(STP-03-077, October 2003, Program, SA-116)
October 9, 2003
ALL AGREEMENT STATES, MINNESOTA, PENNSYLVANIA

OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT ON REVISED DRAFT STP PROCEDURE SA-1186,
“PERIODIC MEETINGS WITH AGREEMENT STATES BETWEEN IMPEP REVIEWS”
(STP- 03- 077)

Enclosed for your review and comment is a redline-strikeout revision of Office of State and
Tribal Programs (STP) Procedure SA-116, “Periodic Meetings with Agreement States Between
IMPEP Reviews.” This procedure provides the guidelines for conducting periodic or mid-cycle
meetings with Agreement States between scheduled Integrated Materials Performance
Evaluation Program (IMPEP) reviews. This procedure was revised with consideration of the
comments received from the January 9, 2003, All Agreement States Letter STP-03-002,
“Opportunity to Comment on Draft Options for New Periodic Meeting Procedures,”
www.hsrd.ornl.gov/nrc/agstates/other/sp03002.pdf and comments from NRC regional offices.

A major area of these comments related to elimination of specific focus and guidance on use of
self audits as a part of the periodic meeting process. The explicit use of self-audits has been
eliminated from the procedure. In addition, commenters pointed out that periodic meetings had
evolved to where they were effectively gathering important performance information. This is due
to an increased focus on identifying performance issues early. Current periodic meetings’
practices include: (1) increased scope of discussion that allows a better sharing of information
between the NRC and the States; (2) briefing the MRB on the meeting’s results with active
participation from State staff; (3) identification of Program weaknesses (e.qg., staffing shortage,
inspection backlogs) and implementation of corrective measures in a timely manner.

The enclosed procedure was drafted to incorporate and document these current practices and
to reflect comments received on the earlier draft. We would appreciate receiving your
comments within 30 days from the date of this letter. If you have any questions regarding this
correspondence, please contact me at (301)-415-3340 or the individual named below.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

POINT OF CONTACT: Osiris Siurano INTERNET: OSP@NRC.GOV
TELEPHONE: (301) 415-2307 FAX: (301) 415-3502
IRA/
Paul H. Lohaus, Director
Office of State and Tribal Programs

Enclosure: As stated

"This information request has been approved by OMB 3150-0029, expiration 06/30/04. The estimated burden per
response to comply with this voluntary collection is approximately 6 hours. Forward any comments regarding the burden
estimate to the Information and Records Branch (T-6F33), U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001,
and to the Paperwork Reduction Project (3150-0029), Office of Management and Budget, Washington, DC 20503. If a document
does not display a currently valid OMB control number, the NRC may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to
respond to, a collection of information.


http://www.hsrd.ornl.gov/nrc/agstates/other/sp03002.pdf
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INTRODUCTION

This procedure describes the general objectives and process to be followed when scheduling,
assigning personnd, conducting, and tepertingdocumenting a periodic meeting with an
Agreement State.

OBJECTIVES

A. Dea gnate thepfeﬁer frequency for perl iodic mesti ngs m—rel&reﬁ—teaﬁﬁgreeﬂeﬁt

B. Establish procedures for scheduling and conducting a periodic one-day meeting with an
Agreement State.

C. Identify the NRC staff and requested State staff who should participate in a periodic
meeting, including saff respongble for conducting the meeting.

D. taterpretDefine the scope of activities and areas that-shedtd forbe discussedion during a
periodic mesting.

E Define methods and timing for documenting and communicating the results of
the mesting to the State,

F. Specify the correct steps to take when concerns are identified during a periodic
mesting.

BACKGROUND

Arth pec aRagermen +Bo meetings, At the September 1996 All
Agreement Stat% Meetl ng, theissue of conductl ng amid-cycle or periodic meeting was
discussed. HaSome Agreement States consistently commented on the need for NRC presence
on amore frequent basis than once every four years. SECY-96-234, " Status Report on
Implementation of the Integrated Materids Performance Evauation Program,”

November 12, 1996, it-was proposed that periodic one-day meetings with Agreement

States not scheduled for Integrated Materials Performance Evaluation Program (IMPEP)
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reviews take place irrorder to help al parties to remain knowledgeable of their respective
programs and to esnddet planaing for the next IMPEP review.

In 1999, NRC completed its first round of IMPEP reviews for all Agreement States.

A Working Group composed of NRC and Agreement State representatives was tasked with
conducting an independent examination of the IMPEP experiences to date that could further
enhance the program.

The IMPEP Lessons Learned Report categorized changes to the periodic meetings procedure

as ahigh priority, substantive change. Such changes, as stated in the report,
are needed to make the periodic meetings with Agreement States more effective. The Working

Group recommended that the periodic meetings should focus on saf-audits and to update the
IMPEP questionnaire.

Staff developed arevison to the periodic meeting’ s procedure incorporating sef-audits as a
part of the process. Based on Agreement State and NRC comments on this revision and
further evolution and changes in the periodic meeting process, the explicit guidance on the use
of self-audits was eliminated from the procedure.

The periodic meeting process has evolved to the extent that it is effectively gathering important
performance information. NRC gaff has found that this evolution is due to an increased focus
on identifying performance issues early.

This procedure documents current periodic meetings practices, which include:

(2) increased scope of discussion that alows a better sharing of information between the NRC
and the Agreement States, (2) briefing the MRB on the meeting' s results with active
participation from Agreement State staff; (3) identification of Program wesknesses (e.g.,
gaffing shortage, ingpection backlogs) and implementation of corrective messuresin an earlier
manner.

ROLESAND RESPONSIBILITIES
A. IMPEP Project Manager

The seﬁrerl M PEP prolect manager feeWI—PEPeeerdrﬁ&reﬁ is respons bIefor ﬂLaekmg

mformmg each Regl ond State Agreements Offlcer (RSAO) of the proposed IMPEP
and periodic meetings schedule for each year.
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B. Periodic Meetings Coordinator

The periodic meetings coordinator is responsible for:

1.

4.

Tracking periodic meetings aswdl as action items identified during the
mestings.

|dentifying any meseting action items that have not been resolved at the time the
meeting summary |etter is dispatched.

Notifying the Office of State and Triba Programs (STP) controlled ticket
coordinator to formally ticket and assign any items as necessary.

Follow-up on the resolution of action items.

BC. Regiond States Agreement Officer

The RSAQ isresponsible for:

1.

12.

24.

35.

sScheduling meetings with each of those Agreement States in hisher Region a
theproper appropriate frequency. FheRSACHstespoensblefor:

Coordinating with Regiona management, Agreement State Program
management, and the ©SPSTP Agreement State Project Officer (ASPO) to
assure that a suitable date for the meeting is chosen.

Inform Fthe senter |IMPEP project managerfer-HVHPEP: periodic meetings

coordinatieror, and Regiona management astegitred-by Regionat-procedure
or-prectice-wit-betrfermed-of the meeting date.

Developing a draft agenda for the meeting with Agreement State

pProgram management. (In cases where issues are identified that require the
meeting' s length to be extended, tFhe RSAO and A SPO will ase consult with
the-©SPSTP Birector managementanc-the-ASPO to edimate the tength-of-the

feeting-mecting’ s length).

Issuing, once a proposed meeting date has been chosen, a letter to the
Agreement State Radiation Control Program Director, aminimum of 60 days
before the meeting, confirming the date for the meeting. The letter shedte shall
include the draft agenda that was devel oped jetttyin consultation with
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406.

57.

68.

Agreement State Program management, as well as arequest for any comments
on the draft agenda and additiona specific meeting discusson topics. The
Deputy Director, ©SPSTP, the seater |MPEP project manager, STP periodic
meetings coordinator, appropriate Regionad management, forHAHPEP
eoerdiration;and the ASPO should be on digtribution for the letter. A sample
|letter is attached as Appendix A.

Scheduling and planning for the mesting to ensure that State attendance
a-the-mesting will include a least one Radiaion Control Program
representative who can speak on behalf of the Agreement State pProgram.
Preferably, the Agreement State Radiation Control Program Director will
attend the meseting. Agreement State pProgram staff attendance at the mesting
will be determined by the Agreement State.

Becoming Familiatzing-hirror-hersafwith the Agreement State pProgram prior
to the meeting. The RSAO should review dl the recommendations and
sdggesttons made during thete most recent IMPEP review (if aprevious
periodic meeting had been held, review the Program’s Satus as of eswett-es
thetr-statusasofthe date of the mestrecentpertodte megting). The RSAO
should obtain a detailed printout of al State Nuclear Materid Events Database
(NMED) data since the last IMPEP review or periodic meeting. The RSAO
should dso be familiar with dl alegations and concerns referred to the State for
handling since the last IMPEP review

or periodic meeting (obtained from the Regiond Senior Allegations
Coordinator, ane the Allegation Management System, and/or the STP
Allegations Coordinator), and the satus of the Stat€' s regulations as detailed in

the STP State Regulation Status Data Sheet-AssessmentTraeking-Systern
RATS).

Serving as lead for the meeting. If the RSAO cannot serve as lead, the RSAO
will reschedule the meeting, or request that the ASPO lead the mesting. If the
RSAO ifis unfamiliar with an Agreement State for any reason (eg., thereisa
new RSAO or the RSAO was not a member of

the previous IMPEP review team), ©SP-STP and Regiond management may
choose to send an ©SP-STP or Regiond staff member more knowledgeable
about the State to the meeting. Thisdecison will be

made on a case-by-case basis. The RSAO will continue to act as lead

for the meeting, if in attendance.
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€D.

79.  Preparingand-sendig-Issuing afind medting summary and sending an
€l ectronic copy-of-the-meeting-sdrmimery to the Deputy Director, STP,
appropriate Regiond management, senter-| MPEP project manager, for-HAPEP
periodic meetings coordinatieror and the ASPO.

10.  Providing and discussing thefind periodic meeting summary with the MRB.
Agreement States Project Officer (ASPO)

The ASPO will normdly attend and participate in the meeting. The ASPO will aso
coordinate and assist the RSAO in meeting preparation and development of specific
information areas that would be covered during the meeting such as event reporting,
adlegations and dtatus of regulations. An dternate ©SP-STP gaff member may atend
the meeting if the ASPO cannot attend. The ASPO may dso lead the mesting if

necessary.
Agreement State Program Director

The Program Director isresponsblefor :
1 In coordination with the RSAO:

a Determine the meeting' s date
b. Draft amesting's agenda

2. Determine program staff attending the meeting
3. Provide and discuss the information requested a the mesting.

The program director (or designee) will be invited to participate in the
discusson of that State' s periodic meeting summary a the MRB meeting.

Management Review Board (MRB)

The MRB provides asenior level review of the results of the periodic meetings.

Its membership includes: Deputy Executive Director for Materids, Research and State
Programs (DEDMRS); Director, Office of Nuclear Materia Safety and Safeguards
(NMSS); Director, Office of State and Triba Programs (STP); Generd Counsdl; and
an Agreement State Liaison to the MRB.
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The MRB will aways be gppraised on the periodic meeting’ sresults. The MRB
provides directions on a course of action when concerns are identified during a periodic
meeting. (SeeV.H. below).

V. GUIDANCE

A.

For afour (4) year IMPEP cycl ea mldterm Pperl odic meti ngs—wrthvécgfeemeﬁt—&ate
should take place et-h oW y
goproximately 24 months after the IM PEP review. Additi ond mesetings may be hdd if
requested gper-by ©SP-STP management or the State. {seeV-+;betew)—In such
Stuations, the meseting frequency will be adjusted. For less than four year IMPEP
cycles, periodic meetings will be rescheduled on a case by-case-basis .

HMPEPFREQUENCY | PERIOBDICMEERNGTFREQUENEY
4-year-Cycte 16-Months{twormeetingsta-fodr-yesrs)
3-year-Cycte 18-Months{ore-meeting-three-yeers)
2-year-Cycte P2 Months{oremeeting-Hthreeyears)

The periodic meeting tsferserves as aforum to hold discussons, information exchange,
identification of potentia areas of improvement for both NRC and Agreement State
Programs, to address or define sgnificant actions and assessment of IMPEP review
planning. Periodic meetings are not fer aforma evauation but, rather, an open,

informa interactive discussion of a program’s gatis and performance. They are
pertodie-meetingsnot intended to include reviews of

any licenang, ingpection, or incident files. Review of some documents, however, may
be useful during the meeting to darify points made in discussions (for example, summary
printouts of inspection information, close-out lettersin incident files, status of

regulations, etc.).

As appropriate, topic areas for the-seepe-of-discuss ons during the meeting should
indude the following-{but-nettimited-te):

1 Status of State’ s actions to address en dl open previous IMPEP review
findings and/or open recommendati ons-that-have-not-beer-recommended-for

I . ek e

2. Strengths and/or weaknesses of the State program as identified by the
State or NRC including identification of actions that could diminish weaknesses.
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3. Feedback on NRC' s program as identified by the State, and induding
identification of any action that should be considered by NRC.

4, Status of State Progra
eompteted induding;

a Changestrprogram-sStafing and Training

) Number of gaff in the program and stetus of their training and
qudifications

i) Program vacancies

i) Staff turnover

iv) Adequacy of FTEsfor the materids program

b. Materids Ingpection Program

i) Discuss the status of the ingpection program. If an ingpection
backlog exists, discuss the steps being taken to work off the
backlog

C. Regulations and Legidative changes

) Discuss status of State’ s regulations and actions to keep
regulations up to date, including the use of legdly binding
requirements

d. Program reorganizations

) Discuss any changes in program organization including
progranvstaff relocations and new appointments

e Changes in Program budget/funding

f. Redisribution-of-responsibiities—For States whose Agreement became
effective after August 26, 1999 determine the status of Site

Decommissoning Management Plan (SDMP) sites trandferred to the
State. [Note that the Commission has asked that Fthe State should
notify NRC when the license has been terminated and whether the Ste
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washas been released for unredtricted use as defined by the Agreement
State].

Agfeaﬂaeﬁt—&at&s—Evem Reportlng |nd udlng follow-up and closure
information in NMED.

Response to Incidents and Allegations

a Status of dlegations and concerns referred by the NRC for action
b. Sgnificant events and generic implications

femlveﬂeg&reﬁs—tha—hav‘e-bea%dﬁsed—smus of the foI |0WI ng Program
aress (if applicable)

a Seded Source and Device Evaluation Program
b. Uranium Recovery Program
C. Low-Level Waste Digposa Program

Informeation exchange and
discusson
a Current State initiatives
b. Emerging technologies
C. Large, complicated or unusud authorizations for use of radioactive
materias

) Panoramic/Pool/Underwater Irradiators

i) Mg or decommissioning and license termination actions
i) Waste processing, storage and disposal licenses
iv) Others
d. Mechanisms to evauate performance. Discuss any mechanisms used

by the State to eva uate performance such as:

i) f audits
i) computer tracking
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i) ingpector accompaniments
iv) other management tools

e NRC current initiatives

449. Schedulefor the next IMPEP review.

10.  Actionitemsresulting from the periodic meeting (e.g., provide copies of
NUREG reports, guidance documents, other materias discussed and
committed to during the meeting, etc.). The meeting should not be used by the
States to refer major policy issues to the NRC since these are addressed
through other mechanisms.

11.  Other Topics

BC.  For open IMPEP review findings that the RSAO and ASPO have determined to be
closed-eonetude-have-beerresohved, a recommendation for closure should be included
in the meeting summary letter. Forma dosure will be completed only at the time of the
next IMPEP review. Chronic problems should not be recommended for closure until
aufficient time has passed to demongtrate that the problem is properly addressed.

ED. Fhesngteexcepiionisthe-The RSAO and ASPO will need to review of dl dlegations
and concerns referred to the State by the NRC in which the aleger’ sidentity has been
withheld. In addition, any performance concerns referred to the State should be
discussed. It is not necessary to perform an in-depth review on performance concerns
closed through the STP Procedure SA- 400 “ Management of Al Iegations” The RSAO
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FE.

GF.

HG.

HH.

During the meeting, NRC representatives should request introductions to new staff or to
daff that they have not met previoudly.

The meeting lead should informadly share, prior to itsfind issuance, a draft summary
report with the Program Director for review and comments. The meeting lead should
edspateh-issue and send the aeenerse-find summary letter

of the meeting to the Agreement State Radiation Control Program Director

within 30 days and provide a copy to the Deputy Director, ©SP-STP, the senior
IMPEP project manager, STP s periodic meetings coordinator, appropriate Regional
management, and the ASPO, for IMPEP coordination. The |etter

should include alist of meeting attendees, a brief synopsis of what was discussed during
the meeting, the status of al open recommendations and suggestions, and

asummary identifying any key facts or changes, both postive and negative, from the
meseting which could affect the focus and timing of future IMPEP reviews, or program
implementation.

No specific information about the allegations or concerns discussed at the meeting that
could identify an aleger should be contained in the letter. The letter should tate only
the number of alegations and concerns discussed and whether or not the casework has
been handled adequately. (If an Agreement State is not handling allegations or
concerns in amanner condstent with the guidance provided in Management Directive
8.8, Management of Allegations, the RSAO and ASPO should report this fact
separately to ©SP-STP management. That is, the Agreement State should have
investigated the dlegations and concerns,

documented the results, and provided confidentiaity in accordance with the
Agreement State’' s statues, rules, and procedures).

The State should be requested to provide additiond comments if they bdieve that the
letter content does not accurately reflect the meeting discussons. A sample letter is
attached as Appendix B.

If concerns about ar-the Agreement State program are raksed identified during the
mesting:

1 The RSAO and ASPO should immediately inform ©SP STP managers,
IMPEP project manager and regional management, and recommend a course
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of action. The MRB should be briefed about the concerns identified and the
proposed course of action.

2. ©SP-STP management, and regionad management, the IIMPEP project manager
aong with the RSAO and ASPO will agree-en propose a course of action for
consderation by the MRB. Possible actions include dtering the schedule for
the next IMPEP review or scheduling an additiona perteeke meeting of with the
specific State, conducting a pecid review of selected program aress, or-settifig
tip additional correspondence er+reettngs with the State, or placing the State
on monitoring datus.

3. Once aforma course of action has been decided, an additiona |etter signed by
the Director, ©SP STP, may shedtd be sent to the Agreement State Radiation
Control Program Director dong with the meeting summary letter. The letter
shwould include an explanation of the specific course of action decided upon by
the MRB ©SP-manegement, the RSAO-antthe ASPO; as well as a detaited
summary of the reasons behind the decison. A sample letter is attached as
Appendix C.

VI.  APPENDICES

Appendix A - Sample meeting confirmation letter to Agreement State Radiation Control
Program Director

Appendix B - Sample meeting summary letter to Agreement State Radiation
Control Program Director

Appendix C - Sample “course of action” letter t6 from STP Director to Agreement State
Radiation Control Program Director

VII. REFERENCES
1. NRC Management Directive 8.8, Management of Allegations

2. STP Procedure SA 106, Management Review Board
3. STP Procedure SA 400, Management of Allegations
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SAMPLE MEETING CONFIRMATION LETTER
TO AGREEMENT STATE RADIATION CONTROL PROGRAM DIRECTOR

Dear [Program Director]:

In order to help both Agreement States and the NRC remain knowledgeable of each others' programs
and to conduct planning for the next IMPEP review, the IMPEP process includes holding one-day
periodic meetings with Agreement States between IMPEP reviews.

In accordance with ©SP STP Procedure SA-116, we request ameeting, no longer than one day, to
discuss your Agreement State program and share programmeatic information. This letter confirms thet,
after previous coordination, the meeting is scheduled for [date] and will be held in your offices. In
addition to mysdlf, [ASPO], Office of State and Triba Programs, assigned as Project Officer for
[State], fidentify-any-other NRE-staff} will be the other NRC representative in attendance. [identify any
other NRC gtaff that may attend].

Based on our previous discussons the likely topics for conversation at the meeting include [add or
delete topics, as appropriate, based on agenda planning discussions with the State; drictly follow the
jointly developed agenda during the meeting' s discussons):

1. Status of State’ s actions to address en dl open previous IMPEP review
findings and/or open recommendati ons that-have not-been-recommended-for
I . i e

2. Strengths and/or weaknesses of the State program as identified by the State or
NRC indluding identification of actionsthat could diminish ~ wesknesses.,

3. Feedback on NRC' s program as identified by the State, and induding
identification of any action that should be considered by NRC.

4, Status of State Program erpet
eompteted induding;

a Ehangesthprogram-sStaffing and Training

i) Number of gaff in the program and status of thar training and
qudifications

i) Program vacancies

i) Staff turnover

iv) Adequecy of FTEsfor the materias program
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b. Materias Ingpection Program
i) Discuss the gtatus of the ingpection program. If whether an
ingpection backlog exists, discuss the steps being taken to work
off the backlog
C. Regulations and Legidative changes
i) Discuss status of State’ s regulations and actions to keep
regulaions up to date, including the use of legdly binding
requirements

d. Program reorganizations

i) Discuss any changes in program organization including
progranvstaff relocations and new appointments

e Changes in Program budget/funding

f. Redistribution-of responsibititiesFor States whose Agreement became
effective after August 26, 1999, determine the status of

Site Decommissioning Management Plan (SDMP) stes transferred to
the State. The State should notify NRC when the license has been
terminated and whether the Site was-has been released for unrestricted
use as defined by the Agreement State.

Agfeemeﬁt—S&’:t%Event Reportl ng, |nd udlng follow-up and closure
information in NMED

a Status of dlegations and concerns referred by the NRC for action
b. Sgnificant events and generic implications

(| ncl ude if appllcabl e

a Seded Source and Device Evaluation Program
b. Uranium Recovery Program
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C. Low-Level Waste Disposal Program

: Information exchange and
discusson
a Current State inititives
b. Emerging technologies
C. Large, complicated or unusud authorizations for use of radioactive
materias

i) Panoramic/Pool/Underwater Irradiators

i) Magor decommissioning and license termination actions
i) Waste processing, storage and disposal licenses
iv) Others
d. Mechanisms to evduate performance. Discuss any mechanisms used

by the State to eva uate performance such as.

i) sf audits

i) computer tracking

iii) ingpector accompaniments
iv) other management tools

e NRC current initiatives

Schedule for the next IMPEP review.

Action items resulting from the periodic meeting (e.g., provide copies of
NUREG reports, guidance documents, other materials discussed and
committed to during the meeting, etc.). Note: the meeting should not be used to
refer mgor policy issuesto the NRC since these are addressed through other
mechanisms

Other topics
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If you have any questions, please call me at [RSAO phone number], or email to [RSAO e-mall
address].

Sincerdly,
[RSAQ]
CC: [SEO]
[DDSTF|
[IPM]
[PMC]
[Regiond Manager]

[ASPO]
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SAMPLE MEETING SUMMARY LETTER
TO AGREEMENT STATE RADIATION CONTROL PROGRAM DIRECTOR

Dear [Program Director]:

A periodic meeting with [State] was held on [date]. The purpose of this meeting was to review and
discuss the status of [State's] Agreement State program. The NRC was represented by [ASPO and/or
other ©SP STP gaff] from the NRC's Office of State and Tribal Programs, [any additional NRC staff
in atendance including Regiond staff] and me. Specific topics and issues of importance discussed at
the meeting included [list afew topics discussed a the meeting that were particularly noteworthy].

| have completed and enclosed a genera meeting summary, including any specific actions that-wit-be
tekenresatresdttof- themesting: resulting from the discussons.

If you fed that our conclusions do not accurately summearize the meeting discussion, or have any
additional remarks about the meeting in generd, please contact me [RSAO phone number], or e-mail
to [RSAO e-mail address] to discuss your concerns.

Sincerdly,
[RSAQ]
Enclosure:
As stated
cc: [SEO]
[DDSTR|
[Regiond Manager]
[IPM]
[PMC]

[ASPO]
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AGREEMENT STATE PERIODIC MEETING SUMMARY FOR [STATE]

DATE OF MEETING: [DATE]
ATTENDEES: NRC STATE
[RSAO]
[ASPO]
[OTHER]
DISCUSSION:

The proposed status for each of the recommendations and suggestions in Section 5.0 of the [year of last
IMPEP review] [State] fina IMPEP report is summarized below (number corresponding to those in the
fina IMPEP report). A copy of Section 5.0 of the IMPEP report is attached for reference.

[List the proposed status for each recommendation and suggestion made at the most recent
IMPEP review including any recommendations for closure]

Other topics covered at the meeting included [ ... List aay-mainA al mesting's discussion topics of
tmpertanee other than the recommendations and suggestions listed above).

1. Status of State’ s actionsto address dl open previous IMPEP review findings
and/or open recommendations

2. Strengths and/or weaknesses of the State program as identified by the
State or NRC including identification of actions that could diminish
weaknesses.

3. Feedback on NRC's program as identified by the State and including
identification of any action that should be considered by NRC.

4, Satus of State Program including:

Saffing and Training

Materids Inspection Program

Regulaions and Legidative changes

Program reorganizations

Changesin Program budget/funding

For States whose Agreement became effective after August 26, 1999,
determine the status of Site Decommissioning Management Plan
(SDMP) stestransferred to the State. [Note that the Commission has
asked that the State should notify NRC when the license has been
terminated and whether the Ste was released for unrestricted use as
defined by the Agreement State].

S0 Q0T
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Event Reporting, including follow-up and closure information in NMED

Response to Incidents and Allegations

a

b.

Status of allegations and concerns referred by the NRC for action

Significant events and generic implications

Status of the following Program aress:

a

b.

C.

SS& D Program
Uranium Mills Program
Low-Level Waste Program

Information exchange and discussion

e.

Current State initiatives

Emerging technologies

Large, complicated or unusua authorizations for use of
radioactive materials

i) Panoramic/Pool/Underwater Irradiators

i) Major decommissioning and license termination actions
i) Waste processing, storage and disposal licenses

iv) Others

State' s mechanisms to evauate performance (as applicable)

i) sdf audits

i) computer tracking

i) ingpector accompaniments
iv) other management tools

NRC current initiatives

Schedule for the next IMPEP review.

Action Items resulting from this meeting (i.e., copies of NUREG reports,
ligtings, other).

Other topics



Appendix B(Continued)
CONCLUSIONS:
Conclusion #1: [conclusion as applicable]
Action #1: [as gpplicable]
Conclusion #2: [conclusion as applicabl€e]
Action #2: [as gpplicable]
Conclusion #3: [conclusion as applicable]

Action #3: [as gpplicable]



Appendix C

SAMPLE FORMAL“COURSE OF ACTION” LETTER
TO AGREEMENT STATE RADIATION CONTROL PROGRAM DIRECTOR

Dear [Program Director]:

Thisletter isto inform you that concerns about your program have been identified due to discussions a
the [date of meeting] periodic meeting with [State]. The periodic meetings were created to help al
parties involved remain knowledgesble of an Agreement State' s radiation control program and to
conduct planning for the next IMPEP review. trtheeasethat-eConcerns are identified dueto during
discussions at a the periodic meeting

Fhe-coneerns-abott-your-program include:
[list in detail each individua concern about the program]

Due to these concernsthe-N i i i
be-taken}: the Management Review Board (M RB) has directed that —Haeeﬁreeef—&ate-ﬁegfams—eaa
tecide-to-alter [the schedule for the State’ s next pertodiemmeeting-or IMPEP review will be
altered/eonduet a specid review of sdected program areas will be conducted/er-set-tp additiond
eorrespondence-or meetings with the State will be held/the program will be placed on monitoring
satus).

We ask that you respond to this letter in writing within 30 days and identify those actions you will
complete to address these concerns. If you have any questions, please contact [RSAO], RSAO of
Region [region], or me.

Sincerdly,

[Director, Office of State and Tribal Programs]

CC: [MRB Members|
[RSAQ]
[Regiond Manager]
[IPM]
[S:6]
[ASPO]



