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UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COWM SSI ON
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1998 ALL AGREEMENT STATES MEETI NG

The Vayfarer Inn
121 South R ver Road
Bedf ord, NH 03110

Thur sday, Cctober 29, 1998

The above-entitled neeting comenced, pursuant to notice,

at 8:00 a.m
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PROCEEDI NGS
[8:00 a. m]

MR, FLETCHER: | amextrenely pleased and gratified to cal
this 1998 Meeting of the Agreement States to order. As | |ook around
and see all of your wonderful, smling, eager, energetic faces, | know
that we're going to have a wonderful neeting, and | | ook forward to al
of the exchanges, all of the questions, all of the answers and all of
t he di scussions that each one of those causes.

I want to first of all ensure that all agreenent states are
represented at the table. So if you are -- you're the representative
fromyour state and you're not at the -- you, please cone forward.

There are al so spaces available for those states that have
applied to becone agreenment states. You may have to | ook in between
some of these smling faces we have here. But, please, if you represent
Chi o, Gkl ahoma, M nnesota, Pennsylvania, please -- and Wsconsin, please
cone forward now.

To begin with, I want to make just a few adjustnments to ny
just past, alnmost final, alnost final, final, final agenda which nost of
you received | ast week, and | got changes to right after I sent it out.
First of all, Allen G ewe from Tennessee will not be able to attend. He
was scheduled to participate at 1:15. Al so, the presentation of
"Clean Up O A Mad Scientist's C 14" by Don Bunn is nmoved fromthe
afternoon to the norning -- Friday norning at 10:30 a.m And the
presentation, "Privatization of DOE Contractors” on Friday is noved to

t he afternoon.
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Upfront, I want to thank the representatives of the Nucl ear
Regul at ory Conmi ssion for providing us with the tents so that each of us
will know who the other is. Please, if you have not yet filled out the
tents with your nanme, please do so. Use the darkest pen you can
because, as | look at themfromhere, they still all seem bl ank.

I"d like to get right into the agenda, and | want to state
upfront for all to hear that the gratitude for the way this neeting has
been set up, the facility, all of the anenities that you see goes to the
person |'m about to introduce or present because all of you know her. |
don't know how we woul d have conme together in a neeting such as this
wi t hout her.

She and her staff have put forth trenendous effort
trenendous work to bring this together. And I do whol eheartedly thank
you for all that you' ve done. Diane Tefft, the program manager for New
Hanpshire will now conme forward and bring wel cone. Di ane?

MS. TEFFT: Thank you, Roland. Well, good norning and
wel cone. On behalf of the New Hanpshire Bureau of Radi ol ogi cal Health,
| want to welconme all of you to the 1998 Al Agreenent States Meeting.

In case you wote up this norning or wondered where you all,
you are in New Hanpshire, the Granite State, and specifically you're in
Bedf ord, New Hanpshire and nearby Manchester. Now | do want to say that
Manchester is not just any Cty USA. The 1998 Money Magazi ne ei ghth
ranking of liveable cities -- livability in the United States ranked
Manchester as the nunber one small city in the East. And in the 1997

ranki ng, Manchester was ranked nunber six in the whole country. And
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near by Nashua was naned nunber one. So you are in a very inportant
pl ace.

You are also, in case you were wondering where you are,
about 170 miles from Canada, about 50 miles from Boston, about 450 m|es
from Washi ngt on whi ch is okay.

[ Laught er. ]

M5. TEFFT: About 18 mles from Concord, which is our
capital, and that's where our offices are |ocated; about 50 mles from
the Atlantic Ccean and 70 miles fromVernont. |'d |Iike each of you, of
course, to get to see our state, but I know that's not possible during
this brief stay. | certainly invite you back to tour at your
conveni ence or sunmer vacation. But | thought today | would tell you
some of the spots in New Hanpshire that you mi ght want to see when you
are touring.

New Hanpshire is home to about 1.1 million people. W have
about 80,000 deer in the state, about 6,000 nbose, and you don't want to
wat ch out for the noose if you're touring around New Hanpshire. They do
not collide well with your car. About 3,500 bear in our state.

In case you haven't ever heard, we also host the first in
the nation's presidential primary here in New Hanpshire, and we have
about 780, 000 acres of national forest.

About 83 percent of New Hanpshire is covered by trees, and a
ot of the rest of it is under water. So when we say we cannot see the
forest for the trees, we really nean it here. Al so, in case you haven't
heard, we are proud to say that we have a new NRC conmi ssioner who is

fromAntrim New Hanpshire. And yesterday, | did get a chance to talk
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to Jeff Merryfield, Conm ssioner Merryfield who said that he regrets
that he could not be here for this neeting. He is in Washington. But
he certainly hopes the Agreenent States will consider inviting himto
next year's neeting. So we need to think about that.

New Hanpshire, of course, is known for its brilliant
foliage. And even though this is not peak foliage season, | think you
can probably see sonme of the trees that had changed. W have a | ot of
mapl e trees in New Hanpshire, and, of course, that allows us to have
| ots of New Hanpshire maple syrup. And if you haven't tried that, it is
somet hing I woul d highly recomend

This time of year, of course, we have the cool brisk
mountain air, fall days, and | think you will agree that today is

probably representative of our Cctober climate. So do get out and enjoy

the nice weather. |It's invigorating, and we hope you enjoy that.
W have tax-free shopping here. So what -- the price you
see on the nerchandise is what you're going to pay, no taxes -- sales

taxes, that is. W also have reduced prices at our state-run |iquor
stores. So those of you that mght be interested and want to do that,
that hel ps pay our salaries, by the way.

[ Laught er. ]

MS. TEFFT: Qur motto here is live free or die, and you wll
find that on all New Hanpshire license plates. |If you travel north from
where you are, you will cone to the Lakes Region. And this is ny hone,
Lake W nni pesaukee, W nnesquam Ossipee, Little Squam Sguam Lake where
"On CGol den Pond" was filmed. So if you saw that novie, you m ght want

to venture on that direction
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If you continue north, you will get to the Wite Muntains.
And we have, of course, M. Washington which is the highest summt in
the northeast. M. Washington al so boasts the highest wind velocity --
recorded wind velocity in the world of 231 mles per hour

And you can travel to the Sumit of M. Washington via the
Cog Railroad which is indeed an experience. You will see also the Ad
Man And The Mountain which is a natural granite profile about 1200 feet
on a sheer cliff, and you can see this fromthe roadway, and it is
spect acul ar.

New Hanpshire also is the hone of poet Robert Frost. He was
in Derry, New Hanpshire from 1901 to 1909. Franklin Pierce, our 14th
president, was from New Hanpshire. And Dani el Wbster, distinguished
statesman and orator, was born in New Hanpshire. He lived in a two-room
framed house in Franklin which is about 25 miles or so from here.

Al so, New Hanpshire has the home and gardens and studi os of
Augusta Saint Gaudens who is America's greatest sculptor. This is in
Cor ni sh, New Hanpshire near the Vernont border, a beautiful place. |
highly recormend it if you're touring. And he was here from 1848 to
1907.

And New Hanpshire was the home of Christa MAuliffe, a
school teacher who was aboard the fatal flight of the Challenger. She
was from Concord. And many other people in the Concord area Christa.
She was a wonderful person

The New Hanpshire Bureau of Radiol ogical Health is in
Concord, not far fromthe State House in the Departnent of Health and

Human Services. And | would Iike to take this opportunity to thank and
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i ntroduce ny staff who have really put in a lot of time and work in this
nmeeting. W have a so-called visual aids crew, and if you have slides
or transparencies or are going to use Power Point or whatever, these are
the people you need to talk to, and I'Il ask themto stand. There's
Mari o Annacone, heal th physicist, not here. Wyne Johnston, health
physicist, stand up if you're here. They're probably outside working.
Twyl a Kenna. Here comes Mario, and these are one of the people that you
need to see. He's a health physicist with our program

Liz Brown is out on the registration desk. So if you
haven't yet registered, you' ve been counted. So would you pl ease
regi ster at break or at lunch, and she'll be out there to help you with
t hat .

Al so, Deb Russell was helping with the registrations. Deb
is a health physicist with our bureau. They're in the back back there
hiding. They think they're hiding. And Twyla's back there as well.
Kat hl een McAllister, Kathy. Kathleen is going to be conmuting back and
forth to Concord. So if you have sone incidental copies that you need
or somet hing, you need to see Kathleen, and she'll copy themfor you
either before or after one of the neetings.

And Dennis O Dowd who's over in the back there, and Dennis
heads up our raw material program and many of you, | know, already know
them But these people have worked hard in trying to make everything
run snooth here. W are also very fortunate to have sponsors for this
meeting. And I'Il tell you, without them we probably wouldn't have the

ki nd of neeting we're going to have.
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We have a sponsor, the New Engl and Radi ol ogi cal Heal th
Committee, who is sponsoring this norning' s coffee break. The coffee
and danish. If you don't know who this group is, there's a handout
there telling you a little bit about who's on the commttee. But also
you need to attend Robert Hallisey's presentation right after coffee
break. And he's going to tell you all about the New Engl and Rad Health
Conmittee, and we think it's a unique group, and we hope that nmaybe it
will give you sone ideas for form ng such a group el sewhere in the
country.

Canberra is one of our sponsors, and they are sponsoring
tomorrow norning's coffee break. And Carol MGeehan is out in the

| obby. She will have a table set up with sone of the wares from

Canberra. | do encourage you to stop by and say hi to Carol
Atlantic Nuclear, it will be here as well. And John
Anderson, Jr. will be representing them And, again, they will have

some instrunentation for you to see. So | do encourage you. And
Radi ati on Safety and Patrol Services and Chris Perry is setting up the
table there. Many of you may know Chris. He used to work for us in the
Bureau of Rad Health, and he has noved on, | guess, to the private
sector. Also Jay Tarzia who is a nmenber of our State Radiation Advisory
Conmittee possibly will be out there at that table. Eric Deros and Fred
Stracia may be stopping in at times. So do get your coffee and visit
t hese people. These peopl e have been very hel pful to us.

The hotel -- the hotel is really trying to do things our
way. And | hope that we will support themin this. They set up a

Grandma's Kitchen in the | obby so that you can get a quick coffee and
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9
dani sh on your own way over here. Also, they' re going to provide a soup
and deli buffet at a reasonable price for lunch because we only have an
hour and 15 minutes. You can go in and whip through the line and get a
soup, sandw ch, sal ad.

There's going to be a breakfast buffet to assist you in
getting here on time. And they're going to have a 5:00-6:30 early bird
speci al, $10.99, several things on the menu, a good nenu. The lounge is
al so going to try to acconmodate us with sone reasonable prices, and
they intend to have sone hors d' oeuvres there. So | encourage you to
eat here and, of course, go to the | ounge.

We're going to have a nmessage board outside here. Yeah, |
don't have to encourage you to go to the I ounge, | know

[ Laught er. ]

MS. TEFFT: A nessage board outside here. So if you're
expecting a nessage or anything, do look. The hotel's going to be
putting themthere. W also have a list of nearby restaurants in case
you decide to venture out, and they're on the registration table. W
have a lot of tourist information. Please take what you want. W don't
have to carry it back if you don't. And, again, if you haven't
regi stered, please stop by and see Liz and the group out there to give
us your registration fee.

O her than that, enjoy, welconme. W're glad to have you.

[ Appl ause. ]

MR, FLETCHER: Thank you very much, Diane. | do, before
begin nmy presentation, do have one additional announcenent, and it's on

a sad note. Hanpton Newsome |ost his grandnother, and he is on our
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program W will nake a schedul e change so that he can | eave us early.

H s presentation with Aubrey will be noved to this norning. But on
behal f of the Conference, | offer ny condol ences to Hanpton and his
famly

Wel |, as you can see fromthose of you -- | have sone

addi ti onal copies. Fromny perspective, this has been a very good year
and | do that for two reasons. This year we |ost one of our greatest
entertainers and one of his nost favorite pieces was "It Was A Very Cood
Year." Now | could croon that for you so that you can see that it's
okay for ne to use it.

But | want to go through the highlights of this year using a
perspective that m ght be sonewhat famliar to you, but I want to do it

as a view fromdd Brown Eyes. What did we do this year

Well, first of all, in the O ganization of Agreenment States,
your installation is the first of the year. Wll, the first of the
year, | wasn't at work. You probably weren't at work. There were no
lights, whistles, no big dinner or anything. | just cane to work on the

2nd or 3rd, and | was chair. So there may have been something | m ssed,
but there it was.

Then one of the first challenges that | received was the
menber shi p question. Because of situations that perhaps we can dea
with at the business neeting, there was a question as to how do | get
out of this outfit anyway, and we spent sone tinme dealing with that.

But that was one of ny first chall enges.
But the things that | recall the nost initially at least is

preparation for conm ssion briefings which | participated in one dealing
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11
with the GL Device Registration question and the acceptance of the
wor ki ng group reconmendati ons which was, | believe, very, very, first of
all, very inmportant to all of us, and it brought up sone perspective
both from an agreenent state and non-agreenent state perspective that
t he Conmi ssion took and did, you know, required sone rel ooking at sone
of the reconmendations of the staff.

So | think that really worked out in accordance with the way

the agreenent states would want it to, and, it's still, of course, being
wor ked out. Additionally, we participated in our conference call. And
this is kind of -- it's kind of fun sonmetines when you hear the little

beep that goes on in the conference calling, and you don't know who's
there. And usually, it's about 50 NRC staffers and ten agreenent
states. But we seemto beat you guys to the punch. W're always in 15,
10-15 minutes early fromthe agreenent states, and we usually have a
pre-nmeeting before everyone el se gets on. So it works out in our favor.
But it would be nice if we could ever do it that we could have, you
know, those | aptops where you can see the picture of the person you're
talking to and really have a two-way conversation

But | think they worked out well, and we've gotten a | ot of
i nformation discussed in those fora.

Then we had the second presentation which dealt w th nmany
topics, all of which we're going to touch upon today, one dealing with
i nformati on sharing and conmuni cati ons, DCE contractors, the license --
the transfer of responsibility for license, sites and things of that

nature. W're going to talk about all those today.
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But we nmade those presentations, and we received a good
reception fromthe Conmi ssion in those presentations. W also devel oped
an QAS position paper on the limt -- the contamnation limt for
di sposal and provided that to the chairman at that conference.

W had a mini-nmeeting at the CRCPD, and | really think that,
as we look at future neetings of this nature, the earlier we get started
pl anni ng our own neeting, the better the neeting is, | think if you | ook
around, because (1) the work of Diane and her staff and (2) getting the
word out early helped us to put this neeting together the way you wanted
it to be put together.

I had an interesting presentation for the Ofice of Cenera
Counsel at the NRC because we had contact with Chip Caneron and Hanpton
and a few other of the attorneys at the NRC. But the majority, |
believe, don't really understand what we are. And hopefully, naybe that
nunber is reduced sonewhat. But | did get the feeling that we're kind
of an odd organi zation that there's not a |lot of information about, and
the nore we do things like that, perhaps the better off we are when it
conmes to comuni cating throughout the staff.

Now we have the agenda that you have. That was the nobst fun
I've had all year because we started off with the topics that you told
me at the CRCPD this is what we want. But conspicuous by its absence
fromthe side of the topic were presenters. You all had good ideas
about topics, but presenters were few and far between.

And, you know, | begged, pleaded. | sent e-mails which sone
of you had difficulty converting, | realize, but faxes trying to get

people to cone forward. Well, then I took what | consider a chairman
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prerogative, and | started putting names down nyself. Ch, did | get
sone reactions to that.

[ Laught er. ]

MR, FLETCHER: | noticed that nmy nanme is on the agenda.
never volunteered for that. Well, | know, but | had to put soneone
down. | thank all of you who saw your nane, acknow edged it, and put

somet hing together to present here. Only in a few instances did | get
some di scouragi ng words and non-participation. But that's to be
expected. The vast mpjority of people just hel ped out, and | certainly,
certainly appreciate it.

And this is what the result was. | put in sone surprise
presenters, and | got surprised presenters, but | got presenters.

My next nmeeting with the NRC happened back in Septenber, and
| met with Public Affairs and with O, and it was a good neeting. [|I'm
not going to go into a lot of detail here because we will be having a
presentation on that a little later.

VWhat | do want to do, however, is to point out that there
are sonme other things comng up. Steve Collins is going to talk about
the SS&D, the | MPEP SS&D that's com ng up, and we have regi stered here
t oday sonmewhere around 105 people, and that is a very, very good nunber,
a very positive nunber. It neans that our efforts really did cone
together, and | certainly appreciate that.

| would like to end by congratul ati ng our newy naned
conmi ssi oners, Conm ssioner Greta Dicus who has been reinstated or given

a second termas a conm ssioner. And, as D ane nentioned a comm SSi oner
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-- and | got the first nane wong. It's Jeffrey, not Jerry -- Jeffrey
Merryfield who is fromthe state of New Hanpshire.

Once again, | thank you very much, and I amcertainly
pl eased and gratified and hunbl ed by having the opportunity to serve
this year as your chair. And | |look forward to working with next year's
chair. | must apol ogize for Stan Marshall. Somehow or other, this date
had a major conflict with a famly matter, and he was not able to be
here.

And it turned out the sane for Bob Quillen who is our past
chair. This weekend happens to be his 40th weddi ng anniversary, and it
was either cone here and stay single -- or be single or take his wife to
Italy, and he chose Italy. So they're both not present. But | have
conversed with both of them and | got their input.

So | thank you very nuch for this year

[ Appl ause. ]

MR FLETCHER: At this time, | have the distinct privilege
and pleasure to present to nost of you -- introduce to sonme, present to
ot hers our keynote speaker. Dr. Nils J. Diaz is a comm ssioner with the
Nucl ear Regul at ory Commi ssion, and he was nominated for a five-year term
by President Clinton in July, 1996, and confirned by the Senate in
August of that year.

Prior to his appointnent, Dr. Diaz was professor of Nuclear
Engi neering and Sciences at the University of Florida, and director of
t he I nnovative Nucl ear Space Power Institute, a national consortium of

i ndustries, universities and national |aboratories.
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He's al so president and principal engineer of the Florida
Nucl ear Associates. Dr. Diaz's career includes 11 years as director of
INSPI for the Ballistic Mssile Defense Organization, Departnent of
Def ense; two years in California as associ ate dean for research in the
California State University at Long Beach; one year in Spain as
princi pal adviser to Spain's Nuclear Regul atory Comm ssion; six years at
Nucl ear Utilities and Vendors. From 1971 to 1996, Dr. Diaz consulted on
nucl ear engi neering and energetics for private industry, the U S
government, and several foreign governnents.

Dr. Diaz holds a B.S. degree in mechanical engineering from
the University of Villanova-Havana, an MS. degree in nucl ear
engi neering and a Ph.D. in nucl ear engineering science fromthe
University of Florida. He has received formal training and practice in
nucl ear medi ci ne and heal th physics, and was |icensed as a senior
reactor operator for 12 years by the NRC

He has published nmore than 70 reference papers on reactor
ki netics and safety, instrunmentation and control, imging and
non- destructi ve exam nati on, advanced reactor concepts, propul sion and
nucl ear fuels.

He is a nmenber of nmany professional societies and has
testified for both the U S. House of Representatives and the U S. Senate
on issues of space, power, nuclear proliferation, on the internationa
non-mlitary nucl ear reactor safety, and nuclear regul ation

Dr. Diaz is also a fellow of the Anerican Nucl ear Society.

He is married to Zena G Gonzales. They have three children, N s,
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Anadeen and Alene. So without further adieu, 1'd like to introduce to
you Conmmi ssioner Nils Diaz.

[ Appl ause. ]

DR DIAZ: Good nmorning. 1'mjust very interested in the
di fferent ways ny nane gets pronounced. He only missed it once. So
you' re doing well, Rol and.

It is areal pleasure to be here in nore than one way.
Actually, | have the pleasure of being regulator in the state for nmany
years. | actually was -- | can't put all those things in ny resune.
Then people think I"'mfaking it. But | was for alnost 14 years the
director of Nuclear Facilities at the University of Florida, and
actually controlled nost of the real big radioactive sources, the
accel erators, the reactors, the heavy water, some 181 kil ograns of
enriched uraniumthat we had in some back woods place. And it's very
i nteresting because the sign says "Entonol ogy Research.” People know ng
about going in there thought we were trying to make roaches grow
sonehow.

But I want to thank M. Fletcher for the opportunity to be
here. And, of course, | want to thank our host, Diane Tefft, for
putting this thing together and allow nme the opportunity to chat with
you for a little bit.

First, | want you to know that about a nonth ago, we were
goi ng through an exercise of putting where things belong in order of
i nportance. And when | | ook at the national organizations that we have
to interact with, | put the Agreement States as the nunber one

organi zation that we have to interact wth.
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And it is very sinple. You guys are where radiation neets
peopl e, okay. | mean, if you |look at nucl ear power plants, these are
fortresses that are isolated fromthe people. But you work where
radi ati on neets people, and that's a very inportant thing. And you have
taken a lot of our burden fromus, and you have to discharge it.

And | see it as our obligation to work with you, make sure
that you have what you need to get that job done that we have to do if
you were not there. And so | value trenendously what you do. | always
have. And | can assure you that as long as I'mon the Conm ssion
Agreenent States will be somebody special. There's no doubt about it.

| was going to work on howto talk to you and go around
i ssues. But usually, | have a problem | wite these notes down, and
then | don't pay any attention to them

[ Laught er. ]

DR. DIAZ: But fortunately, |I was told that, you know, that
my tine is limted. So you will not be worrying about how long I go. |
understood that | have four hours, plus or mnus two. And according to
that, you can rel ax, okay, because that's about the way we're going to
go about it.

[ Laught er. ]

DR DI AZ: W are approaching the 40th anniversary of the
agreement states; 274(b) created really a kink in the federal arnor, and
it's aright kink. It says the power has to go to the states. And you
have heard me tal king before. 1 amvery nuch for havi ng Washi ngt on
deliver the power to the states because, again, that's where the people

are, and that's where you can be effective in what you do.
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It is necessary and, of course, we do have sonetines, you
know, a high hand in trying to determ ne which way you do things. But
the bottomline is that nowin this time and era, we are beconi ng nore
and nore a partnership in which your opinions, the way you want to do
t hi ngs because you're the ones who do it, becomes nore and nore
i mportant.

W' re al so devel opi ng new systens and nmet hods. The idea is
not to conplicate life, but to nake life sinple. The idea is to have
accountability in what is done because we are, all of us -- you and us
-- accountable to the people of this country.

So it is inmportant as we realize that, you know, 30 states
al ready are agreenent states. Three are in the process of becom ng
agreement states. And then there are three nore that are just about
down the pipeline. 1In other words, we are now working trying to get
Chi o, Gkl ahoma and Pennsyl vania which will had 1700 nore |icensees to
the agreenent states. And we have M nnesota, W sconsin and Connecti cut
-- the letter fromthe governor of Wsconsin has already arrived.

| would be surprised if in the next five years this nunber
doesn't get closer and closer to 40 states, and that will nmean that a
great majority of our radioactive |licensees and materials will be in the
hands of states right where the people are.

As a backdrop to this, if we ook at this, we need to
realize that what we do together is very inmportant. It's very inportant
in nore senses sonetinmes than what we realize because we are the
i nterface between a technol ogy or many technol ogi es and the peopl e that

recei ve the products of that technol ogy.
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Now this is sonmething that sometines we don't realize. It
is that regulators are an interface, and that interface is not to
prevent good things fromhappening. It's just to maintain some adequate
standard whi ch sonetinmes needs to be defined, okay. And we are that
interface that eventually allows the delivery of the product to the
peopl e, and that interface has trenmendous inportance.

Because if you do it wong, you' re either doing one of two
things. You are really not providing the protection, or you are

preventing the benefits to reach the people.

So regulation is nore than just an art. It's nore than just
a passing thought. 1t's nore than just an organization. It is really
part of the delivery mechani smof society. It is right in between,
okay, or should be between a product and the users of the product -- the

peopl e of this country.

And | will tell you that we're going to see a period of ten
years in which regulation will change significantly, and will occupy its
right place in this society. And that is not going to be just an ad hoc
nmovenent. | assure you that there's going to be a science and
technology to it because we now have the mechani snms, we have the
know how on how to do that.

That interface needs to be better defined so that people can
actually enjoy the benefits that are going to be comng fromany and al
of these technologies. You' re going to talk about a |ot of things
today. And | know that they're going to be in a lot nore depth than I'm

going to go in here.
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But I'mjust going to just try to make sure that we're al
about the sane base. There's a couple of things, of course, that have
i ncreased what we call our outreach and participation fromthe states.
I think | MPEP has been a good start both in elimnating the
proscriptiveness of what we do, what you do, and I think it's going to
get better.

| also believe that when we put in 1997 the principa
statements of principles and policies, we actually took a step forward
in defining how we were going to do things. These groups that you have
formed to work with us are very inportant. The Part 35 Medical Wrking
G oup which has, as you know, had a very lively neeting | ast week and
I"msure is going to keep getting very, very lively. The Part 35
Qui dance Document Group -- and by the way, you all realize the idea of
doing Part 35 is not to do another rule, but to do it sinpler, to do it
better, to do it nore risk inforned, to do it in a manner that it
actual |y wei ghed what are we getting for our buck

It is a very inportant issue because if we can include in
the actual treatnent of patients an elenment of risk information and that
el ement starts to be getting known, it will make |ife easier when this
government and this NRC starts to saying we are risk informed, we are
ri sk based, we are providing nore and nore, you know, guidance in how
the users do things rather than how we want themto do them and then
hol d t hem hostage to it.

Nucl ear byproduct material, risk reviews, another one of the

groups that we are now interacting, the incident response group, the
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general |icense device working group, and the cl earance rul emaki ng
wor ki ng group which I'Il dwell on a little bit nore.

It is obvious that with this new phase we are going into a
new -- what | call enhanced participatory, you know, agreement with the
states -- sonmething that we need badly to do. W need you to not only
participate. W need you to pound the table and tell us -- which you do
once in a while, right -- tell us you' re not doing this thing right,

NRC

I think people sometine used to think that this was some
kind of a problem To ne, it is wonderful that people stand up and say
this is not right because this is a denpbcracy, and that is the way it
shoul d be.

Now we sonetinmes do not appreciate that fact. 1 do
appreci ate the fact because |I do have, you know, a little bit of
background in dealing with non-denocratic governments. And in fact, |
lost ny country at a very early age because we couldn't agree on a
sinmpl e thing, whether the country should be communi st or not. And, of
course, | said, no, it shouldn't be, and Castro didn't like that at all
So | spent seven nonths in an enbassy running for ny life. And, you
know, | still remenber. O course, | was too young and too foolish to
know what was happening. But still that is engrained in ne.

The ability to contest, the ability to argue, the ability to
protest is such a major part of this country that, you know, sometines
we take it for granted, but it's indispensable.

And | assure that the NRC now is very well aware that you

guys are going to conplain and protest, and the inportant thing is |
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want you to know that we are going to listen, okay. W are going to
listen. It is, you know, so holler as nuch as you want. W are goi ng
to listen, and we are going to do something about it.

Some of the things that keep going that | think are
i nportant, although we're now arguing internally where we put sone of
these things. The nuclear materials event database is sonething that
we're not going to change. We're going to enhance.

And, as you know, we have been asked to add not only NRC
materials but non-NRC naterials to the datbase. | think this advanced
dat abase will serve -- and you will see it when | finish the prelimnary
introduction to nmy talk and | really start talking why this will be
i mportant. This database should give us a baseline of where we are and
shoul d gi ve us an indication where problens could be.

And so | think this is a thing that we need to work together
to do it very, very well. Inproving the control over and |icensee
accountability for general and specific |license device -- you know that
when the Conmi ssion was faced with this briefing on the staff, we
actually said no, this is not sufficient, and the Comm ssion turned
around and decided that it was tine to do sonething better. And I think
it istime, and | think it is obvious that we are going to do it.

And | think it is obvious that you need to be not
partici pant or active participant, but partners in this process of
getting ahold of these devices that we have sonetimes |ost track of
where they are because, you know, well, let me stop

VWhen | was in Brazil a year ago, sonmebody told ne that we

know t he big events and the big accidents. But what nobody knows is of
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all of those tinmes that people have really gotten irradi ated and nobody
knows about it. And | asked themin Brazil how many non-reportable
cases of radiation exposures do you think happen a year that you don't

know about that are in the range of five grans just to get sonething.

He said 50 to 100. | said where do you get that nunber. He said | just
knowit. | nean, it just happens all the tine.

Two years ago, before | came to the Commission, | was in
Costa Rica. Two weeks after | left Costa Rica, there was an incident,

okay, of the high exposure for cancer patients in Costa Rica. This we
know of. It's the ones we don't know of that might be a |arger health

risk than we realize. And we need to step in there and do sonet hing

about it.

| think this is a very good thing. | think the Conm ssion
is fully behind it. | think we're going to get it done, and we need
your support in doing that. | could probably spend an entire day
tal ki ng about the deconm ssioning. |'ve given three talks on the

deconm ssioning, and I'mprine for it. So if you want to consider al
of your things and give me a | oud mcrophone, a glass of wine -- no,
didn't say that. G ass of water would be fine, | could probably talk
about decommi ssi oni ng.

Decomi ssi oni ng has now been brought to the forefront. W
are going to be doing nore and nore with it. W're going to be doing
nore and nore defining of it. W are going to work with you in every

aspect that we can to nmake sure that you' re aware of where we're going.
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"Il talk a little bit about this nice conposed debate we're
havi ng with EPA regardi ng sone of these things. No cuss words allowed in
here, right? Huh? | was warned about that.

But with the rule promulgated in 1997, we actually are
engaged in howthis fits into a national arena. And that's what | want
to draw attention to you. You might see sone things that are isolated.
The decomni ssioning rule, the clearance of materials, the Yucca Muntain
standards, our stands on DCE oversight, our stands on the tritium
production, the mssile stiles, these are not isolated issues. They al
bel ong to one big picture that says this country is now facing the fact
that we need to control the uses of radiation for the benefits of the
people of this country with unconprom sed safety. But we no |onger can
hi de behind and say we're not going to deal with this, or we're not
going to talk about it.

The tine is gone, and the time is gone because there are
natural processes, okay. Aging is one of them W're all getting a
little older, okay. | won't admt to that, but you know ot her people can
say that (a) we've been working on this for so long, what is the result.
We are bound on achieving results rather than keeping up with the
rhetoric.

And to do that is going to take eventually a series of
Congressional actions that mght go as far as having to anend the Atomc
Energy Act itself, having to cone up with laws that actually allow us
and you to do the job that we are trying to do in the proper context.

There is each of the Cearance Rule and sonmething that is

dear to ny heart. As you know, we are starting in the process of
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cl earance rules. And why do we have a clearance rule -- a cl earance of
materials rule? Well, it's because there is nothing that is not of
regul atory concern

[ Laught er. ]

DR DIAZ: Huh? And it is time that we stop discrimnating
on this interface of what nature called solid nmaterials. | nean, we
al | ow gaseous materials and liquid materials to be discharged to the
environnents in quantities that have been determ ned to be safe. And
then this nost stable form solid formin which nature manifests itself,
we have totally banned it.

And then we have put these standards of detectability on it.
Now detectability, of course, is a changing capacity and technol ogy and,
therefore, it is not right not to look at it in the right context. So
we are engaged now in this enhanced participatory rul emaking that wll
allow us to cone up hopefully in a couple of years with a rule that wll
al l eviate many, many of the problens that are now faced by people al
over this country.

It is sonetinmes, you know, amazing how these things wll
pile up on top of each other. It is sonething that you need to
participate. The states have a mgjor voice on this issue, and you have
guys who are very actively involved in it.

The I ow | evel radioactive waste di sposal which I'm sure is,
you know, an issue that all of you continuously watch and you watch and
you wat ch, and not hi ng happens. Gkay? Well, things haven't changed,
okay. W're still in the sane place except, as you know, Senator

Mur kowski got kind of a little tired about this, as he has asked GAO to
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study what is happening with the I ow |l evel waste disposal, why it isn't
wor ki ng, why we don't have any new ones, you know, why are we stil
stuck with the things.

And | believe that this is going to have some novenent
because we either say, well, what is obvious is this |law did not work.
W& need sonething else. W need to allow private people to do it.
Sonet hi ng needs to be done because we cannot keep going year after year
and having this problemnot really resol ved.

Not can we increase the price, okay, of putting materials,
you know, away, disposing of them beyond the capability of the people of
this country to pay for it because, you know, whatever the cost is --
and |I'msure you know this better than | do, sonmebody out there is
paying for it. 1It's not the Conpany A or Conpany B, but the people of
this country pay for it.

We are no |onger |ooking at Texas as sonething that's going
to be resolved in a short period of tinme now that we know about
California. But | think that next year the Congressional agenda is
calling for a series of things, all of themnuclear, not the |east of
which is going to be Yucca Mountain which is the very one on the agenda.

And | can tell you that | had a neeting with the Senate
| eadership not very long ago in which Senator Lott and his staff
expressed the fact that they are conmtted to have a very good package
to be delivered to the president by February of this com ng year. And
that is, you know, probably subject to interpretati on what a good
package nmeans. | think a good package neans sonething that the

presi dent can sign.
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And so, of course, until after these el ections, we probably
won't hear too nuch about it.

Sterner regulation of DOE is stalled, a depressing tinme. W
had a change in the secretary. Secretary Richardson is just taking his
time to look at it. And, again, | do think nothing will happen unti
after the elections or maybe sonme tinme after that.

I still favor that DCE have external regulation. And I
t hi nk that whenever appropriate, according to the type of facility, that
the state should participate strongly in this regulation. 1 have been
for many, many years working with national labs, and | think it is tine
that those parts of the national |abs that can be easily regul ated cone
to a very straightforward and, you know, set of national standards.

The ot her components, actually nost of them can be
regul ated, and I think they need to be. But my position on this issue
is that we need to push for oversight over DOE not because we want nore
wor k, but because the NRC and the agreenent states have the expertise to
actual ly get involved and protective of public health and safety w t hout
creating a nightmare of regulations, and | think that's inportant.

That conpletes the introduction to ny talk

[ Laught er. ]

DR. DIAZ: Now |I'mgoing to have sone fun. Let's see. |
know where | have these things, but the bottomline is if you really
want to know what's happening in Wite Flint Cty, right? Well, we're
pl eased to have two nore comm ssioners. | think it's very inportant for
the process of the NRC to have Comm ssioner Dicus and Conmi ssi oner

Merryfield to now be sworn in and be able to enter this plethora of
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multiple issues that the Comm ssion deals with. | think it's
fundanmental that this fine body have diversified opinions, have
different sonetine interests, but converge what the issues are and what
the solutions of themare.

VWat is happening in Wite Flint Gty? The main thing that
i s happening is an awareness that there has to be a shift of the
regul atory burden fromthe bodies that regulate to the users because
that's where safety is. Safety is not in what rules or regul ations we
do, but in how they are used.

And we are enbarking on an adventure in making the burden
heavi er on those who use it -- the regulatory burden itself. Having
them nore actively involved in how they regulate their things within a
framework, what | call the safety envelope that is being defined so that
i censees and users know where they are and know what flexibility they
have and know when there is no flexibility so they can actually use
radi ati on or nuclear energy in the very best way possible.

Now this shift of regulatory burden has one major condition
to it which denotes also a change in the way we're thinking, and it's
very sinple. Shift the regulatory burden, and no unnecessary costs.
Necessary costs, yes. Unnecessary costs, no.

Because costs are not paid by conpanies. Costs are paid by
people. And as you know, in this world right now, everybody is in cost
cutting, including the people. | nean, everybody thinks that governnent
is in cost cutting and conpanies are in cost cutting. But the people
that really need to benefit fromall of those things are the people of

this country.
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And to do that, it requires a change in thinking. It
requires the fact that we know that we cannot do the operations for the
reactor operator or for the technician in a nuclear nedical |ab or
i ndustrial |lab. W can set the safety network, and we should. And we
shoul d have it clearly identified, and we should have all of the things
that we consi der indispensable in these processes which is transparency,
consi stency, accountability, and, |last but not |east, due process of |aw
because this is a denocracy. This is not a dictatorship, and people
have to have a chance to even argue when they are being "questioned
about their performance"” or they' re threatened to be fined. Okay.
There has to be due process of |aw

This is not going to weaken regulation. 1It's going to
strengt hen regul ati on because it's going to nmake it clear, it's going to
make it visible, it's going to nake it accountable, and the benefits are
going to be at the end user where it will benefit the people directly.

And you're such an inportant part of this process. Now this
process is nore advanced in the nucl ear power plants which were nore in
need of having, you know, the entire framework changed. But it is
comng at you like a train in a good march, not too accel erated, not too
slow. But it's comng at you because the benefits of being risk
i nfornmed, the benefits of putting the word in what it is, the benefits
of elimnating unnecessary burden, those are all parts of the paraneters
and the equations that you deal with all the tinme.

And it is inportant to realize that this is not -- this is
not a phenomena that just happened out of the blue. It did not really,

you know, originate because the Congress asked the NRC to see how
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they're going to sustain their budget, and we're going to cut you 20
percent. | call that part of the natural process.

The bottom|line of what has happened is that we have | earned
alot nore the last few years about how we do things, and how we can do
them better. And this is a national process.

For many years, we even dare not to question what was
happening. Now it is not only a standard to question, but we are even
now going to the extreme of trying to answer the questions and taking
sone actions about it because now it can be done. Now we know nuch
better. Not that we have all of the answers, not that we're going to
provide the perfect solution. But we are poised to cone up with nmajor
changes that will allow the regulation of nuclear materials and nucl ear
energy in a nuch better way.

It happened by the way that this is possible because the
practicality of being no events to work with. So if you think as
somet hi ng that enabl es processes to go forward, you mght think that in
this country on the health and safety issue no event is actually
somet hing that enables you to do things better

Now it shoul d be the other way around. You have an event,
and you think that you will learn fromit. And, of course, there's an
event, we have this | essons | earned approaches. W have what, 17,000
| essons | earned fromTM of which 16,000 were w ong.

[ Laught er. ]

DR DI AZ: Every time, you know, there is sonething, we've
got these lessons |learned. The first thing that you have to learn is

that | essons |earned are not perfect, okay. They're good. But the best
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thing to do is to learn through the processes that are not acute because
it allows you to pause, to reflect, to do things tinely, to do things
econom cal | y.

An enabl er of a change in the regulatory paradigmis no
events. If there were events in nuclear power plants, we wouldn't even
dare to be talking. W would be in Congress, you know, trying to say
there's a few of themthat can work at half power, okay. O, you know,
there's no doubt about it -- in the sane way in your area, events
m nimalization is an enabler. It will allowus to bring the best of the
technol ogy to bear down and meke the regul ati on of radioactive materials
better, sinpler, nore straightforward. It will give you nore
accountability.

But if there are events, all bets are off. So a focus --
let's try to be for a few years as event free as possible. That is
i ndi spensabl e.

The second thing that has happened that nakes this natura
process possible is that we all |earned and probably | earned the hard
way what to do and what not to do. And that process that has been going
for many years has now all owed |icensees and you to come and say, hey,
know better. This that you' re proposing, NRC, of this way, this is not
right. You are standing up behind know how and be able to conme and
mani fest it and insist that things have to be done a different way.

The sane thing with the nucl ear power industry. They
realize now that they have a know how base in which to go force and say
there's a better way of doing things. And, of course, there is that

American incentive of conpetition, cost deregulation which is going to
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cone not only to nuclear power plants. Do you think you' re seeing
changes in the way that medicine uses its tools and resources and the
way that the entire country is going with different structures of HVOs
or whatever it is? It is fundamental to the way this country works to
get regulations that are sinpler, better, that cost the people |less. And
that is at the bottomline

W& are not going to save noney for conpanies. W are going
to have unconprom sing safety use of our materials or other power
plants, but we're going to try to do it so that people pay |less, and
that is the good American way. There is nothing wong with cutting
costs and being competitive and having the nmarket place dictate the way
t hi ngs are.

However, we pose a net over that. The safety envel ope that
we are getting better and better at defining. And it is in the
definition of the safety envel ope where there is this continual dial ogue
or continual interchanges in which you are a fundanental part of it.

You need to be involved with us as these processes get changed.

I think the willingness to stand up and be counted is an
i ndi spensabl e part of this process. Please feel that you are not only
wel cone, that you have the responsibility to stand up and be counted.

If you don't |ike what we're doing, scream Ckay, scream

I"msure the staff will pay attention. But this Conmm ssion
over and over is saying go to the right channels. But if you don't get
what you want, you cone to the Comm ssion. This Comm ssion is engaged
in resolving issues. |I'mvery proud to be part of this Comm ssion

because | know that every single one of themis engaged in resolving
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things. We mght not agree all the tinme. You might read it in the
papers, okay. And people say what a terrible thing. | say what a
wonderful thing that we can disagree. What a wonderful thing that in
this country it is possible to disagree at that level and still be able
to work together

I think you need to realize that risk information is here to
stay. However, | find there is a problemwith the use of the term
because we tal k about risk informed regulation, and that is just naybe
one fifth or one third of the real plan

Because what has to happen is that we have to have risk
i nfornmed operations. It is not that the regulation is there, but that
the users are capabl e, understand, function within this envel ope of
safety that is nowrisk inforned. And this is why everybody needs to
learn a little bit about what risk information is and where we stand for
it.

Because the beauty mght be in the eyes of the behol der, but
safety is in the hands of the user. So we need to progress fromrisk
infornmed regulation to risk inforned operation. W need to nake sure
t hat you know and we know well where the safety envelope lies. And the
fact that this envel ope coul d change shape, but that the bottomline
which I will call the area under the curve which is this unconprom sing
safety that we have to have, okay, will be maintained. It mght not be
in the same manner, but | can assure you it will be better.

I am di gressi ng now, but people keep com ng and sayi ng but
t he uncertainties about PRA or, you know, so who says that the

determ nistic nodel s have better accuracy? Woever dreaned about that?
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I mean, | worked with sone determnistic nodels for nmany years that were
so wong, okay, that were amazing. W keep maki ng experinments, and then
we keep trying to fit the experinents to the theory. And the
experinments were right, and the theory was w ong.

There is no difference. There is just different
uncertainties. And the uncertainties in sone are alnost larger than in
the nodels that we now try to use through PRA. They're different
uncertainties. But in nmany ways, we're now getting the high end
approach to get a handle of what is inportant, what is the risk. And
that will pernmeate to your area very, very sinple.

The issue of PRA is not an issue of nuclear power plants
only. 1t's an issue for everybody, and it's going to cone
systematically at you, and | think it's going to be a very, very
benefici al thing.

| got to comment in here -- | think I'mrunning out of tine.

MR, FLETCHER: Just about.

DR. DI AZ: Just about? kay. Let nme just say sonething.
There are issues that are larger than you are, then the NRCis, that are
going to go to the Congress of the United States. The decomni ssioni ng
rule, the site term nation and the controversy with EPA is not going to
die away. Neither is the now controversy on the standards for Yucca
Mount ai n where we are ready to cone and do the responsible thing and put
out what we believe it should be, and EPA m ght have sonet hing
different.

We nmight be chall enged, and we're chal |l engi ng EPA on the

federal guidelines. They mght conme and chal | enge us on cl earance of
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materials. These are things that are very inportant to the states of
this country. And you need to decide what are your priorities as you
work this com ng year because the Congress of the United States need to
hear from you whi chever side you're on. | think you need to participate
because this needs to be resol ved.

This issue of dual regulation is too old, is 25 years ol d.

It had a wong start because EPA preceded NRC by four years. |n 1970,
they got established. There was no i ndependent agency to oversee what
the AEC was doing. They were given this national responsibility. Wen
NRC was born in 1974, nobody knew what to do about it. The only thing
that ties these two agencies together is a 1974 OMB Menp. It's two

par agraphs, and that's it. And that is absolutely crazy.

W& have the responsibility to let the Congress know that
this issue needs to be resolved, that we have in the NRC expertise and
the states have expertise that can cone to bear in these issues and
avoi d unnecessary cost to the people of this country.

We also tried this past year and we are now trying harder to
get funds appropriated fromthe Congress of the United States apart from
the fees. And a significant part of that is to the agreenent states to
make sure you guys have the resources to di scharge your
responsibilities, and I amvery much in favor of that.

In fact, | assure you that half of my visits to Congress in
the next six nmonths, every tine we will touch on that issue. W need to
have this funding. W need to be able to separate it fromthe fee base.

The states need to have adequate resources to do their work, and that's
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it. And you guys need to fight for it. Wen everything else fails,
talk to your Congressman. Did | say that?

[ Laught er. ]

DR DI AZ: kay. Revelation -- it's being considered by
many people in this country as a occupation of |east inportance. |
disagree. | think regulation is a vital conponent of this country that
was created with the specific purpose of either protecting health and
safety or protecting the way things are doing in any way, but ensuring
that the quality of the life of the people of this country is the
standard. It is -- the orchestra director is the quality of life of the
peopl e of this country, not anybody el se.

Therefore, regulation is going to be turned into sonething
different. Three weeks ago, | went to the National Academny of Sciences
and suggested a proposal, and the National Acadeny Sciences is now
acting on it that regul ati on becone a sci ence and technol ogy? Wy not?
W have science in phytokinetics, whatever that means and in everything

el se you can think of. And yet, this very critical conponent of our

soci ety which becones the interface, like | said before, between the
producer and the people is being treated in |ike an art, |ike sonething
that we do and then we do something better. It doesn't have to be. It

can be better. But to do that requires that everybody gets invol ved.
Everybody puts up their intellect to raise the | evel of what we cal
regul ation to the point that it's nore beneficial

I don't think you have a choice. There is an old cliche
that says lead, follow or get out of the way. You don't have that

[ uxury. You have to lead. Thank you so nuch.
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[ Laught er. ]

MR, FLETCHER: Thank you very much for that very informative
and inspiring talk. And | have just one question. You nentioned on
many occasions that we're awaiting Congressional action, and we need to
make sure our Congress is inforned.

But | know that sone actions have been directed by Congress,
and one of themthat the agreenent states are really concerned about is
the directive that the NRC and the EPA work together to resolve sone of
the radiation issues. Now this has been directed by Congress. Are
there active negotiations ongoing that will help alleviate sone of these
problenms while we wait for other decisions?

DR DI AZ: There are always active negotiations ongoi ng.

[ Laught er. ]

DR DIAZ: Now we think they are one-sided. | do not
believe there is in the short terma resolution between EPA and NRC on
the issues of site renmediation. | do not believe that we are converging
on the issues of Yucca Mountain. | nmight be wong on that, but | don't
see it happening.

So negotiations, yes, we will continue to interact, discuss,
negotiate. W are too far apart. And | believe that here is where the
concept of regulating with science and technol ogy comes to play. W
bel i eve we have made a very good effort to put our regulations with the
best science and technol ogy possible, and we don't believe that EPA has.

And in many tinmes in the past, what happened was that the
NRC caved in and the DCE caved in because -- anybody from EPA in here?

[ Laught er. ]
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DR DI AZ: (Good, good. EPA's a big bully.

[ Laught er. ]

DR DIAZ: Good. | wouldn't have said it if there were not
sonmebody here, by the way. | would have msinterpreted it. You can
quote me. He said it's a big bully. And this protection of the
environnent and the people, it plays very well. W are protective of
t he people and protective of the environnent, and we think that our
regul ati ons do that.

| don't see any way but Congressional decision on this

i ssue.
MR, FLETCHER: Thank you very much.
DR DIAZ: Sure. 1'd be happy to -- | know you were | ate.
MR, FLETCHER: One or two questions if anyone has sone very
pressing questions. | think you dazzled them There's one.

SPEAKER: One of the issues that --

MR, FLETCHER: State your nane, please. He can't see you.

SPEAKER: That's the reason | have it facing this way.

[ Laught er. ]

SPEAKER: |I'mEd Bailey fromthe State of California. One
thing that | nmentioned to himis whether or not NRC will attenpt to
create a fund to clean up old sites sinmlar to what EPA has for
Super f und.

And since we have over 100 term nated AEC/ NRC |icenses that
may need the sites | ooked at, what are the plans for handling these, and

will there be sone sort of Superfund-type arrangenments set up
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DR DIAZ: Yeah, | don't think we are attenpting to create a
fund to clean up licenses. However, we are |ooking at the issue even in
a case-by-case basis and trying to relieve the burden fromthe states.

| do believe that if there were a case where there were
significant costs, then you would have us on your side to say to
Congress this needs to be cleaned up and further funds need to be used,
okay.

By the way, I"'mgoing to be around quite a bit of the tine.
| do have to run out, but I'lIl be back later this norning at |unchtine.
"Il be at the reception this evening. 1'l|l be here tonorrow norning

And one of the reasons | come to this neeting is not to
listen to nyself or talk. Actually, | cone here to interact with you.
And | woul d appreciate the opportunity to di scuss whatever you want to.
And so come over to where | am and let's go at it. Thank you again

[ Appl ause. ]

MR FLETCHER: It's nowtinme for our break. As D ane has
said, we should be very pleased with our break area. So pl ease be back
in your seats by 10:15.

[ Recess. ]

MR FLETCHER: | would like to ask all of those at the --
all agreenent states at the table, when you want to ask a question just
in case | mght mss you, how about turning your tents on the edge so
that | can see you. And once the question has been recogni zed, please
put them back down.

The second thing I would Iike to do at this point is to ask

you at least for these early sessions to state your name because there
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are 35 positions, and fromthis corner, it's difficult for the
transcri ber to know exactly who's asking the question

You know, there's an old saying that I know you' ve heard.

We used to use it inthe mlitary alot that if it's not broke, don't
fix it. And when | reviewed | ast year's neeting, | noticed that there
were many things in it that just weren't broke. So why fix it.

One of the things -- individuals who participated in that
meeting did a fantastic job, and I felt as though he deserved an encore.
And though 1'd prepared a |long introduction of M. Frances X. Caneron,
think it would be a whole lot easier for me to just tell here's Chip

[ Laught er. ]

MR, CAMERON: Thank you very much, Roland, and it's really a
pl easure for me to be with this group again to facilitate the neeting
because this is a great group of people. And I'mpleased to be here.
And ny role generally is to just help you have a nore effective, nore
producti ve nmeeting, and specifically that nmeans keeping the neeting on
schedule. That's one of the areas where | did not do such a great job
in Los Angeles. | think we're still -- the neeting in Los Angeles is
still going on probably.

[ Laught er. ]

MR, CAMERON: |Is Carol Marcus here? But to also keep the
di scussion focused and relevant, to clear up any anbiguities that m ght
be in any of the presentations or any of the discussions so that
everybody understands what we're tal king about, and to also try to help
you devel op reconmendations in particular areas or action itens for the

future and who's responsible for carrying out those action itens.
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The ground rules are pretty sinple for the next couple of
days and ones that you're famliar with. You have these great nane
tents in front of you. And if you want to talk, just stand your name
tent on end like this, and this will help us to not only get a rea
clean transcript, it will help John over there who's transcribing this.
But it will also relieve the pressure on you to keep raising your hand
constantly or keeping it up or whatever.

And as Roland said, | think that for the first few tines,
maybe state your name. But one of the ideas behind having you with the
nane tents in your seats is so that John knows where you are. He knows
who is at that seat. So that | think that after this norning, naybe you
can just -- if you keep the sane seats, and | know that someone is going
to slip this in on us here. Just put your nane tent up, and I'l
recogni ze you and we'll get you on the transcript.

We do -- there may be tines when we want to follow a
particul ar thread of discussion. So | won't just go and take the nane
tents as they were put up in sequence. |If we have topics that come up
that we want to address later on in the program-- in other words, they
don't fit in the area we're in, we'll put those in the paddock and save
themuntil |ater on.

We do have a tight schedule, and I know that we want to hear
everybody talk. So in particular areas, if we have to nove on, we'l]l
al so note that in the paddock over there, and we'll cone back at the end
of the day or beginning of the next day and try to address those issues.

And in terms of requests, | would just say participate.

There's a |l ot of good ideas that people have that we hear in the
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di scussions at dinner and on the breaks. And don't be bashful. Let's
put some of those ideas on the table and, to sort of take a line from
Conmi ssioner Diaz's presentation, stand out and point out where the NRC
has to nake sone adjustnents. Be open and be candid.

And | don't know if any of you noticed, but the Thomas
Institute of Hypnosis is also neeting here.

[ Laughter.]

MR CAMERON: So if we need to recalibrate any of the NRC
staff, we can take them over there.

[ Laught er.]

MR, CAMERON: And | guess with that, the only reason |I'm out
here now trying to not fall over a wire is we don't have perhaps as nany
m kes as we should. But the audi o people have gotten us sone additional
m kes which will make it easier. But we really do need to speak in the
m ke for purposes of the transcript.

So what I'mgoing to do is I've got a long cord on this, and
I'"d like each of you at least let's go around and introduce oursel ves
and where we're from and |I'Il just pass this down. And I'mgoing to
start with Cheryl, all right.

MS. ROCGERS: Cheryl Rogers, Nebraska, and I'mcurrently over
the rad materials and | ow | evel waste program

M5. RODGERS: Alice Rodgers, Texas Natural Resource
Conservation Conmmission with jurisdiction over |ow | evel radioactive
wast e di sposal .

MR WHATLEY: |I'mKirk Watley, State of Al abana.

MR WANGLER:  Ken Wangl er from North Dakot a.
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MR SINCLAIR  Bill Sinclair with the Utah Departnent of
Envi ronnental Quality.

MR, RATLIFFE: Richard Ratliffe, Texas Departnment of Health.

MS. TEFFT: Diane Tefft, New Hanpshire Departnment of Health
and Human Servi ces.

MR, HALLI SEY: Bob Hallisey, the Massachusetts Radi ati on and
CRCPD Program the newest agreement state.

[ Appl ause. ]
MR, BOSCHULT: Larry Boschult fromthe Nevada Health

Di vi si on.

MR SNELLING [I'mDavid Snelling fromthe State of
Ar kansas.

MR, O KELLY: Pierce OKelly, Radiological Health in South
Car ol i na.

MR, COOPER: Vic Cooper from Kansas.

MR, GOFF: Bob Goff, State of M ssissippi.

MR, NANNEY: |'m Eddi e Nanney, the Tennessee Division of
Radi ol ogi cal Heal t h.

MR JACOBI: Jake Jacobi from Col orado.

MR WASCOM  Ronni e Wascom from Loui si ana.

MR, STEPHENS: M ke Stephens from Fl ori da.

MR, CAMERON: kay, thanks, Mke, let's go over to Jay and
then down this way.

MR, HYLAND: Jay Hyl and, State of Mine, new program manager
for the Radi ati on CRCPD Program and what used to be the newest agreenent

state until we were upstaged by M. Hallisey.
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MR, BRODERI CK: M ke Broderick fromthe Okl ahoma Depart nent
of Environmental Quality, hopefully the next agreenent state, although
Roger may have sonething to say about that.

MR KLINGER My nane is Joe Klinger with the State of
[Ilinois. Sone people say Illinois, but it's really Illinois.

MR, SUPPES: Roger Suppes, Onhio, the next agreenent state.

MR, FLETCHER: Rol and Fl etcher, State of Maryland, and they
do remind me that 1'mwith the State of Maryl and, not just the QAS.

MR GAVITT: Steve Gavitt, New York State Departnent of

Heal t h.

MR, LI SHAN: Gene Lishan, New York City Departnent of
Heal t h.

M5. STCECKEL: Marie Stoeckel, Rhode Island.

MR HLL: TomH I, GCeorgia.

MR, GODWN: Aubrey Godwi n, Arizona Radiation Regul atory
Agency.

MR, JEFFS: Vicky Jeffs, Kentucky, the ol dest agreenent
state -- the nost mature agreenent state.

MR AUBREY: |I'mVirgil Aubrey with the Bureau of Land and
Wast e Managenent of South Carolina, Radioactive Waste Managenent
Di vi si on.

MR LEVIN  Stuart Levin, Pennsylvania Departnment of
Envi ronnental Protection.

MR, BAILEY: Ed Bailey fromthe di sagreenent State of
California.

MR, RAZEE: Terry Razee, State of Wshi ngton.
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MR PARI'S: Ray Paris of Oregon.

MR, PADGETT: Aaron Padgett, North Carolina.

MR. CAMERON: (kay, great, and thank you all.

Unfortunately, we can't introduce everybody out there. But | think we
have people fromal so other state representatives, NRC representatives.
Some poor person fromthe EPAis out there. And we will on Saturday
nmor ni ng session on Part 35 be joined by a nunber of people fromthe
medi cal conmunity, and we will definitely go out to the audi ence for
comrent s.

And to the extent that we can do that, we will do that today
at the end of the session. And before we get started with our first
presentation, | see that Roland has a corment. So go ahead.

MR, FLETCHER: | just want to ask any representatives from
states that have applied for agreement state status that are in the
audi ence, woul d you pl ease introduce yoursel ves.

MR, CAMERON: Judith, why not -- Judith, go to the mke if
you can. That will be hel pful.

MS. BALL: |1'mJudith Ball. 1'mfromthe Radiation Program
in Mnnesota, and | hope in a couple of years we will be sitting at the
table with you.

MR CAMERON:. Terrific. We'll look forward to that.
Anybody el se out here?

[ No response.]

MR, CAMERON: (kay. Just one programnote for this norning.
At 11:40 today on your agenda, we were supposed to hear industrial

radi ography certification fromRuth MBurney of Texas. W're going to
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have Hanpton Newsone and Virgil Autry -- Aubrey. Sorry, Aubrey.
Virgil, do you want to do this? | guess -- okay, Virgil is going to do
this. Al right. [I'msorry about that.

Aubrey and Hanpton are going to do the 9:50 presentation on
Friday at that slot. The status of SDWMP Unil ateral Transfer, et cetera,
et cetera.

kay, | think our first presentation is going to be a rea
interesting one and a real positive one for everybody for the future.
And Keith Di nger who's president of the Health Physics Society is going
to tal k about Health Physics Society agreenment state issues.

And Keith, you can use the podium or cone up, whatever
you're nore confortable

MR, DI NGER: Thank you, Chip. How does this sound,
everybody? | want to start out by answering the question you had as to
why am | here. And I'lIl tell you that the reason I'mhere i s because
asked if I could come, and I want to thank Roland for responding to ny
invitation and ny good friend and insider, Diane, making it possible for
me to come and address you this norning.

Now why did | ask to cone and talk to the O ganization of
Agreenent States? The Health Physics Society actually about six years
ago decided that the state of our profession was changi ng, and the needs
of our nenbers was changing to where the Society had to become mucy nore
extroverted in its efforts and its involvenent in our science. That is,
the science of radiation safety.

And so we did start about six years ago throw ng noney at

the i ssue, went through a nunmber of consultants to hel p us becone
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experts in public affairs. W |learned our |essons. Qur |essons |earned
were that you don't need to throw noney at it. You just have to have a
little nore thoughtful approach.

And so over the last two years really we have reorgani zed
the Society's public affairs program and our invol venment in our
prof ession of radiation safety out in the public.

Well, what that has led us to do is to becone nore invol ved
at the legislative and regul atory agencies. Now, |ast year Oto Robbey
was really our media past president was the one that really got us on
track with our new program and our programreally is focused in two
areas. One is that we have hired a public affairs firm-- not a | obby
firm but a public affairs firmto introduce us to Congress.

And | ast year, that public affairs firmwas very effective
in getting Oto Robbey into Congress and to be involved in a nunber of
the radi ation safety issues that Congress was dealing with | ast year and
which are certainly carrying over into next year

You heard Commi ssioner Diaz this nmorning say that Congress
has a nunber of issues on its docket that directly relate to our job of
protecting the public and the environment fromradiation. And we intend
to be involved in those issues.

The second part of our reformed public affairs approach
t hough, is to al so have a dial ogue and involvenment with the regul atory
agencies. And to do that, we have established a new position in the
Society of a regulatory agency liaison, and that's Dr. Bill MIIls. Many
of you probably know Billie. He served in just about every regul atory

agency that Washington, D.C. has at sone point or another, and for that
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reason he's well known, okay, and that was the main reason that we asked
Billie to be our Iiaison

Alittle bit of the liaison with the regul atory agencies
occurred last year. | just really kind of focused on Congress. But in
nmy president elect year, as | started | ooking ahead to this year when
|"mpresident, | |ooked at the prograns that | was interested in doing.
It struck nme that | really have a nuch nore personal interest in the
regul atory agency end of the business.

And it mght be because | spent 26 years in a rather
forceful closed regulatory environnment in the Navy Nucl ear Propul sion
Program And | cane to the conclusion that for the majority of our
menbers, the day-to-day aggravations or their joy cones from not what
the legislators do. [It's not what the laws say. But it's rather how
the regul atory bodi es take those | aws and inpl enent them

And so | think that there is a nuch nore benefit for the
Society to be involved in the regulatory issues and regul atory agenci es
than it is with the legislators, if you will. However, the legislators
are inmportant. W are certainly continuing and trying to expand our
i nvol venent there.

But ny agenda for this year was to expand the Society's
conmuni cati ons invol venent with the regul atory bodies. And when | got
| ooki ng at what we had done | ast year, Qtto had visited with at that
time the three conmi ssioners -- had visited with themonce, and visited
with the EPA, Larry Weinstock, a couple tines. But that was pretty nuch

the extent of our regulatory agency invol venent.
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In | ooking at the agencies we had gone to, it struck ne that
there was really a very |l arge body that was m ssing on those lists of
agencies that we wanted to go visit, and that was the Agreenent States.

It's clear that the states represent probably the | argest
regul atory agency for the | argest nunber of regulated materials that
we're interested in working on, okay. And so, therefore, it's that
reason that | asked if | could cone and speak with you this norning.

| al so approached the Conference Radi ation Control program
directors, and Steve Collins and his board was ki nd enough to all ow e
to come neet with himtw weeks ago in Washington. And so, for Steve
and Bob and those that were at -- Paul and sonme of those that were at
the CRCPD Board, | apologize for any redundancy. But the nessage is
nmuch the sane.

But it is the agreement states that | really want to share
with you sone conments and sone thoughts on the Heal th Physics Society's
i nvol venent in your business because you're involved in our business.

VWhat |'d like to cover, then, and I'd like to do it very
quickly, | asked if | could have 15 mnutes to |lay out some issues on
the table, and | hope there would be about 15 minutes to get the
f eedback because | truly cane here to have your questions and to have
your feedback on a couple of the issues that I'mgoing to bring before
you.

VWhat | want to do is to very quickly give you where |I see
the state of our profession, and that profession is the profession of
radi ati on safety. Wiuere | see that at these days, where our menbers

are, and where the profession is heading over the next decade or so.
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Then 1'd Iike to share with you a few of the initiatives
that the Society is taking to address sone of the issues that that state
of the profession nmessage brings up

First of all, the state of the profession, then. Wat we
are finding in our Society, in our nenbership and in our business is
that the profession of radiation safety is becom ng rmuch nore
operationally oriented. Marv Wl nman used to say we've answered our
questions, you know, that were there in 1954 when it was an exciting new
science to have all kinds of opportunity for research and some brand new
research to take on and issues to answer.

A lot of those questions are answered, and we are now in the
process and in the business of applying what we've | earned since 1954
when we started the Health Physics Societ if you take that as the start
of the institutionalization of radiation safety, then what we're finding
is that we have to now apply all that know edge that we gai ned.

And it's in the inplenentation that we are finding our
menbers spending their livelihoods. W also are seeing that with the
reorgani zati on of America that we are nmoving in radiation safety towards
a generalization away froma specialization that we really have enjoyed
over the |last 40 years, a specialization in our professionals and our
menbers being specialized in the areas devoted to radi ation safety.

However, with reorgani zation, you can't just be a speciali st
any nore. You have to be a generalist. W're seeing nuch of our
busi ness, nuch of your regul ated busi ness being done by general safety
personnel. You're finding the industrial hygienist getting radiation

safety as the collateral duty these days. You're finding nuch of the
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radi ati on safety busi ness being done by safety engi neers and
envi ronnent al engi neers.

The reality is that we're not going to stop that or go away
fromit. And so it's the challenge of the Society who is concerned with
that specialization in radiation safety to learn how to respond to where
the profession is going, and that's what we're trying to | ook at and do.

The Soci ety has a concern that with the nore generalization
in safety, we are worried about the quality of the professiona
oversight of radiation safety as it gets mred into all these safety
progranms. And so it is the maintenance of this professional excellence
that we are very interested in addressing and trying to be a part of
maki ng sure that the groundwork that we've laid over these |ast 40 years
doesn't go away because of sone reorgani zati on of jobs and professions.

Those of you that are not in the Society or didn't have an
opportunity to attend chapter neetings |ast year when | went around and
visited our chapters, my nmessage or at |east the nature of mnmy nessage
was to bring to the nmenbership a nunber of issues that | wanted to know
how our menbers felt so that | could then this year hope to work on
initiatives that they thought were in the right place.

And in order to do that, what | did was | took a survey.

And so |I'd throw out assertions and ask themto vote on the assertions.
And | also threw out sonme proposed plans and asked themto vote on the
proposed pl ans.

One of the survey questions that | had was this. M

assertion was that the Health Physics Society has an obligation to
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provi de support to radiation and radi oactive material users to assist
themin maintaining safety and control of their sources.

Now 95 percent of the attendees at the neetings agreed that
that is a Society obligation to be involved in hel ping those peopl e t hat
have their hands on the sources to do it correctly and do it
professionally. That 95 percent rating, by the way, was the highest
rating of any assertion that 1'd nade. So | took that as a uni nanpus
vot e.

How is it that the Society, then, mght be able to hel p neet
this obligation? That is, to help people do their job professionally in
the protection of the people and the environment fromradiation. |
offer that there's three broad categories that the Society currently in
its infrastructure has and is inportant to you as a regulator, and I'm
going to get to the question of why is this inportant to ne sitting here
t hi s norning.

The Society primarily -- | think the najor advantage that it
has or the major thing that it has to offer to our profession is the
ability to network. Qur profession is just so conplicated. There are
so many individual areas that no one can be an expert in all of it.
There are those that will say they are, but there's no one that could be
an expert in all areas of radiation safety and heal th physics.

And so it becomes very inportant that we have a networKking
ability to go find the right answer fromthe right person when a problem
comes up that we aren't the specialist in addressing.

The Society, | offer to you, is the premere vehicle for our

profession for radiation safety professionals to network and find out
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what others are doing and get in there and help. That's exactly why
you're here this weekend is to network with your peers on issues rel ated
to agreenent state issues.

Well, | offer that this inmportant networking that you're
doi ng needs to be done on a daily basis throughout all those people that
have responsibilities for radiation safety. And | offer that the
Society right nowis the best general networking opportunity that there
is for all of these radiation safety people.

W as a Society offer, | think, sone of the best training
opportunities for just training people in radiation safety. And we are,
as | already alluded to, becom ng rmuch nore involved and, therefore,
giving our menbers a voice in the legislative and regul atory issues
whi ch affect radiation safety.

So for those reasons, | offer to you that the Society has an
i mportant function to play in radiation safety over the next decade or
so. Well, let me share with you sone initiatives that we are taking as
a Society to help nmeet this obligation, helping to see that those that
are charged with the protection of people and the environment are able
to do it to the best of their ability.

And a nunber of the initiatives revolve around nenbershi p.
The reason that we are doing a nunber of menbership initiatives -- |
want to start out this nessage with this statenment, and I'mgoing to end
with this statement -- does not have anything to do with the need to
have nore people or nore dues collected. W are not interested in

bui | di ng menbership for the sake of nenbership
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The reason there are, however, a nunber of initiatives being
driven in the nenbership area is because we see the only way to offer
t hese benefits that the Society has to let themdo their job better is
to have them at the trough and able to drink out of the water that we
can put in the trough for them

And so we are working to becone nore inclusive in our
Soci ety menbership for the sole purpose of including all of those that
can benefits fromthe products that we have to offer. And so in an
attenpt to becone nore inclusive, we have started a nunber of
initiatives.

W first of all have changed our nenbership qualifications
in a nunber of areas. W have recogni zed, for exanple, NRRPT, Nationa
Regi stry of Radi ol ogi cal Protection Technol ogists. Registration with
the NRRPT is being a de facto qualification as a planary nmenber in the
Heal t h Physics Soci ety.

We have started a new classification of nenber. 1It's called
a section menber. A section nmenber classification was devel oped and
created solely for the purpose of trying to make it nore attractive to
i ncl ude those that have radiation safety responsibilities but don't
think they're a health physicist. They don't do big old research, and
so that they don't have to belong to the Health Physics Society.

And so we're setting up this classification that is geared
to having nmenbers be able to join one of our technical sections. It is
a menber classification of the Society, but it is a nmenber of a
technical section. And in that regard, then they would only really be

really networking with and involved in those that have the sane




N

o 00~ W

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

55
technical focus in the areas that they're working in. And this is al
with the intent that section nenbership is cheaper, and that it's |less
-- dues are smaller than are the full dues of planary or associate
nmenber .

Ri ght now, the one section that has adopted the section
menber is our newWy forned Radi ati on Safety Operations Techni ca
Section, RSO Section. W have started a recruiting effort for RSCs --
radi ati on safety officers. W have two weeks ago sent out 17,000
brochures to RSGCs that appear on state and NRC |icense material --

i censees.

Now unfortunately we weren't able to pull out the current
menbers off that list. And so out of the 17,000, you know, about 3,000
or 4,000 are menbers already of the Society. But to the rest of them
the message is that we have a product that we think will help them do
their job better, and we are waiting to see how that recruiting effort
cones out.

One of the other big initiatives that we're doing is
expandi ng our liaison effort. W recognize that with this
generalization we are finding, for exanple, industrial hygienists,
saf ety engi neers, environnmental engineers doing radiation safety.
They' re doi ng our profession.

And so what we need to do is to get theminvolved in the
prof essi onal society that supports that function. And so we have
expanded our liaison functions. | have appointed a special liaison to
i ndustrial hygiene committee conmunity. Jessie Conoyer fromBattelle is

spending alnost his full tine at his wife's dismay in getting the Health
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Physics Society's industrial hygiene conmunity tal king better, and we're
doi ng sone liaison. Jessie's already gone to the ACA H TLV Physi ca
Agent Conmittee and helped with the rewite of their TLVPA docunent on
ionize and radiation

So these liaison efforts are expanding. Now |l want to end
up by saying what | started with, and that is we're not interested in
recruiting for recruiting's sake. 1In fact, I'll share with you that the
section nenber classification, it turns out that what we're charging for
dues is all the dues are directly accountable to products that are given
to the nmenbers, and none of it -- five bucks out of the dues fromthe
section nenbers goes towards the support of the organization and its
over head functi on.

So the planary and associ ate nmenbers, if you will, are
underwriting section nmenbership to help bring themin. And so |I'm not
here as a telemarketer to try to get you to sign up to sonething
different and new But | amhere to share with you that the Society
sees the need to get -- be inclusive of those that are doing the
busi ness.

So what's that nean to you as the regul ators at agreenent
states? Wiy have | bored you with all of this? As a regulator, | know
that you want to have your |icensees or those that you regulate do their
job the best they can. Now I'mgoing to nake a contention and not
expand upon it, but 1'mgoing to nake a contention that nenbership in
the Heal th Physics Society or in a professional organization -- but I
of fer the Health Physics Society as the organization related to this

i ssue, radiation society -- that nenbership in a professiona
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organi zation |like the Health Physics Society is a denpnstration of
pr of essi onal i sm above those who do not bel ong to professional societies.
And | offer that those that belong to a professional society like the
Heal th Physics Society is able to tap and benefit fromthat nenbership
so that they can do their job better. And you as a regul ator want
people to do their jobs better

And I'moffering to you that it is therefore in your
interest to |l ook for your licensees who in fact are professionally
involved in this issue of radiation safety and not just treatnment as a
collateral duty that it's a ping on their resune.

So what do you nean? \What can you do about it? Well, as a
regul ator, you have responsibility of going in and judging the
conpet ence of your licensee on a regular inspection basis. Now I'm not
dunb enough to think that you're going to go wite a regul ation that
says to be an industrial radi ographer, you have to belong to the Health
Physics Society. |1 do offer this, though

VWhen you go evaluate |icensees and you | ook at prograns, you
have your criteria and checklist. But as we are nore and nore noving to
t he performance-based way of regul ating, you have to devel op a gut fee
as to whether that licensee is good. You walk in with, yeah, this
basically is sound. Now let's get down to the nitty gritty. | offer to
you that sonme of those things that help build that gut feeling, one of
those things could be are these people professionally involved and
interested in the business of safety.

And so | would offer that you | ook and see whether radiation

safety officers and your licensees are in fact involved in professiona
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stuff like the Health Physics Society. There's another part of this
menbership i ssue, and that's your own involvenment in the Health Physics
Soci ety.

W did a bal ance of the CRCPD nmenbership rul es agai nst the
Heal t h Physi cs nenbership, and we found that 35 percent of CRCPD nenbers
were nenbers of the Society, |eaving, of course, 65 percent that were
not menbers. That's not as good as the sitting comm ssioners. Forty
percent of the sitting comr ssioners are nenbers of the Health Physics
Society. I'msorry that M. Diaz wasn't here to hear that. He's our
newest nenber.

In fact, as an aside, Conmissioner Diaz -- | first met him
when | was at the Virginia chapter last year. | went to visit the
Virginia chapter of the Health Physics Society for their neeting. It
was a weekend neeting, and it was joined with the American Nucl ear
Society Section. Well, Commissioner Diaz is very active in the Amrerican
Nucl ear Society. And so he was down there because as a section nmenber
he was down to the neeting. And so he was there to hear ny tal k about
regul atory burden and ot her things.

And one of the things in ny talk | ended up doing is having
peopl e who were not nenbers of the Society raise their hand. And when
their hand is raised, ny acconplice which is ny wife ran around with
applications and stuck an application in their hand. Well, after the
nmeeti ng, Comm ssioner Diaz canme up and introduced hinself, and he said
-- he had an application in his hand. He said, "I'll nake you a deal,
Keith." He said, "I'Il join your Society if you prom se to cone see ne

twice in the next year." And so as of last nonth, M. Diaz was a nenber
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of the Society, and so | now have Bill MIls is calling his office as we
speak today to get and see hi m next nonth.

But your menbership -- you being a nenber of a professiona
society, | offer, is also inportant. One of the nost conmon coments
that I got out of ny visits to the chapters was nostly the chapter
menber shi p was nade up of users -- nore users than regulators. One of
the conments they nmade was the regulators and inspectors don't know
anyt hi ng about health physics. They don't understand our business.

Vll, | offer that to help counter that is if you belong to
t he professional society that is furthering this business, that that
ki nd of conplaint ought to start going away. And in fact, it was in two
agreement states where there were nenbers fromthe Bureau of
Radi ol ogi cal Health in these agreenent states at the neeting and had
been actively involved in these two different chapters where | got no
response to regul atory burden being an issue. Nobody thought it was.
And | offer that that's indicative of the regul ator/users conmunication
t hat hel ped resol ve that kind of feeling.

Among the Organi zation of Agreenment States, you're better
than CRCPD as a whole in that | count anong the 35 agreenent states and
those that have letters of intent, | could that 54 percent of those
states have a director who is a nenber of the Society, and | think
that's very good.

I would offer to the other 46 percent the opportunity to
review whether in fact it wouldn't benefit from hel ping in Society

busi ness.
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| want to take a mnute to tal k about regul atory burden, and

then | really want to just turn it over and have you ask questions about
the Society or anything that |I've said.

But the reason | want to tal k about regul atory burden was
that |last year Oto Robbey, after taking his visit to the chapters, cane
to the board of directors in the Society and said, well, one thing that
| carried out in nmy nmeetings with these chapters is that our menbers
consi der that radiation and radi oactive material is not being allowed to
be used for the benefit of the public because of regulatory burden
W' re being driven out of business by regul atory burden

Well, it struck ne if that's true -- if that is true -- and
| offer that | didn't take it on face fact that it was, but if it was
true, certainly the Health Physics Society had a very inportant interest
in being involved in that issue of regul atory burden

And so | have addressed this with the menbership in ny
surveys. And in general, about 85 percent of the nenbers feel that
regul atory burden is an issue, and that the burden is in fact perhaps
preventing the beneficiary use of radiation radioactive material to the
public benefit of our country. So we need to be involved in that.

My one assertion was that in a regulatory environnent --
first of all, ny assertion was we have to have regul ators, and about 75
percent agreed with that.

[ Laught er. ]

MR DINGER: And | still -- the other 25 percent | count as
not knowi ng. Actually, they may have been the regulators in the group

| don't know. But anyway, we have to have regulation. And so ny
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assertion was that in the regulatory and need for a regul atory
environnent, the best way to operate is to have both sides of the issue,
the regul ators and the operators understand the pressures and
responsibilities of the other side because they don't have the sane job
functi on.

To understand the other side, and then to communi cate and
prof essionally resol ve such that we have reasonabl e regul ati ons t hat
nmeets the needs of both parties. So the need to comuni cate was one of
the maj or assertions that got a | arge agreenent, and that is another
maj or reason why | wanted to cone this norning was to open the lines for
conmuni cation for you as a representative regulatory body to the |arger
part of our nmenbership which represent primarily users and operators.

The Heal th Physics Society offers sonme uni que opportunities
for this communication to take place. W do have regulators in the
Soci ety, and obviously we have users and |icensees. And we have a
nunber of vehicles such as the nonthly newsletter where we offer a good
forumfor this interchange to take pl ace.

There's been some excellent interchanges on contentious
regul atory issues, okay. The EPA decomm ssioning rule has had sone good
poi nt/counterpoint articles in the newsletter. Charlie WIlis
i ntroduced the KI issue which I think is going to be on you all's
plates, if not today, at |east over the next year

The Society offers a good forumfor this kind of
interchange. And so I'd offer that's another reason for all parties to

be involved is to help with this cross-conmuni cati ons.
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One thing | have done in response to polling the nmenbers is
I'"ve forned an ad hoc conmittee this year to see howthis works. It's
an ad hoc conmittee on regulatory burden oversight. |It's a committee
that is conposed of sone of what | woul d consider to be our higher |evel
menbers. They're all fellows of the Society. Two of them are past
presidents of the Society.

And the purpose of this conmmttee is to take input from
menbers who think that there is a regulatory requirenment -- and | want
to say that regulatory in this case is defined very broadly and it
i ncludes scientific commttee recomendations, regulatory codified
requi renents, regulatory enforcenment actions, that is, interpretations
of the codified requirements. It allows nenbers to present to this
conmmittee any of those categories of issues that they think is a burden
And a burden is defined as making it either very hard or probabl e that
you cannot provide a beneficial use of radiation or radioactive materia
because of this regulatory requirenent.

The idea is that the Society as an independent scientific
pr of essi onal organization have a commttee to serve as a arbitrator, if
you will, on issues that our nenbers say are burdensone. And | see this
as being able to work two ways.

One is to go back to those nenbers that say this really is
wrong and say, you know, we've have |ooked at it, and it really is not
wong. It's a good reason for it, and you're missing the point. So it
goes to our nenbers to hel p your burden when our nenbers and the opinion

of this conmmttee are off track
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W al so, however, have the job of looking at if in fact
there appears to be a burdensone regulation in that category, it's the
intent of this conmmittee to take action to address this burden to the
appropriate regulatory body. |If it turns out that it's sonething that
we think is burden sone in, for exanple, the state regul ations, then we
woul d be addressing it if it's a broad issue, |ooking to address it to
you, this body, OAS, and also to the CRCPD

If it's something that's unique to a state, then we would
| ook to cone to you, the director of that state, and offer our opinion
that there's a burden and, with that, offer advice on how we think that
burden can be renoved or | essened.

I only advertised the existence of the commttee |ast nonth,

and so far have had three inquiries as to whether certain i ssues would

fall into the category of this committee's review One of them has been
submitted. | just got it three days ago. So ny conmittee doesn't know
that we have it, but it doesn't relate to any state issues. It does

relate to a federal regul atory agency of which there is one
representative in the audi ence.

[ Laught er. ]

MR DINGER: But Jims a big bully, and so he's going to
make it hard for us to talk to him But | just want to |let you know of
that initiative so that first of all you can use it. Feel free to wite
what you think is a burden if you'd like the Society to serve as kind of
an i ndependent review panel. But if issues cone up and we cone and
approach you, you'll understand where we're conming from

I'd like to stop here.
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MR, CAMERON: Ckay.

MR DINGER: And for any tinme that's allowed, I'd like to
take input. | do have to say that | really appreciate you conmng to ny
state to nmake it easy to cone and nmeet with you. Thank you for thinking
of that.

I do have to apol ogi ze. Although the venue is extrenely
conveni ent, ny schedule turned out not to be all that convenient. And
so | won't be able to stick around very nuch.

However, | have a direct representative, Ruth MBurney, who
is on our Executive Commttee who will be here for the whole neeting.
And so pl ease bend her ear on anything that I've set her up for in this
nmeeti ng.

MR, CAMERON: kay, thank you very much, Keith. Let's take
about ten mnutes for questions and conments to Keith, particularly
since this my be an issue -- this |liaison issue may be one that the
agreenment states want to discuss in their business neeting today. But
let's focus our conments and questions on this issue of liaison with the
Heal t h Physics Soci ety.

And Steve Collins, if you want to say anything fromthe
CRCPD point of view, feel free to do that. Let's go to Ed.

MR, BAILEY: Yeah, Ed Bailey fromCalifornia. Keith, one of
the things that HPS has done at the local level is participate with
state regulatory agencies in putting on conferences. It's very
successful. The South Texas chapter in the Texas program This Apri
we will have in the Northern Californial/Sierra, Nevada chapters working

with our programto put on a D& seminar. And | think if the |oca
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chapters coul d be encouraged to approach the regul atory agenci es and

hel p to co-sponsor sonething, | think it would be beneficial to both
gr oups.
| routinely go to the HPS neetings, and, |ike you have
i ndicated, | am always surprised at how few of us there are there. And

in the bars, we've even tal ked about doing a paper which you' ve al ready
done. All you've got to do is wite it. How nmany of us actually even
bel ong to the Society?

| fortunately work for a state that requires that the
director of the programbe a CHP. So we're trying now to encourage our
people to not only be a menber of the Society, but becone certified by
trying to get a bonus in their salary if they are certified.

MR, DINGER: Good. Actually, | have a suggestion, Ed. The
Heal t h Physics Soci ety depends very heavily on our chapters to do our
work. | have witten a letter to all chapter presidents asking themto
join up with their local AIHA chapter. That's part of that |iaison

Your suggestion about contact the state regul ators and hook
up with themis excellent, and I will send a letter on that regard.

MR, CAMERON: (Okay. Let's go to Aubrey.

MR GODWN: Aubrey Godwin, Arizona. Initially, you alluded
to that you mght want to get sone action going in the potassiumiodi de
issue. There's a lot of work being published now in European journals
about the sensitivity of the young to the radiati on exposure fromthe
i odi des fromthe Chernobyl event, and they're indicating in sone places

t hat exposures on the order of one Remto the thyroid could double the
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risk of a cancer formation in the thyroid, and up to ten Rem maybe as
much as 100 tinmes greater.

Those are pretty significant nunbers, and | know that's not
exactly in accord with sone of the policies you all have adopted in the
past. But it would be good to get the Society to do sone sort of peer
review the states are eventually going to have to | ook at this issue
again in regard to their reactors and how they develop a protective
action plans around them

So that kind of service would be a great help to the states
not only the regulator type, but also the emergency response types.

MR, DI NGER: Ckay, thank you. W actually have started to
| ook at that issue. Let nme say for those that aren't famliar with our
structure, our bylaws require certain requirenents for sonmebody to speak
as a spokesman of the Society as a whole. And the way we have that set
up in our rules and bylaws is we have a committee. It's called the
Scientific and Public Issues Committee. |It's nade up of the
president-el ect, president and then the three nost inmedi ate past
presidents make up that conmittee.

That committee is given authorization to speak on behal f of
the Society by making position statements. Oher than that, all of us
conme out and carry perhaps a hat as an officer in the Society but don't
have the authority to speak on behalf of all of our nenbers.

Wth the i ssuance of NUREG 1633 which | think all of you are
probably famliar with, the draft NRC techni cal docunent on the
i mplications of the general distribution of KI in the case of a severe

reactor accident.
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| actually drafted a proposed position statement fromthe
Society on KI. It did not pass the vote of the SMPI C because there was
two nmenbers that wanted further debate and di scussion on the issue. And
so we are |looking at that issue. | suspect we won't conme up with a
position statenent if we can agree on a position -- won't cone up with
one until our mdyear neeting in Al buquerque in January.

| did wite as a sort of help who happens to be president of
the Society a letter to Dr. Congill making conrent on NUREG 1633. And
if the proposed rule cones out before we get a position paper witten, |
expect to wite a comment as the president but not on behal f of the
Society on the issue. So thank you. That is the kind of issue we're
interested in being a part of the discussion.

I will say right now the discussion is that we can't agree
within the conmttee that has to agree

[ Laughter.]

MR, CAMERON: (kay, Keith, you' ve heard a couple of
suggesti ons about how you could work nore closely with the agreenent
states. Did you have any specific recommendations in mnd for the
agreement state consideration on how there should be a closer |iaison?

MR, DI NGER: Yeah, thank you, Chip. The only suggestion I
have is -- and | have thought that -- I'Il tell you what ny intent is,
istowite aletter to the Board of the OAS and ask themto assign and
identify a liaison fromQOAS to the Health Physics Society.

We have a Liaison Conmittee. W have a |list of those
organi zations we liaison with. W have a formal |iaison, for exanple,

with the CRCPD, okay. Steve Collins is their current liaison to the
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Society. | think OAS ought to be an organization on that list. And so
I was going to ask if they would identify sonebody.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay, thank you.

MR, DINGER: But outside of that, 1'd just ask for you to
consi der, you know, the role that this Society can play to be a part of
your job which is getting harder every day.

MR, CAMERON: (kay. Thanks, Keith. And Rol and, you don't
have the letter yet, obviously. But if you want to talk about it at the
busi ness neeting, that m ght be a good issue.

Steve Collins, do you want to say anything fromthe CRCPD
per spective?

MR COLLINS: As chair of the CRCPD, | did go to the Health
Physics Society nmeeting or at least a portion of it this sumer and did
serve that function. But Pierce OKelly has been designated as the
of ficial |iaison now between CRCPD and the Health Physics Society even
t hough both of us may share sone of these functions depending on the
nmeeting at the tine.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you very much.

MR DINGER: | would offer Roland in discussing the request
for a liaison, we have a liaison |luncheon at our annual neeting every
year, and the menu is usually always fillet. So fillet mgnon

[ Laught er. ]

MR, DINGER: So that might help in the selection

MR CAMERON: | won't ask where that nmeeting is. But

sonmeone else? Oh, Pierce, all right.




N

o 00~ W

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

69

MR O KELLY: | just wanted to | et everybody know that |
have been serving as a liaison, and |I've been working real close with
Jim Tri pi des and have been al so placed on the Rules and Regul ati ons
Conmittee of the Society to hel p keep things goi ng between the CRCPD and
HPS especially in the areas of regulation and |egislation

MR, DI NGER: Bob, we do have a Legislation and Regul ati on
Conmittee which Bob is hel ping. They' ve becorme under Jim Tri pi des who's
at the University of California at Irvine, very active in tracking and
being involved in the regulations. It's under his committee that we've
been involved in the tenancy of R 35 rul emaki ng process. |In fact, Ed
Bail ey represented us in San Francisco

But the other requests for formal |iaison are under our
Liaison Conmittee. So you get invited to |unch

MR, CAMERON: kay, thank you very much, Keith.

MR, DINGER: Thank you for your tine.

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay. W're going to nove on now --

[ Appl ause. ]

MR, CAMERON: We're going to go to Bob Hallisey who's naking
his way up to the podium now to hear about the New Engl and Radi ol ogi ca
Health Committee. Bob?

MR, HALLI SEY: Good norning, everyone. And | just want to
echo Keith's comments. |'ve been an active nmenber of the Health Physics
Soci ety probably longer than | want to renenber, back in the early
1960's. And our program and many of our program nenbers are on the

| ocal chapter's board, and it's one good way to get your nessage out to
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t he menbership by getting active with the |ocal chapter, staying active
and participating in the neetings.

This nmorning for a few m nutes, because we are running a
l[ittle bit late as | can see, as the oldest nost mature, Vickie, nenber
of the New Engl and Conpact in the New Engl and Radi ol ogical Health
Conmmittee, | asked Roland if | could take a few mnutes to tell all of
you about sonething about which we are very extrenely proud, nanely, the
New Engl and Radi ol ogi cal Health Committee, commonly known as NERC

Now this committee is made up of radiation control program
directors fromeach of the six New England states and the regi ona
representative fromFDA and fromthat other agency of which there is one
person present, and that is the reason he is here, Jim Cherniak, EPA

The conmittee was statutorily created through legislation in
each of the six New Engl and states by neans of what is known as the New
Engl and Radi ol ogi cal Health Conpact. Now in the md 1960's when all six
of the New Engl and states -- and they are Miine, New Hanpshire, Vernont,
Massachusetts, Rhode Island and Connecticut, in case some of you don't
know -- had established radiation control progranms, the program
directors at that tine started an informal policy of nmeeting at |east on
a sem -annual basis to discuss issues of nutual concern

These informal neetings at that time very often took place
at the core of New England, the Gty of Boston, Massachusetts which
Diane did not nmention this norning. At that tinme, the Radiation
prograns in Miine, New Hanpshire, Vernont and Rhode |sland had one or
two or three people in them whereas Massachusetts and Connecticut had

about eight or nine people.
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The program directors cane up with a clever way of working
together to ensure that all of the New Engl and prograns woul d be
strengt hened, properly educated and have sufficient resources to carry
out and acconplish their n ssions.

For sonme of you old timers here, these founding fathers were
JimFuller from Mine; Forest Bunford from New Hanpshire; Harry Ash in
Vernont; Art Huebner from Connecticut; Dr. JimDerry from Rhode Isl and
and Jack Collins from Massachusetts.

Yes, although you may find it hard to believe there was a
radi ati on control programdirector in Massachusetts before Jerry Parker
| at that tinme was actually a Fed. | was the regional rep for the FDA
in the Boston area and was very much involved in the beginning on the
formation of this committee. That's how | get the opportunity to
present the materials to you this norning.

But these founding fathers canme up with the idea of
devel opi ng a nodel act that would pronote nutual aid anpbng the six New
Engl and states and all ow for sharing of both resources, personnel and
information. This nodel act also called for the creation of the NERF
t he New Engl and Rad Health Conmmttee, and for the devel opnment of a New
Engl and Conpact as approved by the |egislators and governors of the
several party states.

The Act was first passed in the wonderful state of Mine.
Jay Hyl and was barely thought of at that time, | think. It was actually
in March of 1967, and Rhode Island followed in April of 1967. And then
New Hanpshire in July of the sane year, and Massachusetts in Decenber of

that year. And Connecticut and Vernont in 1969.
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The Conpact becane official with the passage of the second
cooperative state. The conmpact was signed into | aw, and each of the
states follows essentially the same format as devel oped by the NERC
The conpact also allows that any state not nentioned above which is
contiguous to any party state in the conmpact may join by enacting the
same | egi slation.

W& have spent many years dealing with New York trying to get
themto pass the statute there, but they have cone to many of our
nmeetings over the years. Now the purpose of the New Engl and compact is
to (a) pronote the radiological health protection of the public in New
Engl and and within the individual party states, (b), nost inportantly,
provi de mutual aid and assistance in radiological health matters,
including, but not limted to, radiation incidents, and (c) encourage
and facilitate the efficient use of personnel and equi prment by
furthering the orderly acquisition and sharing of resources useful for
progranms in the radiation protection area.

A conpact plan has been desi gned which outlines the nmanner
in which these intrastate nutual aid and assistance and exchange of
personnel is acconplished. This plan includes specific information on
t he channel s of communication anong the states, the availability of
equi prent and | aboratory capabilities, the procedures for requesting
assistance fromthe party states, and notifying party states of
radi ol ogi cal incidents as well as clarification procedures of the | oan
of personnel and equi pnent and the obvious financial obligations

encount ered when you send soneone from one state to another
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Each conpact adm nistrator or designee in which -- and the
adm nistrator is actually the chief health officer of each state, and
t he designees are the radiation control programdirectors, they have
provi ded the hone and office tel ephone nunbers of himor herself and of
such staff nenbers as he or she nmay designate as the emergency contacts
for the conpact.

In addition, they have provided a second channel of
conmuni cati ons such as through the state police which is operative under
24 hours a day for seven days a week for any energency contacts, and
arrange within his or her state for emergency communi cations to reach
responsi ble staff nenbers at all tines.

Each conpact adm nistrator has notified the secretary of
this above designation, the secretary presently being the representative
of that federal agency that w shes to remain anonynmous. And this
information is updated at |east annually in the plan

Each conpact adm nistrator also transmtted to the secretary
alisting of all available fields to their equipnent including its
range, other emnergency equi pnent and a listing of available | aboratory
capabilities by type of analysis. Such listing is updated annually in
t he plan and shared anong the nenbers.

Upon a determ nation by an adm nistrator or a del egate that
a radiation incident has taken place within his or her state of a
magni t ude sufficient to require sone additional resources or personnel
the conpact administrator in that state contacts the secretary and the

EPA organi zation to request such aid as deenmed necessary.
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The secretary then has the authority to contact whatever
appropriate party states nmay be needed to assist. Now any state
responding to requests for aid under this plan shall operate while in
the party's state in accordance with the radiation incident plan of that
particul ar state.

Prof essi onal training of technical personnel having specia
skills or training related to radiation protection may be nade avail abl e
to a party state upon request. The state receiving aid or assistance
shall reinburse the state rendering the aid of assistance for any | oss
or dammge i ncurred

| have to tell you that we have utilized the conpact in a
nunber of instances. But in all instances, the state sending the
assi stance has absorbed the cost. So we haven't had to invoke the
financial aspects of it.

Thi s compact has been used a |l ot in energency planning
activities since we have two reactors that sit practically on the border
of Massachusetts -- one in Massachusetts, Vernont, New Hanphire, and the
ot her one is New Hanpshire and Massachusetts. And we al so have trash
calls and dunp calls. John Bunn woul d know about those. And because of
the close proximty of the state, there's a lot of tines trash going
fromone state to another, and we're able to assist each other there.

Lost sources, transportation and, nost inportantly,
| aboratory breakdowns if one of the small states have sonme issue with
some of their |aboratory equi pnent broken and they can ship the sanples
to one of the other under the conpact, and we anal yze them and supply

the data back to them
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But early on, our founding fathers also realized that this
NERF essentially cried out for sone type of annual neeting. The group
began formally neeting on an annual basis in 1969, and it was clearly
the intent fromthe beginning that these nmeetings would be an
opportunity for all programstaff from each of the six New Engl and
prograns to get together and nmeet and discuss areas of nutual concern

As these neetings evolved, they included training sessions,
nost often by federal agency personnel, but also right fromthe very
begi nni ng included short presentations by staff menbers from each of the
states on projects or surveys or techniques and procedures that they had
devel oped, sonet hing new and uni que.

It was at one of these earlier neetings that Ken Travers,
assigned to the State of Vernont, first proposed what then becane the
general exposure normalization techni que which many of you are famliar
with. The two-day neetings eventually involved into three and a half to
four-day neetings with topic-specific training sessions include
representatives now from FDA, EPA, NRC, FEMA and N OSH

Over the years, with the dem se of the regi onal neetings
t hroughout the country, the NERF routinely has representatives from New
York and New Jersey and Canada as well as many other states fromtime to
time in the program This year's neeting is in two weeks in Portland,
Mai ne, and next year will be our 30th consecutive neeting year.

In closing, | would be the first to admt that the reason
why the NERF continues to have successful annual neetings is primarily
due to the close proximty of all six New England states, the | ow travel

cost, and, nost inportant, the dedication and intensity of the six
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programdirectors and their two federal nmenmbers to ensure that these
nmeetings and training sessions will continue to be available for al
radi ati on control programstaff menbers in New England and all others
who desire to attend

Al t hough we acconplish much on a snmall budget, the committee
had wanted to sponsor this norning' s coffee break to make you aware of
us and of our activities. And I'd like to ask you to please take a
mnute during this nmeeting to let any of the eight nmenbers of the
conmittee that are here present know of your feelings about the New
Engl and Rad Health Conmittee and any questions that you m ght have, and
also let us knowif you want to be on the mailing list for future
nmeetings. We'd love to have you all cone. Thank you.

[ Appl ause. ]

MR, CAMERON: Thank you very much, Bob. There nmay be a
qguestion or coment or two. And | think it mght be useful to get on
the tabl e whether there are any other simlar regional organizations
operating around the country. Questions for Bob or comments? Cheryl?
Do you want to use -- and coul d everybody use their card, too, to just
di sci pline you

M5. ROGERS: Bob, in the middle of the country, we have an
annual get together courtesy of our EPA regional representative. It's
| owa, M ssouri, Nebraska, Kansas. And we have tal ked about, you know,
the fact that we would like to do nutual aid type arrangenents, but we
don't have anything formal set up. 1Is there something that you coul d

suggest, or was the inpetus to put that statutorily in place?
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MR HALLI SEY: Yes. W had a nodel |egislation, and | can
certainly mail you a copy of it, and you can share with your other
st at es.

M5. ROGERS: | guess what inspired the formation in the
first place, if you renenber?

MR, HALLISEY: OCh, well, it was sinply because you had six
radi ati on control progranms, and four of them had one or two or three
menbers, and the others had six to eight nenbers, and they thought,
well, this is sort of foolish. The smaller states are having difficulty
getting things done, and the larger states -- | won't say they had extra
peopl e hangi ng around, but they wanted to have the opportunity to share
the resources. And that's basically what started it with the founding
f at hers.

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay, Bob?

MR, GOFF: Bob Goff, State of M ssissippi. The Southern
Ener gy Emergency Board, we al so have a simlar group. W neet every
year in conjunction with the All Agreements States Program and
beli eve we've got -- and | hope | don't |eave anybody out, but we've got
the states of Texas, Arkansas, Louisiana, North Carolina, South
Carolina, Kentucky, Georgia, Tennessee, Florida, and M ssissippi, of
course. Thanks. And Virginia.

It's very beneficial to us, even though we neet just a
period of an hour or two. |It's beneficial to sit down and just talk
about the incidents that occurred in the state and sonme of the things
that we're doing to inprove energency response. And to ne, it's always

benefi ci al
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[ No response.]
MR, CAMERON: (Okay. Thanks a lot, Bob, and --

[ Appl ause. ]
MR, CAMERON: As Aaron Padgett is making his way up to the

78

podium | just want to say that the good natured kidding for the agency

that wants to remain anonynous, usually that's reserved at these
nmeetings for our office of general counsel at the NRC. So Hanpton and
woul d both Iike to thank that agency for being here.

Next, Aaron Padgett's going to tal k about the Mdses Cone
Hospital incident. Aaron?

MR, PADGETT: Wio's controlling the slides? Go ahead and
put slide one up.

On March 4 of this year, our agency received a call fromt

Moses Cone Hospital in Geensboro, North Carolina, and basically the

call said, "You know those 19 bracket therapy Cesium 137 sources that
have? Well, we don't have then any nore. They're gone."

And they were right. Al 19 bracket therapy sources had
di sappeared. Well, we imediately asked ourselves what can we do to
hel p. Well, as nost of you know, one of the things you do is report t

t he Nucl ear Regul atory Conmm ssion and nost of the other groups and

agenci es around the nation what's happened, and we did this. Only, we
took a little different approach in making the report because we were
not quite ready for this to go out to the world. And for those of you

who report to the operational center, you know that as soon as the

he

we

(o]
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information goes in, it's put on the Internet, and everybody in the
world has access to it.

So we did let the NRC know that we'd had an incident where
19 sources were lost. But we didn't tell themwho the |icensee was
because we knew that information would be put on the Internet, and,
again, we were not ready for that. W were dealing with the |oca
agencies at that point in tinme. W wanted the |ocal agencies to be very
much a part of this planning and recovery effort. And the |oca
agencies did not want that information out at this point in tine.

So we nade a deliberate decision to w thhold who the
licensee was so that would not nake it out to everybody in the world at
that point in tine. Now in our conversations with NRC personnel at the
region, we did go ahead and tell themthat this was the Mses Cone
Hospital up in G eensboro, but we asked themto hold that until the
foll owi ng day before we put that out to the world. Well, we sat back
and did our planning. And as a result of that, you know how these calls
cone in. This is like three or four o' clock in the afternoon. And so
it was really the next day before much was done on this, and we didn't
want it on the news that night.

The next day, we dispatched two teans to Greensboro. One
was to work with with the hospital personnel inside the hospital and on
t he hospital grounds, and the other one was to work out in offsite
areas, for instance, the landfill and the waste water treatnent plant.
Over the next few days, we |ooked and tried to ask oursel ves how many

di fferent ways coul d these sources have gotten out of the hospital.




N

o 00~ W

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

80

And, well, so much -- we don't really need the visuals
anyway. We worked with the hospital staff trying to identify all the
properties that the hospital owned and who m ght possibly be involved in
this incident.

W al so asked oursel ves what additional assistance m ght be
needed as we do this search for these sources. You know, we're a
typical state. W have the routine mcro R neters and other things like
this that nost of you have, the little portable scouts and so forth.

But we don't really have a | arge nunber of this type of
equi prent. W don't have anything any nore sophisticated than that.
And we were quite aware of the DOE capabilities or at |east sonewhat
aware of the DOE capabilities.

So in addition to working with the | ocal emnergency
organi zati ons, the County Energency Preparedness, the G eensboro Fire
Department, police and so forth, we al so opened di scussions not only
with the NRC but with the DOE on what their capabilities are and what
they could do to assist in this search

As a result of those conversations, we had the DCE cone down
to Greensboro, North Carolina and to neet with all the agencies invol ved
inthis. Now as | said before, all 19 of their bracket therapy sources
were gone. Now the size of these range fromabout 10 mllicuries up to
alittle over 60 mllicuries each

This slide will show you about the size of each of the
little sources, a little less than an inch |ong and about an ei ghth of
an inch in dianeter. So they're fairly small. Nowthere's alittle

over 600 mllicuries total activity did not represent a threat to a
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| arge community. There's just not enough activity there. But it did
and does represent a deadly threat to one or a fewindividuals in a
smal | area

It also represents, of course, a trenmendous public relations
problemif those sources were placed in the wong place. So we had al
of those issues to think about. During this time, we are spending a
nunber of hours on the phone, let's say, with people fromthe Nucl ear
Regul atory Conmission in Atlanta. You know, we were |ooking at it and
doi ng everything that we needed to do, and we were asking anyone el se
that we could get what have we missed. |Is there anything that you can
see that we haven't done that we should be doing because we wanted the
best thinking that we coul d possibly have on that subject. And as I
said, we had two teans up there working with the hospital, doing surveys
of the hospital property, surveys of the offsite areas that we thought
m ght be of some interest.

We even identified routes that soneone who renoved these
fromthe hospital mght take out as they left the city of G eensboro and
| ooked at areas where they may have thrown those sources away so that we
could survey and hit those areas.

As we | ooked at this nore and nore, the hospital had what we
woul d call the typical security that nost places of this type have.

They had -- next slide. They had a safe that the sources were kept in
Take the mike with ne? | don't have a pointer here, so I'll just |et
you | ook at that.

They have a safe that the sources are in. Next slide.

These are drawers at the safe. And the way the sources are kept is they
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drill down into those | ead drawers, and there's one source per hole.
Now it's interesting that they had 18 holes drilled and 18 sources
placed in this lid safe. There was also -- next slide, and the next
one.

There was al so one source that had been ordered and had cone
in in Decenber, a new source. It was still inits pig. Al 18 of the
sources that were placed in the drawer were gone and al so the one source
inthis pig. Next slide.

This is just kind of a shot of several of the different
things. But you can see up in the top left up there, there are a nunber
of other sources that were not touched. And next slide.

None of those sources were touched. So whoever renoved the
bracket therapy sources knew exactly what they were doing. They knew
what they were after, and they got the 19 bracket therapy sources.

Little tidbits of information kept popping up, and it becane
the | eading theory that there was an enpl oyee who was trying to enbarass
the hospital or an ex-enployee, and that fit right into a lot of the
things going on in the nmedical area these days.

Moses Cone was buying lots of nmedical facilities in
G eensboro. Sone of them were being shut dowmn. Ohers were --
managenents were being changed and things like this. So there were a
nunber of people who were fairly perturbed at Mbses Cone Hospita
Systens and who had reason to dislike the hospital, and also the
opportunity for actually doing sone m schi evous things.

As | started to say earlier, Mdses Cone had the typica

security system They had the safe, but the key to the safe is kept in
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a drawer on a cart down bel ow the safe. The roomthat the safe is kept
inis locked, and that key is kept in a drawer out in the general |ab
room

And then there's one key that opens the |ab door, and, of
course about half the world had access to that key. So once you get
access to the first key, you just have to know where to | ook and go
right in the rest of the way. And unfortunately, that's fairly typica
for the security of sources of this type in a lot of nedical facilities,
and, again, in this case resulted in all 19 of the sources taking off
sonmewher e

Wl |, going back to Greensboro and our neeting with the
| ocal people. As a result of that neeting, it was decided that we did
want DOE to come in. So the next question was what's the best way to
get themhere. And one route is to activate the Federal Radi ol ogica
Enmer gency Response Pl an, and that has some pros and that has sone cons.
We did not want a full activation of that plan. W wanted a directed
response with just those services that we wanted delivered. W did not
want the full activation of the plan. So we had several discussions
with folks in the agreenent state office, and | do appreciate the
assi stance you gave us in keeping that directed so that we got what we
wanted rather than what we did not want there.

And that's the route we took. W did activate the plan on a
limted basis, and we did request that through the plan that we get this
assistance fromDOE to search for the sources with their helicopter

nmount ed equi pnent and al so their van-nounted equi prent.
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And we had NRC personnel respond, and we al so had DCE

personnel respond and work with us through the remaining portion of the

energency phase, let's say, of the incident. Now it was still difficult
to keep this thing from spinning out of control. Just this one little
si del i ne.

VWhen you activate the federal energency response plan
that's a fairly big deal in the eyes of sone fol ks inside the Beltway.
Let's take the FBI. Well, this is a federal offense, and so the FBI had
alegitimte interest in this, and they had not opened a case file.
They were just sitting back and watching and talking with us. They were
letting the Greensboro Police Departnent handle this up until we did
that activation.

At the time we did the activation, of course, they
i medi atel y opened a case on this, and the |ocal agent had a very, very
difficult tine keeping the FBI portion of it from spinning out of
control. This thing was on Louie Freeh's desk, and people in the FB
were scurrying back and forth, and you know how it is in D.C. -- nobody
wants to be left out of anything. They certainly want to be in the
know. At worse, you don't want to be ignorant about it.

And beyond that, you want to be out on the forefront and be
t he one who solves the thing, and it's the local hero and so forth. But
at any rate, the local agent had a very difficult time keeping the FB
portion under control. There were folks in D.C. who were telling him
no, you know, we need to send 100 agents down there and basically go out
and start kicking down doors and doing things |ike that. But he was

able to prevail, and they did not respond in that way.
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Probably one of the reasons why it did not spin out of
control on us was because of the weather. The very evening that DCE
canme in and we started their helicopter search and so forth, we had sone
of the worse weather we've in Geensboro in a very long tinme. There
were tornadoes in the area, two or three deaths, things of this type.

And so rather than being all over the front pages, we
couldn't buy a line in the |local newspaper. And so there was no
publicity, and that may have done nore to keep this thing under contro
and directed the way that we had wanted to keep it directed than
anything that we did. But to sumit up, the next slide. The DCE did
conme in. W had done |lots of surveying, and these are sone of the
addi ti onal surveying that they did. There are sonme yell ow areas on that
map, and I'mgoing to leave this a moment. This is the landfill area
and waste water treatnment plant. This is a two-mle area around the
hospital. And this is another area that | want to allude to that we
wanted to survey.

They did that with their helicopter teanms. They al so
surveyed with the vans all the major roads in and around G eensboro, and
none of those were successful. W flew these at about 150 feet off the
ground on a 250-foot grid. So finally we backed up and | ooked froma
public health point of view, and we flew this about ten-mle grid, this
100 square mle area just froma public health point of view

W flew that at 500 feet above ground and on an 800-f oot
grid. That let us know that these sources had not been left out in a

park or sone place |like that where they woul d get general exposure.
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Now t here were a nunber of things going on in G eensboro
during this tine period. The NCA basketball chanpi onshi ps were being
pl ayed. And, for instance, we had surveyed the G eensboro Coliseum and
it just so happened that whenever they did the public health survey wth
the helicopters, they picked up the Greensboro Coliseumas an area of
el evated radiation |levels just because of the construction materials
bei ng used.

But one of the things that was kind of pleasing to ne was
this. Even though they had much better equi pnent and we were very, very
appreci ative of the DCE comi ng in and doing what they did to assist us,
they were unable to find anything that we had not already found wth our
nmore limted capabilities. So we took sone pleasure and sonme pride in
t hat .

However, the sources are still out there. W were not
successful in finding them And with a half life of Cesium these
sources represent a threat to sonebody 100 years fromnow. So there's
no good ending to this story. The reason that it's worthwhile bringing
up here is because we did activate the federal radiol ogical energency
response plan on a limted basis. It did work. The groups did work
wel | together. And so we're very, very pleased at that.

W were quite concerned that it would spin out of control
It did not. W're not sure whether we can credit that to those of us
wor ki ng together to keep it under control, or whether it was just the
good luck of the terrible weather. But for whatever reason, it did
work. And so we woul d suggest that when you get in situations simlar

to this that you not hesitate to go down the sane path.
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MR, CAMERON: (kay, thank you very much, Aaron

[ Appl ause. ]

MR. CAMERON: There nmay be a question or a comment for you.
And | guess | would just ask you if there's a witten | esson | earned --
| essons |l earned that you did in ternms of the response plan or the public
i nformati on process that you went through

VR, PADGETT: Yes, we did. But | don't have that with ne.
Both DCE and the NRC sent public relations personnel to G eensboro, and
that was very, very valuble in dealing with the |ocal press. Even
though we had a difficult time, you know, getting any information out,
it was still very valuable having themthere.

And had the press responded like | would have antici pated,
t he val ue woul d have been even greater. So having the onsite public
rel ati ons person, to nme, was one of the better things that we did.
Anot her thing is both the NRC and DOE had an onsite comander, let's
say. Chuck Hosey came down from Atlanta and was the NRC person there.
And the guys in those positions nmade the things go a ot better than
they coul d have ot herw se, too. They had mature people who were good,
who were very good to work with, and, again, | thought we nade a very
good team

MR, CAMERON: Geat. Any other questions for Aaron or
comments? Pierce?

MR, O KELLY: Yeah, Aaron, | was just curious. Has there
been any maj or changes in (1) their hospital security since then and

wi th any of your other hospital licensees in light of this event?
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MR, PADGETT: Yes, there have. But it's limted. Mses
Cone, of course, has much better security these days. Sone ot her
hospital s have al so | ooked at it, junped on the band wagon and upgraded
their security. There are a nunber of others, though, that have not.

And the security that they were providing, obviously any
time, you know, sonething breaks like this, you can junp on those people
and beat themup and say you didn't do your job. But in reality, when
you go look at the rules and | ook at the security that is in the rules,
it's sonetimes difficult to take that and go nmake general broad sweeping
changes to what you will accept and what you won't accept.

But the Moses Cone Hospital now have these little keypad
type entries, and they're very, very carefully controlled as to who has
access. And there are only two people in the hospital who have the
final access to those sources.

MR CAMERON: Steve?

MR GAVITT: Yes, Aaron, were they actively using these
sources? One of the problens or potential problem we have a couple
i censees that have bracket therapy sources that haven't used them and
they're relucant to get rid of them because of the disposal class, and
could use this as a good exanpl e of why you should get rid of your
sources if you're not using them

MR, PADGETT: Yes, they were actively using those. And it
depends, | guess, on what you nean when you say actively using them
The | ast use state was back in Decenber, and |ike Decenber 15 or
something like this. The sources had been used. They |ast had been

| ogged back in on |ike Decenber 18. And the last tine anyone had seen
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the sources was |ike the 21st or so of Decenber when one of their
consultants |leak tested three of the sources.

MR, CAMERON: Any ot her questions? GCkay, Ken.

MR, WANGLER:  Since this was obviously an intentional act
and probably a --

MR, CAMERON:  You might as well hold on one second because
we're not getting you here. W'Il bring this down to you.

MR, WANGLER:  Since this was obviously intentional and
probably crimnal, do you think that -- two things. Nunber one, is
there a crimnal investigation going on with sone of the potentia
di sgruntl ed enpl oyees? And secondly, going nore public mght help in
solving the problemalnost |ike a crine stoppers type of situation at
this point, you know, where sonebody may be famliar with the person
that did this, and if they were aware of the potential dangers, could
hel p in solving where those sources night be.

MR, PADGETT: A crimnal investigation has been underway
right from al nost the begi nning. The G eensboro Police Departnent first
opened the case, and then the FBlI al so opened their case after that. |If
we ever get the sources back, at |least ny belief has been fromthe
begi nning that we would either recover the sources within the first 48
hours, or the only chance we woul d have of getting them back woul d be
the crimnal investigation

I've seen nothing that would change ny m nd on that today.
Wthout going into any details, nunber one, they don't share a | ot of
details on the crimnal investigation. | do have a fewthat | don't

really even want to share here. They do have a prime suspect. Whether
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or not they will be able to get enough evidence to ever charge the
i ndi vidual, | do not know.

It is a very well educated individual, and 1'Il just let it
go at that. But, again, whether or not enough information will ever be
devel oped to charge the person, who knows. That individual is no |onger
enpl oyed at Moses Cone, he has noved on, and he m ght not even be the
ri ght one.

But there were a nunber of people on their suspect list. W
surveyed, just to give you an exanple, by helicopter, we surveyed a | ot
of properties fromthe air that were people that the hospital had listed
as potential perpetrators. W also surveyed -- we had these water
search units and al so sone of the sodiumiodide units that we set up in
a van before we brought the DCE in, and we surveyed, again, a nunber of
properties just fromthe road. W did not go on to the property in the
G eensboro area as well as a nunber of the streets.

So, yes, there is a crimnal investigation underway.

VWhether or not it will be successful, who knows.

MR WANGLER: But if maybe you went public, would that help
t henf?

MR, CAMERON: What about making it nore public? Wuld that
hel p? And we have one | ast question, too, from Ed

MR, PADGETT: Okay. |I'mnot sure that making it nore public
woul d hel p. The information is out in the Greensboro area. There was
not a news panic, you know, but the information is out. There was just
for a very brief tine a reward offered. So |I'mnot sure that nore al ong

that line would help.
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MR. CAMERON: And Ed Bail ey?

MR, BAILEY: | was going to suggest that there have been
successes, maybe not with someone as highly educated and professionally
connected, but where you do offer a reward, and sonebody's buddy
suddenly finds it and brings it back for the reward or phones you and
says, hey, | think I saw this thing.

As you were tal king about this, it dawned on ne that do you
think we woul d get the same response fromone of those GL gauges t hat
contains a curie of Cesiumthat we don't know where it is.

MR, PADGETT: Wuld we get the sane response fromthe
regul atory agency?

MR BAILEY: Yes, the sane anount of evidence --

MR, PADGETT: You're in a good position to answer that, Ed.
Wul d we?

MR BAILEY: | don't know. As you were talking about 600
mllicuries, and we've got, Lord only knows, how many gauges out there.
There's a lot nore material in themthat we don't know where they are.

MR, PADGETT: Yeah, our concern here was that you had 19
sources. | mean, whoever he is is either ticked off enough and tw sted
enough that he's willing to go take the sources. A lot of things I
didn't go into here.

For instance, some of the badges had not been changed out.
They were -- and we asked themto change the badges out of this one
group of people to have rushed in and read just in case the perpetrator
was a nmenber of this particular group, and he had not |left his badge

somewhere el se, he had worn his badge that there m ght be an anonaly
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there we could take a ook at. So we asked themto change the badges
out .

Well, they didn't handle the information with quite the
secrecy that they should have. Al those badges di sappeared -- every
one of them There were a lot of little nuances about this one that,

when you get into it, it was an interesting time. And you know, the

i ndividual -- will he be caught? 1| don't know. He's a very bright
individual. He's sent a couple notes in, either he or soneone else in
his place -- we think it's him-- has sent a couple notes in

And at first, | didn't think they would ever catch him But

t hen when he sent the notes, assumng that it's him then I believe that
he does want credit for what he's done, and sonewhere along the line
he'll get drunk in a bar one night and spill his guts to sonmebody, you
know, braggi ng about what he's done. And when he does that, if he
spills it to the wong person, they'll get him

MR, CAMERON: And let's just renenber that no one has been
charged here yet.

MR, BAI LEY: Yeah, but you know what? That's a new reason
to go to a bar.

[ Laught er. ]

MR, CAMERON: | guess we could figure that Ed would offer
t hat .

MR, PADGETT: | think he's volunteering.

MR, CAMERON: Before we break for lunch, just some food for
t hought for all of you. One of the things that nmay be useful about this

nmeeting is to be sort of a laboratory to identify needs for future
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i n-depth workshops on things. For exanple, how you use the public
i nformati on process in these incidents.

Ed' s point about while there are ways to see if you can get
people to conme forward, you may want to think about that. That was very
i nteresting, Aaron, thank you. And we're going to break for |unch
They do have a special buffet set up downstairs for us. And let's try
to be back by a little after one o' clock. W're not supposed to start
until 1:15. But if we could pick up a couple mnutes, that would be
useful. We'Ill try that.

And we're going to start off with Aubrey and Hanpton tal ki ng
about fornerly utilized sites, and I think Virgil is also going to help
us with this, right, Aubrey?

[ Laught er. ]

[ Wher eupon, the neeting was recessed, to reconvene at 1:15

p.m, this sanme day. ]
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AFTERNOON SESSI ON
[1:15 p.m]

MR, CAMERON: (kay. GCkay, we're going to get started now,
and we'll have the rest of our colleagues filter in as we go on here.

W& are going to discuss the status of SDWMP Unil ateral Transfer/Proper
Rol e of NRC Agreenment State and Termi nated License Site Eval uati on and
Cleanup. That's a hell of a title, and it is a controversial issue.
And | think Aubrey Godwin from Arizona and Hanpton Newsome fromthe NRC
are going to put a good light onit. And | guess maybe it is good that
we get started without the State of California here

[ Laught er. ]

MR, CAMERON: Al right. Aubrey, why don't you go ahead and
go first. And can | save all questions and conments until both of you
are finished? Aubrey, well, okay. Thanks, Aubrey.

MR GODWN:. As did many of you, Arizona received notice
fromour regional office that there were several old AEC |icenses that
used to be in Arizona that expired before Arizona becane an agreenent
state. They did not have docunentation to show that they were properly
cl osed out.

And they requested the noble State of Arizona to engage in
activity to do the close-out part. It's seldomwe get such
opportunities, particularly since shortly before that we'd been turned
down on our suggestion that we engage in a program of nutual inspection
reciprocity. That is, we would inspect for NRC in a couple of cases,

and it didn't quite fly. But that's okay.
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We got to this issue, and they were wanting us to go out and
check these errors out. One of themwas an old air field used in Wrld
VWar |l and for a short tinme thereafter, nostly desert today. | knew if
| tal ked | ong enough, they woul d be back

Anot her was a research |ab that | earned how to process
urani um and thoriumores. And according to the information they gave
us, they had several barrels sitting around, and they were not really
sure what that was ore, or whether it was processed stuff.

We did have a current |icensee that had been a |icensee
t hen, but there was a period when they didn't have any material. And
the last one that I'Il call to your attention was a test track

In studying the issue, we noticed several things. Nunber
one, that when we signed the agreenent to becone an agreenent state,
there was no indication of a health and safety problemw th any NRC
licensee or formal |icensee. And we thought that, you know, is part of

di scl osure like you buy stock. You have to give sone sort of disclosure

when you buy stock, and it seemed like it was a logical thing. |If
there's a health and safety problem we would expect the NRC -- then the
AEC, actually -- to have said sonething about a health and safety
probl em

Since the licensees that were transferred to us did not
i ncl ude any of these, we had no idea they even existed, much |ess that,
as was clainmed sort of indirectly, that we had liability now for doing a
potential clean up, although admttedly in nost cases it would just be

sinmply going out and doing a survey.
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We certainly were not given an opportunity at the tine we
signed the agreenent to elect to accept the liability or not to accept
the liability. It wasn't disclosed to us, so we had no choice on it.

Then there's a little practical matter. One of the sites is
now an area that has a small subdivision of about 10,000 hones on it.

We predicted it would cause a little bit of a problemif you wandered
around there with a survey neter very | ong.

The other thing we noticed was that nost, but not all, of
the Iicenses had short half-life materials. |In fact, in a couple of
cases, they would have had, say, a hundred curies of material to stil
have anyt hing today, and since they weren't |icensed for that nuch and
we had no reason to believe they got that nuch, it's sort of hard to
believe it was really a problem So sone of this we thought we could --
the NRC could really clear it up by sinply looking at it and sayi ng,
hey, they didn't get this material. They can't have a problem

So we took the opportunity to decline to participate. But
we did think, you know, that if it's really a health and safety problem
certainly we ought to know And we did ask NRCto let us know if there
was a health and safety problemin their estimation related to any of
t hese sites.

To date, we've not been inforned that they believe there's a
health and safety issue. So we're sort of sem -confortable about it.
Basically, our position could be sutmmed up as this |ooks |ike basically
a paperwork problem and it certainly is an issue that was not disclosed

to us at the time we becanme an agreenent state, and it would seemto be
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a significant itemthat should be disclosed at the time a state goes
into a governnent agreenent state.

Based on ny experience and what | renenber about Al abanma
gover nment agreenent state, there's no belief that anything was being
transferred that was a health and safety problemat that tinme.

Qur other issue is that we'd be happy to go out and do the
surveys, but we believe it is a federal liability since it was not
di scl osed properly to us. And for a snall fee, we'd be happy to go out
and do the assessnment of these sites.

However, if they want a survey of this area with 10,000
hones, we might need a little nore assistance, particularly in the PR
department. And that basically is our position on it.

It is not concurred by anybody at NRC, | would say, and they
have another read on it, and we haven't been to court to find out who's
right, and I don't know if we'll ever go to court. But, you know, this
is the start up position. And with that, | can pass it to Hanpton and
et himsay the NRC s position

MR, NEWSOVE: Thanks, Aubrey. | guess, as is pretty clear
this isn't a really happy issue for anyone involved. The states have
concerns about the issue. GOkay. The agreenent states have concerns
about the issue, particularly as Aubrey articul ated on the fundanenta
posi tion.

But also, | think, the NRC staff is unconfortable with the
overall issue. The legal jurisdictional position of NRC has been that
this is material that is under the agreenent states jurisdiction, and

it's covered under their agreenent.
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Now | understand that Aubrey disagrees with that position
and so does California.

MR, FLETCHER: And so does everybody, | think

[ Laught er. ]

MR, NEWSOVE: Yes, and probably sone ot her states, too.

W' ve heard from several states on this, and | don't think we're going
to solve that here today. Yeah, sorry.

SPEAKER: Al you have to do is say yes.

MR NEWSOVE: | think the lines are drawn pretty clear
there. However, the staff and the Conm ssion has recognized that there
are fundanental fairness inplications with the issue. And so over the
| ast year or so, the staff has been | ooking into options to address the
i ssue and to help give assistance to the states to deal with these
particul ar sites.

And just a little background to back up on what's been
happening in the last year. The agreenent state aspect of the issue was
raised to the Comm ssion in August of 1997. Now the overall project of
| ooking at these fornerly licensed sites was first kicked off by a GAO
Report in the 1970's, and there was another one, | think, in the late
1980's. And NRC has been contracting with Cak Ri dge Laboratory to | ook
at these sites and determ ne whet her any of them by | ooking at the paper
i nvol ved, | ooking to see whether any warrant further investigation

Now some of these are identified in agreenent states, and
the jurisdictional questions and the problens associated with the issue
were raised at the Conm ssion in August of |ast year. And the

Conmi ssion direction was to have the staff |look toward a nutual ly
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agreeabl e solution to address the problemand al so indicated that the
agreement states' approach to these sites would not affect conpatibility
or adequacy findings unless there's a clear and significant public
health threat at the sites. And to ny know edge, that hasn't come up
yet or hasn't cone up. The Comm ssion also reaffirmed the
jurisdictional position

Now t here was anot her paper in January and Conmm ssion
direction in March basically giving the status on the issue. Fromthat,
there were three basic itens that canme out. The Conmmi ssion directed the
staff to gather nore information on what it's costing agreenent states
to address these sites and the scope of the problemin the various
states, and al so to devel op a recomendati on on whet her NRC shoul d seek
general fund appropriation to provide assistance to the states to
address these sites.

Finally, the Conm ssion asked the staff to look into the
feasibility of a narrowmy focused anendnment to the Atom c Energy Act
that woul d give agreenent states the flexibility to return their
jurisdiction over these sites back to the NRC

Currently, the staff's preparing a paper on it and
devel opi ng the recomendati ons as directed by the Conm ssion. One thing
that the staff hasn't received a whole |lot of information on costs from
the states. So they've been doing the best they can with the
i nformati on they have to devel op cost estimates.

And | guess there's one particular site in California in

Bur bank that has nore extensive contamnation than a |lot of the others.
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And the current owner is looking to clean it up and to get a sign off

fromthe regulators that the site is clean

The staff is -- the |atest correspondence with the owner, as
| recall, has told the owner to proceed with the clean up with the
understanding -- we're recogni zing that there's a jurisdictional dispute

with California on that. But that shouldn't bar the actual work from
getting done in the tine being until we work that out.

And that's about it on the status of that issue.
recogni ze that there -- it's a difficult issue for everyone. And
think what I'd like to see happen is that we work through to get sone
mutual |y agreeabl e solution to get these things closed down.

MR. CAMERON: Thanks a |lot, Hanpton. And | guess | just
woul d underscore that in terms of our discussion. Gbviously, the
Conmi ssion wants to know how the agreenent states feel about this issue,
and there may be phil osophi cal objections, but no practical objections
fromsome states. QO her states nay have both.

But in addition to letting the staff and the Conm ssion know
how you feel about this, if we could focus on what's going to be
accept abl e approaches to solving this problemso that we don't end up
with some lasting conflict that has sonme bitter residue left over from
it. And let's go to Ed whose state has been in the forefront on this
i ssue. Ed?

MR BAILEY: Yeah, | think the reason -- well, there are
several reasons why we have reacted so negatively to this concept.
Nurmber one, we're like 165 former license sites that were identified.

Qut of that, there are about 60 that still need surveys.
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But then that brings into question can we trust the surveys
on the other 100. So if they weren't done right the first time, how can
we buy off on it. W' ve got sone real problens. For instance, the site
i n Burbank that was nentioned is a bakery. W have volunteered to
cooperate with NRC in surveying it. The Burbank side is particularly
contentious because there are threatened lawsuits and | awsuits in
process about who is actually legally responsible for the contam nation
And we don't want to spend all of our tinme in |lawers chasing it down
when the anmount of material left at that site is not a |licensable
quantity of radioactive material, and we have no contamination limts in
our regul ations.

So we really don't have, we feel, a strong reason to go in
and nake themclean up the site if we could even deci de upon the person
One of the other sites is an old uraniumm Il which we don't understand
why it wasn't covered under UNTRACA. California does not have authority
over uraniummlling and m ning. That seens to be a no-brainer for NRC
to take back.

A third one is on the U S Marine Corps Canp Pendl et on where
there is live firing of DU ammunition. Now we don't think we should
take that one. Another one turns out to be a fuel fab place that was
licensed for, | don't know, a jillion billion cures of S&M And we
woul d never have had authority over that site under any circunstance.
And if we presunme that the material is still there, we don't have
authority over it now because it's nore than fornula quantity.

And then there's one site in Texas that we don't think Texas

will let us come and cl ean up
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[ Laught er. ]

MR, BAILEY: So there's sone practical problens, too. There
are a lot of California conmpanies -- and there are sone other places.
just happen to be from Texas and notice that one of the sites on this
particular one is actually in Texas and not in California. The
conpany's headquarters is in California, but they had sites in like five
or six different states.

So we really need to look at this list, and we're willing to
do it cooperatively with NRC. But we really think that NRC shoul d spend
t he bucks on the I egal issues that are necessary to tracing down who the
responsi ble party is, was or will be and not |eave that to us. NRC has
nore | awers on staff than we do. And it would be, we feel, an
appropriate use of NRC | awyers, either that or facilitating meetings.

[ Laught er. ]

MR, CAMERON: Thanks, Ed. | don't want to get into the
m ddl e of this controversy. But | guess |I just had one clarification
for the group. Wien you say that the Burbank site does not have
i censeable quantities on there, could you just give us an idea of how
that is defined.

MR, BAILEY: Well, you know, we exenpt certain
concentrations of material fromrequiring a license. | think all of us
do. If you have radioactive material higher than this concentration
you rust have a |icense.

W al so have certain quantities that are so call ed exenpt
gquantities. Now we estimate that neither of those categories are

exceeded. Now | understand sonebody will junp up real quick and say it
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has to be distributed as an exenpt source, and so there. But that's a
I egal thing and not a real practical answer to the problem

And particularly, since we do not have contamination l[imts
within our regulations, it's going to be real hard to force essentially
a non-licensee who's already hired | awers and spent nore noney than it
woul d have taken themto clean up on | awers very long to hit on that,
and they've witten NRC. They've witten us. Wen they think we've had
a change in staff, they come back with a new set of letters. So it's on
and on and on.

And honestly, we believe that it could be done in a very
short time. W even offered, after they went to the |egislature, we
offered to go down and sit and hold their hands, give themlimts that
they could clean up to. And the last |I've heard -- and Don, correct ne,
we haven't heard them noving forward at all on that point.

MR CAMERON. No, we haven't was the answer to that.

Hanpton, did you want to --

MR NEWSOVE: Well, | just wanted to respond to Ed on those
particular sites. | think, particularly with the California sites that
you nentioned, we need to have greater comuni cati on and maybe get a
nmeeting together so we can pick through these various sites.

If there are sites that were fornmer federal |icensees, say,
or there were activities that were never covered under your agreenent,
we need to tal k about those because --

MR, BAILEY: | think those have been pointed out in
correspondence to the Conm ssi on.

MR NEWBOME:  Ckay.
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MR, BAILEY: But I'll be happy to do it. Yeah, | mean, --

MR NEWSOMVE: Yeah, because I'mfamliar with the Burbank
site, but I was not famliar with the other ones that you're talking
about. But then maybe --

MR, CAMERON: And we'll note those for further investigation
-- those particular sites.

MR, BAILEY: At this nmeeting, | gave Dick Bangart the letter
where we've got another site that's a major facility, General Atom cs.
Sonme of you all may renenber did the high tenperature gas cool er reactor
thing and the trigger reactors and so forth. And they're pretty much
cl osing up shop, and we've got 90 buildings that have got to be surveyed
out over the next three years.

And a lot of those activities were done under AEC/ NRC
license. So we're asking for a joint nmeeting at the site to get a plan
toget her on how the two agencies will jointly survey out these or agree
that one agency will take the I ead on one building, and the other agency
on anot her building and so forth.

But it's one of those sites that's so mixed up, | don't know
how we woul d ever decide whose real jurisdiction it was.

MR, CAMERON: (kay, thanks, Ed. Let's go to Roland and then
to Steve Col lins.

MR, FLETCHER: | would hope that this would be -- you
ment i oned sonet hi ng about phil osophical differences. And I would hope
that this would be an exanple from which we could take a | esson | earned

and do sonet hi ng about these kinds of decisions in the future.
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Because | | ook around the table, and we've only nentioned
two or three states. But | would venture to say that mpjority of state
representatives at this table do not agree that taking over these sites
was a part of the original agreement.

Now it woul d appear to ne if that is so unani nous, somne
action and some di scussion shoul d have been done so this was thoroughly
known before such a decision is made or such an edict is sent down to
the states. Because what we have nowis California s having to
conmuni cate back and forth, and Texas is having to comunicate, and al
of these states have simlar problens. Yet, it did not appear that the
opportunity existed for us to let the NRC know ahead of tinme that this
woul d not go well with the states and we need to conme up with something
el se before we publicly make an edict that we're now having to fight one
by one.

So | hope soneone is using this as a | essons | earned on how
not to do sonet hing.

MR. CAMERON: That's a good point, Roland. Steve.

MR COLLINS: Fromthe Mdwest, there were two states,
IIlinois and one who chose not to come to the neeting that decided to
take a different approach. And our approach was and for the 54 sites in
[Ilinois that we performed this work because we do clearly understand
that we are both responsible and accountable for the protection of the
peopl e of our state regardless of where the source of radiation
originally come from

And what i s disturbing about the reference correspondence

that SP-97080, is that NRC seens to believe that this responsibility
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rests solely with the agreenent states. Further, the NRC apparently
believes that it's not accountable for its past actions once regul atory
aut hority has passed to the state.

We cannot agree with either of these suppositions under
Langl ey and NRC s positions relative to formerly licensed sites. The
next is a quote. "The NRC s hypocritical assertion that under sone
circunstances the state action on the referred sites woul d be considered
as a part of its IMPEP review is outrageous."

The NRC s identification of mutually acceptabl e nechani sns
such as a general fund appropriation outside the fee base for providing
federal assistance to affected agreenment states should not overl ook the
states which have al ready taken responsible action to review such sites.

The NRC should work closely with individual agreenent states
to coordinate the federal funding with the state's appropriation
process. Then we go on to say that in essence we've spent a total of
450 hours, and that NRC owes us $47,350 as soon as they get sone
appropriations.

MR, CAMERON: O perhaps Don can wite a check today.

[ Laught er. ]

MR, CAMERON: All right. One of the -- | think that the
paper that Hanpton nmentioned is going to explore various options so that
this will not be a sole agreenent state problemincluding providing
assistance to agreenent states. Are there any other -- besides the ones
that are up here on the flip chart, any other suggesti ons about how this

probl em m ght be handl ed cooperatively? Yes, Stu
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MR LEVIN  Stuart Levin, Pennsylvania. Wen this first
came up at the neeting | ast year in Los Angeles, | brought it up to our
upper managenent in our department since we knew we woul d be negotiating
for an agreement sooner or later, and it's going to cone.

| have a list of our sites. | don't renenber what they are,
and they are -- we're going to | ook at those real closely. Copies of
what ever California wote to the NRC that was nmade public was given to
our upper managenent al so so they would be forewarned and coul d
appreci ate any potential problenms when we becone an agreenent state.

Just for your information, | can say that we are | ooking
into it for our own protection to see that we could still get the
agreenment and not get hurt with these sites. But | don't know how that
story's going to end. But we are working on it so we don't get
bl i ndsi ded.

MR, CAMERON: (kay, thank you. That's another point to take
into account. If there were an option where | think everybody
under stands that one of the problens here is that the Commi ssion feels
that it has a legal problemthat's inhibiting it fromtaking action on
some of these sites. And so it's looking for alternatives.

If one of those alternatives was the turnback of these sites
to the NRC as opposed to assistance to agreenent states to clean these
sites up, I'd like to get a feeling fromthe group for the Conm ssion's
benefit about whether either of those alternatives are equally
preferable, or whether one mght be nore preferable than the other. Any

comments on that on the choice between those two alternatives? Aubrey?
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MR GODWN: The fallback position Arizona had woul d perhaps
to send a letter fromthe governnent requesting such those specific
licenses be returned to the NRC. | believe that is pernmitted under the
-- they can request individual |icenses to go back

I don't how you all look at it. But it would be one gane
pl an on the way, too. So we could |look at that very favorably, | think
I"massumng still that since we have not been notified of any health
and safety problemthat the Conm ssion's assessment does not indicate
there's a health and safety problemw th anything in Arizona. W are
interested in knowi ng about that.

MR, CAMERON: (kay, let's go to Ed and then over to Jake and
then I think I should in fairness ask if anybody on the NRC staff wants
to say anything on this issue. Ed?

MR, BAILEY: Yeah, | think what Aubrey said is one of the
options that we discussed sonmewhat was that if in fact it is a health
and safety issue, the Commi ssion has authority to take over even a
specific licensee which the state is unwilling or uncapabl e of managi ng,
as | renenber the words sonmething to that effect.

And we woul d not be upset if you chose to nake that
determ nation in these cases. W would hope that in doing that, though
that the NRC would allow us to do what they do with the regular |icensee
that's termnating in California, and that is that we generally do a
joint survey when the facility's closed out, and we're willing to do
that on all of these sites.

The real question isn't doing the survey under the new

deconm ssioning rules. W really should be doing a dose assessment at
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each of those sites now before we re-release them And that's going to
take some time and effort, and the legal issue is going to be a najor
i ssue on many of these sites because they have changed ownership

MR, CAMERON: (kay, thank you, Ed. Jake?

MR JACOBI: There's -- obviously, this is a conplicated
i ssue, and there's many things that need to be considered. But you
know, one of the first things that you need to do, of course, is to
identify what's the problemat the sites.

I know in Col orado we have sone of the sites still |icensed
Some of them need investigation at |least to identify those that need
i nvestigation to handle the noney issue. If the NRC says it's only a
| egal concern why they can't cone in and do the survey and start doi ng
things, they could at |east consider an IPAto the states. That would
not necessarily handle a clean up if there's contam nation found, but it
could relieve sonme resource issues for the state and the identification
of the extent of the problem

MR, CAMERON: So that suggestion just to clarify that for
others is that the NRC woul d hire sone state personnel or governnenta
personnel act as NRC enpl oyees to go out there and do the
characterization work?

MR JACOBI: Well, | was thinking of nore of them del egating
a federal enployee to work for the state. | know EPA does this in a
nunber of states where a federal enployee is paid for by the federa
agency, but goes to work under the direction of the state program

MR, CAMERON: (kay, great. That's an interesting idea. Ed,

do you want to conment on that?
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MR, BAILEY: Yeah. | think it's a great idea because one of
the things is that this is going to be a limted program and it's very
difficult -- if he threw noney at us, it would still be a difficult
thing for me to go in, get the legislature to approve the positions and
then go out and hire anybody that's worth nmuch for a year's enpl oynent.
I mean, it would be a difficult thing because then we'd turn around, we
woul dn"t have the noney a year |ater or whatever.

MR, CAMERON: And should we provide any attorneys to you
under this IPA or --

[ Laught er. ]

MR BAILEY: |If we get to choose the ones that we -- the
ones in the roomare totally acceptable to us.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you. And | guess | shouldn't
have picked on Don for witing the check because | guess it would be
John Greeves that would be doing this. But | wondered if John or Dick
Bangard wanted to say anything on this particular issue while we're on
it. John?

MR GREEVES: M nane is John Greeves. |'mon the program
| ater, director of West Managenent. And yeah, 1'd be happy to wite a
check, but I don't think it would do any good by the tinme you tried to
cash it. This looks |like one of those no-win situations. 1've been
watching it over the years froma couple of different angles.

And it comes down to who pays, who has authority, and it's
just not clean, Chip. You know that situation. And on the chemn ca
front, it took sonething Iike Superfund authority to be able to nake

this thing work. So | don't have a magic bullet to address this issue.
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You know I am not capable of witing a check to clean up these
facilities. W've got to justify what we're doing now to the people who
are charging fees to go back into an agreenent state and do sonet hi ng
gets a lot of attention by another set of stakeholders. So | don't have
a magi ¢ answer individually. | thought some form of Superfund authority
is what woul d be needed. But | just don't know how to achieve that. |
| eave that to the attorneys and pitch it back to you.

MR. CAMERON: Can we go back to the EPA here instead of --
there's too much focus on the attorneys.

[ Laught er. ]

MR, CAMERON: But we did hear one perhaps new i dea, and the
Commission is, | think, and the staff interested in working this problem
out because we do recogni ze the probl ens.

And | woul d just underscore Roland's point for future issues
like this. The need to open up a dialogue on an issue like this before
there are any hard and fast pronouncenents on it. Hanpton?

MR, NEWSOVE: Yeah, | think that's -- you know, one of the
many problenms with this issue is that the jurisdictional question really
came up first kind of out of necessity, and that kind of poisoned the
well to a certain extent.

But | think there are -- well, we've heard several today.
There's a basket of different approaches we can take to sol ve these
problenms while at the same tinme kind of working around the
jurisdictional issue. | don't think we have to necessarily, you know,

ultimately agree on that in order to close these out.
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| mean, it may be sonething we have to ultimately face, but
I think there are a | ot of good ideas being thrown out.

MR, CAMERON: Okay. And we'll take one final coment from
Ed. And | just want to remind -- | don't need to rem nd you of this
because you all know it. There are representatives of the NRC staff
here and the Conm ssion staff. So if you want to have a further
di al ogue on ideas, there's absolutely nothing wong with that. Ed?

MR, BAILEY: Yeah, we did do one site clean up survey and
clean up jointly with NRC that was on the list. And this was a site
t hat had been surveyed and rel eased earlier. W had a conpany who did
not want their name on the list as being a potential bad actor. They
went in and spent $800, 000 cl eaning up the site.

And what it was essentially was a buried sewer |ine that had
come out of a facility that had used radi oactive materials -- |oose
radi oactive materials. And I think we're going to see this in other
facilities when we really start |ooking at these facilities the way we
currently ook at a facility when we close it out.

I mentioned the live fire of the DU rounds. W have anot her
conpany that's going out of that business right now, and they' ve just
finished up cleaning up their firing ranges, and they spent $16 mllion
cl eani ng up.

So we don't see these things as necessarily all going to be
just walk in and wear a survey neter and pronounce them healthy. So
there's a lot of potential out there because a |ot of these people were
the starters of the nuclear industry in this country, and they did sone

really weird things when you look at it in today's light, and they had
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real active prograns where they actually did things with radioactive
mat eri al s other than clean up.

MR, CAMERON: (kay. Thanks, Ed. And just to underscore
that, | believe that the NRC staff has tried to devel op sone esti mated
costs both for characterization and renediation to give the Conm ssion
an idea what's going on here. And, indeed, it's not going to be just
the case of waving the survey neter.

kay, well, good. Thank you, Aubrey, and thanks, Hanpton.
And | guess Virgil, you have nothing to say on this, right?

MR AUTRY: Well, the only thing -- Bert Autry of South
Carolina. If it was in South Carolina, | think our circle of people
woul d be junping right on top of this thing, so -- and put it under
Superfund routine. So we've been there before. So that was ny coment
is why aren't these under Superfund if there's no license or permts
i ssued on these areas.

MR, CAMERON: kay, thank you, Virgil. Kathy and the pane
on inpact, how do you guys want to do it? Do you want us to clear sone
space at the table for all of you?

MS. SCHNEIDER: | have 5.0 Power Point. So let me go there,
and then --

MR, CAMERON: And then Steve and Ray are going to be on this
first panel, right? And they're up at the table?

MS. SCHNEI DER:  They're going --

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay, good.

MS. SCHNEIDER: If | could go fromhere, and then I'Il cone

t here.
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MR, CAMERON: Absol utely.

MS. SCHNEI DER:  Thank you. Well, here we are again talking
about | MPEP. When Rol and was tal ki ng about surprises, | |ooked as
t hough, oh, here, | think it's about five years now that you guys keep
putting me on the programto tal k about | MPEP

And | see and | really have to thank you, Chip, for not
i ntroducing ne |like you have in the past because ny, you know,
co-conspirator is here, and you could have introduced us again as the
poster children for | MPEP although he's deserted ne.

MR, CAMERON: Well, that's the subject of the reception

t oni ght .

MS. SCHNEI DER:  Oh, thank you.

[ Laught er. ]

MS. SCHNEI DER:  Okay, next slide, please. Hopefully, "Il
make up sone tine for you. I'Il give you a little bit of a status in

where we are and what the schedule is.

Last year, | gave you the results of how we had gone so far
on the IMPEPs. This slide picks up with where | left off |ast year
what the results we found. And if you go to the next slide -- and | did
gi ve handouts to everyone at the table, and there are sone over there at
the table.

W' ve been trucking along, as you can see. W' ve been
getting out, getting the reports, having our nmeetings with the MRB and
issuing the final reports. The next slide tal ks about the schedule for
Fiscal Year 1999, and like |I've explained in the past, | do use a fisca

year for planning basis.
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VWhat's on this schedule is what was sent out to the Al

Agreenent States for a comment for the upcom ng year, and | have gotten
sonme feedback actually here at this neeting. As with everything, if

there are changes, we tweak it and | et you know for those states

i nvol ved.

Kansas and New York City Health are not on the schedul e.
They' Il be follow up nmeetings. You'll see sonething interesting the
second entry, and | apologize to Don. | don't knowif | told you you

were going to be on here. It says the NRC SS& Program Wnter of 1999.
And at this point, 1'd like to ask Steve to come up, and he's going to
say a sentence or two about what that neans.

MR, GAVI TT: Tuesday of this week, me as a worker bee
vol unteering for the OAS Executive Conmittee pretty much finalized the
pl ans and nost of the organization for the | MPEP review of the NRC s
SS&D Program

VWhat that's going to consist of is a teamof states people
wi th one NRC nenber, Lloyd Amiter of Texas, and G b Vincent of Illinois,
bot h of whom have over 15 years of license review and SS&D revi ew
experi ence, and Ray Manley of Maryland. And all three of these have
been t hrough the NRC s SS&D training course. Those three people plus
Jim Meyers of the NRC s Ofice of State Progranms will be the | MPEP
review teamfor NRC s SS& Program

[ Laughter.]

MR GAVI TT: Just in case sonething should happen to one of
these individuals, we have a first alternate which is Eric Jam son of

Ceorgia and a second alternate with Julia Belwight of Arizona. Based
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on NRC gui dance, there's only a four-nmenber teamthat's needed, but we
do have back ups that have received all the training materials and stuff
and will be prepared in case that's needed.

In addition, Kathy Schneider will be receiving all of the
notes and stuff fromthe review team nmenbers after the on-site review
and will be preparing the draft and the final reports. So NRCis
providing all that adm nistrative assistance.

The review will occur as arranged by the team | eader wth
t he team nenbers hopefully sonetinme during the January to the end of
March, 1999 tinme franme. The training for the teamnmenbers will occur in
t he second week of January, | think. That's up to her. And then they
will neet the schedule. | think it's 74 days to the MRB neeting.

Now t he actual organization of the MRB hasn't been firmy
established yet. | kind of threw out two alternatives. One of them was
we'll just take the NWVBS head, Carl Paperillo, and he'll be kind of I|ike
an NRC regional adm nistrator if the region had been reviewed. So he
woul dn't be a team nmenber. But the state representative to MRB woul d be
an MRB nenber in that case.

The other alternative | threw out was that the MRB will be
totally reconstituted with all state nenbers except for one NRC team

menber. And | understand that there's been a little bit of discussion

about that in NRCland. | don't knowif it's a fight over who gets to
be the one menber, or if it's not wanting to be organized. | haven't
really heard. | just heard there's runbles. So if you have any

guestions about that, let me know when Kat hy's finished.
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MS. SCHNEIDER: If | can go to the next slide, please. One
of the reasons | do give the handout over the years | take the
opportunity when |I prepare for this talk to do nmy projection for the
next couple years.

VWhen we started | MPEP, | think the first presentation | made
we tal ked about schedul e from between two and four years with nost
states being three years. And as we got into doing our reviews and
| ooking at the states' performance, npst states now when they get a
finding of adequacy or conmpatibility are at a four-year cycle.

We still have -- what that did is | think [ast year when I
made the presentation, in the year 2000 | had three states. And |I had
said at that point we were still |ooking at the schedul e because we
needed to do sone | oad | eveling.

I will be talking a bit nore with some of the states,
especially California, Louisiana and Tennessee that if they go back to
the fiscal year they had their review and add four, that would put them
in Fiscal Year 2001 to try and get them maybe -- we'll try and schedul e
that in late - Fiscal Year 2000. | see Ed shaking his head no. That's
a don't care. So that we can keep the level and the effort that we're
doi ng at about the sanme about eight or nine a year because of the inpact
both on our staff and your staff and our state volunteers. It seens to
be about the right |evel.

VWhat's not on here right now is Nebraska, Miine and Kansas.
Nebraska and Maine are in the process right now Their draft reports

have just got out. The MRVs will be nmeeting. And until we have the
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meeting and the final report is out and the MRB agrees on what the
sequences are, then I'Il put those on there.

We're going to continue with what we're doing which is
sendi ng out an all agreenent state letter to you to tell you what our
schedule is for the next fiscal year. W look forward to your input. |
woul d again say and | said to several people here when we send that out,
pl ease |l et us know if your legislature is meeting, or you have probl ens,
that's the time because we want your input so we can schedule it. And
so that it's worthwhile, and you have your staff there and we have our
peopl e there, and we can make the best use of our tine. Next slide,
pl ease.

These are kind of our results, and this is the nunber of
| MPEPs we' ve done since the beginning of the programw th North Carolina
as the first state under I MPEP to be reviewed. And New Mexi co who got
their report out last. | think you can see that we had a rough start in
the first year or so with some tinmeliness issues.

Qur goal is 104 days, and it was reenphasized to us | ast
year when we net with the chairman and di scussed how wel | we were doing
under inplenmentation. Massachusetts, which was the first one of this
fiscal year, right here. As you can see, we've net our goal of getting
the reports to you in tine and hopefully that's assisted both you and us
in giving, you know, sone of the past criticisms, well, we didn't have
the information in tinmely fashion to make any changes.

" m probably going to drop next year -- the previous two
years off this slide because | think we've corrected what our problens

are, and we're on track. Next slide.
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Teamtraining -- first of all, I want to thank all the
states again who participate, who sent team nenbers, who participated in
MRB. | think one of the strengths of IMPEP is the state participation
Presently, | have nine agreenent states on for team nenbers. | am
making a plea right now | could use two to three nore people to serve
who have |icensing experience. |If you want an opportunity to see the
country, have fun, new ideas, whatever the Navy's slogan is, please
contact Rol and.

We are going to be having training in the second week -- the
first or second week in January, and it will be for new team nenbers.
This will be the fourth training session we've had, and this one we're
going to focus just for the new team nenbers. And then every two years,
havi ng where we pull all the team nenbers together

It is a challenge because we do have a turnover both wth
the state and the NRC people. So we're trying to not continually repeat
what peopl e have been on for two and three and four years. But it is

i mportant that the teans work together for consistency.

If you have any questions, |'ve listed the states who
presently participate as teamnmenbers. |'d suggest you talk to their
managenment or if they're here, and | think people will be follow ng ne
who rmay address how worthwhile it is, | think, for your state to

participate on the teans. kay, next slide.

One of the things that occurred when we did the interim
i npl enentati on of | MPEP was the comment that four years was too long to
go without NRC, and we instituted |ast year annual neetings in between

| MPEP neetings. W did 18 of these and then we stepped back and | ooked
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at it. And we felt that that was probably too frequent to cone back
There's a |l ot of resources, inpact on you, especially, again, if the
program-- there are a |lot of ways of communicating. This is just one
of them

We did send out and propose, you know, going to periodic
nmeetings, and that's where we are right now \W're between 12 and 16
nmont hs, dependi ng on when your next | MPEP frequency is scheduled. And
that procedure was inplenented and sent out to everyone in Septenber of
1998.

We are |looking at the action itens that cane out of al
t hose annual neetings | ast year and tracki ng them and maki ng sure that
all the information and all the concerns that you did raise that we get
feedback to you one way or the other to bring you closer. Next slide,
pl ease.

It's kind of a summary of what we think we've acconpli shed
so far. W believe through | MPEP we've increased the assurance of
adequate progranms in both NRC regions and agreement states. | believe
that it's contributed to the national programw th the invol vement of
both the states and NRC working together. [|'m/looking at everybody's
pr ogr am

W're now tinmely in our issuance of reports. Next slide,
pl ease. One of the issues that cane out of |ast year's neeting when we
had the session Steve led, and I'Il talk a little bit about that, too,
was some enhancenents we could do. W did take a | ook, and we have

i ssued a procedure for the managenent review board that took into
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account some of the concerns and the inconsistencies we were having in
bet ween each MRB neeting, and we got that issued.

The next bullet is a managenent directive that deals with
the actual qualification for | MPEP nenbers. And we've got it conpleted.
It's now entered into the NRC system And |I'll address it alittle
|ater on. The next bullet, we've | ooked at our program based on both
the information | gathered | ast year when | was here with you and
st eppi ng back and | ooking at the things we could see that we could
enhance the program

W& have a tendency to call this the low hanging fruit, or we
saw t hose things we could fix and make the program better, and we did an
analysis and a report. And | have an action item and sone other things
you're going to see coming out. A lot of themare enhancenents of the
procedures that the team nenbers are using so we get consistency. Next
bul | et, please.

One of our areas where we still need additional future work,
and this is part of what Steve told you is we are going to be | ooking
nore at our non-conmon performance indicator and | ooking at the issue of
prescriptive versus perfornmance-based eval uati ons.

Sonme of you have experienced sone of the differences when we
have technical expertise from NVSS versus generalists doing the reviews
of sonme of the non-common indicators. Part of this whole relook at the
programw || be the evaluation of the SS& Program the way we | ook at
an area where you have one licensee, a |l owlevel waste |licensee. So we

will be taking -- that's our next iteration is to take a | ook at that
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and see what's the best way to do it, and we will informyou of the
results and get your input.

The i npl enentation of the | MPEP Qualification Managenent
Directive -- as soon as we do get that finalized, then all those team
menbers and the NRC will go through the qualification. And this
docunment was sent out for comment to the states. It wll nean that
certain people will be qualified to do certain indicators just the way
you're licensed -- licensed people are qualified to do |icense, or
i nspection people are qualified to do inspections.

W will look to the state also -- the states who
participated in | MPEP to have people who participate who al so have an
equi val ent-type qualification if they' re going to be review ng

i nspection and |icensing.

| do that nowin an informal nethod. | know what people's
expertise are. | don't mxed it. W don't try and have a teamthat has
all inspectors so that nobody's really ever done licensing so that we

have a bal ance. But we've gone to a nore formalized system

One of the issues that cane up -- next bullet -- is
re-examning the use of the word "suggesti on” versus "recomrendati ons”
that we have in your | MPEP reports. Especially as we nove nore to
performance base, a |ot of the suggestions really are performance based.
They really are such that a nore careful |ook at it, they can be covered
in conversations with the state. And for a |ot of state people, we get
-- they don't seemto treat the recomendati ons and suggestions any

different.
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So we are going to be |ooking at that, com ng back out to
you, asking your input as to whether we even should carry those in the
reports. Al right, next slide.

To talk a little bit nmore, when I come back up on good
practices. W do report to the Conmi ssion once a year on the status
which will we'll be doing in 1999. And this year, you will be seeing a
| ot of procedures coming at you. | believe right now you have the one
on the allegation and incidence indicator for coment. W're going to
finalize those procedures this year. These are the procedures for the
team menbers to use when they cone out and do the reviews. And a |ot of
the conments, again, that we got |ast year are factored into those
procedures on enhanci ng the process.

That's really all | have at this point in tinme.

MR, CAMERON: (kay. Could we -- | take it that Steve Gavitt
and Ray are going to give us a brief inpression of their experiences.
And then let's have questions on | MPEP generally before we go into the
next panel. So Steve, do you want to go, and then we'll go to Ray.

GAVI TT: Ckay. New York State had its first | MPEP review
this year. 1In addition, | also participated on an | MPEP panel that
reviewed an agreenment state. As an agreenent state with four separate
regul atory prograns, obviously our |IMPEP review was not one that -- a
conmon one.

Qur | MPEP review period started in January and ended in
April. W then had a separate close out neeting with the NRC managenent

in May. W had two MRB neetings, and there are still some issues that
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have to be resolved with seal, source and device itens. So it was a
consi derabl e effort on both the NRC and our staff's tine to go through.

But I'Il give you ny inpressions fromour agency on how it
wor ked out. W had 14 nenbers cone in for a week. They were there
first thing Monday norning. Prior to that, one of the team nenbers had
acconpani ed four of our inspectors on field inspections. | thought that
they did a good job in terns of followi ng the | MPEP process and what was
laid out in the I MPEP manual. Dennis Soll enberger was a team | eader
and Duncan Wiite was a team nenber. Those two team nenbers were on al
the New York teans, and | thought they did a good job of |ooking at it
froma performance-based i nspection and keeping the teamon track and
com ng back and asking us questions if they found something that they
didn't understand. And | thought that was positive.

Before -- let me just switch nowto as a teamnenber. | was
on a teamwith Jim Mers and Duncan Wite, and | thought that for nme it
was a good | earning experience to see not only how the | MPEP -- just
anot her |esson in the | MPEP process and how that works, but also to see
how anot her agreement state runs its program

I thought that it was good that Jim Myers who set the tone
in saying that we're going to review this program we're going to | ook
at it froma performance-based perspective and not get tied up in picky
items and getting too prescriptive.

And as a result, | thought it was a positive experience not
only for the team but also for the state. And I woul d encourage ot her

agreement state staff to participate in the process.
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My conments on recommendations for inprovenment -- | thought
that overall, especially for New York State, it was a pretty extensive
process. | haven't added up how many person days it took in both the

NRC and our staff tinme, but it was considerable.

And when you | ook at what the NRCis required to do in terns
of providing assurances on adequacy and conpatibility, | wonder how far
does this review need to go in ternms of |level of detail review of the
Agreenment States Program

Compatibility -- that can be done. They don't even have to
cone to our offices. Just |look at our regul ations, |ook at our |icense
conditions. And that can be done -- that can actually be done
separately. In terns of adequacy, it's not quite as clear cut in how
far do you need to go to determ ne whether or not a state is adequate.

There were at least 50 files that were docunented that were
revi ewed, and they were going into sonme detail. And while we do
appreci ate the suggestions in the review, | used to wonder is that |eve
of detail actually necessary to say the state is adequate.

I mean, this is the same type -- this | MPEP process is the
same process that is used for NRC regional offices. And we're not an
NRC regional office. So there is certainly an inpression that it's kind
of like a mcro managenent of our progranms, and maybe it can be reduced
somewhat in ternms of, you know, we're | ooking at this froma
per f or mance- based perspective.

The other comrent | would make is that | think that |ooking
at sonme of the other | MPEP docunents, there is some inconsistencies,

believe, and |'mnot sure if that is a result of the | MPEP team
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menbership make up or what. | said | wasn't going to nention other New
York State agencies. But | will have to point out that there was a
maj or issue with the New York State Department of Labor. Rita Aldrich is
not here, couldn't make this neeting. But her seal, source and device
program their programreviewed one device in a review period, a static
elimnator, a small activity source. Her staff had gone through the
training. They followed the NRC guidance, the checklist.

But yet, it was a major focus of the | MPEP process. It took
up -- they had a person to cone in to spend the better part of a week.
It took up nost of the tinme at the nmeeting. And that issue is still not
resolved. And we're at a loss as how it can be done -- why in New York
State why is the focus so much on this one device, and yet we're calling
thi s perfornmance based.

But yet, when | was -- the team!| was on reviewed a state
that had pretty nuch exactly the sane thing, and we found them
sati sfactory because it wasn't really an issue. So | think that there
needs to be sonme focus on how these reviews are conducted and | ooki ng at
it truly froma performance-based perspective and not get tied up in
little issues.

MR, CAMERON: kay, thanks, Steve. And while we're going to
Ray, everybody should just keep in mnd are there other types of
recomendati ons for inprovenment of the | MPEP Program And specifically
the points that Steve raised about is there a way to nake this | ess
resource intensive and still acconplish its purpose, and how do we dea

with the consistency in reviews fromprogramto program Ray?
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PARIS: Okay. W were reviewed in August. But | think to
step back a little bit, I believe the | MPEP process is basically one
that is -- well, it's outstanding in ny estimation. It provides an
opportunity to participate in a process, and there's two ways that
states can participate early on, and that is by being a nenber of or a
reviewer or party to the managenent review board.

I was that for about a year and had the opportunity to sit
on that board and to review how the teans thensel ves woul d submt
reports. So when it cane tine for our review, there were no surprises.
| was aware of what the MRB was looking at. | was aware of what teans
were |l ooking at. So that gave ne a great perspective on what to
antici pate.

The other way of participating for states is to have, as
Steve nentioned, have people being on the actual | MPEP teans. So as a
team nmenber, a menber of ny staff was on a review teamfor Arkansas, |
beli eve. And they brought back perspectives on howreally the team
functions as a unit. And then that was brought back to ne. W
di scussed that and said, well, so we have no surprises when the team
canme on what to expect.

And so there's -- | guess you were given the answers to the
exam basically before they came. So there were no surprises. So |
think that is a good and excel |l ent opportunity of the I MPEP process that
was not there under the other criteria.

Anot her thing is that when the teamdid find sonething with
us, well, it was our initial inspections. And so we had about half our

initial inspections done within six nonths, but we had about 95 percent
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of themdone within seven nonths, and all of them were done w thin
ei ght.

But under the IMPEP criteria, they still needed to have us
-- give us a finding of satisfactory with reconmendations for
i nprovenent. Well, they were tied to their directive in that finding.
But when | cane to the nanagenent review board, expressed and gave ny
justification on the basic -- the reasons why and it was not a big
heal th and safety inpact, that finding was changed to satisfactory. So
there is that opportunity to present your case. The board listens. And
maybe they haven't agreed in all cases, but in this case, they did.

But it gives that opportunity to say, hey, we think we can
regul ate our programin a health and safety fashion, and they |istened.
So it's basically a good participation process. There shouldn't be any
negative feeling. | don't believe | had one negative coment from staff
on the process when the teamwas there. They' re thorough. As Steve
mentioned, there are four people who cone in and | ook you inside out for
a week. It is tine consunming. It takes staff time to dig out all this
stuff. But it's still a good accountability.

I wish there were simlar to that for our X-Ray Program or
Emer gency Preparedness Group, sonething like that. So it's a good
process to go through. | would agree with the recomendati on to not
have the suggestions in the formal report. | believe -- because what
happens is that when | address the findings with ny adm nistrator, we
went over every one of them And in the eyes of an administrator, a

suggestion and a recomendation is the same thing. So | had to put as
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much justification on what | was or wasn't going to do on a suggestion
as | did a reconmendati on.

So | believe a good way to have those suggestions still comne
out is to have the team present those suggestions on the exit interview
with the staff or even a letter fromthe | MPEP | eader to the program
director saying these are sone suggestions that the team found rather
than putting it in the formal process.

I don't know how other states do it, but I have to go to ny
adm ni stration and explain everything that the team found. And whenever
there's a suggestion, it's the same as a finding of some kind. | say
why. They say, well, why don't you do this. So | would agree with
that. 1t's a good process.

MR, CAMERON: (Ckay, thanks, Ray. 1In the interest of tine,
| et's have sone di scussion here of fundanmental problens perhaps with
what sonme of the material Kathy had presented, the reconmendations for
change. And if there's some clarifying questions, perhaps you can find
those out during the breaks or whatever. But who would |ike to go
first? W have Don raising his hand out there. D d you have a point to
make, Don?

MR BUNN:  Don Bunn fromCalifornia. And | guess this is
the way we address the group is to cone up here. So this is what | was
trying to get your attention for, Chip. Having served on | MPEP for
three years, a veteran of many battles. As you can see, |'ve been
brui sed up a couple tinmes. | have just one suggestion from what Kathy

said is that she would elimnate the experienced people fromcomng to
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the training each year, and | think that m ght not help continuity for
the teans.

It always hel ps to have soneone who's been through these
before there with you at the training, and I think that's inportant.

And |'d suggest that you keep it like it's been

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Thank you, Don

MS. SCHNEIDER: | may not have been clear. Kathy Schneider
VWhat we're planning, Don, is every two years bringing everybody together
and then a session separate for the new people. And then on the off
years, a session for just the new people. Better use of our resources.
And |1've had a | ot of people who've been through the training severa
times saying | know what to do for this indicator. | don't want to hear
it again.

MR, BUNN. But they help the new ones --

MS. SCHNEI DER: | understand. W're going to see, again
you know, we kind of pilot everything at IMPEP. W're going to try it
this year and see how it works. One of the things | didn't nmention that
| want to try and do because | didn't want to get it down in a
transcript anywhere, but 1'll nmention it now since you raised it.

We're going to start trying to send sonme quarterly
information to all the team nenbers for this years of things we're
di scovering or enhancenents or things we need the teans to nention, and
then probably tel econferencing with nmy teans. And | talked to ny
managenent about it, and the regional state agreenents officer seenmed to
think that's a worthwhile thing to do al so

So we're also going to try that, too, this year
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MR, CAMERON: (kay. Thanks very much, Kathy. Concerns
about the I MPEP process around the table. Ray, do you want to make a
statenment here while people are thinking about this?

MR PARIS: It isn't a concern, but it's just another
suggestion that maybe if the Ofice of State Programs could sumari ze
some of the common findings that is found anmbng the states and
distribute that, it would be a good heads up. And even on non -- well,
you have --

MS. SCHNEIDER: As | said, you' re leading into the next
session. But we did do that last year. | don't know if you -- when we
sent the good practice paper out in | believe it was Novenber/ Qct ober of
| ast year. There was a second two-page report which | called trends,
and what we did is every place where there was nore than one
recommendation in any state, | kind of generalized it, and I'mgoing to
do that again this year.

And that hopefully will give you -- maybe one of the
questions I'll ask fromyou is was that useful to you so | continue it,
and should | continue to nake it the total summary or just over this
fiscal year so | carry forth

One of the ones is the initial inspection seens to
continually be popping up. The tracking and perfornmance your initia
i nspections within the six nonths.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay.

MS. SCHNEIDER:  But if you found that useful, please let ne

know. And | am planning on putting that out again




N

o 00~ W

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

132

MR, CAMERON: A |l ot of people are shaking their heads
affirmatively on the useful ness thing. Ed?

MR, BAILEY: Ed Bailey fromC California. Just a quick
comment. | really hope you don't go to an extended interval for the
visits. | think we deserve a visit of at |east once a year. | wll be
happy to trade with anyone that's getting it done in 1999 for 2000.
think the review should not be nore than two years apart. | stil
bel i eve that.

And as an agreenent state, | think NRC can afford to cone
see us one day a year

MR, CAMERON: (kay. Thank you, Ed.

MS. SCHNEI DER:  Yeah, | would say, Ed, that the annua
nmeetings are not the only interactions that we have. W continue to
keep, you know, conmunications open. Your RSAO will be out there. You
have the ASPO you work with. But the agreenment state project officer
out of the Ofice of State Prograns. So that, you know, there are a | ot
of nmechani sns.

But you know, the period of tinme in between the I MPEPs to go
over the | MPEP-type issues, we are going to go to this periodic basis at
this point intinme. And we'll take a ook at it to see howit's
working. And we try not to carve everything in stone in | MPEP

MR, CAMERON: Ed?

MR, BAILEY: Well, we're just feeling like a step child. |1
mean, you take our office away, and then you tell us you're not going to
CONME see us.

[ Laught er. ]
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MS. SCHNEI DER:  Just one nore response. There were a |ot of
peopl e who didn't feel that the annual neetings were that useful when we
asked for comments. There were a |ot of states that didn't feel the
annual neetings were as useful, that it was too frequent. So this is
one of the fewtines you were in a mnority. | know you're never in
that situation.

MR, CAMERON: And | think that before we go on to the next
panel which I'd like to try to get in before the break. | think there
is going to be a 12-step program neeting for the stepchildren of | MPEP
tonight. It's after the reception

[ Laught er. ]

MR, CAMERON: Kat hy?

M5. SCHNEIDER: Did you want me to fill out--

MR, CAMERON: | think everybody has got their concerns out.

MS. SCHNEI DER:  kay, this is going to be real short because
the good practices. A little history. Wen we started with the pil ot
program and actually what we did was when the teamthat did the pilot
whi ch was nysel f, George Pangburn, Jack Corner, Scott More, we went to
the two regions in the three states.

One of the things we found when we went out in 1994 was
there were sonme new things being done in the states that, as we went
fromstate to state and as we were piloting it, we told the MRB that,
you know, Utah was doing TQM [Illinois had some neat ways of tracking

things. The regions had done a few things.
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Hugh Thonpson directed us to put together a good practice
paper, which we did, based on what we did in the pilot and then the
regional reviews in 1994 and 1995. W' re nmaking that an annual event.
These good practices are things that your review teans come out and
during the review they identify as sonething that woul d enhance a good
feature of your program and that should be shared on a nationw de basis
both fromthe regions, fromthe agreenment states and then we di ssem nate
it to anybody who wants a copy of it. The report we put out |ast year
actually identified ten itens -- good practice items. A variety of
things. And since we have -- we're running short of time, |I'mnot going

to go through themat this point.

This year, I'mgetting ready to put it out again. W' ve got
ten itens already identified since this -- it will be fromApril of 1997
to probably we'll try and include M ne and Nebraska before we send it

out. They're the next two states that | have MRBs planned for, and it
will finish out the fiscal year

I think it's one of the good parts of | MPEP that we can
share this information with everybody. There is a ot of innovation
going on there. And so | don't steal the thunder, we have, | believe,
two states who it was identified in their review that they did self
audits before the | MPEP

If you haven't gotten a good practice paper, let me know,
and I'lIl send it to you or tell you where it is on the hone page because
it's on the hone page, and you can get it there. And as | said, who was
it -- Ray stole my thunder. | was going to talk a little bit about the

trends to see if it was sonmething that was useful for the states, and if
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you wanted ne to continue with that. But | saw enough heads noddi ng,
and I will do it this year. Any feedback, |I'd appreciate it as you
prepare for your I MPEPs conming. GOkay, that's all | have.

MR, CAMERON: (kay, thanks, Kathy. Let's go to David and
then to Kirk and hear about self-audits, and then open it up for
guestions and coments. David?

MR SNELLING In the interest of tinme, I won't show all the
40 slides that | had. W had our IMPEP in February and March of this
year, and we came out with all areas being satisfactory. W did have
about eight or nine little Rs, and I guess the little Rs are the
suggestions. They were called reconmendati ons, and now we call themthe
big Rand the little R W got a fewlittle Rs, and we had one good
practices, as was said, and that was the self-evaluation programthat we
put together.

It was a fairly rigorous effort that we went through prior
to the | MPEP eval uation. And com ng out of our own self-evaluation, we
fixed sonme problenms. W identified some i medi ate corrective actions.
W identified sone | onger termcorrective actions.

And we fixed those, or we address them And so we were asked
to discuss this today. And really self-evaluation is nothing nore than
an ongoi ng process. You know, it's sonething that you shoul d be doing
all the time. And when you have an evaluation like this, yeah, | think
it's very appropriate to go in and take a real hard | ook at yourself to
make sure that you are doing things right. It's really the right thing

to do in our world today of what was said earlier, reorganizing America
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and limted resources. Those kinds of things, it's the right thing to
do.

Being relatively new and being this was our first -- well,
nmy being new in our programand this was our first IMPEP, | really
wanted to go in and take a hard | ook at what we were doing, what our
program was all about, find out all the things that are down in the
fourth drawer in the file cabinet, you know, way in the back, what's
there -- what's really there

And so we did that. And com ng out of this, you know, the
phil osophy that | think that should underlie all of this to inprove the
program yeah, we need to pass the inspection, pass the evaluation. But
bottomline, what are we doing? W're trying to i nprove what we do and
how we do it.

And secondly, | don't |ike unwel cone surprises. You know, I
didn't want any surprises conmng up and biting me during the | MPEP
evaluation. | felt that we, our staff, needed to know everything about
our program and that we didn't need some visitors coming in telling us
what was wong with our program W should al ready know t hat.

And | think we did. | think as a result of our effort, we
knew what was wong with our program But at the sane tine, we also
found out some good stuff. You know, everything' s not always bad.
There's sonme good stuff out there, too. You do good work, and that
shoul d be recogni zed, and too often it's not. You know, you' ve got al
t hese reconmendati ons and all these deficiencies. Well, talk about the

good stuff, too.
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So bottomline, we did our self-evaluation to inprove our
programas well as get ready for IMPEP, to identify program strengths
and weaknesses, to initiate sone corrective actions on those weaknesses,
and to inplenent changes.

Qut of all that, we inproved awareness. W inproved our
program and | think we inproved our people performance. It's a
per f or mance- based evaluation. And | think out of this, our people did
i nprove. The process was very structured, done by the nopst
know edgeabl e people in the program And |I've got a whole |ist of
things here that we | earned out of it. But a couple of inportant
t hi ngs.

Eval uators nmust be candid, you know. They nust not hide
that file that's back there in that fourth drawer. They've got to be
candid, and they've got to be proactive and aggressive. | found in one
particul ar case that wasn't really the case -- that | had to dig a
little bit to find the true status of sonething.

And so | think that we have to establish a culture within
our organi zations of reporting things, of reporting problens, of telling
it likeit is, as was said by the Conm ssioner this norning. Stand up
and say, hey, this is wong. | identified this. And now we're going to
go fix it. They need to stand up and do that. And you have to -- in
some cases, you may have to foster that culture w thin your
organi zati on.

Initiate corrective actions. You know, doing all this, it's
not worth a flick if you don't initiate your corrective actions. |f you

can't fix it right now, then get a plan going where you can fix it.
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Assign sonmebody to do the work. Assign due dates to it, and foll ow up
on that.

We have an internal action itemtracking system Jerry wll
tell you the real stuff about the internal action -- the action item
tracki ng system because people don't like to get the pink sheets. But
yet it makes sonebody responsible for it, it makes them accountable for
doing it.

Al of this is to inprove the program and that's the effort
i n which we undertook our self-evaluation. And | agree with what Ray
said. | thought I MPEP was a good process. In ny forner life, we had
I NPO eval uations, you know, and it's very, very simlar. | think
Aaron's very famliar with that.

I think it's a good process. | think we ought to do it. |
al so agree with Ed. | think you ought to come around nore than once
every three, four years. Cone around a little nore often. We'd like to
see you.

MR, CAMERON: (kay, thanks, Dave. And would it be useful if

we nmade copies of your signs for people with sone of the nore detailed

ones.
MR SNELLING If anybody wants it, | have copies of the

process that we used. | have copies of the forns that we used, and we

docunented all this stuff. Please docunment it. |If you don't docunent

it, you didn't doit. You know, it's that sinple. Just like a
radi ati on survey. |If you don't docunent it, you didn't do it. So
docunent it, and then follow up on it.

MR, CAMERON: Okay. Thanks, Dave. Kirk?
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MR WHATLEY: 1'll do mine fromup here since | didn't have
a m ke and last. The day before yesterday in the com c section of the
newspaper, Dennis the Menace conmic, if you read that, he was in school
he had done sonething bad. And the teacher said go to the back of the
line. He said, "Well, | can't. Sonebody's already back there.™

[ Laught er. ]

MR, WHATLEY: So that's where | amright here. Everything
had to say has already been said, | think. And I'min the back of the
line, and nowhere to go really. | sort of feel like that little boy who
went to school and was asked to stand up before the whole class and tel
the class why the teacher likes himthe best. You know, you don't
really want to do that. And I'mnot here to do that, and I'monly here
because Roland -- | read on a piece of paper where Roland told ne to be
here, and |I didn't know why.

[ Laught er. ]

MR, WHATLEY: You know, many tines problens not related to
-- we have problens nmany times that are sinply related to the fact that
we, being different, and we choose to do themdifferent ways than
sonmebody el se chose to do them

I remenber in college, | had -- in a genetics class on the
final exam a professor asked why do baby nonkeys have long tails. And
the only answer he would accept -- | renmenber witing a half page of
paper on that. And the only answer he woul d accept was because the
monmry and daddy had long tails, and that was exactly right.

[ Laught er. ]
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MR, WHATLEY: W sort of |ose historical perspective
sonmetines. W do things in Al abama the way we do them because that's
the only way we know how to do them | nean, you know, we used to --
and this is one thing I mss about the old NRC reviews that | do, having
been around a while.

I think one of the things I mss fromthe current | MPEP
reviews and the ones from perhaps the last few years is that we used to
get a lot of information that was shared about good things from other
states and what other states would do. And | don't think we get so nmuch
of that any nore, and I sort of mss that.

And I'mcertainly reluctant to stand up here in front of you
and tal k about good practices we do because | could learn a |l ot from any
of you there. And in fact, we do -- nost of the things we do have
probably been -- came fromyou all. Shucks, we fly the Texas flag in
our office, you know.

[ Laught er. ]

MR, WHATLEY: And got signs, "Don't ness with Texas" up al
around there, you know. W' ve borrowed and pl agi arized a | ot of things
that you do that are good. So I'mnot up here to brag on what we do by
any means.

Rol and sent nme a piece of paper, and | saw ny name on it.
And he said he wanted me to send himback a summary of what | wanted to
tal k about. And I called himand asked himwhat did he want ne to talk
about. | was the one he was tal king about this norning probably on
that, and that was in good hunor, Roland. W were |aughing and ki ddi ng

about that.
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But you said that the Nucl ear Regul atory Comnm ssion, out of
all the I MPEP reviews, had identified two states that had one item of
good practice each -- two of all the I MPEP reviews, and we were one of
them And | sort of wasn't sure that | wasn't still dream ng by hearing
that. And but | want you all to know here today that we didn't try for
a good star or anything like that.

[ Laughter.]

MR, WHATLEY: W just didn't do that. So don't you -- |
want to enphasize that now So don't all of you go away from here for
that. But Jim MacLei sh fromour staff -- | say ours, is it ours --
volunteered to serve on NRC's | MPEP review teans. And as a result, he
was trained in those reviews. And Jimparticipated in the Kentucky
review and in the New York review

And that was -- you know, Al abama and New York, that's a
| ong ways, folks.

[ Laughter.]

MR, WHATLEY: Jimtal ked about riding that subway at nine
o'clock and things like that. |1'mnot sure he's going back or going to
vol unteer again this year.

[ Laughter.]

MR, WHATLEY: But he had a good tine and |learned a lot from
them and we did, too. He |earned how the teans worked and, perhaps
nore inmportant, about how sone of the teans think. And there is a
difference, and that's true with all of us on how we interpret things

and how we do things.
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You know, in school if a teacher gives us 40 problens to
work in a math class and someone tells us that a final examis going to
be taken from 30 of those problens, we're sort of foolish if we don't
wor k those problens before the day of the exam

And if we wait until the night before the exam we're
foolish there also. And that's sort of what we |learned fromJims work
on the IMPEP review team W were there, and as David said, we had a
pretty good i dea what was going to be asked. And we didn't wait unti
the last mnute. |In fact, this was not |ast year, but it goes way back
further than that when we got that. W started |ooking at ourselves,
what we were doing, and how we were doing and so on

W | MPEP' d ourselves. | told sonebody yesterday we' ve been
FEMA' d and whi pped and IMPEP'd in the last few years. And so -- but it
goes with part of doing the job. The questionnaire was sinply given to
the staff a long tine before | MPEP, and each staff person was in charge
of a particular programand took that, and they reviewed their own
programin |ight of those questions and everything, and really took a
| ook at thensel ves.

We found things that we needed to inprove on, things we
needed to correct. W did correct some. NRC did choose to have sone
coment s about sone of the things we had corrected, but they were
conplimentary that we did find those things ourselves, and that we had
corrected them before they cane. So that was the intent.

Let's see, go fast here. One of the good practices not

identified -- and | think all of you know that, but | want to nention it
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here today is that managenent has to surround itself by people a | ot
smarter than they are, right. W do.

And our guys in our office, the stability of a staff is an
i nportant factor here, too. | think that's a good practice, too, if you
have sone way to maintain that. And Aubrey, to your credit, all of our
staff and our programtoday were there when you were there. That was
six years ago. So thanks, Aubrey.

Qur folks has just -- good practice just sinply boils down
to nothing in the world but know ng your job and getting it done.

That's the bottomline. And that's what our people did. Good staff
makes good practice. And if any of us don't have a staff that has
strong character or good work ethic dedication to the job and pride of
wor kmanshi p, all of us who are managers are in trouble.

And Ji m MacLei sh and David Walt and the rest of my fol ks on
our staff have those good characteristics. And you know, | MPEP really
just showed us that if that was the standard, then we were pleased with
it.

Qur staff did not get upset because NRC found somne things
wrong. They got upset because we hadn't found them w ong and hadn't
done sonething about it. 1In a real way, we're all parts of all those
who have gone on before us. W've had strong | eaders to set exanples
for us. And Aubrey, this is probably going to enbarrass you, but | want
to thank you right here before this group for all your work that you did
with us, and we're doing things basically the same way that you did when
you were there. None of it's different. And if you cane back, it'd be

the sane. So thanks for that.
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Al so, it helps to have a regional NRC person who's been
around awhile, who's had stability and sonebody's al ways cared in that
respect, too, and that's Richard Wodruff as far as we're concerned.

The team was -- our team was conposed of Dick Bl end, Joe
Pechi co, Richard Wodruff and these guys were very, very nice to us,
cooperative, a good experience fromit. Bill Silver from Texas canme and
participated with us. He was the state person on the team W |earned
-- Bill helped us a lot.

Steve Collins on the managenent review board. They were al
very cooperative and hel pful, and we thank you for that. W passed
| MPEP. | guess sonething was good. One suggestion I'd have. The | MPEP
review teamis trained, and they're given a lot of material on howto
interpret things, exactly how to give a good evaluation on a particul ar
area or whatever. And I'mnot sure that all that literature and al
that training material that's provided to the | MPEP teans shoul d not
al so be given to the programdirectors, and particularly those of us who
are interested in doing our own | MPEP program before the NRC gets there.
Thanks.

MR, CAMERON: Thanks, Kirk. | think we'd all like to keep
you up there to keep us laughing. That was great. And | guess
questions for David or Kirk on self-audits, suggestions on how to make
t he good practices report nore useful. In that regard, Kirk, you raised
one poi nt about the fact that you don't get all the good information
that you used to before. |Is there any way that that can be renedied
t hrough the | MPEP process.

Al right. Anybody el se?
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MS. SCHNEI DER:  Kat hy Schneider. | do want to say, Kirk
that we are, as we're doing the procedures, and |ike you say, there's
all this guidance that we started when we went to the pilot in the
interiminplenentation. It is our intent that those procedures where

we' re docunenting everything will go out to everybody for your conment.

W'l finalize them and then you'll get copies of it so that all the
gui dance ny teans have, the states will have, too, so there'll be no
surprises.

MR, CAMERON: (kay, thanks, Kathy. W have a coment from
Aaron. Ch, sorry.

MR, PADGETT: 1'd like to pick up on the one comrent about
the representative fromthe region in having a good experience there and
havi ng that person avail abl e and answering questions and so forth.

W're in the sanme region, had the sane person, and | would just like to

second that.

This is in no way trying to put anyone el se down. | have no
experience with the other regional reps. It is just a bit of a concern
to ne, though, and I"'mnot quite sure howto rectify this. [I'Il just

throw this out.

That I MPEP is a very good process. W were the first one in
it, and we liked the process. W think it has a lot of potential, and
we hope that it continues to show that potential and the realization of
some of the potential. Pardon ne.

But | also note that it takes a ot of tinme fromthat
regional rep, and he's out of the office a lot. And a lot of times now

when you call, the regional rep's on the road. He's not available to
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you. And certainly when he comes back in, the phone calls conme back
The contacts are still nade.

But we're losing a little sonething there in this, and I'm
not quite sure even how to address it, nuch |less howto nmake it right.
But it's something that you need to take a |l ook at and see is there
somet hing here that we need to maybe fix sonehow.

MR, CAMERON: Okay. Thanks for that suggestion, Aaron
Let's take a break, conme back at 3:05. W have a couple nore topics to
go here. So we'll see you back here at 3:05.

[ Recess. ]

MR, CAMERON:  And then Joe is going to also introduce the
subj ect of the NMED Program | keep saying Joe is going to do this, but
-- oh, there heis. Geat. | thought maybe you run out on us. And
then we're going to have John G eeves to tal k about an extrenely
i mportant rul emaking that the Comm ssion is undertaking on what's known
as clearance. | guess not better known any nore as recycle, but it
sounds better for sonme reason. And Trish Holahan is with us who's on
t hat project.

Ckay, Joe, are you ready? Rosette, are you trying to get a
message? Oh, and |I'msorry, yeah, Sam Pettijohn, thank you, is going to
roll on right after Joe. Joe's going to give himan introduction
Ckay, Joe.

MR KLINGER Well, | kind of feel like Kirk Watley now
because -- or like Dennis the Menace, I'mfollowing Kirk, and it's
really about the sanme thing, you know. So rmuch of ny information that |

was going to discuss has al ready been discussed. So |I'mgoing to cut
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short ny first presentation because | want to tal k about something el se
alittle bit later.

So | was one of those surprise presenters. So | have the
surprise presentation

[ Laught er. ]

MR, KLINGER But that will conme after this. Okay.
Agreenent states seal ed source and device eval uation issues. W' ve been
tal ki ng about the wonderful | MPEP experience, and we in Illinois enjoyed
the | MPEP experience. |It's a very good process, and we've heard al
t hese great things.

One aspect about the process was a little disheartening, and
that was the seal ed source and device portion of it. But let's quickly
t hi nk about why we review seal ed sources and devices. It's really to
protect public health and safety by preventing i nadequate seal ed sources
and devices frombeing distributed and used by the public.

And then we set up this great registry that we have. Now
this is real inportant. | renenber in Texas we had this one firmthat I
think is still in business that wanted to conme by and show us their
prototype X-ray fluorescence analyzer. And | didn't go to the neeting,
but it was like two offices down fromnme. About 15 minutes into it,
they were denmponstrating it. And | saw the person runni ng down the hal
with this portable X-ray fluorescence anal yzer with snmoke pouring out of
it. He said, "I'lIl see you in about three weeks."

[ Laught er. ]

MR, KLINGER So he had to make sone changes. And those

can't happen. You want to catch that before you see your regul ator, but
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t hat doesn't always happen either. So we have to be very diligent, and
we have to be able to review these seal ed sources and devi ces because
they're being distributed throughout the world.

kay. So -- and what does the registry do? It helps the
license reviewers |icense these things when people want to use themin
their state. And plus, whenever you find a source -- and we're finding
nore and nore of these sources out there and devices that are being
di scarded, and that's sonmething | want to tal k about later, you can use
this seal ed source and device registry to try and identify what this
thing is. So they' re very hel pful.

Ckay, a bit about the background al so. W' ve seen nmjor

i nprovenents in the whole registry. You can renenber in the past -- oh
this is the sane thing. The old things -- Earl Wight, | think, was the
NRC person that did so nmany of these evaluations. |'ve seen his name on

so many of the old ones. And typically, they were about two pages in
l ength. They were rather non-standardi zed, and you know, they were very
l[imted on how hel pful they were. So over the past decade at | east,
maybe the past couple of decades, we've really inproved the process. W
have very informative sheets, very good diagranms. They're very
informative. It has all the limtations and considerations for use that
help the license reviewers, and all the states know how to |icense
t hese.

So it's a very inportant function. W appreciate that. By
the way, as far as the registry being on the Internet, that's a
wonder ful inprovenment, | think, and | think kudos to whoever put that on

there. | think JimMers. So it's very, very nice to have that.
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kay, now, some of the issues. | said it was a little
di sheartening, a little frustrating part of the | MPEP review. Now this
was just an observation, a feeling. Wien did this happen? Professiona
engi neers, good; health physicists, no good. It was just a feeling we
got. And no one said you had to be an engineer, but I'Il guarantee you
every one of you that have been through this with seal ed source and
devi ce eval uation portion, you definitely came away feeling inadequate
because you were not a professional engineer

And | alnost felt like I had to apol ogi ze for not being a
pr of essi onal engineer, and that's not right. W' ve been doing these --
Ed agrees, yeah. Ed is a professional engineer as well. Alittle
bi ased.

And it certainly would help. But do you have to be a
pr of essi onal engineer to do these? | hope not because non-prof essi ona
engi neers have been doing these eval uations for decades, and | think
t hey' ve been doing a fine job

Sois it arequirement? No one's really said it's a
requirenent. |'mjust saying that's a feeling that we get. And it cane
across loud and clear. And maybe it's because the people that were
conducting that portion of the I MPEP review were engineers, so a little
sl anted probably there.

So it's sonmething -- the training. | heard froma couple of
states where they said that because they were non-engineers that they
went to the workshops that that woul d be adequate. That woul d nmake your
peopl e qualified even though many of those had been doing it for years

anyway.
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And so then they went, and they still didn't feel like the
people were qualified after they went to the workshops. So |I think we
need to get a real clear understanding of the training required and
what's acceptabl e because there's sonme really fine people who' ve been
doing a great job that they' re suspect because they're not a
pr of essi onal engi neer.

And we do have engineers available. In Illinois, the review
team was satisfied because whenever we felt |ike we needed an
engi neeri ng deci sion, sonme review by an engi neer, we had a -- and we had
it tracked by docunents, we would refer it to our engi neer group, and
they would review it and they would cone back to us with their
engi neeri ng deci sion and stuff.

But it doesn't happen all that often. W' re |ooking at the
heal th and safety associated with these. And oftentinmes it's a basic
shutter mechanismthat's been enpl oyed for many, many years. So what's
the concern. Things like that that, you know, there's not really al
that many engi neering issues that come up all the time. And it m ght
seem ki nd of strange, but it's true.

Ckay, another issue. W keep tal king about the
per f or mance- based approach of IMPEP. It didn't feel that way, not on
the seal ed source and device. The only performance base was if you
performed it exactly the way they do it, then you were okay. And that's
the way we felt. And I'mnot saying they said it has to be exactly
that. But, boy, if you departed in any way, you had to explain. So,
again, | think they can inprove on that. Make it nore

perfor mance- based. Take a | ook at the evaluation. |Is there sonething
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in that evaluation that's suspect, that could result in a public health
and safety problem Not that we didn't follow the checklist exactly
i ke your checklist. 1In fact, we feel |ike we have a | ot of
enhancenent s.

I think one state was criticized because they used the NRC
checklist and nothing else. And | nean, that's kind of weird. You use
their own checklist, and you get -- so that's another issue. It was
very frustrating for some of the states.

Anot her issue are the coments section. It used to be when
we had our reviews for decades, they would come out and they would | ook
at 15 sheets or so. And then they would have a long list of little
comments, little suggestions, very constructive approach, and we found

that very hel pful

Wll, we had that this tinme, too. But all those ended up in
areport. And so then it was -- by making it a formal part of the
report, it just -- it formalized the whole process and just nade it so

t edi ous because then you had to respond to each one of those
suggestions. And then to explain to your supervisors, the bosses and
the head of the agency who isn't that famliar with seal ed source and
device evaluations why this really isn't a big deal. Sure, there's a
| ot of suggestions, but a little difference in approach, and they have a
hard tine understandi ng when they see several pages or Appendi x G

And then staff gets very defensive because then it's |ike,
well, | can't believe they pointed that out. So then you go back and
forth, and then you respond to NRC s response, and it's seem ngly

endl ess. Wereas, in the past, it was very constructive criticism W
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woul d take it, and we would incorporate the changes as necessary, and it
wor ked fi ne.

So | would Iike to see a return to that nmore. And | think
several people have mentioned that already. You know, |eave those
suggestions out of the formal report. But they' re very helpful. The
whol e thing can be very constructive, and it used to be that way. And
think it was intended to be, but it just didn't cone across that way in
t hat area.

Concurrent review -- that issue kept coming up as well. It
was inplied very firmy that you should have two i ndependent reviews.
That's not going to happen in Illinois, or | don't know where that
happens. Maybe in the NRC, but not in Illinois. | don't think it's
necessary. You can't justify our costs or the $110.00 per hour for a
reviewer. | just can't go back to somebody and say, oh, |I've got sone
good news. The first review s over. But now sonebody el se is doing the
whol e t hing.

It's just not going to work. And | renmenber M. Bangart
expl ained, and | think he did a good job at one of the neetings, and he
put the right spin on it, and you put a footnote in the managenent
directive at 5.6 to try and clarify it.

And | could live with that clarification, | think, because
it says you're not supposed to review every page independently. You
have two people read every page and go to the key elenments and arrive at
the sane conclusion. So | can live with that as long as that's clearly
understood by all parties involved that that's what a concurrent review

is because if people really think that it's a totally independent review
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from page one all the way, that's -- | don't think that's happeni ng any
place. 1Is it? 1Is anybody doing that? |Is that what you do?

SPEAKER: - -

MR KLINGER  Cxay.

MR, PADGETT: W just did our last one. W just did two or
three that way.

MR, KLINGER:  Aaron Padgett from North Carolina said they
did a few of those

MR, PADGETT: But we're not naking any commtment to
conti nui ng that.

MR KLINGER Right.

MR, CAMERON: Kentucky also -- Vickie and North Carolina
i ndicated that they do sonmething like this.

MR, KLINGER |Is that what NRC does? Do they do two totally
i ndependent reviews? That's what sonebody thought, and | don't know.
Don, do you know?

MR COCL: Don Cool with NRC. It depends on the device. 1In
a lot of cases, our reviewis in fact the key issue as opposed to a
conpl ete page by page. |In sone circunstances or in circunstances where
we are in the process of training a reviewer, bringing up sone new fol ks
-- and we have a nunber of those at this point, we do in fact do two
conpl ete revi ews because of that.

MR, KLINGER Ckay. Ckay, so concurrent review was anot her
maj or issue. As far as mmjor issues, that's pretty nuch all | could
get. That's all we had, and New York had several other concerns. |

talked to Rita, but Steve's already addressed those issues pretty nuch.
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Anot her concern she -- she thought that all states should
have the capability -- this is -- she being Rita Aldrich -- that al
states should have the capability of doing seal ed source and device
eval uati ons because you coul d be doing a custom made val ve. And plus
you' d have to do sone investigations fromtine to tine. So she thought
that it shouldn't be a non-conmmon performance indicator. It should be a
common performance indi cator because of that. And I don't know if
anyone else feels that way, but | wanted to share that.

MR, BAILEY: Ed Bailey fromCalifornia. But the reason it's

not a common indicator is because NRC regions don't do it.

MR KLINGER  Ckay.

MR BAILEY: Isn't that correct.

M5. SCHNEI DER:  That's correct.

MR, KLINGER  Super. Okay. Ruth?

M5. MCBURNEY: | concur with the comments that you' ve made
and sone that Steve nmade about the -- because we had a simlar situation

with our review. And one of the other concerns that we had was that
they made the findings based on one review -- not all the ones that they
revi ened, but one review of a custom device, not one that was going to
go in the registry or anything and not focusing on the fact it was a
heal th and safety review, as you said, rather than an engi neering.

MR KLINGER:  CGood.

M5. MCBURNEY: And also | was going to conment that we do on
new devi ces that we've not done similar ones to, we will have soneone do
a key issues when -- a second review on top of that.

MR KLI NGER:  Ckay.
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M5. MCBURNEY: But we haven't in the past had two conplete
reviews, and we just don't have the staff to do two conplete reviews.

MR, KLINGER Same here. Geat. GCkay, anybody el se have
any coments? Any issues regardi ng seal ed source and devi ce portion of
the I MPEP? G eat. kay.

Ed said he felt like a stepchild. So | thought we need to
tal k about orphans, then, because orphans are showi ng up all over the
pl ace, not only in this country, but throughout the world.

|"ve read sone articles about in the forner Soviet Union
that there's all kinds of just thousands and thousands of sources that
are unaccounted for, and they' |l be showing up. It's just a matter of
time. And so we have to be prepared for this.

So | thought since | cut that brief and fairly short that I
woul d be able to take advantage of this and have a surprise
presentation. But it's related to the NMED which will be com ng up,

t 0o.

And this is on the E-34, the Orphan Source Initiative. |
think it's a very inportant subject where we respond to nonitor trips
all the time, and we need to do sonething about this problem People
are out there. They're finding radioactive material. And if we don't
help them they'll be throwing it out. And so we have to cone up with a
better system

And right now, it's like finder's keepers, and you're stuck
-- | mean, you really are. And so that can't continue. And our federa
agency with one representative here has really been helpful in this

regard. They have. So you can bully us all you want as |ong as you pay
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us because there's |ike $200,000 they put into this effort so far. So
it's really good. kay. There's an E-34 G oup of the conference
These are the nenbers chaired by Free, Sarah Rogers and Ji m Yusko. And
then we have representatives fromthe federal agencies that participate
inthis as well. [It's Deb Broaddus and Neal Norraine fromU. S. EPA and
Rod Canpbell fromthe DOE because all of these people are key
stakehol ders in this effort.

W al so have several advisers. Jack Jacobi and John Freney
from New Jersey, and Sam Pettijohn. And you'll see why here shortly --
why that's very inmportant to have Sam and Bob. Qur goal is to devel op
and facilitate -- this is our task -- develop and facilitate
i npl enent ati on of a dynam c nationwi de systemthat will effectively
manage or phan sour ces.

W're trying to cone up with a way of when people find these
t hi ngs, they have an easy outlet to find out what to do with it and to
properly disposition it. | didn't say dispose -- | said disposition
Di sposition enconpassi ng recycling and providing it to sone other
licensee that's interested in it; sending it overseas for whatever
purpose. That's happening now -- recycling. Some of the Amerasians
goi ng over. Bay bigs doing that now.

And then if you can't find any other alternative, then
di spose. GCkay. So that's what we're trying to do, and we're trying to
make a whol e system of information available. The first thing we had to
do was define orphan source. W could spend all day defining orphan
source, but that's what we came up with. | won't read it. Just take a

ook at it. That did take a long tine just to cone up with what an
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or phan source is because everybody has their own idea. But really if
you're not sure that that source is going to be properly maintained in
the long run whether it be a licensee or not, you' ve got to take some
action to get it in the right place.

Ckay. Sone of the things we want to do. The conference has
a website. W want to have -- in fact, it's already there. W just
have to add a lot to it. An orphan source site on the web page that
will give all, you know, Terry Devine's information, all the waste
brokers and all these people that are interested in the different types
of radioactive material. You' d have that information there. So that's
in the works.

Anot her thing is right fromthe first tinme we nmet which was
in January, we thought one of the tasks was you have to get your arns
around this problem How do you know where these sources are, how nany
are out there, create a database, and we're going why create a new
dat abase, and why create sonmething that -- why not | ook and see what's
out there.

And that's when we cane up with the idea of the NVED
That's sonething that's out there already. A lot of people use it. Not
everybody uses it. And I'Il be the first to admt Illinois is not one
of the real cooperative people.

But if we can add sonething to the NVED that will provide --
let's say, you find a source in one |ocale, and you can search NMVED and
find out who that responsible party is, then that's a real benefit. And
you do it throughout the United States and then eventual |y throughout

t he worl d.




N

o 00~ W

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

158

So when you see nore of a benefit, then that's why we're
nore interested in NMVED, and that's why we want to see this thing work.
So we thought we could save noney that's dedicated to our orphan source
group which | said is $200, 000, and instead use that noney that we save
by using the NMED systemto actually disposition some sources.

kay, so then we nost recently nmet COctober 14-16. W
reviewed the survey. W surveyed everybody. | knowit's |like, oh, no,
not another survey. It was necessary to try and get an understandi ng of
where these orphan sources are right now, how many are out there.

And then we had to develop a fornula to decide which of

those identified need to be dispositioned in the nost expedient way.

And | | earned that you cannot use our funds now for disposal which was a
real setback for us because we thought, well, we'll save all this noney,
and we' Il be disposing all these sources. There's a little catch. W

have to do a pilot program and if some of those sources need to be

di sposed of in the pilot program that's okay. W can use the noney for
that. But after the pilot programis over, then we cannot use this
nmoney for disposal. So we're going to have to try and get a source of
di sposal funds either fromindustry or from other agencies.

So what we did then is we decided that B-34, this group that
| identified earlier, will act as a review board, and what we'll do is
we're going to test -- we're going to have Terry Devine and conference
peopl e actually do the investigation thensel ves.

Ri ght now, we get all these survey reports. It's |like one
state had, | don't know, 50 of themor so, 50 different sources. And if

you just go back and say, well, this is -- you might try this. You can
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call so and so. This mght be a disposition option. And you' ve got
from50 different |ocales people calling around. |It's just not going to
work. People will get frustrated. They'll say why did they even bot her
goi ng to them

So what we decided to do is we're going to have Terry Devine
and whoever hel p he needs under contract to actually be a cl eari nghouse,
to actually find a home for this. R ght now, he does it part tine just
as he can, and he provides sonme information. That's not good enough
W want to go there, find the best honme for the source, and then get
back to the people that reported it. And in this way, having one
contact throughout the nation to do that, they'll be aware of all the
different options because | think that's the nost effective way of doing
it, and it's going to save all of you a lot of effort that way.

So we're pretty excited about that. And then, by everybody
cooperating with NMED and this whole systemthat we're setting up, then
we'll identify all these sources probably that need disposal. Then we
can go out and get funds for disposal eventually.

But the survey so far, we had 17 states. There's 50 states,
and only 17 responded, and three of those said they didn't have orphans.
So we have about 250 sources identified so far. A lot of those are
pretty innocuous sources. But there will be sone sources that have to
be disposed of in a lowlevel waste site, and we will take care of those
under the pilot program

So it's not too late. You can still, if you have orphan
sources in your state, please feel out the survey forns and submt it.

So, a few other issues about E-34 before | turn it over to Samto tal k
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about NVED is we don't really want to be in the brokerage business.

We're just trying to come up with the best service for people and cone

up with the best disposition option. This commttee will have to be
| ongst andi ng because t hese orphans are going to continue to show up. In
fact, there'll be nore and nore. They're putting out nore detectors.

So they're going to find nore sources, and then those need hones.

And we al so support the DCE. The source recovery program --
that's the greater than dass C program W, being the conference,
wote two letters to the Secretary of Energy. The first one was
i gnored. The second one was not ignored, and they apol ogi zed in that
letter for ignoring us the first time. And they were not funded.

That's why we sent the letters. And now they're funded Fi scal Year 1999
for $1.6 million. So those letters, | think, did help a lot. And

t hi nk Rob Campbel |l said that they're going to try and recycl e about 41
sources this comng year. So that's pretty good

So we al so encourage all of you to take nore aggressive
actions towards your generally |licensed devices, and NRC is enbarking on
that program They've got proposed rules out. Texas, Illinois and some
other states are really tracking these sources.

We do it by serial nunbers now And we're trying to account
for every generally licensed device that's out there above a certain
activity that's consistent with the working group reconmendati ons.

But, again, we can't just sit back and wait for everybody
else to do stuff. You other people out there, if you can with your
resources, try and get a handle on those generally licensed devi ces.

It's not the panacea, but you've got to do it eventually. And maybe in
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the I ong run, we can cut down on the nunbers of orphans that are show ng
up.

And in conclusion is we just solicit your cooperation
pati ence and participation in our efforts as we try and do sonething
about this program And we're real proud of our effort. But | don't
think it's going to mean a whole ot to people until you actually see
some sources be disposed of through our pilot program and have a system
up and running. That's what we're working on, and that's what will be
avai | abl e probably within a few nont hs.

Ckay, anybody have any questions before I turn it over to
Sanf?

MR. CAMERON: There's one up here.

MR GAVITT: Just a matter of clarification. You nentioned
the DCE greater O ass C source recovery program The way | understand
is that if we have to approach the NRC, so it's federal agency to a
federal agency. W have a greater than C ass C radium source that we
had to take off the street. So obviously that's sonething that we have
to go through, | guess, the EPA where you try to pursue various options.
Do you know if the EPA is going to plan a sinmlar programto be --

MR, KLINGER Actually, this is EPA s program

MR GAVITT: It is.

MR, KLI NGER:  Yeah, because EPA is funding it. Rather than
running it thenselves, they said let's fund this and go through the
Conference of Radiation and Control Program Directors because that's a
nore appropriate thing. W're the ones responding to these events.

We're the ones that are really responsible for these sources.
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So EPA's cone to the conference to try and solve this
problem which I think is great. 1t's |audable, you know.

MR GAVITT: So is there a nmechanismfor greater than d ass
C sources?

MR, KLINGER: For those, yes. As far as finding a home
right now, just fill out the survey form put it into our system and
that's what we'll get back to you on and say this is the only possible
option. And if we get enough of those, maybe we can make some specia
arrangenents with the disposal site to take care of it or with the DCE

I mean, DOE's wanting to -- all the federal agencies, NRC s
trying to do it, too. EPA, DOCE, everybody recognizes the problem And
they want to do sonething about it. They're just not sure what they can
do, and what the best approach is. That's why I'mreal thrilled that
they went to the conference so we can devel op this together and cone up
with what we need in a system And then they can go out there and try
and find the funding.

EPA has already touted this programin international foruns,
and | AEA is already wanting to adopt this programinternationally.
That's why it's really put sone pressure on us because they said, well,
you've already sold it, but we're still developing it. 1'mreal happy
about thembeing able to sell it and other people being inpressed. But
we still have a lot of work to do ourselves. But we're excited about
it, and I'msure we will be able to do it here shortly and have somne
di sposition options.

And industry -- | nean, it's still industry and everybody is

really excited about it. So right now, even though we don't have a
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source of disposal funds, in the long run we think we can get it by
showi ng a need and by these other agencies and maybe even industry -- go
to industry. Maybe they'Il put a pool of noney together to try and
hel p. Yeah, Steve?

MR, COLLINS: Steve Collins of Illinois but right now
representing the CRCPD. At its board neeting in the | ast two weeks, the
CRCPD di d acknowl edge that NRC s expenditure for NMED was essentially
mat chi ng the EPA funds for this particul ar project.

And one of the conmmi ssioners basically said we shoul d be
mat chi ng EPA funds in every way. And the DCE representative was there
And as soon as we finished all of this patting everybody on the back, we
turned and | ooked and said when are you getting in the game. This is
your invitation.

W nmade two or three requests at that nmeeting for the DOE
representative to go back and carry the nmessage back that you stand to
benefit as nuch as anybody fromthis process. Were is your $300, 000
this year or $200,000 and $100, 000 for each year for the next two or
three to get this going. So in your behalf, the board -- the conference
is really pushing to try to get this equally funded fromall those
parties.

And the other thing was Joe made it clear, but I want to
make it even clearer to that one representative that's here that none of
t hese funds funnel ed through the CRCPD will be spent for disposing of
sources. They may be spent to test the effectiveness of the pil ot

proj ect.
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MR, CAMERON: (kay, that's a good distinction. 1| see --
Don, you want to comment ?

MR COCOL: Don Cool fromNRC. A couple of points nore to
| et peopl e know sone of the other related issues. W're going to be
tal ki ng about general |icense tonorrow norning.

One of the other things that the Conm ssion gave to the
staff and the staff requirenents to kick that off was some specific
direction with regards to orphan sources participation in this group
working to formalize what has been a nore informal mechanismw th DCE
That mechani sm as we've al ready pointed out, was focused primarily on
the greater than Cass C. You should note, however, that we have had
fairly good success in situations where sources have been in the
envi ronnent uncontrolled and where there was a need to take control of
t hem of going through a process. And, again, Doug Broaddus of ny staff
has been the principal contact person of going through, checking wth
Terry, other folks. The E-34 process is going to be the process we're
going to be using to check sonme of those.

VWhen those -- | won't say failed, but don't identify a good
relatively rapid disposition nmechanism we have in a nunber of cases
then been able to go to DOE with here's the situation, here's what we've
done, and we have a little checklist that we go through. And DCE' s
gotten pretty confortable with that such that they have then gone and
used sone of their funds even in situations which were not greater than
Class Cto enable the recovery of those devices and di sposition either

t hrough contracts that they have to a waste broker. In a couple of




N

o 00~ W

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

165

cases, they've gone and gotten a contractor who wanted to reuse it. But
otherwi se so there are several things going on there.

The NRC staff is at the noment on the hook, if you will, to
prepare a paper for the Conm ssion by about the end of this year. It
tal ks about the efforts in the orphan source arena to update them on
what's going on there and to present themw th sonme options associ at ed
wi th possible funding for the disposition of those.

And so the Conmission is going to be [ooking at that. The
Conmi ssion's going to be faced with sone rather interesting dil emms, of
course, because its hands, depending on how you do it, may be a little
tied about expenditure of funds to nake sure that they're related to AEA
sources as opposed to NARM sources, and the nunber of the discreet
sources, as Joe will tell you, that are running around are NARM and
ot her sources.

But the Conmission will be considering that late this year,
early next year.

MR, KLINGER Geat. Thanks, Don. One last thing before
turn over to Sam This is real inmportant. Wth the NMED, we said from
the start it has to cover all radioactive material, not just byproduct
mat eri al because nost of your nmonitor trips and stuff, all the things
that we're finding, nost of those are NARM

And they listened, and they are nodifying the systemfor al
radi oactive material and will be providing it to non-agreenment states,
as | understand, too. Gkay. | nean, that's really a big step. Now

that's wonderf ul
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So |I've got to convince some of nmy own staff that NMED is
great, too, because it's real inportant as part of this overall effort.
So without any further adieu, Sam

MR PETTIJOHN: | guess this is about maybe the fourth tine
that 1've given a presentation with the O gani zati on of Agreenent States
on NVED, and | guess |I've found it's inproving each tine.

Usually, I'mat the |last day of the |ast neeting, the | ast
session of the last nmeeting. So I'mon the |ast session al nost of the
first day. So that's an inprovenent.

[ Laught er. ]

MR PETTIJOHN: Secondly, as you can see, you'll see by the
presentation that there has been continuing inprovenment as far as -- or
receptiveness and cooperation as we proceed, and that's what ny
presentation is about today. | wanted to give you sonme information that
per haps you did not have, and it's very brief. 1It's in three parts.

Notice on ny first slide, LEAMis not |learned. But the idea
behi nd a national database really is to |learn from experience and from
m nor problenms. Now | don't expect any tine soon that databases will be
| ooked forward to -- presentations about databases in joyous ternmns.

Usual Iy, when | mention NMVED, | still feel alittle |ike Rodney
Dangerfield comes to mnd, some of his jokes about respect and the |ike.
But 1've continued to nove ahead. And, as Joe indicated, because of
some recent devel opnents and in particular he used the NVED for the
CRCPD Project, then | think we're noving in the right direction. So I'm

| ooking forward to a ot of progress.




N

o 00~ W

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

167

If you notice -- and if those who don't have the handouts,
have two sets of handouts. One is a newsletter, and one is, of course,
the slides that I'Il walk through very briefly.

W started a newsletter, again, to try to pronote the NVED
I think the next time if I'minvited back again, you know, we plan to
have NMED buttons and a nmovie that runs continuously pronoting NVED

Anyway, let me just go through these. The presentation is
really in three parts, very brief. But | wanted to just give you a heads
up -- or not so much a heads up, just give you information on where we
are in terms of how states are reporting currently to NRC t hrough the
NMVED, and then what | know the data are being used for, which is the
first two slides.

And then there are about three slides in which -- since
had an opportunity to speak to the managers of the agreenent state
progranms, | wanted to just wal k through the process that's recomended
for reporting and usi ng NMVED

I've reviewed these procedures a nunmber of times with your
staff or nmenbers of your staff. But | wanted to reviewit with the
managers since that's really the only way it's really going to happen
And then the last two slides, I'Il just give you some things we did | ast
year and sone things we are |ooking forward to doing in 1999.

Actual Iy, about two-thirds of the states have indicated
they're a contractor either through us or directly that they do have
NMVED installed. And if you notice, all 30 of the states submt somne
information to NRC, and about two-thirds of those, that is 18, do submt

information in either a diskette or e-mil
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We're | ooking forward to the top nunber turning to 30 plus,
and the nunmber seven there turning into 30 plus. And that is, we would
like to see the states subnmit nmonthly reports in NMVED format in order
for the systemto work. As far as -- | got a couple nore things.

Also, | just wanted to nention and if you have a copy of the
newsletter, it's addressed in the newsletter also that we do have a
query version of NMED on the Internet. To date, about a third of the
states have asked I NEEL for a password or signed up for NVED. It's on
the Internet. But in order to access it, you have to contact the
contractor, and the contact is in the newsletter. You can send an
e-mail to Gary Roberts. |It's indicated in the e-mail, or to nyself, and
nmy e-mail address is in there.

You have to do that because it's not publicly avail able, but
they' Il hook you up as soon as you nake a request. Just as far as a
point of information, a little half -- not quite half the states did ask
| NEEL for sonme assistance during the |ast year either to hook up NMED or
ask themto do queries.

Now t he question always is what are we collecting the
information for, and these are sone of the ways that | know the
information in fact has been used. W have a coupl e exanples in our
newsletter. | field sone of these questions. W' ve provided industry
i ke AMASHAM or SPEC has cal |l ed and asked about failures of radiography
caneras. W know that people have used this to identify simlar events.
And we provided copies of NMED to contractors for NMSS and for research

who are doi ng various studies.
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And routinely, using NMED, | get a |lot of Freedom of
Informati on Act requests. Unfortunately, they cone through because of
being involved in NMED. Basically, a lot of cases, NMED nmay not be the
sol e source of information, but it hel ps focus the search for the
i nformation.

I think the things that are mssing off this list here are
that | believe that NMVED coul d be used nore effectively in the licensing
and inspection process. Certainly, if persons are doing inspections and
this is NRC inspections in particular, even for states in particular
areas, it could be helpful to find out all the events for particular
groups of licensees in the area where you nmay be going to contenpl ate
doi ng i nspecti ons.

The next three slides, | just want to wal k through the
recomendati ons again. |'ve given some training a nunber tinmes to
various agreenent state staff, and | can kind of go through this. But I
wanted to just briefly go through this with the managers.

VWhat we do recommend is if you use NMED for your |oca
dat abase, that is just your database for yourself which neans you put
all of your events in there, then the database has a facility to make it
very easy to send information into NRC

There's a handbook that was sent out that gives gui dance on
which events the NRC s interested in receiving. W're available if
someone would like to set up sonme additional training. As far as the
actual reporting, typically if -- well, not typically. But the handbook
says that if events are required to be reported to the state pronptly,

the NRC woul d |i ke those events reported within the next working day
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which woul d be called into the Ops Center. Qherwise, if you had
reports |ike a gas gammat ograph or something that's routine that would
just be sent in on a nonthly basis if you were using the NMED Program

In any event, though, what we're really mssing is follow up
information. W get a report of a source or incidence that was |ost.
And even though the gauge m ght be found three weeks later or a nmonth
later, it never gets posted to the database because we don't get the
follow up information

W al so have that sane issue involved in a nunber of
over - exposure reports because the over exposure really -- you woul dn't
know that until sone investigation is done. |If you notice here, we are
asking if you would to submt hard copies of inspection investigation
consul ting reports when you have nore significant events and you have
these kind of things that take place such as inspection investigations
if you would send us copies of the reports.

The reason for wanting copies is that we put those in the
NRC regul atory information distribution systemwhich is called RIDS
And so anyone who is |ooking for those events would be able to retrieve
t hose reports because we tie those into the NVED record.

We are going to try a program of asking the contractor to
call the states back if we don't have sufficient information to nmake
sense of a record in NVED. In particular, we get a nunber of reports in
whi ch we don't have the isotope activity, nodel and serial nunmbers. And
as you listened to the presentation earlier and if you | ook at the
application of NMED on the Internet, you will see that you can -- if you

know a serial nunmber, this is current right now |If you know a seria
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nunber of any device, the Internet version now allows you to put in that
serial nunber, and it will look up if there is any record or report of
t hat devi ce having been sent in to NRC

So nodel and serial nunbers are very inportant. Just to
hi ghl i ght what we thought -- or at least | thought, perhaps, were things
of inportance in 1998, was again the Internet version. W got the
Internet version of NVED running. W published a newsletter. The
newsl etter, we hope, will help pronote the use of NVED

W al so hope it's a good feedback nechani smfor allow ng
your staff or others to spread information around if there m ght be
particul ar points they may be interested in. W'Ill try to provide
hel pful hints, you know, to those using the database of the newsletter
also. It's less formal. The newsletter actually is on the Internet.
It's Adobe format. So actually you can just print it out of the
Internet -- if you access the NVED on Internet, it prints out just like
you have it there.

W also -- AOD, we conpleted a study using NVED data on | oss
of control of a curie bits. The manuscript is conpleted, and that
shoul d be published probably by the end of Novemnber.

Things that we're planning to do next year. The big itemon
our NMED list is supporting the conference on radiation control program
directors office source project. W're going to have to rewite our
software for NVED because of YK 2000 and so forth. That's a big part of

what we're going to have to do
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And the big initiative is we really want to try to work
closely with the agreenent states and try to get those nunbers up at
| east to where we have 100 percent participation

The last slide is just for information interest. | just
t hought soneti nes people may wonder how many events do we get to come
into NRC. And it's interesting that in 1993 was when we started the
NVED Project. The nunber was higher than it is now It dropped down,
but started back up. What happened, | think, is that we inproved the
definition somewhat of what was reportable. This count here represents
events that have been sent in that have a requirenent in the NRC or
agreement state regulations to be reported.

And earlier, there was |less care given, | believe, in terms
of ensuring that they actually nmet a reporting requirenent. Then as we
get down here to 1996 and start up 1997, we're starting to get nore
reports from agreenent states. Also, NRC picked up gaseous diffusion
plants in March of 1997, and we saw an increase fromreporting of those
facilities. So that concludes the part that | have. |If there are any
guesti ons.

MR, CAMERON: Thanks a lot, Sam That was a great overview.
How about conments on NMED? Jake?

MR JACOBI: First of all, | congratulate you for putting
NMVED on the Internet as a half step. Col orado, maybe we're unique
because we've never been able to just have an e-mail of information |ike
t he prograns supposed to work. And when | | ook at your data where many
states are sending you information that's not in the NVED format, |

maybe assune maybe Col orado's not the only state.
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And to nme, it seens it mght be nore econonical if instead
of rewiting your programin AXIS-VI1 and distributing it to the states
and having to redistribute to the states every tinme you want to do an
update, if you had data entry directly off of the Internet, it would
save you tines of all the data distribution, and you woul dn't have to
worry about systenms firewalls, trying to transfer information back and
forth.

And any tinme you wanted to update the system you could do
it right then and there.

MR PETTIJOHN: Okay. W're going to offer -- we plan to
offer limted, | guess, data entry by way of Internet. However, |
believe that the states -- this is our belief -- that the states would
not necessarily benefit because you have to naintain two separate
dat abases. What will in fact happen is because of the current software
with Mcrosoft software that in our next application you will sinply be
invisible, that you're not on the network. In other words, you won't
know from your desk top whether you're actually -- in other words,
there's a transparency between the desk top and the Internet.

But if we have data entry so that you put all of your events
into a coormon dat abase, then you would, | believe, would have to put al
of your events, even the ones that may not really be events, into that
dat abase.

MR JACOBI: But isn't that what | thought | heard you ask
that you would like us to use this for all of our information?

MR PETTIJOHN: Well, operationally, we find that NRC s,

when | was doing this for a good while, that we have events that don't
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really neet reporting requirements or they're just under review and
they're really things that we're | ooking at that we have to keep track
of .

And so those are the reasons that we had to keep a | oca
dat abase. But just to answer your question directly, we are going to
offer -- begin offering with the offering source project an option for
states to enter information. But, again, because you know NRC is only
regul ating atom c radioactive material, and so there is a problemof the
state having to maintain two separate databases. |[|f anyone el se has any
conmments on that.

MR CAMERON. Don Bunn, | think, California

MR BUNN: Yes, thank you. Yeah, I, too, wanted to add to
Joe's talk as well as Sam E-23 Conmittee of CRCPD net in Cctober, also.
W di scussed primarily landfill alarms, and we canme away with the
recomendati on that we're going to present to NVED that these be
included in the NMED dat abase.

They severely inmpact our staff, our resources, although
they're mainly contam nati on events. They can be handl ed probably at
the site when you get there with your portable MCA or your appropriate
equi prent. They still inmpact greatly on all the state prograns.

And rat her than place themunder the other category, | think
it would be helpful if they were separated by thensel ves as | andfil
alarns or as resource recovery materials in the environnment that are
showi ng up all over the countryside. And you know, | would like to see
t he orphan source program go on, but also take care of contam nation

events, too.
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MR, PETTIJOHN: Thank you.

MR, CAMERON: kay, thanks, Don. And thanks, Sam and Joe
for the presentations. W're going to be going to John G eeves fromthe
NRC now for a presentation on the clearance rule. And just let ne
rem nd everybody that the reception tonight is at 6:30, not 6:00, and it
will be in the Terrace Room and that roomis right off of the front
regi stration desk when you conme into the hotel

Al right, John, you ready?

MR, GREEVES: Well, good afternoon. Can you hear ne?

AUDI ENCE:  No.

VR, GREEVES: How about now?

AUDI ENCE:  Yes.

MR, GREEVES: Sonme of you have handouts. 1'mgoing to try
and speed things up. So I'mgoing to skip a couple of the slides.
There's handouts out front. They've been out there for a while.

It's probably good we didn't nention to Conm ssioner Diaz
about the extra half-hour. Actually, I was a little worried about him
spendi ng four hours tal king about the subject I was going to be
addressing this norning. So fortunately there is quite a bit of the
material that | have that is not repeat activity.

But what | really want to tal k about are two activities,
one, we refer to as the clearance rul enaking, and the other is the
standard review plan that we are devel oping for the license termnation
rule foll ow up.

It is interesting. W have tal ked today a | ot about

resources. There's a lot of resources that the agency has committed to
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both of these program areas, and it sort of nakes me wonder what's going
to happen in the future when the agreenent states grow.

I just worry five years from now how t he agency's going to
fund these types of activities because we do -- fortunately, | do have a
fair anount of resources applied to both of these activities.

And | think of both of these as itens that very much are
going to affect the agreenent states. Most of the action is with you.
You actually have nost of the licensees. And part of nmy bottomline is
I would like to encourage you to engage in this process on both the
cl earance rul emaki ng and the standard review plan devel opnent.

I heard sonme reference to encouragi ng sone screans. |'m not
| ooking for any. But | think these two itenms actually may provide
partly some of the answer for the old site issues. They both go towards
a risk-inforned approach, and I think they're going to give part of the
answer to that difficult problemw th sone of the old sites.

As far as the clearance rule, the first slide there, it's
really an international issue, and the topic is control. How do |I nove
material out of a controlled situation into an uncontrolled situation
where further control is not needed. There's a lot of activities going
on internationally on this topic.

Currently, the thing that has been used in the past is Reg
Quide 1.86, and that is built into a nunber of |icense conditions. |
know t he agreenent states use that vehicle. And it only addresses
surface contamni nation

On another front, we have in the past put together some in

the SDWVP Action Plan sone ad hoc criteria on volunetric contam nation
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This also is one of the troubling areas. Unfortunately, we've had to
rely on a 1981 branch technical position, and what really is needed is a
dose-based analysis. That's the job that's ahead of us. W' ve got the
science. W need to nove forward with that. | think a nunber of you
are famliar with the fact that we do have sonme nunbers for uranium
cobalt and cesiumthat we've been using in the past. But we need to
nmove forward into a regulation format, and that's what the cl earance
rule i s about.

Moving on to the next slide, the Comm ssion actually asked
us to initiate this process back in 1994. And at the sane time, we had
on our plate the decomm ssioning rule. So the actual rul emaking part of
this was deferred until we could conplete the |license termnation rule.

VWil e that was going on, both NRC and EPA did devel op sone
techni cal basis background for these activities. In February, the staff
forwarded to the Conm ssion a paper presenting three options for the
cl earance activities. And three of those options included continue to
use the existing guidance that we had which is flawed, is not strictly
dose- based; support EPA in the devel opnent of a cl earance rul emaki ng.

At the tinme we went forward with this, EPAin fact was
tal ki ng about noving forward. Subsequently, they did slow down in that
process. And then the third alternative was to initiative an
i ndependent rul emaki ng by the NRC staff. And I think, as everyone is
aware, in June the Conmm ssion came out and asked the staff to proceed
with a dose-based regulation to address this issue.

We had actually been planning on doing this in the year

2000, and it's been accelerated to begin as we speak in FY 1999. And we
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al so were asked to use the enhanced participatory rul emaki ng approach
that has worked with Part 35. So that's the approach that will be used,
and to focus on unrestricted use of background | evel.

As | said, this is an international approach. A nunber of
things that the Conm ssion pointed to and that we're familiar with is
sone of the work that's been done at | AEA. | AEA has a tech doc 855 that
points in the direction of sonmething like a one mllirem per year
threshold. There's a simlar report fromthe European Comm ssion, that
their Report 89. The contractor that's been working on this for the NRC
is SAIC, and we're currently | ooking at a report and conmenting on it
t hat they have devel oped.

They | ooked at sonme 20-30 scenarios. The Comm ssion asked
us to focus on realistic scenarios that addressed the types of things
t hat happened with netals and concrete. The Conmm ssion asked us to
devel op a conprehensive rul emaki ng process for netals, concrete
equi prent and i ncl udi ng soil .

The Conmission identified that it's possible to narrow the
scope of this process if delays would result. And I'mjust pointing out
that including soil is going to be one of the nmore difficult processes
to address in this construct. Next slide.

As far as plans that the staff has, we will be forwarding a
paper in Novenber. W have recently formed a steering group and worki ng
group to address these issues simlar to the Part 35 Wrking Goup, and
Steve Collins is a nmenber of the steering group, and Russ Myer from

Texas is part of the working group.
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Also the Ofice of Research is part of these groups, NVSS,
state progranms and OGC have representatives. W also are looking to
find ways to get input fromthe Environnmental Protection Agency and
ot her agencies. And we have solicited input fromthe | SCRS G oup.
That's the Interagency Steering Comrittee on Radiation Standards, and
Steve Collins put together a nice article in the CRCPD news bri ef
identifying some of the activities of that group. So I think that was
qui te useful

Currently, our plans are to put together a draft assessnent
on netals and concrete, and we expect that to be available in January of
1999. Additional itenms that are going to require a fair amunt of work
are individual dose assessment for soils. As | said, this is going to
be the one that is a bit tricky, and we're going to engage the industry
and see if we can get sonme support out of the industry to help carry
part of the |load and the devel opment of those efforts.

W also will have to ook at the collective dose assessnent
and cost benefit analysis associated with these activities. | would
poi nt out that substantial progress has been made by EPA in devel opi ng
their technical basis to date. W've spent a lot of time talking to
them and it turns out that the conparison between the work that SAIC
has done and EPA is only a couple of factors off, and this I find
heartening. It to me shows that as far as risk assessnent, we're doing
things pretty nuch the same when you can track the assunptions included

in the process.
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Unfortunately, the risk managenment topic is one that we have
had sonme difficulties with. So | just nention it's worked out quite
well to | ook at the EPA data on this front.

The next slide indicates we'll be putting out an issues
paper in February, and that will be used in the facilitated public
nmeetings that we can | ook forward to in the spring/sumertime. And so
far, it looks like Atlanta, Chicago and Washington are sites that would
support such neetings.

I woul d encourage you to participate actively in that
process. W need w de support to cone to a resolution of how we're
going to address these issues. And the Novenber paper that | nentioned
earlier will propose a target schedule to address this.

The last slide which I"mnot going to put up gives the nanes
of individuals that are involved in this in ternms of points of contact,
and I'll nmention one of them Frank Cardile. Frank works for Trish
Hol ahan who's here with us today, and he's the first point of contact.
He's probably not going to thank nme for mentioning his nane and his
t el ephone nunber. But please do get in touch with himon that one.

kay, I'mgoing to shift nowinto the standard revi ew pl an.
And to do this, | think this is a success for radiation protection. It
sort of goes back to the tine in the late 1980's when it was clearly
recogni zed that we need a regulatory framework for the back end of al
these facilities.

A series of regulations were put into place, the first of
which was in 1988 that kicked this off. And this was the so-called

deconm ssioning rule. However, it pretty much addressed only financia
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criteria and the fact that you have to go for unrestricted release. It
left a lot of questions unanswered. There was not a cl ear standard.

It turns a year after that, Congressman Sinar took EPA and
NRC to task and told themto get on with this job. And as you can see
on the chart, we did nove forward in a step wise fashion. The next task
t hat was addressed was the recordkeepi ng requirenents. These are in
pl ace. They're very much needed. And |icensees have had sone rea
troubling times keeping up with some of their equi pnent here in the
Northeast. I'msure you're familiar with sone of the reactor
circunstances where materials needed to be accounted for, and it's not a
very pl easant process.

The next piece of regulation that we put in place was the
so-called tinmeliness rule in 1994. This also is a key piece that has to
be invoked. It essentially gives people 24 nonths within a reasonabl e
period of tinme they need to be doing sonething or cone in and explain to
us where they're going fromhere. The |ast piece was the |license
termnation rule which is the 25-mlliremall pathways standard for
unrestricted release. And | would like to thank the OAS for the letter
that you sent in. It -- when you're on point, it's tough to work these
issues. And | very nuch appreciated the letter that Comm ssioner D az
menti oned this norning.

So at this point, all the regulatory structure is in place,
and next slide, the job ahead is trying to match the underpi nnings in
terns of the guidance. Listed here is a whole set of guidance docunents

that are probably famliar to many of you.
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The first one is the so-call ed MARSM gui dance docunent.

This is the one that addresses the planning and the inplenmentation of
surveys. There's a nunber of courses going on around the country that I
know t hat your staff are involved in, and | need to nake sure ny staff
get through those, too. |It's unfortunate that there aren't enough of
those to go around. But we do try and share slots in those courses.

EPA, by the way, extended a couple of slots to NRC staff
around the country near some of our regional offices. So | know there's
a big demand. Skip down to 1549 near the bottom This is the decision
nmet hodol ogy document that describes the flowin terns of the
deconm ssi oni ng process where you go froma sinple evaluation to a
conpl ex evaluation. 1It's a good study of how you handl e decomm ssi oni ng
i ssues, and Sandi a National Labs hel ped us devel op that.

The | ast one on the chart is the draft reg guide for 006,
and this is sort of the backbone of the standard review plan
devel opnent. It has four areas that I'mgoing to mention in detail that
we woul d address.

The Conmi ssion did conme back to us in July and asked us to
march of f and inplement this process, to over a two-year period maintain
a dialogue with all of the affected stakehol ders, and address the
comrents during this period. So we're all devel oping the standard
review plan which is the standard vehicle that we use and you use in a
licensing process. And it needs to be risk inforned, and it is what |
call an iterative approach as the 1549 docunent |ays out as you go from

a sinple to a conplex site.
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The Conmi ssion asked us to | ook at sone of the potentia
conservativisnms in the so-called D& Code. | can assure you there's a
heal thy debate within the NRC staff on this issue. The office director,
Carl Paperello, gives us a lively engagenent on this, and, you know,
|'ve talked to a nunber of you about it. This is one of the things that
we will be testing over this two-year period.

We're looking for test sites. W've identified a couple.
And the last itemis that we need to address probable ballistic
approaches to cal cul ate the dose equivalent to average nenbers of the
critical group. This is also the very sane issue that is being
di scussed at high |l evel waste at the Yucca Mountain site.

The draft guide that | mentioned earlier |ays out four
different areas that we are | ooking at as work groups that are being
addressed as basically an outline with standard review plan, the first
of which is dose renodeling. This is the one we're putting the nost
energy in. W've had a lot of interest fromEPR and DOE. NEl is
funding a fair anount of the EPRI activity to address sone of the dose
nodel i ng i ssues.

The ot her issues include ALARA analysis, license termnation
for restricted conditions. W' re going to get confronted with these
types of issues at some of the bigger sites |like Sequoia Fuels and Vst
Val | ey.

And then the last one is final radiation surveys. As |
said, we're in pretty good shape with that with the MARSM type activity.
Next. The code that the staff had devel oped at Sandia is a dose node

code, and its intention was to have a sinple, cost-effective tool that
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could be used. It is basically a uniformsource in it assunes that you
do reuse water. So it is very conservative

It does only require a mnimal anount of site specific
information. And this particular code is up on our website, and we are,
as | said earlier, engaged actively with discussions with EPRI and al so
maki ng conparisons with the RESRAD Code. | think sone of you probably
use that particul ar code.

W& had an extensive neeting |last week on this particul ar
subject. Next slide. As part of this process, we're | ooking for ways
to engage stakehol ders, and we've set up a whole series of forma
wor kshops that are on this particular chart. | understand Dave Prover
mai | ed out 350 copies of a text describing what we were going to do, and
it includes the dates listed on this particular chart, the first of
which is in Decenber.

And we have established a website that is included on these
charts to provide an opportunity for NRC to get comments back on this
particul ar process. You'll find neeting notes on the website. W're
pl anning on putting up draft pieces of the standard review plan, and
we'd like to engage all parties and especially the agreenment states in
terns of input to that particul ar process.

Sonme of the things that will be discussed in that first
wor kshop are the NRC test case that we're going to be | ooked at. The
licensees have identified a test case that they want to conme in and talk
to us about. Resuspension factors have been a particular problemfor
us. We also are looking for sone help to refine the nodels for al pha

contam nation. W' ve had problens with the al phas and al so with cl ose
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to background issues for uraniumand thoriumin terns of detection. So
these will be sone of the topics that would be involved in that first
nmeeti ng.

And this will be nmy last slide. This is basically a
schedul e of the process. [1'Ill take a page out of the Health Physics
Soci ety approach. W'd like to add nenbers to these working groups and
this process because | think a lot of the issues you' re going to get
confronted with. So any of these working groups that | described, we
are looking for additional help in this process.

| tal ked about some of the tables that we're developing to
suppl enent or replace Reg Guide 106. W have devel oped a new set of
val ues for the beta gamma emtters, for surface contam nation, and we're
confortable with those. Those will be out shortly for use.

We are not as confortable with the alphas. As | said, we
had trouble with that, and that's one of the topics we'll talk about in
t he Decenber nmeeting. W expect to put out draft standard review plan
nmodul es by June of next year. W expect to run through a few test casea
for reactors and fuel fabrication facilities to get a trial run on sone
of these techniques. And then, as a final product, we expect to
finalize the standard review plan in the year 2000.

The bottomline here is these are the products that we are
developing. | think they're products that the agreement states, others
can pick up and use. And |I'd ask for your help in the devel opnent of
this product, and I'd urge you to use the website. It's a very good

tool. We're going to try and use conference calls in addition to the
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meetings cited earlier in the slides. So with that sunmary, |'d be
happy to answer questi ons.

MR, CAMERON: Great. You just heard John present two
topics. One, the clearance rule, and | guess questions there obviously.
Any concerns or questions about the clearance rule? Any advice to the
NRC on how they put the process together for devel opi ng the cl earance
rule? Any questions or concerns about the relationship between NRC and
EPA on the cl earance rule? Edgar?

MR, BAILEY: First of all, John, | invite you to cone west
to M ssissippi again

MR, GREEVES: | expected that. | enjoyed the last time |
was there with you.

MR, BAILEY: So | would encourage you to possibly | ook at
goi ng west of the Mssissipi with one of those neetings. And then ny
gquestion is are you factoring in FGR-13 when you're | ooking at these
proposed cl earance rul es?

MR GREEVES: Yeah. Federal Guidance 13 which is, as far as
I know, still a draft. W have relied on 11 and 12, and | think 1'd
probably prefer if C ndy Jones who is not here to address any reliance
of Federal Guidance 13.

| think, as you're famliar, we' ve conmented on that
particul ar docunent, and | haven't seen the final outcone on it. So far
as | know, we're not relying on it at the present time.

MR, BAILEY: Correct nme if | msunderstand. But | thought
i f Federal Cuidance Docunent 13 becones final, then it is incunbent on

ot her federal agencies to use those generally applicable guidelines.
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MR, CAMERON: Don, you want to clarify.

MR, COCL: Yeah, Don Cool. Let me try to clarify it a
little bit. There's two different types of things. There are federa
gui dance for which EPA has the | ead and which, after going through a
process, is signed by the president. It then in fact becones
essentially incunbent upon the federal agencies to inplenent into its
process.

There is then a second series of things, the federa
gui dance reports, FRG 13 being one of them developed by EPA. And while
they have in general or to varying degrees -- you'll get some di scussion
on that -- coordination, there is not the same incunbency within the
federal systemfor automatic adoption and incorporation. The reports
are nore technical reports. They have probably greater weight than an
NRC new reg, but do not carry the sane weight as a federal guidance
itself, there being only a couple of actual federal guidance docunents
to public exposure. It goes all the back to 1959, the Cccupationa
Exposure which currently goes to 1987.

We are certainly aware of it. They've |ooked at it. The
techni cal basis that SAIC has been developing | don't think actually
tries to wap in the federal guidance 13. For those of you who don't
know, that's a draft that's been devel oped that woul d take you straight
to a risk coefficient, the 10 to the m nus sonething or other for
various organs. And at that point, we haven't attenpted to take it
there. 1It's been taken to the point of dose. And rather than trying to
translate then to an organ-specific weighting factor

MR, CAMERON: (Okay. Thanks a lot, Don. Let's go to Alice.
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M5. ROGERS: | was going to comment on you all should come
west of the M ssissippi, too, but Ed beat ne to it. But we would
wel cone you west of the M ssissippi and wi sh you woul d cone.

It appears that you're using D& as a screening tool for
whet her fol ks should be out there doing anything or not to be in
conpliance with time and deconm ssiong. That would be folks that are
al ready not doi ng anythi ng radi oacti ve any nore.

But you don't have any training in using this tool. W
woul d really recommed that you get your training together and offer it

to the agreement states real soon. And second, --

MR, GREEVES: | agree with that commrent.
M5. ROGERS: Thank you. I'ma little confused, and naybe
it's just because I'mnot too good about this stuff. It |ooked like you

had a slide up there that said that you had been asked to | ook at one
mlliremper year in soils. And I'mcurious to understand how t hat
meshes with 25 mlliremper year all pathways at a site for unrestricted
use in a bigger sense.

VMR GREEVES: What the slide intended -- where it was |isted
as one mlliremwas an indication of where | AEA and the internationa
community has generally looked in terms of their technical docunent.

That is not a nunber that I'mnot to be our nunber. W're still in the
process of evaluating where we need to go.

M5. ROGERS: GCkay. That was ny --

MR GREEVES: Yeah. |If you talk to the internationa
community, you will find recommendations in the range of one mllirem

for the recycle type materials.
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M5. ROGERS: Gkay. |'d understood you to say that that was
i ndeed going to be your standard. So thanks for the clarification

MR, GREEVES: Right. You gave ne a chance to -- again, I'm
not saying it won't be. But | think there's still roomfor discussion
on that process.

MR CAMERON: | want to also -- I'mgoing to give this back
to you. 1Is there also a question inplied there, Aice, about what the
rel ationship is between the decomm ssioning standard and the cl earance
standar d?

M5. ROGERS: To sone extent, yes. Chip, you had al so asked
specifically what we think about NRC and EPA's little battle going on
I don't really have an opinion about that.

But | do have an opinion that NRC needs to be consi stent
within its owm work. That one mlliremversus 25 is going to | ook
really fishy when you | ook at 4 versus 25

MR GREEVES: C(dearly, 25 is attached to a termnation of a
site. And the question is what are you going to do with materials that
can go anywhere. That's the difference, and that's part of what's going
to be evaluated in these workshops as we go around the country. And
['"lI'l enjoy hearing views on that as these workshops devel op

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. | think Steve Collins has a coment,
and then we'll go to Aubrey, and then Ed.

MR COLLINS: Steve Collins, this tinme fromlllinois. As a
steering group representative, | nmade that sane conment that | was --
did about the 25 millirem And one of the things that you have in the

recycle thing is there's a rmuch higher probability of nenmbers of the
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public receiving exposures fromnore than one source. And that being
the logic for getting a fraction of 100, whether it be 25 or 15 or
whatever. But like | said, that is going to be considered.

But there's lots of different places where the recycled
material mght go. And there's even thought of |ooking into maybe
di fferent nunbers other than one, higher nunbers dependi ng on where the
recycle would go. Like if it's recycled steel and you know it's going
to go into autonobil e engi ne bl ocks, you m ght be able to have a higher
nunber there.

O if it's going into steel that will be used in bridges,
you coul d have a hi gher nunber there and for the concentration than you
could have in unknown reuse scenari os. And the steering group and Russ
Myer on the working group would | ove to have additional agreement state
i nput and your thoughts on these draft docunents.

M5. ROGERS: M question was really specifically about soi
only. 1 understand the steel thing and all those other reuses and
recycling things. | was just talking about dirt.

MR, CAMERON: Talking dirt. Al right. Aubrey.

MR GODWN: Audbrey Godwi n, Arizona. You know, | hate to
say it, folks, but I left nmy crystal ball out, and I don't know how you
can predict too well in the future how sonething's going to be used.

You send to the car manufacturer for blocks, and he screws
up a whol e bunch of them and he recycles into silverware.

[ Laught er. ]

MR GODWN: You know. Maybe stainless steel spoons. |

mean, you really got a problem That's one of the problens |I think sone
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of us have about this patient release deal. You' re going to depend upon
sonmebody saying that they're going to go hone and not going to have any
visitors when they go hone and have a party. | nean, you don't really
know.

So, yeah, | think we need a nunber where we're not going to
worry too nmuch about it if it does get reconcentrated, if it is two
sources, and be consistent. And I don't know what that nunber is
of f hand, and we'd probably have to get the wiji board out for that. But
crystal ball in the future for uses of materials and what people are
going to do is a real |ow percentage win idea, | think.

MR, CAMERON: Thank you, Aubrey.

MR GREEVES: Can | just nention that effectively that's why
SAI C had to go through 20-30 particular scenarios to address this issue
because the further it noves through the chain, the |ower the activity.

I think in nobst instances it's the guy that works at the yard where the
material comes in, and when the dust is kicked up, he's the one with the
hi ghest dose in nost of the cases.

But that's why they had to go through 20 or 30 scenarios to
ook at this issue.

MR, CAMERON: All right. Ed, do you have a conmment on that,
t 00?

MR, BAILEY: Well, except that | would suspect that the
hi ghest dose occurs when it's reused for baby beds, but I don't know |
woul d have to agree that this | ooking at one mlliremfor soil, | guess
you can recycle soil. Mst of Texas used to be in Kansas.

[ Laught er. ]




N

o 00~ W

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

192

MR BAILEY: So it gets noved around a lot. But this whole
i dea of having a different standard fromtwo different federal agencies
is areal problem And we're already seeing that where one federa
agency who has only one nenber here is saying we don't really give a big
rats if they cleaned it up to your standards. They' ve got to clean it
up to ours which may be significantly nore cl ean up work.

So | think the Conm ssioner was probably right. Congress is
going to have to resolve this issue finally. But the staffs have got to
wor k toget her.

MR, GREEVES: Let ne nention two things. Wen it cones to
the science, the staffs are working together. And I'mactually quite
pl eased with how cl ose we are on the nunbers with these recycle issues.
They're within a factor or two or three in ternms of the studies that
Sandy Cohen & Associ ates has perfornmed and SAIC has perfornmed. So
think that's pretty darned cl ose.

As far as the federal agencies, | think you recognize
there's not a lot | can do about that. | will comment on the soils. |
think this is going to be one of the comments we're going to get as we
go around the country. But recognize you all have sites. You rel ease
sites. You know what's going on here.

It really isn't 25 mllirem That's the nunber. That's the
standard. How many of you really think you're releasing a site at 25
mllirens? Pretty darned few So | think nost of themare a |ot |ower

than that.
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So | don't think as a practical matter that is an issue.
It's an optic issue. And | think that's one of the things that we wll
probably have to address in these workshops as we go around the country.

MR, CAMERON: Ckay. Any last comments on this before the
agreement states go into their business neeting after a short break,
woul d take it. Roland, are you going to have themright into it.

MR, FLETCHER: At the risk of having to run up and down the
halls finding a representative, | think we should probably take a break
now and start again like at ten of five, and maybe we can get nost of it
done. Please don't go too far away.

And this is anyone who would like to sit in the audi ence and
listen to the neeting is free to do so. | nmean, this is not a
restricted neeting.

MR, CAMERON: (kay. Thank you, Roland. And renenber, 6: 30,
reception, Terrace Room

[ Recess. ]

MR, FLETCHER: Since we're getting something of a late
start, | want to go through this agenda as expeditiously as possible.

As you will note -- thank you. As you will note, | took the liberty of
putti ng down sone subjects that | know that we've been tal ki ng about al
year. O course, | guess it's no surprise that sonetinmes | do take
liberties.

And to try to speed up the agenda, rather than have a state
roll call, I think we know generally who's here. But | want to ensure
that only the states of Iowa and New Mexico are nmissing. |Is there any

other state that's not here?
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[ Laught er. ]

MR, FLETCHER: That you are aware of. GCkay. So the rol
call, therefore, is conplete

I would like to nove forward. First of all, once again, you
know, the turnout here has been very gratifying. And | certainly
appreci ate everyone being here. Everyone making such a great
contribution. And I'mhoping that that continues during this particul ar
sessi on because there are a lot of subjects that |1've just put down some
words, and | need sone input frommany of you, particularly if we're
goi ng to devel op any resolutions, position statenents.

And | want you to begin thinking now And | hope you've had

some conversations. But before we end, we need to nom nate officers for

chair-elect and -- not secretary, yet. Just chair-elect. So we need to
nom nate a chair-elect. | hope you' ve been thinking about sonmeone to
put in those positions. So once again, | thank all of you. Once again

| thank Diane for putting this together. So far, so good. W' ve been
really going well today. And we've been keeping close to tine, too. So
t hank you for that.

One of the things that | have tried to do and | need to get
sone feedback on success. Most of us, | think, went full force into the
e-mail world this year with varying | evels of success. | nmean, |'ve
gotten e-mails that were squares and circles when they shoul d have been
words, and |I'm sure you got the sane from ne.

But one thing that | know has changed in nmany cases are

e-mail addresses. | nyself went fromone systemto another, and
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couldn't even read ny own mail fromone address to the other. So that
coul d possi bly have happened to you.

VWhat | -- rather than have you put things down here, when
you get back to your l|ocations, would you just send nme an e-mail with
all of your particulars on it, you know, correct nane, phone numnber, fax
nunber, all that. Just send nme that e-nmail.

Il will, nowthat | have a little nore time, conpile that
into the nost up-to-date, accurate system And | would also like for
you to put down what system best works with your e-mail. M depart nment
has directed that we would use Wrd 97, and | know sone of you have
probably gone through the sane thing.

But I know also that if | send out e-mail Word 97, | get
many calls say what was that you just sent me. So | need to know what
wor ks on your conputer, and I will try and | will pass on to Stan that
information so that we will try to make sure we communi cate with one
anot her.

MR, KLINGER: That's probably sonething that shoul d be
shared with NRC, too.

MR, FLETCHER: Ckay, you --

MR, KLINGER That's sonething that probably should be
shared with the NRC because there's a lot of stuff that we get, and I
don't know, naybe everybody else is reading it fine. But it's garbled,
alot of it. Now we've gone to a new system and it's working. But I
don't know if people are just ignoring the problem or maybe they worked
it out at their own place. But we should be sharing that information

with the NRC
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MR, FLETCHER: That's a good point, and | will be sharing it
with Rosetta and Kathy to nake sure that they're aware of that
comuni cation. Yes?

MR GODWN: The NRC when they do attachments, quite often
if they got nore than one attachment to it, we just don't get the second
one. | don't know whether it's nmy end or their end, but | just don't
get them

MR, FLETCHER: Are you noting these things, Kathy?

MR KLINGER That's a real good point. W used to have
that problemuntil we just went to the new NT System Now we can get
multiple attachnents. But NRC and ot her people need to be aware of that
because if you send a multiple attachment thinking everybody's getting
it, | suspect nost people here can't get nultiple attachnents.

MR, FLETCHER: Well, we'll make sure when we present what we
di scuss here to the NRC that that's one of the itens that we enphasize
because 1've had the sane situation. |[|'ve gotten a beautiful nessage
tal ki ng about sonething that's attached. And when | try to translate
that which is attached, it's garbled. So --

MR, PADGETT: This is Aaron Padgett, North Carolina. Was I

next or --

MR, FLETCHER: Oh, |I'msorry. Go ahead.

MR, PADGETT: Feedback to the NRC. The thing that's
confusing to me is that the attachments on one, I'Il open it, and it
opens beautifully. No problem The next one, | can't open it. And you
know, | don't know whether it was sent in the sane format or not sent in

the sane format or what the situation is.
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The next tinme, it doesn't.

MR FLETCHER: Terry?

MR. FRAZEE: Yeah, a lot of it is a formatting problem
as people continue to upgrade their systens to get to higher |eve
prograns, a lot of times those formats just will not work on | ower
versions, and that's the nunber one probl em

And when people do try to save it as a | ower version
occasionally that won't work well, particularly with tables. That's
really bad. Recently, nost of you should have gotten an e-mail from
wi thin the next week about a particular SP notice that came out. And

turns out that there were a couple problenms with that.

197

And

ne

it

The one that shoul d have been a probl emwasn't because NRC

really did not send two attachnments. There was a second attachnent t
wasn't sent. So nunber one, there weren't very many people that caug
that -- they said that there was a particul ar procedure, and then the
was also a list attached. Well, the list really was not attached.
However, had it been attached, it woul d have been a table in Wrd or

Corel at Word Perfect 8.0, | think. And when | did have NRC send ne

hat
ht

re

that table, it's one thing to get garbled stuff. Wth ny system-- and

this is ny problemat ny end of it, our e-mail systemstripped off th
attachment. So | got absol utely nothing.

Now t he problemthat this could present to others where
either your e-mail systemonly recognizes one attachment, or if it
recogni zes nore than one attachnent if it does the same thing and you

aren't very diligent in checking to see what's conming in, NRCthinks

e
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they' ve sent you the information, but you haven't received it. So
there's a lot of things you ve got to watch with this.

And the bottomline is keep it sinple. W're interested in
information. Send us stuff that's text, that's really the | onest
possible format. That's the best way to get it through to assure that
you will get something on your end. But if they start putting in
graphics or tables that have been created in a high version of any
program and you've got sonething that's not going to read it, it
doesn't do you any good at all. It just ends up being a frustration

And obviously fromthe response |I've gotten, many peopl e,
you know, haven't got tinme to sort through those sorts of problens.

MR, FLETCHER: Well, let nme get these two, and then 1"l |et
you respond.

MR BAILEY: Mne is a real quick one. NRC tends to use dot
and the person's initials. And if they would sinply stop that habit, we
could -- nost of us could directly open the attachnments. Where as it is
now, we have to save the attachnent as a different thing and go in and
open Wrd or whatever we want to do it

So if you would just stop using people's initials after the
dot, it would really help us all

MR, FLETCHER: Stu, and then I'mgoing to |let D ck or Kathy
address.

MR LEVIN Well, what we discovered was in Pennsylvani a,
not having Mcrosoft Exchange is hurting us. W have an anti quated
e-mail system but we're supposed to get Mcrosoft Exchange hopeful |y by

t he end of Novenber.
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One of our people was able to decode your NRC stuff using
M crosoft Exchange. But | would say this. | always have to wait for
the stuff to come on the website which sonmetines is a little bit |onger

The last two you sent, 083 and 084, when | got to the

website, | got an error nessage that said you hadn't posted it yet. |
can read the headers on your e-mmil, but the text is coded |ike
everybody else's. | would prefer and ny personal opinion is just give

me a sinple nessage saying you' ve got this docunent and get it on the
website faster because | can run that in PDF or whatever instead of
waiting three weeks before you post it.

MR, FLETCHER: Ckay. Who would like to commrent.

MR, BANGART: That was going to be exactly nmy coment that
all of the letters do end up at the OSP web page site. And if anybody
havi ng trouble getting access to those letters and calling them up when
they go to that site. Nowthere is -- we don't nanage that website
ourselves. W use Oak Ridge to do that. So there is a couple of day
delay. But it's supposed to be only a couple of days. |If you're
experiencing | onger delays than that in finding it at the website
| ocation, tell us because we think that's the kind of time period it
takes to get it posted.

But is there anybody that can't go to the website and
successfully call up a docunent?

MR, PADGETT: | have trouble with that, also. And I've
worked with your people on it, and they didn't understand why. |'m not
sure now whet her that has been solved or not, but I was having trouble

with that -- going to the website
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MR, BANGART: (kay, one exanple. 1Is JimMers aware of
t hat ?

MR, PADGETT: Yes, yes. |I've worked with Jimon that. And,
again, | think that one has been solved, and I no |onger have the
problem But |1'd have to go back and check and make sure.

MR BANGART: |'msure that we'll conmt to address the
probl enrs as we know them today and do as nuch as we can on our end to
hel p sol ve sonme of them But | think the best solution for nmpbst of you
at least is to go to the website if you're having difficulty on an
i ndi vi dual message. But | mean, given this technol ogy, though, and the
different pieces of software and different versions, | think this is
going to be a continuing problemthat we're going to have to conti nue
just to conmunicate on and try to keep -- address these and resol ve them
one by one as we go al ong.

But | think the universal solution is to use the website
except maybe in a few cases that are relatively isolated

MR, PADGETT: Dick, will you continue to notify us via
e-mail when you're putting something significant out on the website?

MR, BANGART: Yeah. | think right now-- 1'll talk to Jim
and we'l| take the feedback that we receive on the extent of these
comments. And maybe the frequency and the difficulty of these comments
is such that it doesn't make sense to continue to try to use the
announcenent server for all agreenent states letters. And we nmay just
rely, as you indicate, on the website. | don't know. \W'Il have to --

we thought that the use of the server to transmt the all agreenent
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state letters was resulting in relatively few problens in terns of your
ability to call up the information

I think what we've |l earned | ast night and today is that the
problemis nore w despread than we had thought.

MR, PADGETT: It's still a preferred -- for ne, it's the
preferred route. And again, now | use Ofice 97. And 1'd say 75
percent of the time when | open the attachnment, | open it with no
problem Again, the next one, for some reason, | can't open. Even a
few when you try to save it as, it won't save it, this kind of thing.
don't know what to do.

MR, BANGART: | think one of the problens is that we get

docunents that we send to you that are generated from a nunber of

sour ces.
MR PADGETT: Right.
MR, BANGART: It's not just our office that generates the
docunment. It's other offices. Sonetinmes it's an NRC contractor that's

wor ked on a new reg or sonet hing.

MR, PADGETT: But ny suggestion is don't stop sending them
that way. You know,

MR BANGART: If all else fails, call us and Kathleen wll
fax it to you.

MR, FLETCHER: Well, that's what | was going to get back to
because what |I'mhearing is (1) we do need to comuni cate what works, |
mean, what systenms you have. | think it would al so be hel pful if we had
the informati on what systens you're normally transmtting up, you know.

Is it going out 97? 1Is it going out in WrdPerfect 8.07?
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So we need to have as a block of this conpiled information
how you normal ly send the docunments out. That may help at least in the
way we look at it. So we can make this one document which contains al
of the addresses, all of the e-mails, et cetera, and the systens that we
use. Maybe it will help solve this problem

And you're right. It's a continuing thing as technol ogy
goes forward. But we need to do sonething about it right now.

MR WALTER: This is David Walter, Al abama. You al ready
have to make the PDF file for the website. So everyone has the ability
to get the free software to read adobe acrobat. |If you were to nake
that an attachnent as a PDF attachnent, we should all be able to read it
directly in the e-mail instead of having to have nunerous different
types of versions of software to keep up with it. | think that would
probably be hel pful for getting themevery time as you and | prefer to
get them

MR, PADGETT: | have it.

MR WALTER:  You know, |'d rather it cone in e-nail to ne
personal ly rather than have to look it up on the web all the tine
nysel f.

MR, PADGETT: | agree.

MR, FLETCHER: Steve Collins.

MR COLLINS: Steve Collins of Illinois. Based on questions
and conversations | had |ast night and based on feedback the NRC has
actually received fromstates, they're not sure that nore than seven
states actually receive and read the mail. So you know, |'d kind of

like to know that a broader spectrum of people are actually receiving it




N

o 00~ W

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

203
and able to read it and that sort of stuff because a |ot of you
apparently may be receiving it, reading it, but never giving them any
feedback. So they don't really know for sure.

I mean, | specifically asked how many states have you gotten
feedback from Normally, it's three states. But we have up to seven
that we actually hear fromevery now and then. So all of you may be
aware and reading it and just not responding. But | think we ought to
do some show of hands or sonething to | et NRC know

MR, FLETCHER:  Ckay.

MR, COLLINS: Some of the problens, nega formats, headers
and seals. Now when you're sending that text stuff or sending us to
stuff, you can clean up and elimnate headers and elimnate seals from
docunents that you're sending out.

Alittle bit nore description in the cover page or in the

announcenent that cones, you know, the attention |ine or sonething on

there has to describe what's in there, what format it's in, like Roland
said, would help a lot. And auto formatting -- this has al so caused
pr obl ens.

MR, FLETCHER: What | would say as a follow up to what Steve

has pointed out, | think that it is inmportant that we do get feedback
when we're having these problens. |If this is the first tinme we've made
mention of them then it will be difficult for the problemto be sol ved.

So | encourage everyone that as you receive information you can't read,
you | et soneone know | couldn't read that. | can't do anything about it

if | can't read it.
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| think it's nore inportant to ensure that we all do it in
the future rather than how many did it in the past. So let's make sure
t hat we communi cat e whenever these problenms occur.

Yes, let's do that. How many people are getting nail
wi t hout problenms? GCkay, how nmany are getting mail and having probl ens?
kay, that's about the sane nunber. How nany are not getting any mail .

M5. SCHNEI DER:  Kat hy Schneider. Just a second. | saw a
coupl e hands | haven't heard from | kind of help Jimas a backup.

Have Fl orida, Louisiana, have you been talking to Jim Mers about the
probl enms you were having? And anybody el se? Ckay.

MR WASCOM | talked to Jim-- extension instead of doc doc
or doc.wp for WordPerfect --

MS. SCHNEI DER:  Okay, |'ve witten it dowmn. We will be
pursui ng that, okay.

MR, WASCOM |'ve been receiving themthis past week.

MS. SCHNEI DER:  Congratul ati ons on your new job again.

MR WASCOM It had al ready been cl eaned up.

MS. SCHNEI DER:  kay. Like I said, | know sone of them are
people |'ve talked to. But those of you I saw hands go up, please call
and | et us know, too, what your problens are so we can address them

MR, FLETCHER: Ckay, any nore on that particular iten? Then
let's nove on | MPEP participation. Kathy gave us a presentation on the
schedul e, and indicated that two to three additional people would be
hel pful. So if you've got individuals to nom nate, please do so at this

time. Richard?
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MR, RATLIFF: Kathy, | think we have nine | MPEP peopl e now.
And | think at first when we started, it was 14.

MS. SCHNEIDER: Due to -- | do best when planning these with
about 11 or 12 because of changes in schedul es, sicknesses and | ast
m nut e changes, and al so maki ng sure that your team nenbers have enough
time fromwhen they're attending | MPEPs to when your state is being
| MPEP' d.

So 14, you cannot have very nuch work. About 11-12 works
really well as a cadre to pull on.

MR, RATLIFF: So how many do we need to --

MS. SCHNEI DER: W have nine right now

MR FLETCHER: So two to three.

M5. SCHNEIDER Two to three would do it. And I've |ost
some people like Martha who's retired, and Don Bunn is stepping down.
And with the people | have there, would | would Iike a little bit nore
depth is licensing, and it could be licensing and inspection. But if
you have an inspector, sonebody, we'll take him

MR, RATLIFF: And you know, what we decided two years ago
was that the past chair would be NRC s contact to set up MRB neeti ngs.
And this year, Bob Qill and | are supposed to go off the VMRB. So we
need at | east two new MRB reviewers.

MR FLETCHER: Well, | have three nanmes here for the MRB
But | MPEP, | haven't gotten any.

MR LEVIN Kathy, just a question. Wat kind of tine

conmitment does this state | MPEP person need to have?
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M5. SCHNEIDER It's about -- for team nenbers, it's about
three and a half weeks. For prep time, on sci time, conpletion of the
report, and then the tenets at the MRB

MR LEVIN Is this like three and a half weeks once a year?
I's that what --

MS. SCHNEI DER:  Per | MPEP revi ew.

MR LEVIN  And how nany reviews woul d they do?

M5. SCHNEI DER:  Most woul d have a state person and one of
our real, you know, it's been about two a year. | think JimMcLeish
may have done two per year. But that's worse.

MR LEVIN So you're tal king seven weeks per year?

MS. SCHNEI DER:  Yeah. Normally, | try and have it one state
only having one per year. That's about what they tolerate as far as
t heir managenment letting themout. But we have had one or two states
who have hel ped us when sonebody has had a crisis cone up and hel ped us.

MR LEVIN So you try for three and a half, but it could be
seven in an energency?

M5. SCHNEIDER It could be seven. But nost of the tinme, we
try and juggle the schedule so we're not putting that kind of inpact on
to your staff.

MR, FLETCHER:  Ji n?

MR MACLEISH: | was going to say | only did one per year
and three weeks -- three personal weeks is a good estimate. And you
really get a tremendous anmount. You |learn a trenmendous anount from

being the state nmenber on the team The state nenber on the teamreally
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receives nore in learning and experience than he gives in the three
weeks. So |I'd encourage anybody that could find the tinme to do this.

MR FLETCHER: Yeah, Aaron.

MR, PADGETT: North Carolina will provide soneone.

MR, FLETCHER: Ckay.

MR, PADGETT: |1'd rather not give you the nane right now
But we will provide.

MR, FLETCHER: Well, since |I'mgoing to be the coordinator,
|'d appreciate it.

MR, PADGETT: Ckay.

MR FLETCHER: Pierce?

MR, O KELLY: | had told Kathy earlier that we will try to
provi de soneone probably the first of next week.

MR, FLETCHER: Ckay. That's two. W could use one nore for
good measure.

MR, BAILEY: We'Il give you one to replace Don Bunn.

MS. SCHNEI DER:  Thank you very nuch.

MR, FLETCHER: Next on the agenda is the MRB participation.
Today and over the past week or so, | have had three people who have
indicated that they would Iike to participate, and if they have no
qualnms, 1'Il mention theirn nanes.

Pierce OKelly has indicated he would like to participate.
Di ane Tefft and David Snellings. Now are there any - yes?

M5. TEFFT: That mnust be -- | nust have nentioned that | ast
year. But | --

MR, FLETCHER: Ch, you're going to have to use the mke.
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MS. TEFFT: | nentioned that |ast year. But at this time, |
don't think I would do it, Roland. Maybe in the future year or so.

MR, FLETCHER: Ckay. Anyone else? The -- go ahead.

MR, BAILEY: How many do you need?

MR, FLETCHER: Well, right now we have five. And | don't
thi nk we've ever had a specific nunber because it's availability that
really controls the MRB. You know, someone who's available to be
present is preferred when the MRB is held.

So usually if you have a pool of seven or eight, you're
better off. And that's the target | would like to have. W have five
ri ght now

MS. SCHNEIDER: | also want to say we're really working
forward to encourage video conferenci ng whenever we can so that there's
| ess inmpact on you. And we're doing better. W've had a couple ones
that worked real well. Marie's shaking her head. W did a nice one,
too. She came in, but we had regi on people come in. So we are working
on doi ng that also.

MR, FLETCHER: Ckay, we'll go with --

MR, BAILEY: Wat is your policy on those of us who' ve

rotated off of doing it?

MR, FLETCHER: | don't have a policy.

MR BAILEY: 1'd be happy to do it if you' re going to put
peopl e who' ve rotated off and had a gap or whatever. |It's a fun thing
to do.

MR, FLETCHER: Well, | think the only reason that people

were rotating on and off was to give other people experience, but not




N

o 00~ W

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

209
for any other reason. | think we had a -- Richard, you can correct ne.
I think we had kind of an unwitten rule about the length of tine, but
that was nore for experience, right.
MR, RATLIFF: R ght. W were going to go for two years
each. And then we decided that we had new people comng in. And so we

rotated sone fol ks off early.

MR PARIS: As one who is rotating off, | would encourage anybody who's
not done it. As one who is rotating off, | would encourage anybody
who's not done it to participate. 1It's a good | earning experience,
particularly if you have an | MPEP com ng up

MR, FLETCHER: Ckay. Aubrey has al so nodded and said he
would be willing to doit. So we will put those rotating off in kind of
a reserve alternate kind of position so that everyone can get sone
experi ence.

Steve nentioned earlier about the OAS, | MPEP of the NRC/ SS&D
Program | don't know if you have any nore to add on there or not.
Were there any additional questions on that? Do we have a tine frame
dat a?

MR COLLINS: No. The tinme frane, as | said earlier, we're
going to try to -- the teamleader's going to try to get an actua
onsite visit evaluation part of it done sometine between the second week
of January and the end of March. And then that sets the rest of the
schedul e automatically. | think 74 days after that, they need to have
the MRB neeting, and 104 days after, to have the final report.

MR, FLETCHER: All right. Questions? Richard?
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MR RATLIFF: | wonder, Steve. You tal ked about the MRB
part of it, though. |1'mwondering if the MRB could be those of us who
have rotated off or MRB for other states and then have one NRC person

MR, COLLINS: | haven't really received nmuch gui dance from
NRC with the MRB. | think maybe they were shocked when they heard the
idea that | mght actually reconstitute the whol e thing.

O course, | didn't volunteer to rewite the whol e docunent
if I have to do that. Right now, if | had to nake the choice, |'m
| eaning towards the idea of leaving the MRB as it is with the exception
of Carl not being a nenber and a state person being a full nenber at
that particul ar one.

But if the states here wanted to go through the process of
totally reconstituting the MRB just for the SS&D, we woul d | ook for
volunteers fromthe states to be on that MRB and to rewite the
procedure, Gordon.

MR, FLETCHER: | feel everyone who feels they want to do
that should report to Steve. The next is an issue that did come up this
year. It's one that |I don't think frommy perspective there's very nuch
that can be debated about it.

My under st andi ng that QAS nenbership are those states that
are agreenent states, period. Wen | becane a nmenber of this
organi zation, | didn't fill out any forms. | haven't paid any dues
whi ch you may want to look at. But I'ma nenber, and as long as we're

agreement states, | believe that that's the criteria.
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But it has conme up, and it may cone up again. And that's
the only reason it's on the agenda. Any questions, comrents on that?
Good.

Now we're going to talk about this probably a little nore
tomorrow. But | thought we need to at |east touch upon the hosting of
these neetings as we -- this is the second one we as agreenent states
have | aid out and done oursel ves.

And as we continue to do this, I think we need to perhaps
| ay out sone keys or sone guidance to step to states that may want to do
this in the future because there are a | ot of |oose ends that you |earn
as you go along. And I know Di ane has done a | ot of things that none of
us may have thought about. And it would be good if she and Ed and, you
know, we could just make sure that we get sone of these things down for
future posting of these neetings.

And | would al so reconmend that if you feel you may want to
host next year's neeting, please present sone kind of -- even if it's an
e-mai |l proposal, nake sonme kind of a proposal to the executive conmittee
so that we can act on that. W need to have -- you know, we all have
jobs, as all of us sitting in this room So we need to have sonethi ng
that we can really respond to.

| encourage all of you to think about whether or not you are
in a position to host one of these neetings. | think the education and
experience that your staff gets in something like this is trenendous.
And | woul d encourage those of you who feel you can to conme forward. You

can even do it now if you want.
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No cards on the edge? This is a very quiet business

nmeeti ng.

MR, RATLI FF: Rol and?

MR, FLETCHER  Yes.

MR, RATLIFF: W figured that Austin, Texas in October is
really nice. It's not hot or humd. So we'll nake a nom nation

MR, FLETCHER: All right. Austin in Cctober. It sounds
good to rme.

MR, BAILEY: Make sure it's the same weekend as a hone gane.

[ Laught er. ]

MR, FLETCHER: All right, we'll go forward with that.

MR GODWN: Rol and?

MR, FLETCHER  Yes.

MR GODWN: Should we start thinking about doing it for two
years in advance or having one sort of in reserve for the next year?

MR, FLETCHER: | thought about it. And my only reluctance
is |l wuld like, you know, Stan's not here, and | don't know -- perhaps
he shoul d nake that decision. But if there is a state that is thinking
about doing it in two years, | can give himthat recomendati on. Diane?

MS. TEFFT: Yeah, just to conmment. | know nyself, I'm
pl anning this neeting that one year is really short notice for the
hotels. And even the conference has gone to four years or something.

MR FLETCHER  Four years.

MS. TEFFT: So that mi ght be sonething you need to consider

at least for early planning for the hotel or at |east book the dates.
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MR, FLETCHER: Is there soneone who feels that it's possible
that they would be able to do it in tw years or at least |ike to have
their nanme considered for two years? | can pass that information al ong?

[ No response.]

MR, FLETCHER: Ckay, well, we will be comunicating by
e-mail once the Executive Committee has had an opportunity to neet.
You're making this agenda easy. Maybe | shouldn't say anything.

Actual ly, by taking care of -- we've taken care of both
hosting the agreenment states neeting and the next nmeeting. So |'m now
opening up for any discussion topics, resolution or position papers that
we need to tal k about here.

I would also Iike us to at |east discuss the issues and the
proposal s nade by M. Dinger when he made his HPS presentati on because
based upon his statistics, we are about just slightly over 50 percent
i nvol ved in HPS, and maybe there's some things we need to consider as
far as other extensions of our participation, our liaison role, et
cetera. Comments? Aubrey?

MR GODWN M. Chairman, | nove we establish a |iaison

relationship with the National Health Physics Society.

MR, FLETCHER: Start again. | didn't hear you.
MR GODWN: | nove.
MR, FLETCHER: Thank you. Ckay. | heard the |last part.

There's a notion on the floor that we establish a liason relationship
with the Health Physics Society. |Is there a second?

CHORUS: | second
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MR FLETCHER: It's been noved and second that we establish
a liaison relationship with the HPS. 1s there any di scussion?

[ No response.]

MR, FLETCHER: Al in favor, raise your hands. Opposed?
The notion carries. Now what we just have to deci de how we make the
selections. Do we have a volunteer to be our first l|iaison
representative? Maybe you didn't hear ne.

M5. MCBURNEY: One reconmendation | make, when the Health
Physics Society established this liaison |uncheon and with a |lot of the
organi zations that it wants to have a working rel ationship w th, they
invited the current president or chair persons of those societies.

If you would like to, you m ght want to just have at | east
for the first year have the president or the chair person of OAS
represent the QAS, and then naybe as tine goes on, establish a nore
per manent type liaison or rotating type liaison

MR BAILEY: Ruth, do we know if Stan is a nenber?

M5. MCBURNEY: No, we don't.

MR, FLETCHER: | don't think you have to be a nmenber to be a
['iaison.

MR BAILEY: Well, no, you don't. But |I think it would be
i mportant.

M5. MCBURNEY: Well, | could send himan application form

MR, FLETCHER: | will ensure that that information gets back
to Stan. If there is, you know, if there's a reason he can't do it,

then maybe we'll ask for other voluntees. Steve?
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MR, COLLINS: | attended the luncheon at |ast year's neeting
just a couple of nmonths ago. And sone of the things they were talking
about cooperative efforts with all these organizations on training. He
made a big pitch about the people really doing health physics now aren't
necessarily health physicists when they start.

So there's a |l ot of organizations that have bits and pieces
of training for these people. And they're basically witing up this
training and getting it available to put on websites and make it
interactive and all that sort of stuff. And they' re wanting cooperative
efforts fromall the various organizations that could use that and need
it and could provide input to certain parts to divvy up the workl oad so
that a good conprehensive package gets done qui ckly.

That's one of the things that they' re doing that could be
hel pful to your staff menbers, new staff nenbers in particular. The
other thing they're tal king about doing which wouldn't, I don't think
affec this group, but they proposed it with CRCPD and A&S and sone of
the others is trying to go away fromevery one of these groups having
its own individual annual neeting. | mean, HPS can no | onger basically
afford to have two great big neetings each year, nad they're thinking of
cutting down to one.

And what they're | ooking at doing, even though it would
narrow down the sites that could host it would be to have one great big
radi ati on protection business. |If you're in that business, one great
bi g nmeeting each year at sone |ocation where the A&S and CRCPD and HPS
and there were two or three other organizations would neet in this one

great big city. A lot of the sessions would be open to everybody. But
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then there woul d be a day set aside or a day and a half so that groups
like the CRCPD could have their own private sessions to take care of
their own business.

But the rest of it would be open sessions for everybody. So
that's at least three or four years down the road. They knew t hat
Anchor age, Al aska couldn't hold it all. So it was going to be after
that for sure because we weren't willing to change until after that.

So that's what | ast year's neeting was about. Those are the
ki nds of issues and topics they're tal king about, sone of them
cooperative and informative, some of them other things, noney saving and
efficiency wise. So maybe that will encourage one of you to want to be
t here next year.

MR, FLETCHER: Thank you, Steve. Ed?

MR, BAILEY: Are we taking topics? |Is that what we're
doi ng?

MR, FLETCHER: Right now, we were discussing the |iaison
Was your comment about that?

MR, BAILEY: Wen you get to topics, | want to conment.

MR, FLETCHER: Ckay. Anyone else on the |iaison? Pierce?

MR O KELLY: | think the issue that Ruth brought up of the
chairmm going the first year is probably not a bad idea. But | do think
you m ght want to consider a longer termfor soneone to serve so that
they can get in and get to know the people, get to know the routines of
the meetings. And | think add sonme continuity to it over the | ong haul
It would be nore productive if you had sonebody at least in a two or

three-year termas a liaison




N

o 00~ W

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

217

M5. MCBURNEY: | forgot what | was going to say. The
l[iaison -- just to add to that, you probably do want to have sonme ki nd
of continuity. And also -- oh, the other point | was going to make is

that we are trying to get the government section of the Health Physics
Society really gearing back up again

And | think that we always state that the CRCPD neeting is
the only neeting where you can get all the federal and state agencies
tal king together. And this m ght be another avenue that you could get,
but all the health physicists in the federal agencies with state input
tal ki ng together as well.

MR, FLETCHER: One suggestion, and Richard and | may want to
take this back. A three-year conmtnment could be nmet if the chair-elect
is made that |iaison because the chair-elect would remain on the
Executive Comrittee through the chair-elect year, the chair year, and
the past chair year. So you would have your three-year continuity if we
did it that way. O course, | probably elimnated sone candi dates for
the chair-elect.

But there is another conmttee that the CRCPD -- |I'mthe
representative, CRCPD representative. That's the N- 13, the Radiation
Protection Conmittee which | ast year seened to be going away, and this
year we just had a neeting. Don Cool was also there. And now they seem
to be getting stronger

And one of the things that becane very obvious is when they
have standards that are very likely to beconme regul ati ons, they very
much appreciate the input from CRCPD, from NRC, perhaps even DOE. But

m ssing fromthat puzzle is anything fromthe agreenment states.
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So | wanted to cone back and at |east have you think about
that as another committee that perhaps we shoul d be present on because
if the CRCPD representative is not froman agreenment state, then
agreement state considerations won't be made at those neetings.

MR COCOL: Well, perhaps | can try to anplify for you just a
little bit. This in part cane up because the NRC i s pushing some new
government wi de requirenments associated with trying to adopt or utilize
i ndustry codes and standards. And so the Conm ssion itself, some of you
may have been present in the neeting we had up in Chicago. The agency
is moving in a direction of trying to reinforce its invol venent and
| ooking to take standards |ike the N-13 standards, the |EEE standards, a
nunber of the reactor standards and drop them much nore conmpletely and
qui ckly within the NRC regul atory structure. It mght be regulation; it
m ght be some of the guidance documents or ot herw se

And that immediately tripped a thought. | think it happened
with Roland and | a few nmicro seconds apart when we were sitting there
in the neeting that previously the states have not been involved in --
at |least the agreement states have not been involved in any formal way
in the process of |ooking at these consensus standards that are com ng
out .

And maybe our fault; naybe there's sone additiona
mechani sms.  VWhile NRC gets it and vets it fairly well within the
Conmi ssion itself, our process has not previously been to attenpt to try
and get vote sheets or drafts out to the programdirectors. W usually
only have about 30, maybe 60-day cl ock on some of those issues, and that

hasn't happened, and there m ght be sonme ot her nechani sns.
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But it seened to us that it m ght be a very good opportunity
for the agreenents states to have an additional voice separate from and
in addition to the voice that CRCPD has to strengthen your ability to
i nput on the consensus standards because those are rmuch nore likely to
show up sonmewhere in NRC s regulatory regime as we go down the road.

MR, FLETCHER: Thanks.

MR COCOL: kay, | have a little assignnent. \What's
involved in this process. The person who would be an N 13
representati ve woul d see docunments in a couple of stages. As presently
envi sioned, early drafts or an early draft of the docunent at the tinme
it's being devel oped by the HPSSC, the Heal th Physics Standards
Conmittee working group, and that gets circulated to the Health Physics
Standards Committee. |It's also circulated to the nenbers of N-13 for an
early reaction as to whether it's headed in the right direction, whether
there's any show stoppers or particularly difficult issues.

After it's actually been approved by the working group and
conmes up through the process, then the N 13 menbers actually ball ot
approval for the docunment. And when N-13 approves it, as with any of
the NC conmittees, it then goes and is formally published. And the
route nowis -- you' ve seen them They actually come out bound in the
m ddl e of the HPS newsletters. That's how the N-13 standards are now
being printed and distri buted.

N-13 as a whole conmittee neets once per year. Venue has
traditionally been a hotel near Washington-Dulles Airport, and al so
happens in the Cctober time frane. |In fact, part of what we do or have

previously tried to juggle such that the N-13 neeting and the QAS
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nmeeting were not on the sane Friday. And we've had to juggle those back
and forth a little bit.

So that's the tinme frane commtment. You will see eight,
nine, ten nore or |ess docunents that float through each year for one of
these ballots in one formor another. The nunber of docunents has cone
up because we've tried to interject ourselves a little bit earlier in
the process to be able to give a you' ve got a real show stopper here;
we' d never be able to go this direction kind of approach just to give
you an idea of the work | oad.

MR, FLETCHER: Thanks. Any other conments on that? |If not,
Ed, you want to bring up sone additional topics?

MR, BAILEY: Yeah. | just want to alert everybody to what
appears to be a new practice by the Veterans Administration. W' ve
recently had the Veterans Adm nistration go out to a county hospital and
contract with that county hospital to do the nucl ear medici ne services

for the hospital -- not VA patients, the county hospital patients.

They applied for and were granted an anendrment to their NRC
license to conduct those activities at the county hospital. It's
di sturbing to us, and we have been discussing with NRC and have at this
point filed an allegation that they're doing it and shouldn't be doi ng
it.

It raises so nmany questions. One of the things that cones
up and is in this decomm ssion sites, essentially when VA pulls out or
term nates their contract, we will be responsible for anything they've

left behind. But we think it's not proper. W' ve asked NRC to rel ook
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at the situation and in essence to say we've made a m stake. W' ve
erred in issuing this |icensing anendnent.

We have asked NRC in our conversations with themfoll ow ng
the allegation if this means that one of our |licensees can contract with
the VA, and the VA can terminate their NRC |icense, and we can sinmply
anend the license. W've got two prinme candidates in Stanford and the
VA hospital |ocated next to Stanford which actually have the sane RSO

And we al so have UCLA who could do the VA Wadsworth which is
just across the street from UCLA. That woul d nake Carol Marcus at NRC
license, | mean -- but anyway, | think you all ought to be aware of it.
| don't think it's a practice that we feel is proper

The VA will not have command of the staff at the hospitals,
and we use our own technicians to come in and do it. |If a patient
happens to be hospitalized, that patient will be left in the hospita
with the hospital responsible for taking care of them not the VA

In their application, they nention two radioactive
materials, Cobalt 57 and Cesium 137. Specifically, they do intend to
use Galium They have used Galium So there's just so many issues
concerned with this.

And according to VA they are intending to pursue this and
other locations as an additional source of revenue for the VA. So you
all want to |ook around. | think perhaps being as small geographically
as New Hanpshire is, the VA hospital could service all the nucl ear
nmedi cine facilities there.

MR FLETCHER:  Aaron?
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MR, PADGETT: | would like to ask Ed a question. Aaron
Padgett, North Carolina. Have you informed the hospital that they have
contracted with that they are illegally using radioactive materials in
the State of California, and that you hold the hospital responsible, and
you will be going after adm nistration on that?

MR, BAILEY: Well, in essence, what has happened, though, is
that by issuing the license, the NRC has said this is an area of federa
jurisdiction within the state of California.

MR, PADGETT: Well, again --

MR, BAILEY: But to answer your question directly, we have
approached the hospital. Their initial response was, okay, we'll go
ahead and get a license. After talking with VA again, they' ve now cone
back and said, no, we don't think we're going to |icense.

MR, PADGETT: (kay. Then you need to get your |awers
i nvol ved to see how far they'll go and going after the adm nistration
for unlawfully using the radi oactive material s.

You' ve got two approaches. You can talk with the NRC and
say, hey, look, you've crossed over into the jurisdiction. You
shoul dn't be here. |1'mastounded that they would do that.

And then the other thing is the people who are having the
use on their facility approach it fromthe point of viewthat you do not
have a license for this material to be here. W're comng after you.

MR BAILEY: But the users of the material do have a
license. They have been authorized by a regulatory agency to do it.

Now t here's no question in our mnds that if the VA wanted to rent a

roomin that hospital and treat VA patients, they could that.
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And the | awers aren't looking at it. The other thing
that's rather astounding to us is that the NRC, in approving this, did
not determne that the doctors were even |licensed to practice nedicine
in California. They didn't even ask that question. They |ucked out
because the nucl ear nedicine tech who's enpl oyed by VA just happens to
hold a nuclear nedicine fromthe State of California. It could have
been that the person didn't.

So there are lots of questions about how you can essentially
do away with the agreenent that we have where they gave up
responsibility and yet allow a federal agency to go out and do this work
for a county hospital

MR, FLETCHER: Ckay, Jake, Stu, then Aubrey.

MR JACOBI: In my opinion, this is just another exanple of
a broader issue, and that is the issue of where the line is between the
NRC and agreenent states. At universities, there are situations where
federal enployees work with |licensed material in state roons, and state
enpl oyees work in federal roons and every mixture in between. And we
have a university that's been trying to find out for a year to find out
who's supposed to regul ate certain things because it's really not clear
who's the user, and they're even sometines conbining private facilities.

And so there is another issue. Another one that we found
out is that every since NRC cane up with its dictate on excl usive
federal jurisdiction, when our licensees have tried to determne if a
facility was exclusive federal jurisdiction, they have never got an
answer in the tinme frane they needed to do the job. So you mght as

wel | just throw that out as make believe.
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Subsequently, | think NRC will conbine -- |'ve seen sone
fines where the people that worked in the federal jurisdiction. But if
you have a requirenent and you can't reasonably get an answer in a short
period of tine, | think there mght be a problemw th your requirenents.
So | guess ny recommendation is that we really go back and | ook at
what's NRC, what's state. And | know there's a nove across this country
now saying unless it's really inportant that it's needed for a federa
cause that the states have prinacy.

And | think that's the nmessage that we shoul d be taking back
to the NRC. When in doubt, it's the NRC

MR FLETCHER  Stu?

MR LEVIN. O course, sonme al arm because we do license in
NARM and you're tal king about sonebody with an NRC |icense using NARM
radi opharmaceuticals. It doesn't matter if you' re an agreenment state or
not. W have the laws for |icensing the NARM

|'ve got the same problem and | wouldn't -- we're going to
be on the ook out to see if any of our VA hospitals are going to do
this. 1 think we could stop themat |east from using the NARM
radi opharmaceuticals off their property.

They may be a federal agency, but the NRC can't |icense them
to use NARM | don't believe.

MR, FLETCHER: Aubrey?

MR GODWN: As | understand the arrangenents, Ed, the
hospital is a contractor in effect to the federal agency, and it's
contractor enpl oyees do --

MR, FLETCHER: No, the federal agency is the contractor
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MR, BAILEY: The federal agency has contracted with --

MR GODWN:. They're the contractee, | guess, to the federa
agency. And if you look at exclusive federal jurisdiction or federa
jurisdiction, if it's contractor enployees in non-exclusive federa
jurisdiction, even if it's one federal |and, we regul ate.

If they' re contract enployees -- if they're federa
enpl oyees, we do not regul ate them

MR, BAILEY: They are federal enployees.

MR GODWN:. Al of themare federal enployees.

MR, BAILEY: They're all federal enployees. They're all VA
salaried people. VA is receiving the nmoney fromthe hospital for
providing the services to that hospital

MR GODWN: But wheh those enpl oyees | eave, who is
possessing the material? 1t's the hospital

MR, BAILEY: No. Well,

MR GODWN: You've got a radioactive patient now They're
i n therapy.

MR, BAILEY: Well, they danced around that in their
application by saying they would not adm ni ster any doses that required
hospitalization under 35. Whatever it is. But the problemwth that is
that quite often people who are already hospitalized go down for nucl ear
medi cine tests. And yes, there will be radioactive patients in that
county hospital, particularly galiumpatients, AIDS patients who are
getting galiumscans on a fairly regular schedul e.

MR GODWN: | would think your medical society would do you

nor e good than anyt hi ng.
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MR, FLETCHER: Are we in a position or is there sufficient
concern here that we develop a position paper or a resolution on this?

MR, PADGETT: |1'd say this could be a pretty big issues if
it starts spreadi ng other issues.

MR, FLETCHER: Ed, would you be willing to spear head the
devel opnent of a position paper for OAS on this?

MR, BAI LEY: Sure.

MR, FLETCHER: Could we get two or three people to work on
it with hin? Aaron?

MR, PADGETT: | would love to say yes, but | have sone
things going on that | don't think will allow nme to do that.

MR, FLETCHER: Ckay. See if you can get a couple people to
work with you on this, and let ne know. Qher topics. Everything is
going well, huh? W' re not going to have to have a neeting on Saturday.
Di ane?

MS. TEFFT: Yeah, | don't have anything witten down, but
Ri chard does. But the Comm ssioner invited out input on some topics,
and | -- it sounded |ike he said that we should be involved in sonme of
the things. And | was just going to take this opportunity to say that
maybe this is the place that we shoul d organize sonmething to follow up
on some of the topics he tal ked about. But | guess it was nore general

MR, FLETCHER: Yeah, he said he would be at the reception
And Steve?

MR COLLINS: On a different topic, |I think all of you are
awar e the Conmi ssioner made reference to a position paper. Roland nade

reference to a position paper presented to the Conm ssion which was the
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QAS position paper on clean up standards. And | would like to know have
all of you received a copy of that three-page docunent? 1|s there anyone
here who has not received it?

MR, FLETCHER: This was back in March

MR, COLLINS: This was presented to the Conm ssion at the
QASSP briefing of the Commission in March. And basically, | drafted
nmost of it. And if you don't have a copy of that, if several of you
don't, maybe we can ask NRC to distribute it as a parf of an SP notice
or something. 1've got about seven versions on ny conputer, and | don't
remenber which ones the |ast.

MR, FLETCHER: Well, | have the last. | have a copy of the
last. Terry?

MR, FRAZEE: Way back -- well, not too far back, there was
the revision to what was the old B-7, the conpatibility designation for
i ndi vi dual regul ations came out, and | kept putting it off because it
was such a massive docunent. And finally vacation came, and | blewit
entirely.

But when | did come back, | sent off a quick note after the
comment period. And | only had a short chance to | ook at anything in
it. But when | went down through it, and I was | ooking at nostly the
H&S desi gnati ons, and a couple of them popped out that struck ne as
being fairly odd. They were ones that were requirenments for a record.
And so | sent off ny notes. And hey, wait a mnute, this doesn't seem
right.

The response canme back about the sane day that the fina

paper canme out with it, and so obviously ny coments were too late. |
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asked who had commented on it, and | thought, well, gee, sone states
woul d. But it appears that on agreenent states had commented on the B-7
or this revision, and ye there had been sonme ot her NRC prograns that
had.

It just struck me that, woe, wait a mnute, guys, we really
didn't ook at sone of these things, particularly the health and safety,
not that I don't have that in nmy regs. But it did seema little odd.

It doesn't sort of fit with the whol e concept of adequacy and
conpatibility and how we're supposed to do it

If you don't have that one, that's a health and safety. It
goes agai nst your finding of adequacy -- not conpatibility. And in ny
book, | nean, that's a nore significant finding. |nadquate because of
one or nore regulations that we don't happen to have. So | guess a
coupl e things.

One is we really do need to | ook at sone of these things
that NRC sends out. And the other one nmay be a question directed to
NRC, and that's in ternms, okay, now that we have this table out there,
and if you do fine us with a couple of health and safety regul ati ons,
what are your guidelines internally for -- well, does one give us a
finding of inadequacy, or does it take ten of these to get us found
i nadequat e.

MR, FLETCHER: It sounds a lot |ike some of those working
group questions. | don't know whether there's even an answer to that
guestion, but let's see if we can get one. You need a m ke

MR, ROGERS: And that's -- it's inherent in the MRB inpact

process that conpatibility and the policy statenent that conpatibility
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is based on program conpatibility. And adequacy is based on program
wi de capability and adequacy.

So when the MRB makes the final decision on a program
adequacy or conpatibility, it looks at it inits totality. So, yes, the
requi renent for sone specific regulations are based on a health and
safety or adequacy need, and others are based on is there a conflict gap
or duplication because a regulation is mssing or different than NRC s
regul ati on.

But basically the MRB | ooks at the programas a totality and
makes an adequacy and conpatibility determ nation. So one rule that is
heal th and safety based does not nean that a programis inadequate
unl ess that rule were so inportant that it would nean you were not
provi di ng an adequate |level of safety for the citizens of your state
associ ated with the use of radioactive material. And | don't know of
any single regulation that's health and safety based that in ny mnd
woul d | ead to an i nadequate program determ nation

MR, FLETCHER: Do you want to explain what you nean by for
i nformation?

MR, GODWN: The organization already has a position
That's the position paper, and all we're doing is transmitting it to the
menbers of Congres for their information that that is our position

MR, FLETCHER  Conment s?

M5. YOUNGBERG |' m Barbara Youngberg fromthe New York
State Environmental Conservation Department. | report to Paul Merges,
and he sent ne here for one reason, and I can't go back unless | say

this.
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VWhen we comented on the position paper, | think Pau
specifically said in his letter that he's |like our department's
differences noted in the position paper, and I"'mtold that didn't
happen. So | think in this resolution, Paul would also want ne to
express that if it's being transmtted to Congress or Congressiona
menbers that it also be noted that our department didn't agree with the
entire position paper

MR, ROGERS: She's absolutely correct. He did ask her that.
But instead of noting that New York di sagreed, we just took out the

wor ds "unani nous,” and it now says great majority or vast majority or
sonmet hing |ike that.

Paul ' s departnment has adopted an official policy of 10
mlliremper year. And so that is the New York policy for that agency.
And so they can't buy into a 25 mlliremper year all pathways position
because they officially have sonething el se.

MR, FLETCHER: Let ne further el aborate. The reason the
wording was majority rather than specifically listing a state in
opposition is because we had 22 responses not 30. So to list one state
in opposition, there may have been nore. W didn't get that |evel of
response. But we did have a majority of states. So we stated what was
true rather than what m ght not have been

O her questions or corments? If you've got reservations,
this is the tinme to bring them out.

MR, KLINGER: A suggestion that we al so send a copy of this
to the EPA

MR, FLETCHER: Ckay. |Is that an acceptabl e amendnent ?
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MR GODWN: It doesn't bother ne any.

MR, FLETCHER: Ckay, seeing and hearing no further
di scussion, all those in favor of the notion to send a copy of our
position paper to the appropriate conmttee for information signify by
rai sing your hands. Qpposed? GCkay. Ckay, the ayes have it.

Now i s someone going to identify the appropriate comm ttees?

MR GODWN:. Wen | get hone, I'Il call you and let you
know.

MR, FLETCHER:  Ckay.

MR, BAILEY: Hey, one thing. |If you all went to the HPS
nmeeting, HPS put out a great Congressional handbook. And you ought to
-- that book alone will give you all this information you need.

MR, FLETCHER: Do you have a copy of that, Ruth? Okay. |Is
it too thick to mail?

MR BAILEY: Yeah, it's about this thick. It's a rea

handbook.

MR, FLETCHER: \Where? GCkay, |'d appreciate that.

MR, COLLINS: Steve Collins again. | want to make sure that
everybody knows | was representing Illinois, not a 201(3)(c) tax exenpt

organi zation while we were doing this.

MR, FLETCHER: Ckay, we are still at the point in the agenda
for topics, resolutions, position papers. Jake?

MR JACOBI: This is just a real quick one that 1'd like to
reconmend for the Executive Committee to think about. This is a
mul tiyear project. But as we have 30 states and | hear there's five,

six states who have or about to send letters to Joy, and | heard someone
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fromthe NRC says they think pretty soon there's going to be 40 states.
And | hear us saying we're going to set up sone |liaisons and we're going
to work with the end commttees, and we're going to start sending
letters to the Conmi ssion

I"mthinking collectively we are spending time and resources
that we also collectively with a few others did through the conference.
And over the next several years | think it would be a good project under
the direction of the Executive Comrittee to come up with sonme options
and work with conference of how this organi zation and the conference are
going to be working together in five, ten years when nost of the
conference nmenbers will probably -- | nean nore of the conference
menbers will probably be nenbers of this organization, too.

MR, BANGART: This is going to be aired in Paul's discussion
tomorrow. | think it's clear at |east based on the Part 35 neeting that
the health and safety based determ nation or need for a rule is one
el ement of the current policy or practice that is probably is npst
controversial right now

MR, FLETCHER:  Ed?

MR, BAILEY: | need you all's help, we have a |licensee who
is going to install several l|icense sources devices on a satellite and
shoot it up to orbit around the earth.

Now | know back when we did balloon | aunches, Aubrey thought
that the balloon facility had to give reciprocity to A abama.

MR GODWN:. Only when it |ands.

MR BAILEY: But | think it's unclear about whether or not

we have jurisdiction to include orbiting satellite to authorize
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materials to be put into a satellite to orbit the earth. And if anybody
has dealt with this question and how you license it, | would be very
happy to get your information and how do you deal with when it burns up

MR, FLETCHER: Don't they have to be avail able for
i nspection?

MR, BAILEY: That sounds just |ike those gauges on the top
of cracking towers you went up and checked the serial nunbers on. Yeah
you've got a real good tel escope

MR COLLINS: | think the export rule and the clearance rule
together will solve this problemin tw years. Let me come back. Maybe
you didn't catch the hint, or maybe you didn't and didn't want to do
anything with it when I made the statenent about the QAS position paper
whi ch was sent around to all of you, and basically that was pretty much
an unani nous docunment. It was revised to --

MR, FLETCHER: It was a very heavy majority. Let's not say
unani nous.

MR, COLLINS: kau, that's right. W won't say unani nous.

A very heavy mpjority. One of the things Conm ssioner Diaz said was
Congress needs to hear fromthat dual regul ation has gone on too | ong.
The states and NRC have expertise to do this. So that position paper
being the basis of it, it |ooks |like maybe this organization could
address letters -- not only this organization, but the individual state
menbers coul d address letters and attach a copy of that docunet to your
own el ected officials to say dual regul ation has gone on far too | ong.
Resol ve it using | anguage provided by Chairman Jackson if you |iked her

| anguage and in accordance with the followi ng position. See attached.
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MR, FLETCHER  Conment s?

MR GODWN:. | believe it's within the capability that the
organi zation could send letters to appropriate conmttees as information
letters to committees of Congress w thout creating any kind of problem

MR, FLETCHER: Well, what is the will of the body?

MR GODWN: The what?

MR, FLETCHER: | said what is the will of the body, or does
the --

MR GODWN:. | nove that we send a copy to the appropriate
committees of Congress for information purposes.

MR FLETCHER: Is there a second?

MR, RATLIFE: Second.

MR, FLETCHER: Ckay we had a second. [It's been properly
noved and second that we send copies of the letter to the appropriate
conmmttees for information, and there's a | ot of additional information
that's got to be filled in there as far as what are the appropriate
conmittees. But question and discussion

MR, PADGETT: Aaron Padgett, North Carolina. |'mnot clear
yet on -- okay, we're sending the position paper as drafted for
i nformati on purposes only, and the organization is not taking a position
in support or in opposition to the position paper, is that correct? |Is
that what we're voting on?

MR, FLETCHER: Any comments or di scussion on that point? So
noted. Speaking of our potential future agreenment states, Chio,

&l ahoma, Pennsylvania, M nnesota, Wsconsin and soneone nentioned a

si xth? Connecti cut.
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These are states that | understand that are in varying
| evel s of becoming agreement states. So within the next not too distant
future, we're going to have at least 36. And as Jack as indicated,
probably 40 within a five year period. So that is something we need to
be doi ng.

W' ve cone to the point in the agenda where we need to --
the floor is open for nom nations for chair elect. The floor is open
for nom nations for chair elect.

MR, RATLIFF: | nominate Ed Bail ey.

MR, FLETCHER: Ckay. |Is there a second for the nom nation?

MR, BAI LEY: \What have | done to you recently?

MR, FLETCHER: It's been properly nmoved and seconded that Ed
Bail ey --

MR GODWN | nove that the nominations are closed.

MR, FLETCHER: The nom nations are closed on the nane Ed
Bai | ey.

MR, O KELLY: Before you nove on that closure, renenber how
Ed likes to talk and think how | ong these nmeetings are going to be.

MR, FLETCHER: That's why |I'm having this one taped, and
he's going to have to play it.

MR, BAI LEY: Renenber, the chair of neetings is not supposed
to talk. They're supposed to just direct the neeting.

MR, FLETCHER: I'mglad to hear it. Al those in favor, say
aye. Qpposed. Congratul ations.

MR, BAILEY: You didn't count the nays.
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MR FLETCHER: Well, the last two itens are a break in
di scussion with NRC representatives. W've got 15 m nutes before the
reception. W' ve had some discussions with the NRC representatives.
They' ve essentially heard what we had to say.

We haven't really discussed specific proposals. So | would
like to just allow for the next few m nutes any itemthat soneone wants
to bring up, and we can close this neeting and not have to have one on
Saturday. And if no one has anything to bring up, we can close this
nmeeti ng and not have one on Saturday.

As ny final act in this business neeting, |I"'mgiving all of
you the opportunity for one last time to bring up any itemwe have not
covered or that we should talk about. |If not, | certainly appreciate
your cooperation. This is probably been a neeting that stayed closer to
being on time than I can remenber which | definitely thank you for. And
wi t hout further adieu, this business neeting is adjourned.

[ Wher eupon, at 6:10 p.m, the neeting was recessed, to

reconvene at 8:00 a.m, Friday, Cctober 30, 1998.]




