vould give you lover impacts than the values in the BEIR
1 report.

Q And how about the somatic risk panel? How did
their values compare t2> the BEIR 1 values =-- the somatic
risk ganel cf BEIR 37

A That is vhat I vas speaking to -- the somatic
ciske.

Q Just to refresh your memory, the somatic risk
panel vas Radford's panel that wrote the minority report

to the full committee rceporcte.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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A Well, the majority of the members of the BEIR
3 committee reccmmenda2d the lidium guadratic models,
vhich resulted in lover estimates for the somatic risk
than the BEIR 1 report.

Q And the 3ajority of the members of the somatic
risk committee, of wvhich Radford chaired, recommended
higher risk coefficients; isn't that correct?

A I can’t substantiate that. Ny reading of the
BEIR 3 report is that the majority cof the menmbers
reconmended the use of the linear quadratic model for
lov LET radiation and not the linear 3iose response
zodel.

Q And, in your opiriocn, is that the basis for
their argument being callad into quastion by the recent
reevaluations of the Nagasaki ABCC data?

A The basis for vhich argument?

Q Chosing the linear guadratic, the Jjuadratic
mcdel in BEIR 3, the majority copinion.

A I vouldn't characterize it the wvay you
characterized it.

Q Howvw would you characterize 1it?

A I would characterize it that they are

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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reevaluating the dose estimates of Hiroshima and

Nagasaki and the zommitte2 is still out in regard to

just hov the doses or the health impacts vould change.

Just thes preliminary, though --

Q

A
Q
A
Q

l'he preliminary data suggests that they

Aunde:estinuted the doses previously?

The dos2s from what?
To the victims at Nagasaki.
I'm not avare of that.

Are y>u familiar wvith the literature on tlie

reevaluation of the Nagasaki doses?

A

I'm faziliar with some of the literature and

you have to be clear wvhen you specify which doses you

are talking about.

Q
A
¢
A

Well, what literature are you familiar with?
In regard to?
The rzevaluation of the Nagasaki dose data.

I have read some articles in Science magazine

regarding the reevaluation of the Nagasaki data, and I

attended a conference held at the Department of Energy,

I think it wvas last November, regarding the evaluations

o2f the Hiroshima-Nagasaki data.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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Q And is it your view that the reevaluation =--
vhat is your view with rejard to the likelihood of
having to reject the majority BEIR 3 opinion on the
basis of the reevaluation?

A I would hesitate to give an opinion on that

.until the reevaluation is complete. It is preliminary

to that.

| Q Then in the absence of that data you would say
that the BEIR 3 majority opinion carries with it some
significant uncertainty with regard to its validity?

A No.

Q Do you think it would be valid in any case, no
matter vhat the Nagasaki reevaluations came out?

A I think the estimates ve presented here --

Q I'm not asking about the estimates you
presented in there. I'm asking about the BEIR 3
gajority spinion 5n the 2ffect of the reevaluation of
Nagasaki data.

A The effect on what?

Q I vant to asX your opinion as to whether this
reevaluation of the Nagasaki data is likely to call into

question the valiiity of the BEIR 3 majority opinion

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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vith regard {2 w%>.ch dose model is most appropriate.
A I would suggest that that question would be

better put to the BEIF 3 committee and not myself.

Q I'm sure it would. I am asking your opinien,
thoughe.
A As I said earlier, as near as I can tell, they

ar2 just preliminary estimates con hcv the doses vould be
revised and the final dose estimates have not been
presented yet, and it is tco 2arly to have an opinion
vithout the basic information.

Q Am I correct in assuming, then, in your mind
it could go either wvay?

3 What could go either vay?

Q When you get the nev evaluations, you might
then decide that the model assumed by the majority of
the BEIR 3 committee is nc longer the mest appropriate
nodelt but the moiel assumed by the =-- recommended in
the Radford dissent is the more appropriate.

A It is a possibility.

Q So therz is at least that level of uncertainty
in terms of the BEIR 3 data; is that correct?

A There is uncertainty wvith regard to the EEIR 3

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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data. However, we bracketed that uncertainty in the

text of the draft supplement. We gave ranges of the
uncertaintct; estimates. We did not use the linear
gquadratic aodel in BEIR 3. W2 usa2d the linear model in

the BEIR 1 committee, which is the more conservative

‘model.

Q And that is the 135 cancer deaths per millicn
Qersonreu?

A Potential cancer deaths, that is correct.

Q On page S5-13, nov, in your view, is there any

expert opinion that lies outside of that range of
estimates for the cancer risk coefficient, say higher
than 135 deaths per million personren?

A Yes.

Q And in your opinion, Dr. Morgan, one of the
experts -- is Dr. ¥organ one of the experts that have a
larger -- that believes the risk coefficient should bde
larger?

A My onda2rstanding is he believes the risk
coefficient should be larger, the risk estizate should
be larger.

Q And do you believe his analysis to be in

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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error?

A I an not guits sure how I would characterize
it.

Q Did Dr. Radford also believe that the risk
coefficient should be higher than you have assunmed
here -- the cancer risk coefficient?

B I'm not sure I would agree with that.

Q Is Dr. Radford an expert in the field?

A Dr. Radford is an expert in the field. I°'m
not sure if he would disagree with the ansvers that ve

used because we did not use values that the majority of

the BEIR 3 committee recommendcd. We used higher
values.
Q Does Dr. Goffman believe that the risk

coefficient shouli be larger than the value you have

used?

A I think he does. I couldn't give you a

specific reference 5n thate.

Q Is he an expert in this area?
A I'm not sur2 how expert he is.
Q In your opinion, is Dr. Goffman more of an

expert in the area of radiological health effects than

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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you are?
A I don't know what his background =-- his

background really in very much detail.

Q Are you familiar with his work?

A Some of his vork.

Q Have you read his latest book?

B Parts of it.

Q That's all one can expect, it's so thick.

(Laughter.)

Q Does Dr. Tamplin believe that the risk
estimates -- the cancer risk coefficient is larger than
you have assumed here?

A I think he dces.

Q Is he an expert in the field?

A I'm not sure.

Q Does Alice Stewart believe that the risk

coefficient should be larger than the one ycu‘'ve assunmed

here?
A I delieve she does.
(#) And is she an expert in the field?
A Yes, I would say she is an expert in the field.
Q And how about Dr. Mancuso?

ALDERSON REPCRTING COMPANY, INC,
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1 x I don't knew Dr. Mancuso's background very

~n

auch. I wvouldn't de cone to qualify wvhether or not they

3 are expert or hov expert he is in the field. BHe is

4 guite controversial.

5 Q How about George Neal?

6 A George Neal?

7 Q Are you familiar with the publications by

8 Mancuso, Stewvart and Neal?
9 2 Yes, I anm.
10 Q Does Geosrge Keal believe that the cancer risk
11 coefficient is higher than the one you have assumed
12 here?

( 13 A The papers that I°'m familiar with, they do
14 give estimates hijher than vhat ve've used.
15 Q In summary, is it fair to say that there are a
16 number of experts in the field that believe the cancer
17 risk qoefficient should be higher than the one you have
18 assumed in this document?
19 A I would say yes, if you interpret "number™ to
20 mean more than one.

21 Q Well, suppose I interpret it to mean more than

22 five?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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A You could probably find five people vho wvould
think the risk estimators would be highar than the ones
ve have estima*ed. How expert they are I am not guite
sure.

Q Well, is it fair to say, then, that you don't
know the literature well enough to knov vhether this 135
cancer deaths per million personrem is a conservative
v;lue?

A Fo, that is not a correct statement. It is a
conservative valge.

(o You believe it to be conservative despite the
fact that there are a number of experts in the field
that believe it ought to be larger?

B Yes. As I stated in the draft supplement, the
risk estimaters that ve have there are consistent vith
the recommendations of the major radiation protection
organizations vhich consist of many individuals who have
had input into the deliberations for formulating risk
estimaters.

Q Csould ysu t2l11 me, other than the ma2abers of
the BEIR 3 committee, vho has endorsed these risk

estimaters?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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A I 4idn't say anyone specifically endorsed cur
risk estimaters. What I said is our risk estimaters are
consistent vwith the recomaendations of the UNSCEAR
comnittee, the International Coemission on Radiological

Protection, the National Council on Radiation Protection

‘and Measurements, and both the BEIR 1 and the BEIE 3

committees.

Q And because of that they are conservative and
all of these other folks are in error?

A Is that a statement?

Q I am asking you. Do you agree with that
statement? I mean, is that your conclusion?

A My conclusion is that the values ve used here
vere conservative.

Q And if you conclude that the values used here
are conservative, doesn’'t it imply that these other

peoplg's risk coefficients are in error?

A It probably does.

Q And yet you don't knov the basis for their
conclusions?

A I know the basis for scme of their

conclusions.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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Q Do you know the basis for Dr. Korgan's
conclusions?
A Yes. I testified at the susmer hearing last

summer and Dr. Morgan also testified in the area of
health effects., and Leonard Hamilton from Brookhaven

also testified.

Q ¥hy is Dr. Morgan wroag?

A Okay. Right nov ve are talking ve:ry
generally.

Q Well, tell me wvhy Dr. Morgan's estimate of the

cancer coefficient is in error.

A What risk estizater are you talking about?

Q The one you just agreed that vas larger than
the 135 cancers per 2illion personrem.

A I would need a specific publication and a
specific raference in order to go into detail as to why
I disagree with his estimates.

Q Do you knov of any risk estimates that Dr.
Morgan has made of cancer deaths?

A I knov of one that he had at the summer
hearing, which wvas more than a year ago.

Q And what numbers did he use?

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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A I think it vas on the order of about ten times
vhat ve used here.

Q And vhy is he in error?

A I'm not prepared to 3o into that today.

Q And could you tell me why Dr. Radford is in
errorc?

A I don't believe I said Dr. Radford wvas in
error. I think I indicated that his values might quite
similar to the values we have included in the draft
supplenment.

Q I believe you indicated you didn't know what
his values vere. Isn’'t that more correct?

A I know that he endorses the linear model
rather than the linear guadratic model, and if you do
use the linear model in either the BEIR 1 or the BEIR 3
reports, you get values very similar to vhat wve have
he:e._

Q And vhy is Dr. Goffman in error?

A I have not made a da2tailed study of Dr.
Goffman's work.

Q And wvhy is Dr. Tanmplin in error?

A I have not madie a datailed study of Dr.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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Tamplin's work.

Q And why is Alice Stevart in error?

A Once again, I have not made a detalled study
of her specific papers.

Q And why is --

R But I do knov that they are much higher than
the values that you get from the major radiation
pfotections in the wvorld.

Q On that basis, could you have predicted the
theory of relativity ian 19077

MBR. SWANSON: Objection, and that's a
frivol:cus juestione.
BY ¥R. COCHRAR: (Resuming)

Q Ansver the guestion. He has objected for the

record.
MR, SWANSONs Tell him it's a frivolous
question.
THE WITNESS: I don't have any opinion on your
question.
8Y X¥R. COCHRAN: (BResuming)
Q Do you have any basis for chcesing 135 cancer

deaths per 2illion personrem as oppcsed to a higher

ALDERSON REPORT 4G COMPANY, INC,
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value, other than the fact that it is consistent with
BEIR 1 and BEIR 37

A Yes.

Q And vhat 1is that?

A It is also =-- it is consistant with the
UNSCEAR data. It is consistent with the basic
epidemiclogical data, vhich is summarized in the United
Nations Scientific Committee on Radiation Report.

Q How old is that report?

A There are several UNSCEAR reports. There wvas
one in 1972. Thers vas ope in 1977, and there is a

draft one now circulating.

Q Which report are you referring to?
A The 1977 reporte.
Q And what risk coefficient did they assign in
that?
-4
A It is on the order of 10 potential cancer

fatalities per renm.

Q And hov was that number derived?

A It was derived from many epidemiclogical
studies concerning the victims of Hiroshima and Nagasaki

ani the raiiux 1i2l painters -- many studies.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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Q Is it derived independently of the BEIR 1 and
BEIR 3 estimates, or 4id they Jjust adopt one of those
other estimates? |

b It vas derived -- I don't know what you mean
by "independently.”

Q Well, did they derive it from these =-- this
bpdy of epidemiological information you referred to, or
did they just adopt a number that the BEIR 1 or BEIR 3
corzittee had estimated?

A No. In that respect they vere definitely
independent because they revieved the basic
epidemiological dita theaselves.

Q And vhac else besides UNSCEAR?

A The International Commission on Radioclogical
Protection.

Q And wvhat wvere their risk ccefficients?

A Their risk estimaters are contained in the
ICRP publication anumber 26.

Q And vhat else besides the ICRP and UNSCEAR?

A The National Council on Radiation Protections
and Eeasur2ments. They also discuss the risk from

radiation in various reports.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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Q And where are their risk estimates published?
A I think I gave a couple of references in

thare. Thare ar2 many KCRP publications.

Q Vell, vhere do they give their cancer death
coefficient?
A I couldn't give you a specific reference for

risk estimater. Hovever, I could give you a number of
publications likes NCRP report number 3V, I believe it
is, NCRP report number 42, "Health Effects of
Alpha-Emitting Particles.”™ They 1iscuss health iapacts
from radiation.

Q This 135 deaths, do you believe that is the
appropriata risk =-- cancer risk coefficient to use in
cstin#tinq the potential cancers from routine,

accidental operations at the CRBR?

A Well, as stated in the text there, I said that

vas a\conservative estimate to estimate the potential
impacts from radiation exposure.

Q Is that the appropriate one to use =-- this
conservative value or some lesser value or some larger
value?

A I think this was the appropriate ocne to use.

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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That is why I chose that in this draft supplement.

Q The 135 from BEIR 1, did it come from the risk
associated wvith occupational exposure or from the total
population exposure, if you know? I think I mentioned
something about that in my comments.

A The 135 potential cancer deaths per million
persons is based upon the BEIR 1 report, vhich revieved
epidemiological studies for many different groups that
vere exposed to radiation. Some of those groups vere
occupationally expcsed. Others vere exposed members of
the general public -- for example in Hiroshima and
Nagasaki.

Q In Appendix J did you use that risk estimater

in calculating the health effects associated with the

accidents?
L I d4id not vork on Appendix J.
Q Do you knov wvhether that risk estimater vas
usad?
A I never reviewed Appendix J. I don't know.
Q Should I imply that the document used a

different risk estimater throughout the document than

the one presented in Chapter 5?7
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A I wvould have to review Appendix J to see just
specifically wvhat they have used here. Based upon ay
vork on environmental impact statements for othe
reactors, the risk estimaters that they use are
typically -- they are consistent with the values that ve
have used.

Q Did you use this risk estimater in terms of --
vell, an I correct in assuming that there are no cancer
death estirates in the section on routine releases, or
are there? I Jjust don't recall. Appendii D, did you
apply this risk estimater?

A To Appendix D?

Q To the dosages to estimate the cancers in
Appendix D.

A Yes.

Q But you don‘'t know which risk estimater vas

used in Appendix J?

t I didn't use any risk estimaters in Appendix
Je

Q You don't know vhat the Staff used?

A Not right now. I haven't reviewed the

specific appendix. I have an idea of what they used,
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that they used values consistent with what ve have used

in other parts »f the documente.

Q Are you sure they didn't use the values from
WASH-14007

A They might have.

Q Why do you say that is consistent?

dhy do I say it is consistent?

Q Yes.

A Because the values that ve used vere derived
from the BEIR 1 report.

Q They are not the values in WASH-1400.

A They ar2 desrived. Values in WASH-1400 vere
derived from the BEIR 1 report, so it is a common
basis. There are minor changes.

Q What d> you call a "minor change®™?

A I think there wvas some differences in terms of

tha risk estimater for thyrcid cancers.
Q To your knowledge, though, they wouldn't be

off by a factor of five?

A What vouldn't be off by a factor of five?
Q The cancer risk coefficient.
A For what?

- ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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Q That vas applied in Appendix J as opposed to
the one that =--

MR. SWANSON: Objection. He's already salid he
doesn't knov wvhat was used in Appendix J.

MR. COCHRAN: He said there were minor
differences. I want to find out if "minor difference”
means a faztor of five.

¥B. SWANSON: He gave you a guess on wvhat wvas
done elsevhere and he told you he doesa't knov wvhat is
in thuis Appendix.

MR. COCHRAN: I want to find out what he means
vhen he says a "minor difference.” I don't know viether
pinor difference to him means a factcr of 100 or ter or
five or none.

¥R. SWANSON: You can go on, but it is going
to be worthless. He said he doesn’t knowe.

. BY MR. COCHRAN: (Resuring)

Q To your knowledge, could the values used in
Appendix J be a factor of ten lover risk coefficient in
Appendix J than the one you have assumed here?

A Well, you have to be careful with your

terminology. You are talking about risk coefficients.
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I did not use risk coefficients. I used risk

estimaters. Risk ccefficients are used to derive risk

estimaters.
Q Well, I wil! use wvhatever language you want to
use. You define 135 potential deaths from cancer per

pillion perscnrems as a risk estimater?
A That is correct.
Q Now could the risk estimater used in Appendix

J be lovwer than this number by a factor of ten?

R I have not specifically reviewved the risk
est! : in this Appendix J.

Q Would you consider a factor of ten a minor
diffecrance?

R It depends upon a number of factors.

Q Well, overall, in terms of --

A Okay. For example, in the accident assessment

in WASH-1400 they do take intoc account other factors.
They take int> account dose rate faétors. vhich is in
addition to the risk estimater. So if you zero in on
one parareter, you have 3ot to look at many thingse.

Q What do 1ou'nean they “"take into account dose

rate factors™ in WASHE-14007 How do they take into

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY, INC,
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account dcse r-ce fac °rs in WASH-1400 for the cancer
risk estimater?

A They use a dose reduction factor in estimating
the doses, and {t's either the estimating the doses or

in estimating the risk from the radiation in WASH-1400,.
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Q And what is that factor?
A It varies depending upon the dose rate.
Q Is that the appropriate factor to apply in

calculating the accident risk?

i3 Is vhat an appropriate factor?

Q The dose reduction factor that you referred to

that is used in WASH-1400 to account for dose rate

considerationse.

A ¥ell, the concept of dose reduction factoers

has been discussed in NCREP report number 64, and they

recormend the use of dose reduction factors, so the

concept is certainly appropriate.

That is vhy earlier I

said that the risk estimaters that ve used in Chapter

£.7 of the draft supplements are conservative. We do
not take into account dose reduction factoers.
Q Are the dose estimaters used in Appendix J

conservative?
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A As I just said a number of times, Appendix
J == I have not specifically read this Appendix J.

Q Who is responsidle for supplying the dose
risk == the risk estimaters, cancer risk estimaters that
vere used in Appendix J?

A Well, I guess it would be the person who viote
Appendix J did that analysis.

Q Are y>u responsible for the dose calculations
for other than Appendix J?

h The calzulated doses from £fuel fabrication
facility, vhich vas in Appendix D, from the fuel
reprocessing plant, vhich is in i;pendix D, and from the
reactor, which is in Appendix -- excuse me, Chapter 5.7.

Q Hov adbout from deccmmissioning?

L} Decommissioning == I did not calculate the
doses from decommissioning.

Q ¥ho did?

A Frankly, I think ve are getting into an area
here wvhere the project manager would be better able to
ansver. Just perchance I happen to know. ©Well, I'm not
avan quite sure who did that. That would be more a

question for the project manager to ansver.
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Q If you vere assigned the task of calculating
the risks associated vith decommissioning of a reactoer
for which there are various alternatives, what cancer
risk coefficient vould you use?

L The cancer risk coefficients that vere uased in
evaluating the doses from decommissioning vere the sane
values that I used in Chapter 5.7. I supplied those.

Q And you would apply those. Is it fair to say
that you believe -- wvell, first of all, are you familiar
with tha various vays one can decomamission a nuclear
reactor -- entombaent and dismantling and so forth?

A I'm generally familiar with it, but I am not
ar expert in this area.

Q Are you familiar vith the f£>ct that some of
these involve alloving the plant to sort of be managed
for 150 years or so prior to dismantlement?

A I'm generally familiar with that, but I wvould
refer to the =- I would give deferanc2 to the specific
Staff member whd 4id those analyses.

Q And if you vere requested to calculate or wvork
on the team that calculated the dosages associated wvith

decomnissioning a plant vhich is entcmbed for 130 years

ALDERSON REPORTING COMPANY. INC,
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or 150 years, vhat risk ccefficient would you use?

A I did not -- I vas not involved in calculating
ths doses.

Q I understand. This is a hypothetical
question. If you vere assigned the task of estimating
the health effects associated with decommissioning a
reactor by this particular methodclogy wvhereby the
reacto is entomba2d for 130 .to 150 years and then
1ismaitled, what risk coefficient would you use?

L I would use the ones that wve have used in the
environmental impact statement.

Q So you would use th; 135 cancer deaths per
aillion manrem, calculate the dose to the people that
are decommissioning the reactor and then estimate the
nurber of deaths, is that correct?

A I vould use the estimater that ve usea in the
draft supplement to estimate the potential cancer
fatalities from a decommissiocning.

Q And if you multiply that by the estimated
dosages in 150 years from now vhen you dismantle the
reactor, is that correct?

A I think that would give you an assesszent of
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the impact.

e Is that, do you think, a better vay to
estimate the health effects in 150 years?

A Pardon?

Q Can you think of a aore appropriate vay to
estimate the health effects associated with
decommissioning in 150 years?

A There are other wvays to do it. I would do it
the vay I just explained it.

(Counsel for FRDC conferring.)
MR, COCHRAN: That's all.
(Vhereupon, at 3:55 o'clock p.m., the taking

of the instant deposition ceased.)

EDWARD BRANAGAN

Subscribed and swern to before me this day

of , 1982.

NOTARY PUBLIC

By commission erpires:
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