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PROCEEDI NGS
(8:15 a.m)

MR. RATLIFF: | just want to wel cone you to
Texas. Thank you for coming to this neeting. And, as
|"ve noticed over the years, the Agreenment States Meeting
has gotten bigger each year since we no |onger get
federal noney, which is an interesting twist in
everyt hi ng.

(Laughter.)

MR. RATLIFF: The hotel here has been really
good at working with us. But if you have any
conpliments, give themto my staff; they did all the
work. And I'll take all the conplaints and gripes.

| especially want to recognize Marilyn Kel so of
ny staff -- she has done so much work -- Cindy Cardwel
and her whole staff, Doris MCormck outside there, and
Mar gar et Hender son, who coordinated getting this neeting
set up, and everybody else that | have forgotten.

If all of the TDH staff could just stand up so
we can just see who you all are?

(Appl ause.)

MR. RATLIFF: There you go. And even though Ed
Bailey is still standing up, he does renember that he's
from California now

(Laughter.)
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MR. RATLIFF: We're going to get started.
Quickly, I want Alice Rogers to say a few words, and then
we're going to start off with Stan's fun-and-ganes day.

MS. ROGERS: Thank you, Richard.

Ri chard told ne last night that | got to give a
wel come to you all, so | was trying to figure out how
could use, "Y' all," as many tines as possible so you
woul d know that you really are in Texas. But then,
wal king in fromthe parking lot this norning,
renenbered that one of the main ways you can tell that
you're in Texas is when shade is nore inportant than
di stance to the front door

(Laughter)

M5. ROGERS: But we're really happy that you
all are here and hope that you have a good tinme and that
we get a | ot of good business done. Thank you.

MR. MARSHALL: Good norning, and wel come. | am
excited -- very excited for this robust attendance.
think we have the bl ock of roons at the hotel filled, and
I think we have maybe in excess of a hundred at this
year's nmeeting. |'mgrateful for the attention to this,
and I'mglad to be here in Texas. Sonme of you know that
| married a Texas 12 years ago, which adds a little
different nmeaning to the song "All My In-laws Live in

Texas", because they truly do.
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(Laughter)

MR. MARSHALL: At this time, 1'd like to go
around the room qui ckly to have each person at the table
and in the audience introduce thenselves. 1'd like to
acknow edge ol d friends and old faces and new friends and
new faces that are here.

We'll start down at the end here with M ke.

Pl ease identify yourself and your state.

MR. BRODERICK: |1'm M ke Broderick of Okl ahona.
Hopeful Iy, our |last OAS neeting as a Non-agreenment state.

MS. McCLANAHAN:  |'m Sue McCl anahan from
M nnesota. And | don't know if | want that.

MR. VWHATLEY: |I'mKirk Whatley fromthe state
of Al abama.

TEFFT: Diane Tefft from New Hanpshire.
PASSETTI: Bill Passetti from Fl orida.
SNELLI NGS: David Snellings, Arkansas.
WANGLER: Ken Wangl er from North Dakot a.
H LL: TomHi Il from Georgi a.

FLETCHER: Rol and Fl etcher from Maryl and.
FRY: Mel Fry from North Carolina.
ROGERS: Cheryl Rogers, Nebraska.

FITCH Stan Fitch from New Mexi co.

PARI S: Ray Paris, Oregon.

355333335305

BAKER: Gary Baker, New York.
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Programs at

VR.

DUNDULIS: Bill Dundulis, Rhode I|sland.

O KELLEY: Pearce O Kelley, South Carolina.

RATLI FF: Richard Ratliff, Texas.
JONES: Cindy Jones, the NRC
LOHAUS: Paul Lohaus, O fice of State

NRC.

HOMRD: John Howard, Governor Bush's

O fice here in Texas.

>

533533 5%

Washi ngt on.

5335335 0

DI CUS: Geta Dicus, NRC
MARSHALL: Stan Marshall, Nevada.
BAI LEY: Ed Bailey, California.
CAMERON:  Chi p Caneron, NRC.
SUPPES: Roger Suppes, Ohio.
GOFF:  Bob Goff, M ssissippi.
SINCLAIR:  Bill Sinclair, Utah.

FRAZEE: Terry Frazee, the state of

SHULTS: Debra Shults, Tennessee.
ROGERS: Alice Rogers, Texas.

HALLI SEY: Bob Hal | i sey, Massachusetts.
KLINGER: Joe Klinger, Illinois.
SEELEY: Shawn Seel ey from Mai ne.
WASCOM  Ronni e WAscom Loui si ana.
JEFFS: Vicki Jeffs, Kentucky.

GODW N:  Aubrey Godwi n, Arizona.
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MR. SCHM DT: Paul Schmidt, W sconsin.

MR. MARSHALL: | agree, Ed: No one dropped the
mc. That's great.

I'd like, I think, to introduce the audience,
as well. | don't know how we'll do this with a standing
mc, but we mght run the m crophone down here at the end
in front of Shawn to the audience.

MR. CGREEN: Bob Green, Conpliance and
| nspection, Texas.

WEAVER: Ken Weaver, Col orado.
YOUNGBERG. Barbara Youngberg, New York.
COLLINS: Steven Collins, Illinois.

FI TZGERALD: George Fitzgerald, Texas.

DUNN: John Dunn, California.

» 3 3 3 5 3

LARKI NS: Pat Larkins, NRC

2

RAG C. D. Rao from Texas Natural Resource

Conservati on Conmm ssi on.

MS. HENDERSON: Margaret Henderson from Texas.
MR. PETERSON: Ji m Peterson, South Carolina.
MR. PORTER: Henry Porter, South Carolina.

MR. MULDER: Roger Ml der, Texas.

MR. ONEN:. Bob Owen, Onio.

MS. ALLEN: Kathy Allen, Illinois.

M5. WHI TE: Susan White of Texas.

MR. VWHI TE: Duncan White, NRC Regi on One.
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Texas.

Two.

NRC.

Four,

NRC.

3555335333

2 3

35 3

2

35 3 5%

McNEES:  Ji m McNees, Al abanma.

VWHADFORD: Vi c Whadford, Texas.

THOWPSON:  Jered Thompson, Arkansas.
FLATER Don Flater, |owa.

BUNGE: Mark Bunge, W sconsin.
[indiscernible]: [indiscernible], Texas.
DEERI NG  John Deering, Texas.
[indiscernible]: [indiscernible], Texas.

[indiscernible]: Rick [indiscernible],

FOGLE: David Fogle, Texas.
WOODRUFF:  Ri chard Whodruff, NRC Region

SMTH: David Smith, Texas.
CARDWELL: Cindy Cardwell, Texas.
SMTH: Gary Smith, Texas.

HACKNEY: Charl es Hackney, Region Four,

[indiscernible]: [indiscernible], Region

[indiscernible]: [indiscernible].
COMBS: Fred Conbs, NRC
[indiscernible]: [indiscernible], NRC
COOL: Don Cool, NRC

SOLLENBERGER: Denni s Sol | enber ger
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[ phonetic],
MR.
MS.

NRC.
MR.
MS.
MR.
MR.
MR.

Regi on Four.

Regi on One.

VR.

VR.

5335 35 D35

NRC.

McLENDON:  Chuck McLendon, Texas.

CAVMPBELL: Vivian Canpbell, Regi on Four

CAIN:  Chuck Cain, NRC

McLEAN:  Linda McLean, NRC
COLLINS: Doug Collins, NRC Regi on Two.
SHAFFER: Mark Shaffer, Region Four, NRC.
CHAMBERLAI N:  Dwi ght Chanber!l ain, NRC

WALTER: David Walter, Al abana.
BOLLING Ll oyd Bolling, NRC
KEMPER: Murray Kenper, NRC

BACA: Bernadette Baca, Texas.
SHAVER: Phillip Shaver, Texas.
SCHNEI DER:  Kat hy Schnei der, NRC.
SHROFF: Jim Shroff, Texas.

LYNCH: Jim Lynch, NRC Region Three.
HOWARD:  Marci a Howard, GChio

[indiscernible]: [indiscernible], NRC

KLINE: Dale Kline, Texas Radi ation

Advi sory Board.

JOHNSON:  Ray Johnson. |I'm from Maryl and,

and |'m here representing the Health Physics Society.
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MR, JACOBI: And Jake Jacobi, Colorado. [|'m
too -- | had too many nargaritas last night to fit
bet ween Al abanma and Nebraska there.

MR. MARSHALL: That's -- we know way too nuch,

Jake.

(Laughter.)

MR. CAMERON: Bill?

MR. STONE: Bill Stone with Texas.

MR. MARSHALL: |Is there anyone el se?

M5. KELSG  Marilyn Kel so, also from Texas.

MR, MARSHALL: G eat.

At this time, | want to turn this over to
Ri chard.

MR. RATLIFF: It's my pleasure this norning to
i ntroduce John Howard. He's with Governor Bush's staff,
and he's the Director of the Natural Resources and
Envi ronment al Program

John?

He's going to wel come you really to Texas.

MR. HOMRD: Thank you.

On behal f of Governor Bush and the great State
of Texas, welcone to this conference and to Austin.
Austin is our capital city, and we're very proud of it.
And while | hope that you get a lot out of this

conference, | also hope that you will get out and see
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10
Aust i n.

Since 1964, agreenent states have been neeting
with their federal counterparts to discuss and resolve
the often conplex and technical regulatory issues
concerning radiation. And even though the federa
fundi ng, as we have noted several times and will probably
hear a few nore tines, has been cut three years ago, |'m
very proud that the states have taken it upon thensel ves
and made the significant commitment to continue neeting.

| hope that through this year's conference,
you'll learn nore about what the other states are doing
and what the other federal agencies are doing so that you
can take home inproved tools and, just as inportantly,

i mproved rel ationships to resolve these technical and
conpl ex issues. Since congress first adopted the whol e
concept in 1959, we now have 30 agreenent states.

Texans like to brag a lot, so | will just for a
m nute. We grow the npst cattle -- we raise the nost
cattle and we generate nore oil and gas than any other
state. W produce and use nore electricity than any
ot her state.

We are the second-largest state, both in terns
of population and |and mass. |If we were a country, we
woul d be the world's 11th | argest econony, but,

unfortunately, we were only the fifth agreenment state.
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So agreenment states have taken on the
significant job of accepting the primary responsibility
for regulating radioactive materials within their borders
with the objective, of course, of protecting workers, the
public and the environment from unheal thy radiation
exposure.

The theme for this year's conference is very
appropriate not only to the last three years of your
conmitment of coming forward and funding this event, but,
al so, to sonething that our office has worked very hard
on, and that is: Nation-wi de challenges with state-w de
solutions. You have shown through your commitnent that
the states can run a very conplex and often controversia
program at the state |evel.

Governor Bush is fond of saying, "Let Texans
run Texas." And while your states may not have the sane
exact phrasing, the sentinent probably holds true in nost
of your states, and that is: That governnent works best
when it is closest to a particular concern given adequate
resources and support.

You have shown and your states have shown in
nost cases that you have that support and that you are
willing to dedicate those resources. And because of
that, the programis, by and large, a big success.

The agreenent states have many issues in
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12
conmon; hopefully, you'll talk about some of those. And
you al so have a lot of unique issues. Here in Texas,
just a handful of things that we are working on -- sone
of you, including Chairman Di cus, have had the chance to
visit the federal Pantex Weapons Di sassenbly Pl ant
outsi de of Amarillo, Texas.

We' re concerned about transportation issues for
the WP site just across our western border in New
Mexi co. We're working on addressing the comercia
irradiation of food. And, as many of you are westling,
we're trying to decide whether assured isolation really
is the nost practical way to | ong-term nanage | ow| eve
radi oactive waste.

Whet her you share these sane concerns or have
di fferent concerns and different approaches, we share the
same goals. And we can benefit fromeach other's
partici pation and experience.

| believe the key to the future success of this
and any other sinmilar enterprise is cooperation, fromthe
trai ni ng and energency response exercises that you hold
to the incident investigations you participate in to
addr essing such issues as the use of lasers to fornmng a
host of other policies and regul ati ons.

I encourage each of you to use this conference

as an opportunity to | earn nore about your area of
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13
expertise, as well as to continue to develop the
rel ati onships around this table. Together, we'll be
better equipped to solve these difficult issues.

Now I'Il turn it back to Richard.

(Appl ause.)

MR. RATLIFF: Thank you, very much, John. In
fact, | think you're going to stay for part of the
conference today, which is real good.

And | think John hit so many of the points,
that we have so many conpl ex issues that, sometines, we
don't know which one to deal with first. And, like Dr.
Patterson, my Executive Deputy Commi ssioner, always says,
radi ati on, though, is third on her |ist because oysters
and ephedrine ate up nore of their time than radiation
which is real surprising.

But | think we have sone real conplicated
i ssues, but | think we've got the neans and the people to
solve them So | think it's going to be a good
conference. And we're going to start with Stan and with
Greta Dicus. And | think it's going to work real well
Thank you, nuch.

MR. MARSHALL: | want to try to sit here and
relax. | want you to know that this has been -- that |I'm
nervous this norning, but I'mglad to be here.

As we start the new mllennium | want to
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14
briefly characterize this |ast year as one of changes and
transitions for the Organization of Agreement States. |
want to acknow edge the retirement of Dick Bangart from
the OFfice of State Prograns. We will all nmiss and we're
sorry for the passing of Wayne Kerr, our friend to this
program of the Ofice of State Programs, as well as the
great State of Illinois.

We are in the first year or so of OSP
| eadershi p by Paul Lohaus at the helmof OSP. W have
recently seen the signing of the 31st agreenent state,
the great State of Ohio.

In this last year, | believe, there has been
nore participation by the Ofice of -- excuse me -- the
Organi zation of Agreement States with the NRC working
groups. And | also want to recogni ze the recent
retirement of Joel Lubenau, a friend of the Pennsylvania
program long-time NRC staff and technical assistant to
G eta.

Wth all the changes and transitions, in sone
ways, the agreement states are in a nore difficult tinmes
than ever, but | believe the prograns are al so stronger
than ever before. And a great share of that success has
been the result of |earning fromeach other at neetings
l'i ke this.

When | solicited your input for agenda topics
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15
for this nmeeting, | was hunbly inpressed by your
responses. Your agenda for this three-day neeting is
conpri sed of your interests and needs, not contrived
guessi ng by ne or anyone else. | thank you for your
support to ne as Chairnman, and | encourage your continued
timely response and input to Ed Bailey in the new year

Wthout further ado, | want to touch on one
last transition as we come to this neeting. Once upon a
time not so long ago, Greta Dicus sat around this table
and she helped lead this group. And she returns today as
a confirmed NRC Conmi ssioner and recently confirmed
Chairman. | welcome our friend, U S. Nucl ear Regul atory
Commi ssion Chairman, Geta Dicus.

(Appl ause)

M5. DICUS: Okay. Well, thank you, very nuch,
and good norning, everyone. And it's really good to be
back and see so many of you.

Not totally out or | can't read this.

(Laughter)

M5. DICUS: Okay. This should be a challenge.

Ch, thank you. | need a little light -- alittle
flash-1ight.

(Pause.)

M5. DICUS: No. This is fine. | can do this.

At any rate, I'mreally pleased and very proud
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16
to be here today as both the Chairman of the Nucl ear
Regul at ory Conmi ssion and as a fornmer agreement state
radi ati on control programdirector. And today, | would
like to share with you ny vision for the future of the
agreenent state program

As all of you are aware, both the NRC and
agreenment state programs have undergone significant
changes over the past ten years, resulting in a nunmber of
i nprovenments in our prograns. In response to
st ake- hol der concerns, the NRC has engaged in one of the
nost aggressive regulatory reformefforts ever undertaken
in the history of the Commi ssion; as a result, we have a
greater understandi ng and confidence in the programtoday
as it is carried out across the nation.

| note that states have increased opportunity
for early involvement and regul ati ons, gui dance and ot her
regul atory devel opnent activities and now play a nuch
nore significant role in hel ping direct, shape and
admi ni ster the program | see further increased need and
opportunity for state involvenment, what | still and wll
refer to as enpowernment of the states.

Not only do | believe that the NRCis a nore
effective and efficient regulator today than it ever has
been, but |I would |ike to recogni ze several significant

areas of inprovenment in comrunication and effectiveness
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t hat have taken place between our organizations that
continue to nake major contributions to the program

Al t hough the agreenent state program and NRC
have al ways had a uni que perspective on how to give and
exchange information, the concept of stake-holders was a
rel atively new concept for the NRC and, in many cases,
did not quite have the sane neaning for everyone.

O course, if we |ooked at the individua
meani ngs of the words "stake" and "holder”, we find from

the American Heritage Dictionary that a "stake-hol der"
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something. It is, of course, the latter viewpoint for
which we are all striving to seek.

Both the agreenment states and the NRC have many
mechani sns for engagi ng people in an effective manner,
and I'd like to point out what sone of those are:

I nvol verent in Conm ssion briefings, staff workshops and
conferences, inter-agency working groups, involvenent

t hrough various state and federal web sites, public and
congressi onal hearings and petitions for rul e-naking,
just to nane a few.

In reviewi ng our respective prograns over the
past four years since beconming a comm ssioner, | have
noted a significant increase in agreement state

i nvol vement in NRC policy and regul ati on devel oprent

11
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18
since the initiation of the first NRC agreenent state
wor ki ng group that was created for the devel opnent of
i mpl enenting procedures for agreement state adequacy and
conpatibility policy statement, in Cctober of 1995.

Since then, there have been nore than 25
wor ki ng groups, including Radi oactive Sources and
Devi ces, Agreenment State Training, Generally Licensed
Devi ces, Nucl ear By-product Material Ri sk Review, Part 35
of the Medical Use Regul ations, and Incident Response
Sel f - assessnent .

Sone ot her exanpl es of where states have
participated in NRC processes? Conmi ssion Stake-hol der
Meetings, for exanple; New Jersey and Illinois
participated in those. NRC s Regulatory Information
Conference held each spring: [Illinois has been a
participant in those. NRC Reactor |nspection and
Oversight Pilot Program and Assessnment: Again, New
Jersey and Illinois. Devel opnent of guidance on the use
of potassiumiodide: Arizona, Tennessee, Al abama, as
wel |l as the CRCPD. Devel opment of guidance for
de-comm ssi oning: Many states are involved with us in
t hat process. Devel opnent of the issues paper for
clearance, with Illinois involvenment. And the Integrated
Mat eri al Performance Assessnment Program which -- | think

nost of you are involved in assisting us.



A WD

o O

~

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

19

So what is the current status of the agreenent
state progran? In looking to the future, the current
status of the program and projected growh in the number
of new agreenent states raises issues for consideration
where states may need to exercise an increased role in
admi ni stration of the agreenment state program

As you know, |'ve very pleased to report that
the 31st Agreenent State, Ohio, entered into that
agreement, which was signed by me on August 11 of this
year and because effective on August 31. Also, effective
Septenmber 1, 1999, NRC regul ates about 5,200 materials
licensees in 19 states, Puerto Rico and the District of
Col unbi a.

Thirty-one agreenment states regul ate about
16,275 licensees. NRC will continue to maintain an
oversi ght role through inpact for both agreenent states
and NRC s materials progranms. State involvenent in
i mpact and gui dance devel opment has strengthened the
process and has hel ped share in the resource
requirenents.

Wth the increase in new agreenment states, the
NRC materials program which currently provides the
majority of the national infrastructure for regulations,
gui dance, procedures, training, incident response and

dat abases, will becone increasingly difficult to
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maintain. So let us | ook at just what sone of these
facts are.

These states are currently pursuing agreenent
state status: klahoma, Pennsylvania, M nnesota and
W sconsin. And the second colum shows the nunber of
i censees those states would have, and the |ast columm
shows the anticipated year that they will becone
agreenent states.

O her states are expressing interest in or
expl oring agreenent state status. Connecticut, Virginia
and Utah are considering uraniumrecovery activities.

As can be seen fromthese slides, by Fisca
Year 2003, the nunber of NRC |icensees could be reduced
fromapproximately 5,200 to just over 4,000, which would
result in a reduced fee base to maintain the nationa
i nfrastructure and provide support to NRC s materials
program

This not only provides us with an opportunity
to consi der new approaches to the agreenent state program
within the scheme of the national materials program but
a chance to review policy, legal, fiscal and
i mpl enent ati on i ssues associated with future changes to
further define the program

Now | ' m going to shift gears a little bit and

tal k about some of the activities that are ongoing at NRC
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that are of particular interest to agreenent states. And
I know that many of these issues are on the agenda for
further discussion by the agreement states and the NRC
staff, and | hope that the rest of the neeting will be as
productive as the agenda has planned it to be.

Let's talk first about the rel ease of solid
materials at licensed facilities. The issues paper was
rel eased on June 30 of this year for public comment. The
NRC initiated the consideration of a rule-nmaking to
establish criteria for the release of solid materials
with [ow | evel s of radioactive contamination in order to
establish a regulatory framework nore consistent with
existing requirenments for air and |iquid rel eases.

Facilitated public nmeetings will be held to
obtain early stake-hol der input on mgjor issues,

i ncl udi ng conducting a scoping process related to the
scope of environmental inpacts. The first public neeting
will be held next week, Septenber 16 and 17, in San
Franci sco. Meetings in Chicago, Atlanta and Rockville,
Maryl and, will follow.

Anot her issue on our plate is the genera
license rule. On July 26, 1999, the Conm ssion proposed
changes to its regulations to establish additiona
requi rements for users and distributors of by-product

material in certain measuring, gauging and controlling
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devices. The comment period ends October 12 of this
year.

The proposed anendnents to our rule would
include requiring a registration process, adding a
registration fee, and would clarify which regul ations
apply to all general |icensees. These revisions are
ai med at providing greater assurance that users of these
devices will properly handl e and di spose of them thus
reduci ng the potential for un-necessary radiation
exposure to the public or contam nation of property.

In addition, the Conmission published a fina
rule in August of this year which allows NRC to request
information froma general |icensee and provides a | ega
basis for our registration program

Ri sk-inform ng performance-basing materials
regul ations: The Commi ssion recently approved a staff
proposal to inplenment a framework for using risk
assessment in regul ating nuclear material uses and
di sposal

The Conmission directed the staff in SEC E
99,100 to devel op appropriate material safety goals,
anal ogous to the NRC reactor safety goal, to guide the
NRC and to define what "safety" means for a materials
program The staff was directed to devel op these goals

t hrough an enhanced participatory process, including
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broad stake-hol der participation.

The Conmi ssion further requested that the
nati onal materials programinclude an agreenent states
conponent that nust be factored into the decision-nmaking
process to avoid duplication, gaps or conflicts with the
nati onal program

One of ny favorite topics: O fering sources.
NRC has worked over the past two years with the CRCPD s
E-34 Committee on unwanted radi oactive materials to
devel op a national offering source program The project
i ncludes providing aid in the managenent of unwanted and
uncontrol l ed radi oactive material by identifying sources
of assistance with the handling of the material and by
finding suitable outlets for the materi al

NRC recently signed a menorandum of
understanding with the Department of Energy that defines
t he agreed-upon roles and responsibilities of the NRC and
DCE in situations involving offering sources where NRC is
responsi ble for | eading the federal response, inmediately
heal th and safety hazards have been addressed and
assistance with the transfer of the material is
determ ned to be necessary for continued protection of
public health and safety and the environnment.

10 CFR, Part 40: The Conmi ssion directed the

staff to provide recomendati ons to the Commi ssion for
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devel oping a nore risk-inforned and coherent set of
requirements for licensing source material under Part 40,
i ncludi ng options for Comm ssion consideration on howto
proceed to address the jurisdictional and technica
i ssues associated with regul ating source nmateri al

NRC staff is evaluating options relating to the
exenption in 10 CFR, Part 40.13(a) for materials |ess
than 0.05 percent by wei ght-source nmateri al

Cost estimates for conmpletion of the formally
termi nated NRC-1icensed sites prograns: The staff has
recommended that the Conmm ssion approve the subnittal of
a general fund appropriation request to the Ofice of
Management and Budget for $1.65 million to provide
financial assistance to the states for the purposes of
reviewi ng files, conducting surveys, characterizing and
renediating sites fornerly licensed by the Conmm ssion

And that paper is in SEC E 99,193, as a matter
of reference. And we are relatively optinistic that we
will be able to get some, if not all, of the budget
request that we have put in.

So, in summarizing, let me say that significant
changes will continue to occur in both of our prograns as
we nove on to the next century. We nust strive ahead to
continue the success that we have been able to achieve

thus far. Enpowering the states to assist the NRCin its
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devel opnent of future materials regul ati ons and gui dance
will further our working relationship, as well as enable
both of our prograns to be nore effective and efficient.

The i nportance of communicating with the
public, licensees and various regulatory agencies is
par amount; our continued success in dealing with conpl ex
situations will depend upon obtaining full and open
comuni cation with all of our stake-hol ders.

Again, let ne tell you how nmuch | really thank
you for your very kind invitation for me to come down
this norning and be your keynote speaker. | wi sh you al
the best and continued success at this conference.

And | think, with that, we probably have tine
for some questions if you would Iike to have an exchange,
a conversation, rather than just listening to ne. Again,
t hank you, very much.

(Appl ause.)

MR, MARSHALL: Questions for Chairman Geta?

St eve?
MR. COLLINS: Steve Collins fromlIllinois. You
mentioned that you -- in the performance-based --

ri sk-infornmed performance-based conments that the NRC
mght try to define what is neant by "safety." And
woul d Iike you to describe that a little bit nore,

because the | ast federal agency that got involved in
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doing that -- we don't all l|ike where they ended up
And we think that, in the radiation area, maybe

NRC woul d be better froma purely scientific basis to

define what "safety" is. And what -- please explain a
little nore.

M5. DICUS: | think the inmportant point is
goi ng back to -- we may or may not be able to define

exactly what "safety" is for materials uses, but | think
we have to approach that and we have to attenpt to, and
we shouldn't be afraid to take a stab at it. But | agree
with you: 1t's not going to be just one agency really
necessarily that can do that explanation

We're going to have to reach out to all of our
st ake- hol ders, which is the whole point of having the
conmuni cation, putting the issue out on the table and
di scussing it. And | think we do have to do that.

MR. McNEES: Jim McNees from Al abama. For the
questi on about providing the infrastructure for nationa
materials program For the past decade or so, the
majority of the infrastructure provided by NRC has been
funded by NRC s |icensees.

Now t hat we're naking the shift to where nany
nore |icensees are no longer NRC |licensees, | don't see
any progress in having a basis for funding the

i nfrastructure and keeping up this necessary
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infrastructure of a national materials programw th so
few materials |icensees being left in NRC

Ms. DICUS: Yes. That's -- kind of at the
heart of what we're concerned about is -- you know, |I'm
very pleased and want nore states to becone agreenent
states. 1'd be happy if all of the states becane
agreement states, but, clearly, since we are right now
essentially 100-percent fee-supported does get at the
heart of the infrastructure of having the necessary
funding for the program

And | think, as we consider what our options
are going to be in the out years, as nore and nore states
are beconmi ng agreenment states, we're going to have -- you
know, congress is going to have to address this issue in
some way or the other. That's going to be the ultinmate
resolution of it.

I N our budget request for the next fiscal year
we have -- for several years, actually, for OVMB, Ofice
of Managenent and Budget, we've asked that up to 10
percent of our budget come off the fee base and be funded
out of general revenues. OMB has declined to allow us to
do that. And, of course, we have to submit, you know,
the President's budget, so we have to do what OVB says
even though we are an independent agency.

However, |'ve taken ny cause to individua
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senators and congressmen, and they are synmpathetic to it.
And at this point, while the budget is still under
consi deration by congress, at |east one of the bills does
have up to 10 percent of our budget off the fee base.

It may be, as we continue down the road, that
this is going to have to be addressed and there's going
to have to be a general funding at |east of the basic
i nfrastructure of the program

Jake?

MR JACOBI: Jake Jacobi, Colorado. | read
recently that the NRCis saying that it is capable and
probably should regulate DOE facilities; however, | also
noticed in that statenment that it said the agreenent
states should not be involved in that regul ation.

| guess, two questions. One: Wuld you
explain why the agreement states should be invol ved?

And, secondly: Do you think there would be an
opportunity to contract with agreement states to have
sone invol venment ?

M5. DICUS: Okay. It -- that is a sensitive
guestion. And being from-- a state person, | |ooked at
that kind of closely. But it does relate to the fact
t hat agreenment states for the nbst part do not regul ate
any kind of federal facility. And these are federa

facilities. So it keys in on that, for consistency, we,
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over

Nevert hel ess, that does not necessarily rule

out some potential of contracting with the state
in sone manner or the other. So | still think t
be on the table for discussion.

Dal e?

MR. KLINE: Dale Kline, Texas Radiatio
Advi sory Board. As the NRC noves towards risk-

per f or mance- based regul ation, could you talk a

agency

hat can

n
nf or med

ittle bit

about your training programthat you have in house and

how t hat training program ni ght assist the agree
states as they also | ook at a risk-inforned
per for mance- based regul atory structure?

M. DICUS: Well, 1'm probably going t
have to turn to staff to get it if you want to g
very many of the details. Wat we are trying to
our programnow, it's -- really, as far as that
it's concerned, it's in its infancy.

We are still adding some new prograns
trying to get the training up so that we can get
way through the staff and really understand what
ri sk-infornmed performance-based nmeans and then o
t hose courses to -- and | mght have to ask Paul

extent they are opened up now to agreenent state

ment

0 -- may
et into
do with

part of

and

all the

pen up

t o what
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per sonnel

Do you want to take that?

MR. LOHAUS: Paul Lohaus. As for any of the
NRC courses in this area -- in the materials area, those

courses woul d be avail able for attendance by agreenent
states staff.

For those courses for which there is no tuition
cost, there would be no tuition expense. For any of the
courses which are contracted, there would be a tuition
cost, and the states, per our current policy, would be
responsi ble for any tuition costs for those courses. But
they woul d be open and avail abl e for attendance by
agreement states staff.

MR. GODW N: Aubrey Godwi n, Arizona. Actually,
two questions. The first one: |Is the budget -- for
these fornerly licensed sites, is that in the current
budget, or is that in the next budget?

M5. DICUS: It's in our next budget.

MR. GODWN: Then, in that case, if you could,
keep sone of the states advised. Perhaps it would be
appropriate for the states to support that, either by
letters to our own congressnmen or to our senators, or to
testify if appropriate.

MS. DICUS: That would be very hel pful.

MR GODWN:. We would also -- at | east sone of
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us would be willing to testify relative to the
i nfrastructure program you've got.

Ms. DI CUS: Thank you.

MR. GODW N: The second question has to do with
the DOE regul atory program |If the NRC regulates it, are
you goi ng to expand your regulatory programto include
t hi ngs other than the AEA materials, for exanple,
particle accel erators and, you know, radium that's not
part of the normal program --

MS. DICUS: If --

MR GODWN: -- which | think -- in your pilot
program | think, the state of California hel ped you
with?

M5. DICUS: They did. |If congress gives us the
regul atory responsibility for DOE facilities, it's our
intent at the same tine to ask for the regulatory
authority for NORM as well as accel erators.

MR. BAI LEY: G eta?

Ms. DI CUS: Unh-huh? You're too close, Ed.
MR BAILEY: W used to sit closer
M5. DICUS: That's right. You used to sit
besi de ne.
MR BAILEY: Yes.
Ms. DICUS: | renenber.
MR. BAILEY: | cannot |let an opportunity go by
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to -- without saying that, having participated in the two
pil ot programs at Law ence-Berkel ey National Lab, we
felt -- and when | say, "We," | think | pretty much can
speak for both the State of California regulatory program
and for the DOE regional office, and for the |lab
managenment itself -- in saying that they -- we basically
all agreed that the state could do the regul ation.

And, in fact, there were coments made to the
effect of -- that the lab people really weren't
interested in trading one regulator in Washi ngton for
anot her regul ator in Washington. And that's sort of how
they viewed it.

The other thing is that | think there are
precedents certainly in the EPA programs for states to
regul ate federal agencies. And if that still is a
sticking point, | don't know of any of the national |abs
that are operated by a federal agency; they're al
operated by a private contractor.

And we go into mlitary facilities now that are
manuf act uri ng weapons and so forth, and we regul ate those
even though, in some cases, there may be security
cl earances required, or whatever. | just don't see why
there needs to be any inpedinments put in the way of
agreement states regul ating these | abs.

In our case, out of the five national labs in
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California, two of themare primarily accel erator
| aboratories. And we would be happy to regul ate those
facilities, and we'll let you continue to regulate nore
than 4 mllion quantities of S and M

Ms. DI CUS: Thank you, Ed.

MR. KLINGER: Greta?

M5. DI CUS: Yes?

MR. KLINGER: Joel Klinger, Illinois. The
$1.65 mllion that you mentioned for -- is -- are there
funds allocated for reinbursenent to states that took the
initiative to take action on sites in their states?

M. DICUS: That -- it won't be retroactive,

unfortunately.

MR. KLINGER: Really?

M5. DICUS: |It's going --

MR. KLINGER: You're supposed to reward --

M5. DICUS: -- to be going --

MR. KLINGER: -- initiative and enthusiasm

M5. DICUS: It's going to be going forward
money.

MR. KLINGER: Really?

M5. DICUS: Unfortunately, unless congress wll
gi ve us sonme nore nmoney. And we'll see what we can do.

MR. KLINGER: Well, thank you.

MR. MARSHALL: | see a hand.
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M5. DI CUS: Yes.

(Pause.)

Ms. DICUS: Well, he took it down.

MR. MARSHALL: Are there any nore questions for
Geta?

(No response.)

MR. MARSHALL: |I'd like to keep her here for a
mnute with a special presentation.

M5. DICUS: Okay. Wuld all the people from
Ohi o pl ease come up here -- everyone that's here with the
Chi o progrant

(Pause.)

MS. DICUS: Everyone else is |eaving.

(Laughter)

M5. DICUS: COkay. | have a little presentation
for you. W had hoped to have a joint-signing over. O
course, it was just an absolute joy for me, having been
the director of a state program to be able to actually
sign an agreenment with a state becom ng an agreenent
state program

But the governor's schedule and my schedul e
woul d not match. And you guys were so anxious to be an
agreement state that | had to go at it -- | signed it
separately. And we sent it to the governor, and the

governor signed it. But we do have a picture of ne
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signing the agreenent with the state of Chio, and I'd
like to present it to you.

(Appl ause)

MR. SUPPES: Geta, this is really something
that Ohi o has been seeking for a long tine. In April of
1991, Governor Wernovich sent out a letter wishing to
become an agreenent state. And we had hoped to get that
done during his adm nistration, but we didn't quite make
that. The Governor did sign the agreenent.

| mentioned to JimLynch that we were only two
days ol d when we had our first incident.

(Laughter)

MR SUPPES: But it's -- and we had a nice
phone call fromthe president of the medical systens,
indicating -- wanting to know what we were goi ng to about
the license that he had renewed. And so it's -- it
hasn't taken long at all for Chio to get involved and be

a part of the agreenment states program

So we do |l ook forward to it. | said to staff
on the 31st that, "It's here. W've all sought this.
And the thing is: W asked for it." So --

(Laughter)
MR. SUPPES: -- it isn't something that we can
bl ame on anybody else. It's our responsibility, and

we're | ooking forward to it. Thank you, very much.
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(Appl ause)

MR. RATLIFF: Greta, on behalf of Texas, we
wanted to |l eave you with -- we thought this was rea
appropriate. |It's about team work. Together, we
achieve. And | think that's what we see happening. W
have a Year 2000 cal endar in here. | didn't see any to
Moscow or Chernobyl. | think that will help.

MS. DI CUS: Thank you.

MR. RATLIFF: But we know you travel a |ot.

And we're getting to the millenniums eve. And | thought
you'd like a good Christian fiction novel on the com ng
of the m |l ennium

(Appl ause)

Ms. DICUS: You realize, of course, that we're
flying back today, not tonorrow.

MR. RATLIFF: Unless you're kidnapped.

M5. DICUS: Ch, that's right.

MR. MARSHALL: GOkay. | don't know where we're
at time-wise, but the schedule indicates it's time for a
break. So let's take a 15-m nute break.

(Recess.)

MR. MARSHALL: | want to introduce Chip Caneron
from NRC, who has graciously agreed to facilitate our
neeting again. | also want to acknow edge and thank the

NRC for transcription services for the neeting.
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And | think, by -- if | start -- maybe we'l
start the neeting a couple of nminutes |ate and make up
for it by quitting early. Can you do that?

(Laughter)

MR. CAMERON: Well, I'Il have some things to
say on that in a couple of mnutes that should prove
hunorous to everybody, probably at my expense. But it's
nice to see all of you again, and | really do appreciate
the opportunity to facilitate the meeting. This is a
great group of people and a great neeting, and | really
enjoy doing it.

And, hopefully, | can help in a nunber of ways
to contribute to a good neeting by, one, trying to keep
the discussion relevant and focused on whatever
particul ar agenda topic we're on and, also, in trying to
get some discussion threads going on a particul ar issue,
rather than the unrel ated nonol ogues that we're al
famliar with that don't really connect to anything, and
maybe help to do some problem solving and to, also,
identify action itenms for either the NRC or the states to
take out of the meeting so that we provide some closure
on some issues and, also, so that we docunent who's going
to do what.

I want to make sure that everybody has a chance

to talk. And | know that we don't have any really
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bl ushing violets out there, so | know that we're going to
have a good discussion on a |ot of issues. And we're not
goi ng to, obviously, exclude all of you out there in the
audi ence fromthis discussion, either. And we'll be
goi ng out there.

And the last thing is to, hopefully, keep us on
schedul e, and | guess there are two things in that
regard. As you'll notice, before | got involved at al
in this neeting, Stan had us 45 mnutes early. So
don't know what that says about my skills about
facilitating, because | think I'Il probably find a way to
delay this.

(Laughter)

MR. CAMERON: And the second thing is: W
still have -- in that regard, we still have a hal f-day of
the neeting fromlast year that we have to finish. So --

(Laughter)

MR. CAMERON: -- | thought, "Well, maybe -- we
may want to start with that.

But the planning committee for the neeting put
toget her a great agenda, and, as Stan nentioned, an
agenda based on things that you guys wanted to di scuss.
And it's a spare agenda, | think, in ternms of giving us
enough tinme to tal k about everything.

So the ground rules again are fairly sinple,
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and | think they'll help us keep the discussion organized
and nmake sure that Pat, our stenographer, gets a good
transcript back there.

If you want to talk, put your name tents --

these are great nanme tents -- put themup on edge. And
they do stand up. And I'Il keep track of who wants to
talk. | may not take your cards in sequence if we're

trying to follow one of these fanpus discussion threads
that | mentioned.

Pat, the stenographer, does have everybody's
nane and where you're sitting so that you don't have to
say your nane every tine you want to say sonething.

She'll just follow that, and she's saying sonmething to nme
now t hat probably is --

THE REPORTER: It would help -- | can't see the
people's cards on this side. |'msorry.

MR. CAMERON: Okay.

THE REPORTER: If you'll say the nane of your
state, that will be fine.

MR. CAMERON: Yes. |If you on this side could,
identify yourself then. And that way, she'll be able to
get who it is that's speaking.

When we go out to the audience, if you could,
gi ve your nane and affiliation if that's appropriate.

The nicrophone geni e appeared during the break and
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brought us sone nore mcrophones.
"1l be going around when people want to talk
on these sides to let you use this mc, rather than
shifting the mcrophones around a lot. But these

m crophones are picking up pretty well even without

nmoving. So if you could, just turn it toward you -- or
"Il give you this nmic -- and we can take it fromthere,
and | think everybody will be able to hear

And we will keep track of issues that pop up

that may not be appropriate for the particular topic that
we're discussing. We'll list themup here, and we'l
come back to them |l ater on.

And | think, with that, we can get started.
And before we get into our first discussion, | think --

Rut h, are you out there?

MS. McBURNEY:  Yes.

MR. CAMERON: Ruth has an announcement about
the nost inportant activity of the day.

MS5. McBURNEY: For those of you who are
pl anning to come out to my house tonight for the
barbecue -- and we're glad that you are -- if you need a
ride, we will -- we're going to designate the drivers by
placing a red ribbon on their name tags so you can find
themand | atch onto them

Meet in the lobby -- the front | obby at about
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six o' clock, and we'll get started out at the house at
about 6:30 then. |It's about a 15-minute ride from here
to there. You can actually see this hotel from our
upstairs.

So for those of you who have cars and are
willing to take riders, please stand. And Mnica is
going to staple a red ribbon on your name tag, not on
your chest.

(Laughter)

MS. McBURNEY: So | know there are some TNRCC
folks that are willing to take riders.

MR. CAMERON: See? | knew that | could get us
of f schedul e here.

MS5. McBURNEY: That's all right.

(Pause.)

MS. McBURNEY:  Stubbs' Barbecue from downt own
Austin, one of the old stand-bys, is going to be catering
tonight. |If you have -- if you've signed up but not
paid, stop by the registration desk and do so. There's
still room if you haven't heard about it or have decided
to go. So there will be plenty.

Any questions about that?

MR. BAILEY: Hey, Ruth?

o

McBUR2AI | enNEY:  Yes?

2

BAILEY: WIIl there be any libations at
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M5. McBURNEY:

soft-drinks and water.
it.
MR. CAMERON

beer for Ed.

M5. McBURNEY:

(Laughter)

M5. McBURNEY:

bar becue?

VR. CAMERON

M5. McBURNEY:

went with barbecue, so
VR. CAMERON
(Laughter)
MR, CAMERON

ri bbons for al

M5. McBURNEY:

MR, BAI LEY:

know who the riders were.

appropri ate.

(Laughter)

M5. McBURNEY:

VR. CAMERON

And, Alice,

t he peopl e who need rides,

42

Yes. We will have beer

I f you want anything el se,

bring

You coul d have stopped after the

Yes.

| mean what el se goes with

He got the information he needed.

| didn't know what kind of w ne
| didn't get any.
Tequi | a.

Now, Ruth, we don't need to blue
do we?
No, we don't need to do that.
It would help us as drivers to

So maybe bl ue ribbons woul d be

Just gather in the | obby.

Ckay.

you' re driving?
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M5. ROGERS: Yes.
MR. CAMERON: All right.
MS. McBURNEY: And come as confortable and

casual as you can.

(Pause.)

MR. CAMERON: Okay. | think we're all set
t hen.

And the topic that we're going to start with --
and it will take us up to lunch -- is issues of mutual

concern between the Health Physics Society and the

Organi zation of Agreement States. And we have Ray
Johnson with us, who's President of the Health Physics
Society, and he and Ed Bailey are going to sort of set
this discussion up for us. And | believe Ray is going to
start with a presentation.

Is that correct, Ray?

MR, JOHNSON: Yes.

MR. CAMERON: All right. W'Il turn it over to
you, how ever you want to do it.

MR. JOHNSON: Well, thank you, very nmuch. |
appreci ate the opportunity to share a few nonments here
with you this norning as a representative of the Health
Physi cs Soci ety.

Many of you may know t hat President Keith

Di nger attended this neeting a year ago. And it's our
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intention now to make this a part of our tradition to
stay connected with you fol ks by having soneone fromthe
Heal th Physics Society plan to join you for each of your
annual neetings.

The -- | was mindful as | flew down from
Maryl and yesterday afternoon and stepped off the airplane
and quickly discovered that | was in Texas as the bl anket
of warmair just envel oped me.

And | was thinking of the business man from
W sconsin who went on a business trip to Texas and, when
he got to his hotel, he imediately connected his | ap-top
and sent off an E-mmil nessage to his wife back hone,

whose nane was Jennifer Jones. And so he typed out her

address on the E-mail, and he made a ni stake, though.
And he mis-spelled and -- he wote, "Jean Jones at
Worl d. Net. "

Well, there was a Jean Jones who lived in

M nnesota who was the wife of a minister who had just
passed away and just that day had been buried. And she
opened the E-mail message and gave one | ook to the
message and i nmedi ately fainted. And the nessage said,
"Arrived safely, but it sure is hot down here."
(Laughter)
MR. JOHNSON: Now, as -- one other thing that |

t hought I'd share with you, also: 1've now been
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President of the Health Physics Society for two nonths.
And even though as President-elect -- many of you know
the tradition is to visit as many chapters as possible.
And | was able to visit 39 chapters during mny
Presi dent-el ect year, and gave a presentation, the sane
one, at each chapter -- about 35 tines altogether

However, |'ve not given any presentations for
the I ast couple of nonths, as |'ve started ny term And
so |l was a little bit anxious about what do | say to you
good fol ks today, recognizing all of you as very
i mportant persons and, you know, wanting to have sone
assurance that | would be able to have a good nessage for
you?

So | called up Keith Dinger, who's just now
past - president, and asked, "Well, what did you tell these
folks last year?" So Keith sent nme his notes. And
| ooked at his notes and | thought, "CGee, they | ook pretty
good." And | thought, "Gee, you know, | wonder if I
could use those same notes over again. And would anyone
noti ce?"

And then | thought of the pastor -- senior
pastor at a church, who was called out of town suddenly
one weekend. And he called in the junior pastor and he
says, "Can you cover the service for me this weekend?"

And the junior pastor said, "Well, okay. 1'll do the
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best | can."

So the senior pastor went off. He came back
the foll owi ng week, though. And he sees a nenber of the
congregation, and he says, "Well, how did the service go
| ast weekend?" And the person said, "Wll, the service
went pretty good, but the sernobn was pretty dry." And
t he pastor said, "Okay."

And he went and saw anot her nenber and he said,
"Well, how did the service go | ast weekend?" And the
ot her menber says, "Well, not too bad, but the sernmon was
really pretty boring."

Wel |, the pastor asked several nenbers, and he
got the sanme answer fromall of them And then he sees
the junior pastor and he asks him "Well, how did the
service go | ast weekend?" And the junior pastor said,
"Well, it went pretty good, considering. But, you know
you didn't give ne nuch lead time to prepare a sernon,
and | hope you won't mind, but | preached one of yours."

(Laughter)

MR JOHNSON: Now, the title of what | wanted
to talk with you about today is the role of the Health
Physics Society as we come into the 21st century.

Now, you might anticipate fromthis title that
perhaps |'mhere to tell you what the role of the society

had ought to be. In fact, what I'mhere for is to invite
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your feedback on what you think the society should be or
could be in terns of how we night be able to serve sone
of the needs that you deal with every day.

And so nost of nmy presentation is not really
telling you anything; it will be in the form of questions
for which I'Il be inviting your feedback. |In fact, what
I'd like to do to conclude -- each of you should have
gotten a small, yellow index card like this. And at the
end of ny presentation, |'mgoing to put up a slide with
five or six questions on it, and | would invite you to
offer, if you would be willing, your witten feedback

Now, this is sonething that |'ve been doing at
the chapter visits -- and some of you have attended those
and know this -- and have found it just an incredibly
val uabl e source of insight to be asking for feedback from
menbers or potential nenbers as a way of understandi ng
better where we are as a society, what we could be doing
better and where we should direct our efforts for the
future. So that's really ny invitation for all of you
now t hi s norning.

I'd like to start off by just asking if you
would be willing to raise your hand if you're a menber --
currently a nenber of the Health Physics Society. How
many?

(Pause.)
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MR. JOHNSON: Whoa. Okay. Incredible. Geat.
Thank you, very much.

You know, partly, that was to raise my confort
level a little bit so | could sort of feel like, "Well
I"'min a group of friends here." | did have the idea
when coming down here yesterday -- wondering, "Well, gee,
I wonder if there will be anyone here that | know." You
know, you always feel nore confortable if you know
peopl e.

And as |'ve gotten to talk with a nunmber of you
this nmorning, | realized there are nany of you here that
|'ve probably known 25 or 30 years or longer. And so
that's hel pful.

Now, what |'d like to |l ook at with you now for
a few nmoments would be what | mght call the changing
roles since the 1950s: The changing role of radiation
safety, the changing role of the Health Physics Society
and the changing roles of the states. Now, at this
point, I"'mgoing to generalize a little bit, and I hope
you'll allow nme some |lee-way, mainly trying to identify
broad, perhaps, differences over those 40 or 50 years.

In the early years of the Health Physics
Society, | believe, nost of the people who joined the
society in those years were probably mainly concerned

wi th academ c, teaching or people in radiation safety or
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research related to biological effects of radiation.
Now, of course, we're still interested in those sane
i nterests today.

O hers who were not engaged in education or
research were engaged in the inplenentation of radiation
safety progranms. And the significant difference that |
m ght identify, again generalizing: |In those early
years, there were substantially fewer rules or regulatory
requi rements conpared to today.

Now, what's the significance of that? Well, in
the early years, those people who called thensel ves
heal t h physicists would have had training in the science
of radiation safety and, in inplenenting radiation safety
progranms, would have had to draw upon their technica
know edge of radiation and radiation effects to make
j udgment s about inplenenting their prograns.

Now, how does that conpare with where we nmay
find ourselves in the '90s and as we come into the new
century? Today, many nore of the menbers of the Health
Physics Society are engaged in actually inplenmenting
radi ati on safety prograns, as opposed to engaged in
education or research, and there are a lot nore rules to
foll ow

And so, today, what | would observe -- and

invite feedback on any of these observations -- is that,
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in sone ways, there's less requirenent for technica
j udgrment today than there night have been 40 or 50 years
ago, the difference being that, today, a person with
responsibilities for a radiation safety program has |aid
out for himor her a |large nunber of requirements as
rul es or guidelines or regulations, either through, you
know, regul atory requirements or through what they say
they will do in their radioactive materials |icense.

And so the requirenents are much nore
prescriptive, which means that the primary challenge in
many cases today for radiation safety is, "How well do
you know the rules, and how well do you inplenent them"
which isn't the same as saying, "How well do you

understand the science of radiation safety and apply

judgrment in the practice of that profession.” Now,
again, this is generalizing, and | invite your conments
on that.

Now, what has happened with states' prograns?
In the 1950s, the regul ations were |l argely those of the
federal agency, the Atom c Energy Commi ssion, now the
NRC, conpared to today, where nuch nore of the regulatory
responsibilities are taken up by agreenment states, which
is what all you folks are here for. Now, | know there's
lots of other differences, but that's one that | wanted

to highlight.
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Now, here's something |I'd |ike you to think
about for a few noments with nme. Modst of you here are
engaged in, you know, regulating, the safe uses of
radi oactive materials. What 1'd like to ask or have you
t hi nk about, though, is who's actually responsible for
i mpl enenting prograns for radiation safety and woul d
suggest that, by and large, this falls to a category of
peopl e who are known as radiation safety officers or
radi ati on protection officers or radiation protection
managers.

And | had estimated that there were about
30, 000 such people in the U S. And in |ooking at the
nunbers that Greta Dicus shared with us this norning,

t hough, about the number of licensees, | realize this
nunber is probably high and that the actual number may be
cl oser to 20, 000.

Anyway, there is a large nunber of people in
the U S. with the responsibilities for radiation safety
progranms, identified as an RSO and they're the ones out
on the front |line day to day inplenmenting the
requirements for radiation safety.

Now, here's the thing that 1'd like to invite
your thought on: \What are the qualifications for these
people with the front-line responsibilities for radiation

safety? You know, what kind of experience requirenents
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do they have? What kind of education or training have
t hey had?

One of the questions that |1've talked with a
nunber of you about individually is this matter of
training: How much training is needed or required or
recormended? When you all review a |license application
one of the things you look for is to deternmine that the
RSO in fact is properly prepared to take on the
responsibilities. And one of the preparations is
traini ng.

Wel |, how rmuch training is needed? This
qguestion comes up for ne probably several times a week
Why? Because, for about 15 years now, |'ve been
providing training to qualified persons to serve as
radi ati on safety officers and the training that | have
devel oped and provide is a 40-hour cl ass.

Now, people call me up, though, and they say,
"Why 40 hours? Where did that 40 hours conme fronm?" And
it turns out it's not easy to show in any type of
regul atory docunent the basis for the 40 hours and, yet,
it has come to be generally adopted as a rule of thunb as
kind of Iike a m nimumrequirenent.

But, now, is 40 hours enough? O it may be
it's too much. Maybe it's nore than is needed.

And what | would notice -- generally, people
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who cone to nmy class quite often have had no previous
radi ati on transaction at all. Wat happens, |'m seeing
now, in conpanies that have radioactive materials
licenses -- they know, for exanple, that their current
RSO is |l eaving and they need to find soneone to fill that
position. So they | ook around their staff and they find
someone who, in their resume or job title, the word,
"Safety," cones up.

And so perhaps it's environnental safety or
occupational safety or engineering safety or industria
hygi ene, and on and on and on, all kinds of titles where
safety may be directly indicated or, at least, inplied.
And then that person gets to be appointed to becone the
RSO

In fact, one of the questions | like to start
with when | begin ny 40-hour class on a Monday norning is
just to ask of those who have assenbled for this class,

"How many of you are here because you drew the short

straw?”

(Laughter)

MR. JOHNSON: And how -- what percentage of
cl asses do you think will raise their hands at that

point? It's -- typically a good third of the group wll
say -- adnmit that they're there because they drew the

short straw. Now, that's -- | find it kind of disturbing
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because what it says to me is that the nanagenment of the
facility where these people are working hasn't any clear
concept of what's required for radiation safety.

And so | usually tell my students, you know
that the 40 hours is to prepare them as best we can in
that very short time to take on the responsibilities of
RSOs and that those responsibilities are very substantia
and, as a minimm-- when they find out what they are and
they get back to their jobs in the foll owi ng week, as a
m ni mum they should ask for a pay raise.

(Laughter)

MR JOHNSON: And then | tell them "You know
have your facility call me, and I'll be glad to justify
to them why you ought to get nore noney, because they're
asking of you very substantial responsibilities and they
may not realize that."

So what's magi ¢ about 40 hours? You know,
Truxor Gauge users can get a six- or eight-hour course
fromthe Truxor Conpany. |Is that enough for that person
to then be listed as the RSO? Well, maybe it is. How
about on a broad scope license with a hospital, however?
Is 40 hours really enough for the person serving in that
capacity? And | would question whether it really is
enough.

But | get asked that all the tine by people who
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say, "Well, do really need 40 hours?" And, of course, in
our fast-paced society today, what everyone is | ooking
for is, you know, "Can | do it in one day or two days or
three days? Do | really need to devote a whol e week?"

You know, the interesting thing? On Friday,
when we cl ose our training session, we always pass around
a survey form asking for feedback, and one of the
conments that comes up virtually 100 percent of the tine
is, after people have gone through the 40 hours, what
they conclude is, "Could have used nore tinme. Needed
nore time."

Now, that's partly because we're trying to pack
an 80-hour class into a 40-hour class, but, you know, we
have 40 hours, and it's like this is ny w ndow of
opportunity to try to prepare these people for the rea
worl d of dealing with radiation safety.

And in some ways, it's scary. \Why? Because
know, even after the 40 hours and hard as we worked to
prepare the people for, you know, dealing with radiation
safety issues, at the end of the week, | know there are
some who haven't really gotten that. They just quite
haven't gotten that, you know.

And how do | get indications of that? Well
you know, we always invite people to call after: "If you

have a question, call me up." So, you know, two or three
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nonths later, a guy calls ne up and he asks, "Well, what
kind of a Geiger-counter do | need to use now to neasure
tritiune"

(Laughter)

MR. JOHNSON: And | go, "Oh, boy," you know
because we go over and over that a Geiger-counter won't
measure tritium and, you know, a few weeks or a few
nonths later, they've lost it.

Now, the other thing we've noticed -- and |I'm
sure you're all aware of it -- is that people who serve
as RSCs today currently have multiple duties of which --
radi ati on safety may be a relatively small part of a much
bi gger job dealing with workers' safety issues in
general. And |'ve already mentioned that they cone from
a whole variety of different disciplines in ternms of
ot her training.

You know, |'ve had people come for RSO training
whose backgrounds are in electronics, or electronics
repai r persons, and they've been assigned to be the RSO
There may al so be a Ph.D. biol ogist who's assigned to be
the RSO in a radi o- pharmaceutical conpany. And so they
may be very highly trained in another field; they just
aren't trained in the area of radiation safety.

Now, what progranms are available to support

RSOs in inplenenting their responsibilities as -- for
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radi ati on safety prograns? And there are a couple of
progranms in particular

The Canpus Radi ation Safety Oficer group has
progranms specifically oriented toward RSCs. However
when | talked with Bill Shaft, who's currently president
of that group, awhile back, he told ne that the group
consists of around -- a mailing list of around 800
people. Now, | probably shoul dn't have put the word,
“Menbers," up there, because they really don't have
menbers; they have a mailing list.

They really don't have an organization in the
sense that there's no real officers. There's a person
el ected as president who serves, as | understand it, from
one neeting to the next, primarily for organizing their
bi - annual conference. Every two years, they have a
gat hering which | understand is a very good program

However, if | understood what Bill told ne, the
attendance at that is usually only on the order of 100 to
125 people. Anyway, if you conpare those nunbers with
the 20- to 30,000 RSCs in the U S., they represent a
pretty small proportion of all of those fol ks who share
simlar responsibilities.

Now, the National Registry of Radiation
Protecti on Technol ogi sts has an actual paid nenmbership of

4,000 -- or maybe it's higher than that now -- and many
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of those are RSGCs, although the organization isn't
necessarily oriented toward RSGs. So the question is:
Were do these fol ks get technical support for
i mpl enenting their progranms?

And, by the way, as | raise that question, one
of the things that | hear quite often from students who
call and ask about issues regarding their license is many
of themare reluctant to call you folks as the
regul ators. All kinds of things come up for them but
one of the concerns is, "Ch, my gosh, | don't want to ask
about this because, then, they'll know that |'ve got a
problemw th ny program" and that, somehow, this wil
cause themdifficulties.

So all of you, in theory, could be supporters
of these folks as far as helping with technical issues,
but, quite often, they're nervous about giving you a
cal l.

VWhat is the current role of the Health Physics
Society? Since many of you indicated that you're
menbers, you could probably state this even better than
coul d, but what | would suggest for you, again
generalizing, is that nost of the current nmenmbers of the
Heal th Physics Society are full-tinme practicing
professionals in radiation safety, full-tinme practicing

heal t h physi ci sts.



A WD

o O

~

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

59

Now, what about RSGCs, however? RSGCs typically
woul d not identify thenmselves as a health physicist. Who
do they identify thenselves as? Well, industria
hygi eni sts, safety engi neers, and on and on

Why don't they identify thenmsel ves as health
physici sts? Because, primarily, they would not consider
t hemsel ves as specialists in radiation safety when
radi ati on safety is just one of many duties that they may
have. In fact, nost RSOs have not even heard of the
Heal t h Physics Society.

For exanple, about a year ago, | opened a new
training center, and the first class had 22 students. So
the first norning, | asked the question that | usually
ask, and that is: "How many of you know a health
physici st or know of the Health Physics Society?" Qut of
a class of 22, how many people do you think raised their
hands? The answer is: One. One person, and it turned
out that person called thensel ves a health physicist.

And so out of that class of nore than 20, only
one person, which would represent five percent, even knew
the words or had heard the words "health physics" or
"Heal th Physics Society." And for the others, they had
no i dea what those words even neant; they had never heard
t hem bef ore.

So here's the question that |1'm going to ask
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you to help nme consider this norning, and that is:
Shoul d the Health Physics Society be providing services
to RSOCs, services as menbers, nenbership services?
Shoul d we as a professional society be providing these
folks with opportunities for professional devel oprent,
for education and technical support and for networking?
Now, this is recognizing what | suggested earlier, that
there is no such program avail able for these people
currently.

Now, in terms of what services we offer, | am
ki nd of identifying ny one-year termas president to
address the question of, "Who are we?" And | think it's
appropriate for any organization to ask thensel ves that
question fromtime to tinme, but, now, it's -- we kind of
have the incentive of a new century coming up on us, and
so it's a good tine to | ook at those questions.

Menbership of the Health Physics Society right
now i s about 6,000 persons, made up, of course, of health
physicists, and many of them are regul ators |ike
yourselves. Mst of the people in the society now |
woul d call practitioners. And, by the way, the word,

"Practitioner," is ms-spelled. | apologize, but | don't
feel to bad since it's the first mistake | ever made.
(Laughter)

MR. JOHNSON: This is just to check to see if
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you all are listening. Thank you.

Now, why -- the reason | say that? |If you | ook
in the front of the Health Physics nmenbership book, it
shows the denographic breakdown of nenbership in ternms of
the category of their enploynment, and, right now, out of
t he 6,000 nmenbers, about 3,000 are indicating their
enpl oyment in two job categories. One is radiation
safety surveys, and the other one is operational and
applied health physics. Now, in ny nind, those are
essentially synonymous, but they nake up a full half of
the current menbership of the society.

Now, here's a question | -- again, notice these
are questions that | invite your consideration of. Wo
would we like to represent as a society? For exanple,
would we like to represent all full-time professiona
heal t h physicists, of which the nunber may be on the
order of 10,000 in the United States? And, of course,
there are -- we have international nmenmbers, as well

Shoul d we represent part-tinme radiation safety
of ficers, as opposed to full-tinme practicing health
physici sts? Should we be opening our doors to people who
are not full tinme, for whomradiati on safety is just a
part-time concern? And the nunber there could be on the
order of 20,000 or nore.

Shoul d we be providing services to regul ators?
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Now, again, | put down the number of a thousand, and that
nunber's probably quite a bit bigger. If we include RSCs
as menbers of the Health Physics Society, will this
somehow change the tenor of our society? WIIl this
change the nature of who we are?

For exanple, if we include people that are only
part-time practicing radiation safety people, as conpared
to full-time professionals, will this sonehow give the
soci ety the appearance of being a trade organization,
rather than a professional organization?

And if we're seen as a trade organization, the
question I'd raise is, "Okay. Wat's so bad about that?
I's that necessarily bad?" You could also ask, "Is it
necessarily good?" But, again, |I'minviting you to think
about these.

So this brings us to the mission of the Health
Physics Society. Should the society be striving to
becorme the primary resource for information on radiation
safety and support services for all persons engaged in
radi ati on safety? Do we as a professional society have a
responsibility for addressing issues of quality in
radi ati on safety prograns in the United States? In other
words: Should we have as a mission, as a professiona
soci ety, a goal of doing whatever we can and that would

be appropriate for inproving the quality of radiation
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saf ety progranms, which we would do by providing
menber shi p services?

Now, part of the context of this question is to
address the issue of what happens when an RSO nakes a
m stake. Now, what | nmean by that is: What are the
ram fications of that mistake, especially if they get
pi cked up by the news nedi a?

And what | woul d suggest for you is that an RSO
who may have limted training and |imted experience
per haps woul d be the -- you know, involved with a program
where sone type of a m stake was nmade, potentially
i nvol vi ng exposures of people, and this gets into the
news nedia. And does it not then potentially reflect
badly on all of us and all of our prograns?

So that's really part of the issue. |[|f RSGs
make a m stake, what are the consequences of that, not
just for them but in terms of howit affects public
perception of all of our applications of radioactive
materi al s?

Now, here's a question that maybe is closer to
hone for many of you, and that is: Should the Health
Physics Society be representing you, as regul ators?
Should we be striving to include services that would be
hel pful for your particular needs, either a state's or as

federal regulators, the NRC, DOE, EPA?



A WD

o O

~

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

64

In other words: Should the Health Physics
Soci ety be striving specifically to provide services that
woul d be meani ngful for your programs, and, if so, what
services then would be nost useful? Publications -- for
exanpl e, you know about our journal that cones out every
nont h, containing largely research-oriented informtion
on radi ation safety.

We have training programs as part of each of
our m d-year and annual neetings, where we provi de what
are cal |l ed PEP sessions, Professional Enrichment
Programs, and, al so, continuing education |ectures. And,
of course, every year, we have a week-long sumer schoo
which is devoted to a specific topic.

We have neetings twice a year, where
presentations are nade of interest in the area of
radi ati on safety. Through the nenmbershi p handbook and
t hrough the neetings, we offer opportunities for
net wor ki ng.

The society al so has becone active in
| egi slative and regul atory activities over the last two
or three years. And then a big focus for the society now
is liaison, which is one of the reasons why |I'm happy to
have the opportunity to be here with you today.

Now, what have we done to begin to address sone

of the areas of need that |'ve proposed for you over the



A WD

o O

~

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

65
last few minutes? Al of the things I'll share with you
in the next few m nutes are new initiatives, meaning
t hi ngs that have been established by the society over the
| ast year or year-and-a-half.

One is: About a year-and-a-half ago, we
establ i shed a new category of nembership called Section
Menber. Many of you know, currently, we have Pl enary
Menber category, Associate Menber, Student Menber,
Emeritus Menmber and Affiliate Menber. But we now have a
new cat egory called Section Menber.

Now, a Section Member, to beconme a menber in
that category, only needs to neet the requirenents for
menber shi p established by individual sections. And a new
section that was established to take advantage of this
category was the RSO section, which stands for Radiation
Saf ety Operations.

So if someone wished to become a menber of that
section, it turns out that section has no menbership
requi rements other than payi ng your dues, which are $50.
And so it's basically open to anyone with an interest in
radi ati on safety prograns.

We' ve al so begun, a year ago, a recruiting
initiative. W mailed out about 20,000 brochures, which
you all have a copy of, | believe. These were passed out

earlier. |If you see this little tri-fold brochure, this



Part of

A WD

o O

~

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

66
is to provide you with an actual copy of the information
that we have been sending out to RSGCs, many of which are
underneath your state jurisdictions. W nailed out about
18, 000 of those.

Now, what kind of response did we get? Well
as of the annual neeting in June, we had received back
about 140, | believe, paid menmbership applications. Now,
out of 18,000, that may not sound like a very big
response; however, in terms of our status of our
menbership, in fact, that was quite a dramatic influx of
menber shi p applications. Now, out of those, about a
hundred were applying for plenary nenbership and about 50
were applying for the RSO Secti on nenbership

Many of you, as menbers, also know that, going
back to November of |ast year, you should now notice that
you're getting a supplenment to the journal, which is
call ed "Operational Radiation Safety." This will be
included with the journal, and the intention is to
publish that four times a year

We al so have been negotiating and are
continuing to talk with Radi ation Safety Associates, the

publishers of the RSO Magazi ne and t he RPM Magazi ne.

our goal as we cone into the new century in

24
25

t hi nki ng about the Health Physics Society being a primary

provider of information on radiation safety would be to

23
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al so have the ownership of the primary publications that
are available in this field.

We also initiated, about three years ago, a new
focus on liaison with other organizations where we share
mutual interest. And, of course, one of those is the
Organi zation of Agreement States. Sone of the other
acronyms |'msure you'll recognize are CRCPD, Anerican
Nucl ear Society, Anerican Industrial Hygi ene Association
et cetera.

We' ve been hosting a |uncheon for
representatives fromabout 15 to 20 organizations to join
with us at our annual neeting each year for the purpose
of identifying areas where we can be nutually supportive,
for exanmple, listing each other on our web sites for
links, and things |ike that.

Probably one of the nore exciting new
initiatives we just approved in Philadel phia in June was
the nam ng of our annual neeting. From henceforth, it
will not be called The Annual Meeting of the Health
Physics Society, which, for the world, would inply that
this is only for health physicists, but, rather, the
nmeetings will now be called the Arerican Radi ation Safety
Conference and Exposition. And this is intended to be an
umbrella for a variety of organizations with interest in

radi ati on safety to conme together at the sanme tine.
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Anot her new initiative -- and this goes back
al so, about a year-and-a-half -- was the adoption of a
byline. How many tines, for those of you who cal
your sel ves heal th physicists, over the years have you
said to sonmeone that you're a health physicist or you're
a nenber of the Health Physics Society and realized they
didn't have a clue of what you were tal ki ng about?

You know, this happened to ne just this |ast
weekend. | was talking to sone people where | have a
sunmmrer canp up in Vermont. And one of the neighbor
canps -- | was talking with them about my wi fe and
having travel ed all around the U S. over the |ast year
And he said, "Well how cone?" And | said, "Well, because
I"'m-- that's the tradition for the President-elect of
the Heal th Physics Society."

And then | realized he totally went blank at
t hat point because | had just said something in another
| anguage, and he had no idea what | was tal king about.
So | said, "Specialists in radiation safety," and he
goes, "Ah. Ckay." And all of a sudden, those words had
meani ng for him

The society, of course, has published a number
of position statenents, and, working with Keith Di nger
this year, we plan to produce several nore. W just

conpl eted one on | ow1|evel waste that will be published
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on our web site shortly if it's not there already. We're
al so working on one right now on clearance criteria for
contani nated items.

Sone that are already on the books -- and you
can | ook these up on our web site. They're also in the
back of the menbership book if you wanted to | ook at
them Qur web site is HPS. ORG and you're wel cone to
check that out any tinme.

We al so have a nunber of new initiatives at the
i nternational level, largely encouraged by fornmer
president Marvin Gol dnman. And he has been to Russia many
times, attenpting to help them set up sonething
equi val ent to our Health Physics Society. He has been to
Chi na, al so.

And we currently have kind of an infornmal
agreement to -- for exanple, we invited the president of
t he Chinese radiation protection association, Dr. Pan, to
cone to our annual mneeting in Philadel phia. And we've
been invited to attend their annual neeting. And, of
course, we have several of our nenbers who are del egates
on the scientific council for IRPA and involved with | AEA
progr ans.

Now, for those of you that may be | ooki ng at
your watches and wondering, "How long is Ray going to go

al ong," do you ever |look at the speaker's slides and try
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to guess, you know, how many nore there are to go? Well
a bunch of these are dummy slides, so | actually only
have one nore to go.

One of the initiatives that nany of you may
know of and have been involved with are science teacher
wor kshops. This has been a programreally initiated by
Ellie Casecas in the North Carolina chapter about seven
or eight years ago and since has spread across the
country, and many chapters have now provi ded such
wor kshops.

One of the opportunities in these workshops
besi des providing information -- in fact, | helped with
our Baltinore/Washi ngton chapter workshop, where |I'ma
| ocal menber. We did a workshop in March, and we had
about 40 -- | guess there were 40 or 45 teachers who
att ended.

And at the end of the two-Saturday program a
16- hour program again, we asked for their feedback. And
it was al nost unani nous anmong -- the teachers who
attended gave a very simlar comrent, alnost |ike they
had rehearsed it. But the comment was of the essence of,
for the first tine, howgreat it is to get good
informati on on radiation. And that -- wow, that just
made it all worthwhile at that point.

They were al so extrenmely thrilled that we were
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provi di ng each of the teachers with a working radiation
meter. Now, npbst of you know these are surplus FEMA
meters, civil defense neters. Sonme are not in great
shape, and sonme are -- |ook |ike they've never been used.
But we provi ded each teacher with a working neter and, of
course, sone sources so they could denonstrate properties
of radiation.

Now, these meters are heavy side-walled GM so
they won't neasure al pha particles or beta; essentially,
they're really only capabl e of measuring
medi um hi gh- energy ganma. But they can at |east
denonstrate the principle of distance as a matter of
radi ati on protection.

One of the things you'll notice, it says,
"States could help with letters about check sources." W
have begun to get sone questions fromteachers about this
little, "Check source," on the side of the meters, and,
"I's this safe? |Is this okay, to have these neters in the
classroomwith this radiation source on the side?"

Now, all of you would know that they're exenpt
quantities, but, of course, teachers don't know about
exenpt quantities. They don't necessarily know what that
nmeans.

So one of the things that | was encouraged to

ask of all of you is whether you, as you represent your
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stage agency, would be willing to supply for these
wor kshops a letter -- a short letter or note basically to

tell teachers that these sources are okay. And I'd like

you to think about that. | think a couple of states --
Virginia, | think, has already witten a letter |ike
t hat .

Who's here from Virginia?

MR. RATLIFF: They're not an agreenent state
yet.

MR. JOHNSON: They're not an agreenent state?
Ckay.

Well, that's sonmething I'd invite your support
of as a way of hel ping teachers, you know, understand
what it means to have access to this source and the
useful ness of the neter and perhaps even, you know,
encour agi ng their support of the teacher workshop
program

Anot her programthat we've initiated and have
not had a lot of activity in yet but | hope -- would
invite all of you to take note of, and that is: To |ook
at textbooks and see, "Wat do they say about radiation,"
because if you have people in school at any age |evel,
even through coll ege, and you have access to the
t ext books, | ook at them and see what they say about

radi ati on.
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And | know, in some instances, you're going to
be shocked at what you see. The editors of textbooks
quite often are inclined to present radiation froma very
definite perspective, and, as you might guess, it's
typically anti-nuclear.

The Heal th Physics Society has al so engaged the
services of a public relations firm W work with a | ady
who publishes a colum in our nmonthly news letter. You
can read her colum. That's Liz Jenski. And what she
does is track legislation for us that would be of
pertinent interest. She also sets up neetings for us
wi th congressional nmenbers and their staffs.

We've also hired former president Billy MIIs
to work with us as a legislative |iaison, or
representative, and he has worked with us. For exanple,
he set up neetings in the |ast year, had the opportunity
to meet with all of the comm ssioners at the NRC
i ncl udi ng Chai rman Jackson. And, of course, we nmet with
Greta Dicus several times. And we'll be continuing to do
that this year.

Okay. Down to the last slide. This is the one
where | would invite your specific response. |f you
woul d, find the little yellow card and give ne the
benefit of a few comrents. Your name is not required on

this card; that's optional. But it would be hel pful if
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you would date them That way, | can keep all of the
cards together for this group

It's al so not necessary to wite down all of
the questions if you just put down, "1", "2", "3", "4",
and then whatever your answer mght be. Again, | --
anything at all you feel led to share by response to
t hese questions woul d be exceedingly well appreciated.
This information will be summarized and will go to the
Heal t h Physics executive committee and the board of
directors as a source of exceedingly valuable data on
your responses to these questions.

So the first oneis -- 1'd like you to offer as
to why you either are or are not a nenber of the Health
Physics Society. The next question is: "Wat are your
concerns for the Health Physics Society," and, related to
that, "What m ght be keeping people fromjoining the
Heal th Physics Society," and then, also related, "Wat
services would you like to see the Health Physics Society
provi di ng?"

As you can see, there's sone overlap anopng
t hese questions, but, again, whatever you'd feel led to
share in that area would be exceedingly well appreciated.

And then a broader question, Number Five:

"What are your concerns for the future of radiation

safety?" And this is not about the Health Physics
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Soci ety and may not be about state or federal prograns,
but, rather, what are your concerns for the future of
radi ati on safety? And then ItemSix is sinply to invite
you to add anything else at all that you'd like to offer

So that's all | had to share with you. 1[|'d
like to allow you a few nmonents, if you could, to give ne
the benefit of your witten commrents. And then
hopefully, we may have a little tine for some discussion
and di al ogue here as we continue our session up unti
noon-ti ne.

So that's -- | might just conclude with a
cl osing story, however, and that is that -- | hope the
Heal th Physics Society, as it endeavors to carry out its
role and mission, that we nmight be doing better than the
preacher who, after the Sunday service, is standing at
t he door greeting people as they | eave the church, and a
boy comes up to himand says, "Wen |I get older, I'm
going to give you sone noney." And the preacher says,
"Well, gee, that's very nice. Well, why would you do
that?" And the boy says, "Well, because my father tells
me you're the poorest preacher we ever had."

(Laughter)

MR. CAMERON: Thank you, very much, Ray. Wth
your perm ssion, | would like to perhaps kick off our

di scussion with some remarks from Ed Bailey. And we can
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address sone of the issues that you brought up in your
presentation, particularly the one about the relationship
bet ween the society and regul ators.

Ed, do you want to kick this off for us?

MR. BAILEY: Yes, if | could.

| thought the yellow card was to prepare ny
talk on, so | had to borrow a second one.

(Laughter)

MR. BAILEY: | have to conplinent the
Organi zation of Agreement States; | think that they have
found a far better use of |awers than their normal thing
in having Chip facilitate these neetings.

(Laughter)

MR. BAILEY: But, you know, after all the years
of legal training and so forth, Chip still -- you know,
he can't just divorce hinmself totally fromit. He did
mention that we would probably be running late. And, as
you know, |awers typically get paid by billing hours.
Now, | don't know if that's the way they work at NRC, but
it must be sonething that's just innate in | awers.

MR. CAMERON: | think we should just stick to
t he preacher.

(Laughter)

MR. BAILEY: | have to say thanks to all the

Texas staff for putting this nmeeting together. And
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t hi nk, as usual, they've done a trenendous job. And I'm
saying that nowin case | forget to nmention it later, but
I don't think we expected any | ess than what we're seeing

here fromthemin their fine tradition.

| ama little disappointed, though, that -- at
the dress at this nmeeting. Wen | lived in Texas, the
| egi sl ature one year introduced a bill -- and
understand it passed both houses -- to nake bl ue jeans

the official uniformof Texas, and to have a public
nmeeting or refuse service to anyone not wearing blue
jeans was a m sdeneanor, except in Travis County, which

is where we are now, and, in Travis County, it would be a

fel ony.

(Laughter)

MR. BAILEY: So | hope that for sone of these
future neetings, we can get out of these. | wal ked out,
and |'mreni nded of why | like California weather so

much. You go to a steamroomto get this there. You
don't get a free sauna.

This past year, | was asked to be the
Organi zation of Agreement States liaison to HPS, and had
the pleasure of attending the liaison [uncheon. Now
there's many good things about the |iaison | uncheon
the -- not the |east of which is it's a free neal.

So that's one thing about the HPS neetings --
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if you haven't been to the annual neetings -- if you're
on conmittees and so forth, there are all Kkinds of
opportunities for you to save your noney for the bar
because they keep stuffing food at you. | mean every

conmittee has |uncheon neetings. The liaison comittee

had -- our group had a luncheon, and it was a very fine
[ uncheon.

The | uncheon, | think, was very inportant --
and it was the first one | had attended -- in that we
had -- | believe we showed 15 or so organi zati ons that

were there. And one of the things that happens there is
t hat each one of these representatives gets up and tells
what their organization is and what it does and why it
has chosen to designate a liaison to HPS.

One of the things that struck ne at this first
nmeeting is that, | would say, probably only two or three
people in the room knew that there was such a thing as
the Organi zation of Agreenment States and were very
interested in the fact that we have an annual neeting and
was it open to the public and did we advertise it, and
all of these things.

There is a lot of interest in being able to
nmeet with and talk to regulators. | don't know why, but
there seened to be interest.

One of the things that has disturbed ne a
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l[ittle bit over the years -- and | think I've expressed
it to many of you -- is that |, fortunately, in the |ast
few years have been able to go to the HPS neetings, both
t he annual neeting and the md-year, and |'ma little
surprised at how few state regul atory people there are --
and I'll extend that to the federal government, too -- at
these neetings. And it |leads ne to wonder where we're
getting our science.

It's a very inportant nmeeting, | think, from
t he standpoint of giving out scientific information and
hearing di scussions of things like the |inear
no-threshol d hypothesis, and so forth. | would encourage
each of you, when you go back to your states, to try to
foster support for the HPS, including the |ocal chapters
and, maybe, primarily the | ocal chapters.

| don't know how many of you are nmenbers, and
| -- of a local chapter. | thought about having you
rai se your hand if you're a nember of a local chapter

But | think it gives you -- if you are a nenber
and you go to the nmeetings, it gives you a unique
opportunity to neet sonme of the people you regul ate, and
on what you m ght consider an informal basis, and get to
know t hem and understand thema little better. And,
i kewi se, they get the opportunity to know you.

We, | think, have tried to encourage
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participation in HPS. One of the things that | would
encourage all of your programdirectors to do is seek out
an opportunity to be a speaker at one of the |loca
nmeetings if you haven't been in the | ast decade or five
years or three years, or whatever.

Usual |y, those -- |'ve been doing one in
southern California now for several years. And, usually,
we have a pretty good turn out for it. And it's usually
a fairly spirited neeting because, even though we're
al nost perfect, our licensees sonmetimes can point out
some things we're not quite doing correctly.

| don't know how you'd handle it in your
states, and one of the things I'd like to get fromyou
all is sone idea on how to encourage participation in
Heal th Physics activities. One of the things, of course,
that probably we all can do is fund travel and per diem
for | ocal meetings.

In California, we're fortunate that each
enpl oyee can get up to a certain amount of noney
rei mbursed for nembership dues. And if you haven't
| ooked at that, that's a good way to get people invol ved.

The other thing that | would certainly
encourage all of you to do is to attend the nationa
meetings. | know that that's sometines difficult. W --

as | said, | have been able to go to nost of the last few
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neetings. This year, however, when we subnitted our
out-of -state travel package, the HPS neetings were cut
out of the approved package. Now, we still anticipate
that we'll be able to attend the nmeeting, but it wll
have to be worked around a little bit.

This year, the sunmer school -- we were able to
send a bunch of people using our training dollars. And
if you had people at the summer school, | think you'l
find that, by all the reports |'ve gotten back, it was a
very well-attended sumrer school, and very informative.

The -- one of the questions up there was -- and
some of the discussion was on training. And | think,
fromny standpoint, that's one of the biggest issues that
we face as regulators and that the Health Physics Society
in general faces.

We are beginning to see nany nore people cone
into radiation protection, by whatever nanme you call it,
that do not have the same kinds of backgrounds that nost
of us in this roomhave gone through. W see fewer and
fewer people, | think, in our industries who have even
had a physics course in college. So we really start in
many cases at ground-zero, and | think we need to do sone
work to inprove the training.

Now, | know the Texas program for severa

years, has had an annual |icensee registrant conference,
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and they've jointly sponsored that with HPS. | haven't
heard of this year's, but, any way, in the past, they've
been hi ghly successful at bringing in --

What, 400 or 500 people to the nmeetings? |Is
that --

MR, JOHNSON: Yes, about 500.

MR. BAILEY: Yes. And that -- the ones of
those that | have attended were very well received,

t hought. And they were -- they also offered the
opportunity for this interchange between the regul ators,

t he people we regulate and the other professionals in the
field.

In California, of course, we have a | ot of
federal |aboratories. And so, to sonme extent, our Health
Physics chapters -- | don't want to say are dom nated,
but are highly popul ated with DOE enpl oyees or DCE prinme
contractor enployees. And they bring a different
perspective to health physics than we are used to dealing
with perhaps in a regulated community.

And | woul d suggest that that different
perspective isn't wong; it's just that it is just
di fferent and, hopefully, broadens ny understandi ng of
what people are doing in health physics and what is of
i nterest.

Ray touched on the newtitle for the Health
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Physi cs annual neeting. And they do want to include
organi zations -- and we tal ked about this at the liaison
di nner, of having sone of these other organizations
jointly hold their meetings with HPS.

I think all of industry and governnent and so
forth are cutting back somewhat on the nunmber of neetings
t hat people attend, but this would be -- is viewed as an
excel | ent opportunity to get people together across
di sci plinary ventures.

| think that CRCPD has been approached on
havi ng their annual neeting in connection with the HPS
nmeeting. There are certainly lots of questions that
woul d cone up about how you -- how one would structure
such a nmeeting. Wereas we usually get together at CRCPD
and this neeting and rant and rave and fuss and carry on
with each other and the federal agencies that we work
with, that's not the general tenor of the HPS neetings.

And | don't know exactly what woul d happen if
we had our sessions in connection with HPS. There is a
possibility, | think, for us to have at |east a section
nmeeting or -- | don't want to call it a section, because
it wouldn't really be a section of HPS, but to have a
runp neeting during the HPS neeting each year of all the
peopl e from agreenment states that are there or from any

of the states and NRC, and so forth.
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There is a governnental section of HPS. |
al nost forgot that. And | would encourage all of you to
get involved in the governmental section. Frank Bradley
is the chair or president. |[|'ve forgotten the exact
term nol ogy. And many of you know Frank, who fornmerly
wor ked for New York. He's trying to revitalize the
gover nent al secti on.

And in the past, the governnental section
nmeeti ngs have been sone of the npbst energetic and
ent husi asti ¢ sessions of the annual HPS nmeeting. So if
you haven't participated in that, | would encourage you
todoit. And | think it costs you $5 a year nore to --

Is that right?

MR. JOHNSON: Ri ght.

MR. BAILEY: Yes. $5 a year nore to be a
menber of that section.

So | think you can tell by what | said that |
think it's inportant that we, as regulators in the
radi ati on protection business, participate in what is
basically the radiation protection organization in the
United States. And with that, | will hush up. And if
you have any questions or coments, |'Ill be happy to
address them

| would like to add one thing that | forgot

that's on my notes here. W want to encourage people to



A WD

o O

~

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

85
join the Health Physics Society. W also want to
encour age people to becone certified. And | -- shortly
after | got certified, there was a whole flock of people
in Texas that got certified. And the assunption was that
if I could pass the exam anyone coul d.

(Laughter)

MR. BAILEY: And so | would encourage you to
try to get your people into the certification program
We are trying in California nowto get a pay differentia
if you have the CHP. And |I'mpretty optimstic that we
will be able to get a sizeable nonthly pay differentia
for sonmeone sinply for having their certification

And | woul d encourage you all to | ook into
that, too. There's usually nore than one way to reward
peopl e and nore than one way to provide incentive for
people to do things like that.

MR. CAMERON: kay. Thanks a |lot, Ed.

Dr. Johnson has raised a nunber of issues for
us about the rel ationship between the Health Physics
Soci ety and regul ators, and Ed has given us a couple of
i deas about the value of that and, al so, how that night
be done. And | would just open it up to people around
the tabl e, using your tents, to ask questions or to add
to some of these ideas.

Let's go to Pearce first, and then we'll go to
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Bill.

MR. O KELLEY: Pearce O Kelley, South Carolina.
| just want to make a couple of coments. | also ama
menber of the HPS and am on one of their comittees and
al so support the organization and highly recomend it.

| would urge you, Ray, not to | ower your
estimte of RSGs too much, because what you were | ooking
at was radioactive materials RSOs. There's a |ot of
peopl e out there in accel erators and X-ray progranms that
also could use a lot of fine information on radiation
safety.

Also, | would Iike to encourage the HPS when
they're | ooking at providing training opportunities for
RSCs to al so | ook at what opportunities you can provide
training to state radiation control programs; with the
decrease in federal funding and opportunities avail able
there, | think, if you could provide sonme training that
was geared specifically to state regulators that we can
use, it would not only be very beneficial to us, but may
al so increase the menbership fromstate prograns, as
wel |

MR. CAMERON: Ray, do you have any question or
comment to Pearce's?

MR. JOHNSON: Well, what kind of training night

you have in mnd?
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MR. O KELLEY: Well, there's a whole list of
what the NRC requires of us, but, I think, if we could
get together and maybe tal k about it, there's a | ot of
ot her issues, as well, specifically in areas where
training may be mssing in X-rays, accelerators and so
forth.

But |'d be happy to neet with you fol ks at the
m d-year neeting or before and provide sone di scussion
as well as -- I'msure Ed and some of the other nenbers
al so have sone areas where they see that they are
deficient and need sone hel p.

MR. CAMERON: kay. Let's goto Bill. And
woul d ask you while Bill is talking to, also, think about
any followups to Pearce's suggesti on about HPS training
geared specifically to state regul ators.

Bill?

MR. DUNDULIS: Two issues, the easy one
first -- or maybe not so easy. One of the biggest
obst acl es anong those of us in state programs who are
menbers of the Health Physics Society: Perhaps some of
the larger states can put it in their budgets, but com ng
froma very small state, |ike Rhode Island, our trave
noni es are extrenmely limted.

And many of us would like to be involved with

HPS committees, but it's my understanding that they kind
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of expect your enployer to foot the tab. And, certainly,
for the smaller states, at |east speaking for Rhode
I sland, there's absolutely zero chance of that happening.
And if there's any way that -- HPS, you know, night be
| ooking at partially subsidizing, particularly on areas
where states m ght have neani ngful input on some of the
sub-comm ttees, particularly your governnent affairs and
some of those other things.

My ot her issue: Having been involved, you

know, in state radiation prograns for about 20 years and,

al so, having been involved in |ocal chapters -- and |'ve
actually been a local chapter president -- fortunately,
it's an attitude less prevalent, but | still see it anong

a lot of the "Ad guard" in the Health Physics Society,
and the people with the state radiation prograns aren't
real health physicists and aren't particularly bright,
because, if they were, they would be out in industry and,
you know, they wouldn't be working for state

gover nnent - -

(Laughter)

MR. DUNDULIS: And despite Ed's success -- |
tried going the certification route, and | felt there
were an awful | ot of obstacles placed in nmy way, things
about, well, unwritten rules and procedures. And when

started questioning, people started clanmm ng up
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And | think that a I ot of things have
changed -- and sone of this goes back probably 15 years,
but, | think, anong the "Od guard", there's still quite
a bit of feeling that, you know, people in the state
programreally shoul dn't be part of it and, you know, if
you weren't back there in the '50s and you don't work for
Nati onal Lab and -- on the plus-side, | will say I
think -- certainly, Keith and the |ast few presidents, |
t hi nk, have tried to bring the olive branch out to the
states, but, unfortunately, you can only do so rmuch as an
or gani zati on.

But | think there's lingering -- | don't know
if resentment is the right word, but a lot of the "Ad
guard," | still get the feeling, don't think that, you
know, state regulators are, "Qualified," quote/unquote,
you know, to be part of the Health Physics Society.

And anything, certainly, that you as president
and, you know, the society can do to renove that
perception anmong the "Od guard," other than waiting for
themto die off, | think is certainly going to help

(Laughter)

MR. CAMERON: Yes. | think that the --

Ray, could you address the issue of subsidy
schol arships, as well as the "A d guard" issue that |

think we need to address?
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MR JOHNSON: | will. | want to address the
"dd guard" issue first because |'m one

MR. DUNDULIS: | won't hold that against you.

(Laughter)

MR JOHNSON: No. That -- there is -- some of
the sentinents that |'ve gotten frominviting chapter
menbers to give response to these sane questions -- one
chapter menber pointed out sonething which | think
reflects the sentinent of many others, and that is that
the society is an elitist group

And | struggle with that because | don't
somehow see nmyself in an elitist way. |'mnot sure if
even know what it neans. But it does have to do with
like, "What are the requirements?" And if you | ook at
t he nenbership application for the society, you'll see
it's five or six pages long and requires, you know,
sponsorship by two current nenmbers. This is a big
barrier that 1'mconcerned with as far as this whole

i ssue of, "Who is the society," who do we represent, and
whom do we want to represent.

And nmy concern is that we -- and Ed has said,
you know, that the society is the prenier radiation
safety organi zation in the United States. Well, that may

be true, and | don't want to, you know, minimze that;

however, who is it that we're representing? How nany
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peopl e who are responsible for radiati on safety prograns
are we representing? And it's a relatively small
fraction, you know, of all the RSGs in the U S.

Well, why aren't we representing then? Well
nost of them woul dn't call thensel ves health physicists.
So why woul d they join the Health Physics Society? And
so even our nane in sone ways night be considered elitist
because it identifies this relatively narrow category of
specialty which, in fact, may not be in tune with the
real world. And that's really what | was inviting all of
you to offer as feedback

Now, are we in touch with the real world? Are
we representing the actual fol ks who have
responsibilities for radiation safety, which, first of
all, includes all of you here in the state prograns, then
all the people that you issue |licenses to who are
radi ati on safety officers.

And I'mreally concerned about this, you know,
the idea of the "Ad guard." Well, who is the "AOd
guard," and are they still around, even? | nean a |ot of
the people that are "Od guard" are passing along. And
so the -- you know. And, again, maybe |'m getting close
to that, too. | --

(Laughter)

MR. JOHNSON: None of us knows. But that's why
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| say that we're coning into a new century, and let's
take that as an opportunity to take a ook at, "W is it
we're representing?"

Are we arbitrarily, you know, putting up
barriers to offering hel pful services for fol ks who could
use technical support in radiation programs by our nane,
for exanple? As the Health Physics Society, is the nanme
really getting in our way of providing a service to fol ks
who deal with radiation safety?

So these are sone of the kinds of issues. And
| really thank you a | ot because that's -- touches right
to the heart of one of my main concerns.

Now, support. One of the other
possibilities -- the electronic age is now beconi ng nore
convenient for all of us. There are a couple of our
conmittees that neet entirely by conference calls. The
Public Education Committee, for exanple has a conference
call of all the committee menbers on the first Wednesday
of each nonth.

So it's now beconing possible to be an active
menber of a committee without having to commit trave
resources. So that may be a possibility that would be
hel pful .

The soci ety does have sone funds that coul d be

used for helping with travel support. |It's a matter then
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of each committee identifying those needs and naki ng
their request through the normal budget process. So
there are some possibilities.

| feel really badly when there are hel pful,
willing volunteers who aren't able to be a part because
of limtations on things |ike travel support. | nean we
depend on vol unteers, and, wi thout volunteers, there
woul d be no national organization. And, you know, what
can we do to encourage and support willing volunteers
such that we're able to incorporate the best that
everyone has to offer?

MR. CAMERON: kay. Thank you, Ray.

Let's continue this discussion with Roger, and
then we'll go down to David and then back up to Ed.

Roger ?

MR. SUPPES: Chio. | just --

MR. CAMERON:. Qur newest Agreenent State.

MR. SUPPES: A similar question. That -- | was
wonderi ng what kind of feedback you've gotten from your
exi sting nmenbers about your changing mnission, the areas
of outreach that you're -- the questions you're asking of
us. What kind of feedback are you getting from your
exi sting menbershi p about those issues?

MR. CAMERON: Go ahead, Ray.

MR, JOHNSON: Okay.
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Wel |, again, the nost hel pful feedback has been
the responses to the questions that | put up here on the
slide. Some of those responses are still being
tabul ated. |'ve had about 1,300 of these cards filled
out over the last year. So it's an incredibly val uable
dat abase which |I'm hoping all of you will add to today.

But, for exanple, in the area of why a person
m ght either be or not be a nenmber of the society, the
nost comon response on why people would choose to be a
menber is identifying thenmselves as a professional in
radi ati on safety and the Health Physics Society being the
organi zation that represents those interests. So that's
the npbst commpn response.

In terns of why people are not menbers, which
|"mvery concerned with, about that, there's a variety of
responses, but cost is probably the biggest factor. The
current dues for the society are $75.

Now, when ever | see concerns raised about
cost, however, what cones to nmy mind is not necessarily,
"Well, gee, $75 is too nuch," but, rather, "Too much for
what's being offered." And so then the concern | have
is, "What are we providing as neani ngful service that
woul d warrant the expenditure of the $75?

Now, one of the things that has cone up,

though -- and I'"'mafraid this is sonewhat nore related to
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state progranms and, hopefully, you won't hear this in too
negative a way. But if there's one person in the office
who's a nenmber and they get the publications, then others
in the office share those publications; therefore they
don't need to be a nenber.

And, you know, it's like, "Well, okay." And,
you know, that's true. And that's a way of saving the --
you know, the dues as an individual nmenmber. But then
that kind of gets back to what | would consider, really,
a broader concern, and that is one of what does it nean
to be a professional?

In other words: If |I'man expert or a
professional in radiation safety, what does that really
mean? | mean is it, for exanple, |ike an automatic
ext ensi on of professionalismto be a part of the rel ated
prof ession society? And, you know, is it a matter of
noney, really? So | think that kind of opens to other

i ssues or questions that | don't really have the answers

for.

MR. CAMERON: kay. Thank you, Ray.

Davi d?

MR, SNELLINGS: |'ve been a nenber of the
society since, well, a long, long, long tine ago. And

think that | agree with the, "Elitist," coments. And

think it goes forth into program agenda, agenda in the
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journal, and | think there needs to be nore, as you
said -- and |I've got it in ny book here -- "Real -world
applications."

You know, there's -- it is so research-oriented
into the basic science -- we need that. Definitely we
need that, but there also has to be sonme practicality to
it. If you start getting the RSCs of the world to cone
to your neetings, they'll be there for one neeting, and
that's it, you know.

And | see sonme true HPs along that |ine, also.
They go to a neeting, and, you know, there's nothing
there for them except the real-world or -- the basic
science research fromthe national |abs. And there's a
preponderance of national |ab participants, and no
real -worl d application.

Now, | see us getting a little better with you
know, with the publication, with the Operationa
Radi ati on Safety, but | think we really need to devote
nore effort to nmaking it nore real -world.

MR. CAMERON: kay. Thank you, Davi d.

Let's go to Ed and then over to Ray.

MR. BAILEY: There was some conedi an or
sonet hing that said, "Any organization that woul d have ne
as a menber of it, | wouldn't join." The elitism

thing -- | think it can very easily be perceived when you
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go to certain nmeetings. The flip-side of that, | think,
is that, unless the real-world people get involved init,
it will continue that way.

MR, JOHNSON:  True, yes.

MR. BAILEY: It's interesting how few papers
there are presented by state radiation control program
peopl e and how nmany papers a | eaking source at a nationa
| ab can generate -- one | eaking source -- or one | ost
source at a national |ab, how nmany papers that can
gener ate.

And | doubt that there's a single one of you
that didn't have a | ost source last year that you -- if |
woul d take the time and you would take the tine to submt
t hose abstracts, | can't guarantee it, but | imagine the
program conmittee woul d accept every one of your
abstracts because there are a | ot of people that want
some very practical information.

So the, "Elitist," thing -- you know, | believe
those who feel that there's an elitist attitude have to
get in and change it into an organization that -- then
t hey can becone the elite.

(Laughter)

MR. CAMERON: Okay. Thank you, Ed.

Let's hear from Ray Paris and then Roland. And

Pearce wants to say sonething. And | don't want to



A WD

o O

~

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

98

negl ect the audi ence. W are com ng up towards our |unch

tinme.

Ray?

MR. PARIS: Ray Paris, Oregon. There are three
things | think we ought to | ook at, perhaps. From-- do

alittle research on what back-to-back nmeetings m ght
entail with this neeting.

| know that, traditionally, the Health Physics
neetings are in the sumer tine. It might take sone type
of logistics, but | think it's -- for us, at least, in
Oregon to go out of state, it would be better to go -- to
get the approval to go to a neeting, versus to -- go to
one neeting, versus go to two. And the -- cost-wise is
mainly the travel, not when you're there.

So a few nore extended days for a neeting is
probably do-able. So |ook at that.

There are -- | belong to three -- you know, the
CRCPD tal ks about training. Health Physics Society talks
about training. The Organization of Agreenment States
tal ks about training. So there's, in the new technol ogy,
vi deo- conferenci ng and tel e-conferencing, | think, needs
to be | ooked at.

The states need -- | knowthis is
mat eri al s-oriented, but Health Physics Society could

perhaps be involved in X-ray. | agree with Pearce.
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There's no really formal training for basic X-ray techs.
So those are sone coments.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. And one thing to -- before
we go to Roland, one thing to be thinking about is:
There's a |l ot of good ideas coning out here, some that
could be pursued by the Health Physics Society and,
per haps, some pursued by individual states, and sonme by
the Organi zation of Agreement States. You might want to
gi ve sone thought in terns of whether there's any sort of
institutional initiatives that you want to pursue on al
of these things.

Rol and?

MR FLETCHER: | have to admit that |I'm one of
those guilty states that allows the nmenmbers of ny staff
to review the news letter and the journal, but | do that
for a lot of reasons. And one of the reasons is: A lot
of people on staff are not aware, famliar or otherw se
with the Health Physics Society, period. And there's a
| ot of good information in those journals and news
letters that could get theminterested.

Now, | know | have three bona fide -- well, one
retired -- two bona fide nmenbers of ny staff who are
full-fl edged nembers of the society, but | think it acts
as a way of keeping things that are happening in the

society in front of staff. Staff is not going to -- |
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mean | ook around. We've got state enployees here. State
sal aries do not say, "Go pay $75 to be a nmember of an
organi zation."

So in order to encourage that kind of
participation, we need to at |east begin show ng the
ki nds of things that could benefit. And | think -- |
believe it's hel pful to educate my staff, at |east, on
what the society is doing by naking these itens
avail abl e.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. Thank you, Rol and.

Let's go to Pearce and then to the audience.
Steve is standing there. And we'll see if we can break

at the point in time for lunch here.

Pear ce?
MR. O KELLEY: | just want to comment on the,
"Elitist." |I'mnot so sure if the elitist attitude is

there or not or whether it's a perception on sonme of our
parts that may be intinidated and overwhel ned by sone of
the science we see coming in the journals and in the
presentations and the papers.

As -- and as a person who has, | guess,
recently been attending the annual neetings, | want to
say that | haven't felt the least bit intimdated or felt
like | was treated as a second-class citizen by any

menber or anybody at those neetings. | think |'ve been
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wel coned with open arns.

| had been at the first neeting asked to help
participate in one of the commttees with the HPS and,
basi cally, was asked to, "Please cone help us. Please
join us. Please contribute." And | think, if we quit
| ooki ng at sonething -- everything | ooks different when
you're looking at it fromoutside the fence. And
think, if you'd get inside the fence, you mght find out
that that attitude m ght not be as preval ent as you
t hi nk.

And | encourage you, at least, to give it a
shot before you assume that there's some sort of | ooking
down their noses at you, or so forth. And, you know,
| -- and, also, don't be intimdated if you're not
certified, because there are a |lot of people that aren't
certified that play a major role in the organization and
have a | ot of input on what goes on.

And as Ed said, you know, until you get nore
people in there, you're not going to be able to maybe
make sonme of the changes that you want to see the
organi zation make. 1t's nuch easier frominside than
out si de.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. Thank you, Pearce.

Let's go to the audi ence for coments now, and

start with Steve.
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MR. COLLINS: Steve Collins fromlIllinois. Ray
asked if there would be -- well, what | heard him say was
maybe could he get a letter fromeach one of the
agreement states about these check sources on the sides
of the CDB 700s. And it's a little bit difficult to find
enough information for sone states to feel confortable
wi th sending out such a letter.

The source is usually natural uranium
apparently, about a-tenth micro-Curie, or it's radium
D&E, about a 20-year half-life with a five-day
[indiscernible] beta enmitter, one or the other -- again,
about a-tenth of a micro-Curie, except they were
manuf actured so many years ago, it's |less than half of
that left probably.

And that's about all we can find: The details
on chemical formand howit's bound and fixed to make
sure it won't cone off and wouldn't be easily ingested
or, if it did, it would be excreted instead of absorbed.
But a little bit of information |ike that, some of the
regul ators would like to see.

If it's natural uranium it's probably under
the general |icense, as opposed to exenpt quantity. |If
it's radium D&E, then, depending on how your state
regul ations are witten, it may be an exenpt quantity.

Under that last little footnote at the bottom of the
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table that -- beta enmitters |less than a certain anmount
are exenpt.

But that's about all the information |'ve had.
Surely, one of the states has maybe coll ected nore
information that has the details. |If that state could
share it with the others and, maybe, one state vol unteer
to draft up a letter, we could get that resolved for Ray
in a short order.

MR. CAMERON: Okay.

Joe, you have a quick clarification?

MR. KLINGER: Yes. | spent quite a bit of tinme
on this, working with Dave MIller. And there was a
letter that went out fromthe State of Virginia. And I
contacted the person and said, "Did you have sone
i nformati on that these sources were exenpt?" And he
said, "Onh, yes. Everybody knows they're exenpt." And
says, "Onh, really? Well, what are they?" And he says,
"Well, I'mnot sure.”

And so -- and then peopl e thought that they
were cesium and they thought they were radium So | put
alot of work into it and | ooked through the RVRM and al
of these sources, and it has been a real problem

So because of the difficulty of coming up with
the information, | think what the HPS is going to do

is -- when they send this information out with these
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survey meters -- they have the thing about the DOT
exenption and all of this -- there's going to be an item
in there that says, "Contact your state radiation contro
agency if you have any questions about |icensing."

MR. CAMERON: kay. Good. Thank you.

Rut h?

MS5. McBURNEY: Ruth McBurney, Texas. | just
want to echo what sonme of the people that do participate
in the Health Physics Society were saying -- Ed and Ray
and Pearce. | certainly don't find it intimdating to be
among all those theoretical folks, and | don't consider
nysel f a theoretical health physicist.

And participating both on the American Board of
Heal th Physics -- and then | was encouraged to run for
office in the Health Physics Society and then, also -- |
mean for the board and then, now, for office. So there
are people who are in state regul atory prograns
participating at those levels. And | think it's really
i mportant that we get our slant on things and our voice
in there.

So -- at one tine this year, there were
actually three state regulators on the board of directors
of the Health Physics Society: Dave Allard, who is the
new di rector in Pennsylvania; Nancy Dougherty, who was

with the Colorado program-- | think she has gone to
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sonet hing el se now, and nysel f.

So | think it's really good to have that aspect
of health physics tal ked about and the participation in
t he Heal th Physics Society.

MR. CAMERON: kay. Thank you, Ruth.

WIIl the society accept |awers?

(Laughter)

MR. CAMERON: That's a test of sonme sort, |
guess. But --

MR. JOHNSON: I n what capacity?

(Laughter)

MR. CAMERON: All right. Let's go to Ken for a

final comment. And then | think we'll break for |unch
and then we'll be on tine.
Ken?

MR. WEAVER  Ken Waver, Col orado. The Centra
Rocky Mountain Chapter of the Health Physics Society
woul d I ove to see you in Denver in June 2000. And if you
do have sonething that you think of that you want to see
or do in conjunction with that nmeeting, |let me know here
now, because we're still doing sone of the planning
things. And so just let us know.

MR. CAMERON: kay. Thank you.

I'"d like to thank Ray for his presentation and

initiatives that he's trying to explore.
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Thank you, very much.

(Appl ause)

MR. CAMERON: kay. Let's be back at 1:15.
And don't forget to get your yellow cards up here to Ray.

MR. JOHNSON: Right here.

MR. CAMERON: Right there.

(Whereupon, at 11:58 a.m, this neeting was
recessed, to reconvene at 1:15 p.m this sanme day,

Wednesday, Septenber 8, 1999.)
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AFTERNOON SESSI ON
(1:20 p.m)

MR. CAMERON: kay. FEveryone, wel conme back
fromlunch. W're going to get started now, as soon as
the din dies down a little bit.

(Pause.)

MR. CAMERON: For all of you who are presenting
tomorrow, if you have a conmputer -- if you have your
presentation in electronic form if you could, give that
to Marilyn, who's right up here. And Marilyn can load it
onto the conputer, and it will be all ready to go for
you.

And for those of you who know peopl e who are
maki ng presentations, you nmight want to tell themthat.
| know that Don Cool, for exanple, is on the phone back
to the NRC headquarters. So if you could, just spread
that word around to give those -- and here's an exanpl e.
We should take a picture of that, | guess, this -- David
handi ng a di sk up here.

Al right. Now, we're going to go to, | think,
a provocative presentation by Dr. Bob Emery and, also,

M ke Charlton fromthe University of Texas Health Science
Center. Now, they're going to start their presentation
but there's an interesting quiz that they've given you a

copy of. And if you could, sort of fill this out while
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they' re beginning their introduction
And there's going to be a prize for the person
who gets the nost points. And | think it's pretty
sel f-expl anatory, and since -- | won't take a shot at
Bail ey and the rest of you by saying, "Even for agreenent

state regulators," since he has been so nasty about
attorneys.

(Laughter)

MR. CAMERON: But | think it's pretty
sel f-explanatory. But if you could go through and
specul ate on what the nost frequent violation issued by
each of the followi ng agencies -- and then there's sone
ti e-breakers down here -- then there will be -- the
prize, | think, is a nenbership in the Health Physics
Soci ety.

(Laughter)

MR. CAMERON: All right. But, at any rate, |I'm
going to turn it over to Bob and M ke.

DR. EMERY: Do | need the nicrophone, or can
you hear me?

MR. CAMERON: Pat, is that -- can you hear?

DR. EMERY: [|'Il burst into song |later

Wel |, thank you, very much, for the opportunity
to be here. Mke Charlton and | have been working on

this project for several years, and |I'll explain in a
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little nore detail on where it all came fromin a second.

But | hope that, by the end of this talk, you
will |leave here at | east carrying your head a little
hi gher once you realize that the radiation safety
busi ness has perhaps the best routine surveillance and
conpliance programin the country and there are sonme rea
opportunities that rest there. And our objective in
being here today is to nake you aware of that and, also,
to make -- point out some opportunities with regard to
preventive education.

At the University of Texas Houston Health
Sci ence Center, we are fortunate in that we have the only
school of public health in the state of Texas. And so we
have sonme invol vement in acadenmic activities, and we al so
do continui ng education training.

And we do a 40-hour radiation safety officers
class, as well. And, in fact, those are the nost
enj oyabl e courses because that's where the rubber neets
the road; that's with the real people who are dealing
with the issues day to day. Usually, when they're
teaching students, it's nore of a forced march; they cone
in, and they're trying to get their credit and get out of
there.

But the people that are going through the CE

courses are quite interested because their jobs depend on
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it. And one of the things that they were interested in
at the end of the course was to say, "OCkay. Well, what
are the comon viol ations that are out there?"

And so that seened like a pretty sinple
question, and | think all of us could intuitively create
that list, but this peaked our interest. And so we
started soliciting information fromthe Texas Depart ment
of Health Bureau of Radiation Control. And they coll ect
a lot of data, but it turns out for a nunber of reasons
that the data's collected but it's not presented in a way
that m ght be nore useful to the regulated comunity.

So we worked on this project. And the Bureau
is to be congratulated for their cooperation. It has
really been a nmutually supportive operation. To be quite
frank, it's because we got publications out of it, but,
also, that -- | think it has been an educationa
experi ence, both for us and for the Bureau, as well

So we wel cone the opportunity to be here. W
have books -- we've made up some sumary books. And |'m
going to ask for your help at the end here. W had
enough books to give to everybody around the table, and
there are six or eight extras setting there right on the
end of that table there.

My boss al nost had apopl exy when we requested

to use the color printer for a nunmber of days to print
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this stuff out, so I'll ask for your help later on
keeping ny job with that. But we'll talk about that
later. So --

(Laughter)

DR. EMERY: Okay. Let ne see if | can run
t hi s.

Ckay. So your -- the title of our talk is
really fancy, and it says, "Institutional Health and
Saf ety Program Qutcones as Assessed by the Conpliance
Activities of Principal Regulatory Authorities." And you
may be asking, "Wy in the world do we have these guys
from Houston coming up here to tal k about principa
authorities for a radiation audience?"

And our objective here is to conpare and
contrast the different nethods that are used to ensure or
to measure conpliance and to | ook at the advantages and
di sadvant ages of these. And | think that we'll be able
to denonstrate that the radiation safety profession
really holds a | eadership position in this arena.

I think we'll be able to reveal the trenmendous
potential for preventive education. And, in fact, we'l
have a little fun as we go al ong, because | encourage you
to fill out your formthere and to just guess what you
think the nost comon viol ations are, because that's a

real operational question that people have day to day,
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and, | think, is sonmething that is useful for you to
t hi nk about for a second, to say, "Wat do you think the
nost common violation is fromvarious regul atory
authorities that m ght inmpact us?"

If we take kind of a step back and | ook at it
phil osophically, if one wants to | ook at a health and
safety program howis it that they nmeasure its
ef fecti veness? How do we know if the health and safety
programis doing its job?

One way is sonmething called a system ¢ neasure,
and those are nmeasures which are the ultimte program
out comes comonly referred to as the body count: How
many peopl e died, how many arnms were | ost, how many
fingers were lost, or sonething like this. And in the
official terms, that woul d be the nunmber of illnesses,
injuries and fatalities.

There's al so a whole other set of neasures that
one can use which are called organic indicators. And
these are indicators of program design and
i mpl enentati on, and they may take the form of the nunber
of observed unsafe conditions or practices or behaviors
or, maybe, regulatory conpliance inspection outcones. O
there's a |l ot of work now being done in the area of
attitudes, nmeasuring the attitudes that individuals have

towar ds safety.
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Now, if we go back to one of those systenic
nmeasures, the classic one that's used in the health and
safety business is what's called the OSHA 200 Log, which
is that formthat you're required to maintain as just the
count of the nunber of specified occupational injuries,
illnesses and fatalities and the like -- it's specified
occupational trauma. And that |og has to be maintained,
and, if you have over so nmany enpl oyees, you have to
submit it, and on and on and on

For those of you who may not know, you'll often
see that it will say, "OSHA 200 Log, or equivalent." And

the reason it says, "Or equivalent," is because, in fact,
you can keep the information on a first report of injury
form and that is considered to be the equival ent.

But what good is that nmeasure if the rates are
low? As a matter of fact, one of the things we do when
we give this talk sonmetines is ask people to record the
nunber of OSHA 200 Log-rel ated radiati on events that
they've had in the past year or decade -- or mllennium

(Laughter)

DR. EMERY: And it's usually not too high
there. | nean there are some events that have occurred,
but the point is that, on that system c outcome neasure

that's traditionally used for other health and safety

situations, this is not the effective gauge to use on
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your dashboard. Just think about that for a second.

Managenment has a | ot of things they have to
deal with. So they're driving this car, and they have
t hese gauges they're | ooking at to decide how things are
performing. And if they're using the OSHA 200 Log as a
measure of how their radiation safety programis going,
maybe that's inappropriate. So we have to | ook at sone
ot her measures instead.

So we switched -- then nanagenment switches to
t hese organic performance nmeasures, and these are
possi bl e precursors or indicators of system c outcones.
And the radiation safety business relies on these all the
time in the forms of surveys or audits or sonme other
nmeasures that may be made.

Al so, we can use regulatory citations of
viol ati ons as one measure. And in the absence of these
systemi c neasures, we have to rely on these organic
measures, and they're comonly used as performance
bar onet er s.

Now, the data that |1'mgoing to share with you
inamllion different ways, because we sorted it because
we were concerned about the neasures for institutions,
col l eges and universities. So for those of you who are
famliar with SIC Code, we sorted on SIC Code 8221, but

we coul d have sorted on anything. And | encourage you to
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do this when you go back if you're interested. Sone of
this data's readily avail able, and you can sort it any
way you want it.

But let's go back to performance baronmeters for
a second. i was in Madison, Wsconsin, which is a
beautiful city, and | was giving this talk. And prior to
ny talk, there was a wonman who got up and was speaking
about benchmarking and how it was inportant to have al
this data.

So she said, "Envision this scenario: That
you're waiting in the | obby, and you get on the el evator
and in wal ks the president. And the president's on the
el evator with you. And now you're going to ride ten
floors, and the president turns to you and says, " So
how s safety going?" And, typically, you would wait a few
fl oors and you woul d probably respond, “Well, fine.' And
then that would be the end of it.

"So that was a real m ssed opportunity. You
shoul d be able to blurt out sone peppy little brom de
about the safety of cost-reduction per square foot," or
some kind of thing. | don't know what it was.

Well, when | got up to talk, | said, "Well
lady, that's fine and dandy. But usually what happens
when | get on the elevator is the boss turns around and

kicks me in the shins and says, ~Cee, Enery, you just got
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two NOvs. \What the heck do we pay you for?'"

(Laughter)

DR. EMERY: So | think that we kind of need to
take a step back sonetinmes and realize that this is
in-the-trenches neasure that's used for a |ot of
practicing professionals and sone people's careers are
sonmetines affected by the issuance of these things. For
what it's worth, they may be very well deserved.

So if we look at institutions, those things --
we're just going to use colleges and universities, we are
evaluated in this manner by a nunmber of mgjor
authorities. And those take the formof the fire
marshal |, the food i nspector, EPA, OSHA and the BRC. And
| put those in order for a reason: Because we're going
to go fromwhat we consider the poorest neasurenment of
outcomes to the best. Okay?

So this gets us to our first slide here, and
each one of these will be in the sane format. The first
slide is going to tell you a little bit about how their
i nspection process works, what sonme of the biases are.
And then you can guess what you think the nost frequent
violation is.

Now, the Texas State Fire Marshall has a rank
system That neans that, if there's a reported event --

there's a fire or something like that -- they have to
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inspect. And then it goes down this tier all the way
down to routine inspections. But because they don't have
a lot of resources, they rarely are able to perform
routine inspections.

So with these linmted resources, that means
that their inspections are essentially linmted to
conplaints. Now, that has some bias inherent to it
because, essentially, what they're doing is inspecting
t he places that always have conplaints tied to them

The other interesting thing that the state fire
mar shal | does is they don't use a standard assessnent
tool; they don't use a survey form the thing that we're
used to. They go in and claimthat they're -- that they
want to be unencunbered and just observe things and then
record the deficiencies that they note. OCkay?

So, in fact, the data may be only indicative of
poor programs. And what's interesting is that the list
that 1'mgetting ready to show you is not based on any
data; it's based on pure intuition, where the state fire
marshal |l sat down and said, "Here's the npbst common one."

Now, before |I flip, what do you think?

VO CE: Extinguishers.

MR. DUNDULI S: Either blocked fire exits or no
set exit.

DR. EMERY: Okay.
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MR. BAILEY: CQutdated extinguishers.

DR. EMERY: CQutdated extinguishers.

MR. VWHATLEY: Room capacity or area capacity
exceeded.

DR. EMERY: Exceeded room capacity.

Anybody el se?

MS. TEFFT: Exit lights out.

DR. EMERY: Exit lights out. Okay.

Well, let's junp forward here. Now what | want
to see is the show of hands of people who got Nunber One
right when we flip forward here. Okay?

The npst frequent one is the failure to test
and maintain alarns and lights. How many peopl e got
somet hing akin to that?

(Pause.)

DR. EMERY: COkay. Well, that's okay. That's
sort of about half the people already. Okay.

Let's run down this list very quickly: Failure
to test and maintain alarns; the doors don't close;
mai nt ai ni ng door-cl osi ng devi ces; doors propped open --
there's a lot of door-related issues here -- failure to
schedule fire drills; inproper storage of chem cals;

i nappropriate door-1ocking devices; inoperable
snmoke- det ectors; extension cords; and obstructed

hal | ways.
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Wel |, what does this tell us? Nunber One is:
That's all readily tangible stuff that can be easily
corrected. And you can go around and, if -- you could
hand this to your fire safety guy and say, "Look, make
sure we've got this taken care of; If we don't do
anything el se, address this short list." Okay?

But what are sone of the shortcom ngs here?
have no idea what -- the truth is: | don't know how
frequent the first oneis. | don't knowif this Top Ten
list represents 10 percent of all the problens or 100
percent of all the problens; it's difficult to say.

So there's some value in having an intuitive
list, but it would be nice to sort this out; especially
since you have an agency that goes out and does the
i nspections, if the data were collected and provi ded back
for preventive activities, it would provide a great val ue
and cl ose the | oop.

And this is something we've seen in our
research over and over again. Regulatory agencies are
great at collecting data, but, once it gets there, there
it resides, and it very rarely gets provided back in a
way that can be used for prevention.

Okay. How about food sanity -- is there
anybody here from Houston, by the way?

(Pause.)
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DR. EMERY: Nobody from-- there's a fanbus guy
on TV, Marvin Zindler, down there. And he goes and does
food inspections. So every time | do this talk in
Houst on, everybody i mediately blurts out that the nost
comon food sanitation issue is sline in the ice-box --

(Laughter)

DR. EMERY: -- no matter -- because that's what
he -- that's his byline there.

Okay. How does the Harris County health
department do their inspections? The same deal: Ranked
system fromconmplaints all the way down to routine.

But, again, the resounding theme here is that
[imted resources inpact the ability to do routine
i nspections. So the good thing is that they use a
standardi zed assessment tool. But the data is not
assenbl ed or analyzed in any objective manner. So
they've got a nice check-list, and they fill it out, but
it goes in a file, and that's the end of it fromthere.

Agai n, common problens are going to be based on
intuition only, but the interesting thing is that they
create this list and make it available on their web page.
So that's kind of nice.

So what do you think the nbst common food one
is?

VO CE: Poor sanitation.
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VO CE: Washing and not using gl oves.

DR. EMERY: Hand washi ng, sure.

VO CE: Food tenperature.

DR EMERY: Tenperature, yes.

Anybody el se?

MR. BAILEY: Lack of hair restraints.

DR. EMERY: Hair-nets. Okay. |nproper storage
tenmperature, things like that. Okay.

VO CE: Expiration dates.

DR. EMERY: Expiration dates exceeded. Okay.
Let's take a | ook and see. By the way, if you didn't get
the first one right, you're not out of the running. Keep
filling them out, because the prize is overwhel mi ng, by
the way. It's --

(Laughter)

DR. EMERY: COkay. The -- we're going to get

your picture -- who ever's the prize winner, we'll get
your picture, too. And we'll put it on sone obscure web
page that no one will be able to find, but you'll be out
there.

(Laughter)

DR. EMERY: (Okay. The npbst common violation is
food stored and di splayed at the wong tenperature --

VWhich is you right there. Right? You got

t hat .
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Okay. Hand-washing, not sanitizing utensils,
rodents and insects present, toxic items not properly
stored or |abel ed, hand-washing in toilet facilities,
food not covered, inproper water source, wong
tenmperature, inproper plunbing and spoiled food present.
Again, pretty sinple stuff.

You coul d take this short list, hand it to
somebody and say, "Wen you do your regular reviews, nake
sure you' ve got this stuff squared away; Wash your
hands," and stuff |ike that. But, again, because of the
| ack of the data, we don't know what this represents. |Is
this all of the list, the tip of the ice-berg, or what's
going on there? So we're getting a little closer

Ckay. Now, EPA. EPAis a gigantic
organi zation. And they have a ranked system from
reportabl e events down to routine, but, again, the sanme
deal, the sane old song: They don't have enough peopl e
or resources to go out and do all these inspections.

Now, we are interested in -- because we're
| ooki ng at coll eges and universities, our nmajor concern
had to do with hazardous waste, hazardous chem cal waste
there, because -- there are sone other areas that you can
be concerned about in our setting, which mght be air
rel eases, underground storage tanks and stuff |ike that,

but we wanted a sort on the data wi th hazardous waste
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because that was our major concern.

Now, the interesting thing -- | don't know how
many people here deal with hazardous waste. But you
can -- dependi ng on how rmuch stuff you generate, you're
classified as a large quantity generator, a small
quantity generator or an exenpt small quantity generator

Wel |, because they have |imted resources, the
i nspection data that |'mgetting ready to share with you
is essentially biased toward the |large quantity
generators, or the treatnment, storage and di sposa
facilities, because they don't have the resources to get
down to the people that are the snaller-volune stuff,
like us. And so, again, because this -- npst of this is
driven by conplaints, this may be indicative of only the
poor prograns.

I think I've got sone dollar figures associated
with this one. Here's a little nore data. W're getting
alittle closer, because we've got a little nore stuff
now. Over this 10-year period -- all the data |I'm
sharing with you is over a 10-year period, from'87 to
'97. There were 328 institutions that were inspected.
Over that period, 700 violations were issued, for a tota
of $1.6 million in fines. Okay?

Now, what do you think the nost common

vi ol ati ons associated in this setting are?
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MR. DUNDULI S: Record- keepi ng.

DR. EMERY: Certainly, record-keeping.

MR. BAILEY: Pollution control

VO CE: | nproper storage use

DR EMERY: | nproper storage.

VO CE: Chenical rel eases.

DR. EMERY: Chenical rel eases.

VO CE: Mbnitoring.

DR. EMERY: |'msorry?

VO CE: Mbnitoring.

DR. EMERY: | didn't --

VO CE: | nadequat e nonitoring.

DR. EMERY: Ch, inadequate nonitoring? Okay.
Let's take a | ook here and see.

Al right. Unfortunately, the way the data's
collected, this is the best we can do. That's
unfortunate. All we can get is the general data
cat egories, which consist of something |ike
transportation.

Now, | don't know whether that neans there was
an open 55-gallon drumw th stuff slushing out the back
in a pickup truck or whether it was an inproper DOT
| abel , which | suspect it was, but, nonetheless, it seens
that there are sone opportunities for inprovenent in this

data collection in a way to provide it back for
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prevention, for what it's worth. But we were able to get
some other stuff out of there, and so that's pretty good.

How are we doing so far on guessing on this
stuff? Are you guys getting in the ball-park?

(Pause.)

DR. EMERY: Yes? GCkay? All right.

Now, what about OSHA? GOkay? OSHA has got a
ranked system Their ranked systemstarts at fatalities
and goes all the way down to routine inspections. As a
matter of fact, they have to inspect when sonething
called a Fat Cat occurs -- Fatalities or Catastrophes. A
cat astrophe invol ves three people or nore.

Again, the limted resources inpact the ability
to do the routine inspections. | don't know what the
regi on number is out of Dallas for OSHA here.

Do we have anybody from OSHA here?

(Pause.)

DR. EMERY: Because, if you were to ask the
regional director in Dallas how many routine inspections
were perforned | ast year, the answer is zero because
they're so swanped with some of the other concerns there.
Ckay?

Now, the neat thing about this is that this
data's available right on the web. You can go to

OSHA. Gov, you can type in your SIC Code, and it will sort
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out and give you all the data you want. Wth the other
ones, it takes a little nore digging to get to.

So we're going to sort on SIC Code 8221. The
data may be biased toward the bad actors, keep in mnd.
Anot her thing is: Public institutions are not
represented. Why? Because they're exenpt from OSHA
Ckay?

Now, | think |I've got some supplenental data we
were able to get out of here. Over the 10-year period,
there were 10, 254 viol ations, but what's interesting is
that, at |east, OSHA assigns a severity level to it, and
about 50 percent were considered to be serious. Okay?
So that's giving us a little nore information.

Another little nugget is that the initia
penalty for these total is 2.1 nillion, but, in fact,
when the checks were witten, it was only for 1.3
mllion. So if you're budgeting for violations, you can
budget for a 38-percent reduction and continue on your
way, guessing that you won't have to pay for the tota
initial assessment. 1'd just make managenent aware of
t hat .

(Laughter)

DR. EMERY: COkay. One other little
suppl enental thing we can do here is that --

unfortunately, when you sort this data, each violation --
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it'stied toits citation but all the way down to the
sub-code. So, in fact, it's too detailed. Okay?

In other words: The first one -- if you sort
it, the first one will be all the way down to, you know,
29 CFR 1910(e)(5), (7) or (3) or sonething. So you have
to kind of throw these things back together, re-congea
these things, to at | east nmake some sense out of them

But if we take the top 25 violations and throw
t hem back together into with the 10 main categories, we
can now | ook at, "What percent do they represent of al
the violations issued?" And it runs between 30 and 40
percent, somewhere around there.

So this list, this kind of Top Ten list, wll
represent 20 to 30 to 40 percent, depending on the year
of all the violations issued to this work setting. Okay?
And that gives us a little flavor for what tip of the
ice-berg we're | ooking at.

What do you think it is? What do you think the
comon vi ol ations are?

MR. DUNDULIS: HazCon, right to know.

DR. EMERY: W thout a doubt, every person
nysel f included, junped on that |ike a duck on a
june-bug. And | say that for Mel Fry because | mss that
North Carolina term "Like a duck on a june-bug," because

I was in North Carolina.
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| thought that, too. | immediately thought
that it would be HazCon. But it's not. What do you

think it is?

MR. FLETCHER: Poor personal safety standards.
DR. EMERY: |'msorry?

MR. FLETCHER: Poor personal safety standards.
DR. EMERY: No.

MR. FRY: Signage.

DR. EMERY: No. This is -- by the way, this

great question is on here so that nobody gets the prize.
(Laughter)
VO CE: Electrical sign posting
DR. EMERY: Sonebody got it. Not, it wasn't
signs. Electrical -- it was a violation of the
el ectrical standard. Amazing. Who would have thought
that? The take-honme message here says that, "In this
particul ar case, are we putting our resources where the

maj or problemis with regard to conpliance?"

You talk to any health and safety person in the

institutional setting about HazCon -- we beat people's
brai ns out over HazCon. Yet, |lo and behold, 11.8 percent
of all the violations were tied to the electrica
standard. Probably to do with the ubiquitous use of
ext ensi on cords and those other things. Right?

But okay. A couple -- toxic, hazardous
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subst ance, machi ne-guardi ng, neans of egress, protective

equi prent, wal ki ng surfaces, first-aid, fire protection

environnmental controls which -- | don't know what that
means, by the way; |'massunming that's the |lack of |oca
exhaust ventilation -- and hazardous materials. So over

the 10-year period, it's 34-percent of the total. Okay?

Al right. So this is taking you froma
conpl i ance organi zation that relies totally on the seat
of their pants all the way to an organization that
records data and has it available in sone way to feed
back in the form of prevention.

I will now present to you -- and M ke Charlton
as well -- perhaps the best data-collection mechani sm
that's out there in the public health arena. And | think
you'll see that there are all sorts of great things that
can pop out of this.

One other thing we can do with the OSHA data is
that -- this 3-D graph will show that, if these are al
the violations and this is time, although the relative
position may change within, the top ten always stay the
same. It's always the sane stuff.

And when we get to the Bureau of Radiation
Control stuff -- or the NRC-related stuff, if you will --
even though -- the reason we picked these years is

because it enconpasses the revision of 10 CFR 20 and,
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even though that occurred, it's always the same stuff,
which is kind of interesting. Good preventive education
stuff. Okay?

Now, the last one is the Texas Departnment of
Heal th Bureau of Radiation Control, our nodel program
Ri ght ?

(Laughter)

DR. EMERY: COkay. But, now, a couple of neat
t hi ngs about this. Nunber One is that everybody gets
i nspected. There's a routine inspection process, and
everybody gets inspected; their frequency is just based
on the scope of activities, which | suspect is the case
for everyone here. |t covers both |licensees of
radi oactive material and registrants of
radi ati on- produci ng devi ces.

So, in fact, it's probably the purest database
with regard to conpliance that's out there. And let ne
enphasize this: Qur interest in doing this is not to
point fingers; our interest is to claimthat we benefit
as a profession fromthe routine surveillance program
that it is to everyone's benefit that we are inspected.

But if we can still have the inspections occur
but reduce the number of common violations, that's also
to everyone's benefit because there's a cost associated

with that. And we'll talk about that in a second.
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So I'lIl turn it over to Mke Charlton, and he
can tal k about the particulars here with the data.

MR. CHARLTON: Thank you, Bob

Now t hat Bob has got everyone worried about
what they had for lunch, I'll try to get everyone back to
radi ati on safety.

(Laughter)

MR. CHARLTON: Okay. W have it broken down
into two sections, really. W have |licensees and
registrants. Not everyone's going to have regi strants,
but this should at |east give you a feel for what we have
interms of registrants.

First and forenpost, we have the licensees. And
this is ten years of data that we obtained fromthe
Bureau, and they, | think, gladly gave it to us -- |
hope. And you can see that, of the top ten, just |ike
Bob says, they sort of vary in position between Number
One versus Number Two, but, over the entire 10-year
peri od, the same ten were observed.

And the top, Number One violation was
procedures -- failure to follow procedures that you've
witten into your license, or sone sort of |icensing
condition -- absent surveys would be 10 percent.

Failure to performlead tests or document |ead

tests properly, personnel nonitoring issues, instrunent
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calibration, inventories, transfer records, disposa
records, some sort of mmintenance program and then
training issues -- when you add these things up, they
accounted for approximately two-thirds of all the
viol ations issued by the Department of Health during the
ten years. And that's sort of an inportant thing to
know.

And during the 10-year study, this Top Ten |ist
accounted for between 55 and, say, 75 percent of all the
violations issued. So fromthe |icensee's perspective,
this is very inportant information; at least, it allows
us to know where all the sort of speed traps are. So, at
| east, we know where the inspectors will be | ooking when
they come out to our program And this is the sort of
i nformati on that our RSOs were very interested in having.

And you know you' ve reached the pinnacle of
your health physics career when you can say, "If this
graph were at all visible, you could see what is going
on."

(Laughter)

MR. CHARLTON: But, in reality, don't worry too
much about the details.

(Laughter)

MR. CHARLTON: The information is provided in

that little book. It's -- the book is broken down the
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same way this presentation is in that there are |licensees
in Section 1, registrants in Section 2, and then there
are sonme references and contact information for each one
of the states and the NRC, and that sort of thing. And
this graph is in there, also.

One of the nice things that the Bureau provides
is -- in addition to the citation, they also give a
severity on how severe it was, Severity Level 1 being the
nost severe, or immnent danger, and Severity Level 5
being the | east severe, or minor infraction.

And you can see that, by far, 75 percent of al
the viol ati ons over the 10-year period accounted for
m nor violations. And this is the sort of information
that's inmportant for both licensees and -- it's al so good
for the Bureau to have this information, too, so they
know where to focus.

Ckay. Now we can tal k about registrants.
Regi strants, at least in the state of Texas, far
out nunber the licensees. W have approxi mately, say,
15,000 registrants, versus approximtely 2,000 to 2,500
licensees. So there's a whole bul k of problens
associ ated with these registrants that the Bureau has to
deal with.

And you can see that 20 percent of all the

viol ations issued over the 10-year period had to do with
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operating and safety procedures not foll owed, not posted
properly, and these sorts of things.

Tenmperature and tinme charts for nmachines, no QC
performed, alignment problens, tests performed on the
machi nes, techni que charts not posted, the registration
not current, dosinmetry issues, timers and then just a
general other X-ray and -- this accounted for al npst
three-quarters of all the violations issued.

And it's inmportant to note that, for
registrants, there's approxi mately 150 different
viol ations that you can receive and, of those 150, these
top ten general ones have a tendency to account for, you
know, 75 percent of them And during the study period,
these varied from 61 percent to 78 percent of all the
vi ol ati ons.

It's inportant to note that, of these top ten
violations, simlar to the |licensees, many of these
violations are at |east sonewhat derived from paper
wor k-type issues or failure to docunent things properly
and -- you're probably aware of that -- the ability to
retain the records properly or report the records
properly.

And this is another slide simlar to the |ast
one. In that, you can see that the vast nmajority of the

viol ations occurred in the very first category, which is
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operating safety procedures, radiation safety plan not
i mpl enented or not posted or not available. And they may
vary back and forth between who's Number One and who's
Nunber Two, but, over the 10-year period, they were al
simlar.

We al so have the severity levels, the sane as
we had for licensees. And you can see that, just |ike
there was for the licensees, the Severity Level 4 is the
nost frequently occurring. And if you add that in with
the Severity Level 5, which is the nbpst un-severe, that's
approxi mately three-quarters of all the violations.

Ckay. And now we have sone ot her program
outcomes. We have conplaints and, also, incidents,
which -- |I'msure everyone here is aware of all of these
types of issues. And one of the things we like to tel
the people in our courses is, "Wll, these are the
general kinds of conplaints that you can suspect that
you'll receive by your work setting or by your
license-type, be it a registrant versus a |licensee."

And here you can see that, if you want to get a
conplaint filed against you, it's probably better to be a
registrant than it is to be a licensee. And 54 percent
of the conplaints were issued agai nst registrants, and
only 38 percent for licensees. "Other," is sort of

anything -- at least in the state of Texas, you can
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conpl ai n about what ever you want to the Bureau, and
they'll do an inspection irrespective of whether or not
they actually regulate that particular material.

(Laughter)

MR. CHARLTON: And in several cases, this could
be |ike m crowave ovens and then sonme sort of far-off
sorts of things. And that's where the, "Qther," category
cones in.

And over the 10-year period, there were al npst
a thousand complaints. So each one of those things al so
resulted in an inspection and, perhaps, even sone NOVs
conm ng fromthat.

We al so have it broken down by work setting, be
it industrial versus nedical. And you can see that the
medi cal profession has far nore conplaints fil ed against
it interms of radioactive material or radiation sources
than the industrial side: 55 percent to 36 percent. And
that's probably an inportant nugget to know if you're in
t he nedi cal profession to, at |east, nake yourself aware
of sort of patient problens that you night encounter

Okay. This is --

(Laughter)

MR. CHARLTON: Well, | apologized for this
slide already. It's a little bit difficult to read, but

it is in the book. And don't worry too, too much about
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the actual details, but look at the actual -- the big
pi eces of the puzzle.

And you can see that the Nunmber One thing is
that 20 percent of the conplaints were from
uncredenti al ed technicians or uncredential ed
technol ogi sts. Peopl e are conpl ai ni ng about, "The person
performing my X-ray imaging," or some sort of inmaging,
"did not have the proper qualifications," or, "W did not
feel they had the proper qualifications."

This -- these results don't say what happened
after the Bureau did their investigations, i. e.: They
can conplain to say, "Yes, we don't think that, you know,

nmy technol ogi st had the credentials," but the Bureau
could come in later and say, "Yes, they actually did have
the credentials; they just weren't posted properly."

And that may be some of the issues that you and
your state may want to address. And then there's a bunch
of smaller ones, but that's probably the | argest one.

Okay. Now | won't break it down into
incidents. There are mechani sns, which |'m sure everyone
is awmare of, for reporting certain items -- for exanple,
over - exposures, mis-adm nistrations and these sorts of
things -- which are classified in the state of Texas as

incidents. And there's sone for registrants, and there's

al so sone for |icensees.



A WD

o O

~

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

138

And you can see that the vast mgjority of the
i ncidents over the ten years occurred for the |licensees,
alnost two to one -- three to one, alnost. And during
the 10-year period, there was 2,000 incidents, tw ce as
many as there were conplaints, by the way.

And we al so have it broken down by medica
versus industrial. And you can see that, here, it's
about the sane. There is an equal percentage of
i ncidents occurring in the nmedical setting as there is in
the industrial setting. Now, that, obviously, is
probably a little bit unique for Texas, because we do
have a | ot of industrial-type sources which you may not
find in some of the other smaller states.

This -- | tried to nake it as big as possible.
But the big pieces -- you can see that the big yell ow one
i s over-exposures reported to the state of Texas. And
that accounted for alnost a-third. |If you add in badge
over - exposures, that does account for 42 percent of al
the reported incidents to the Bureau

And the other pieces are dose irregularities
and m s-adm nistrations, which are sort of
m s-applications of radio-pharmaceuticals or radiation
t herapy and these sorts of issues. Those four pieces
al one account for nore than 60 percent of all the

probl enms associated with incidents in Texas. So if we
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can work on those incidents or ferret out some additiona
data, then perhaps we'll have sonme pretty inmportant
preventive information.

So you may ask, "Okay. Now we have all these
spi ffy graphs that no one can read, but, in addition, it
woul d be nice to have sone educational information to
present to people besides ourselves." This first graph
is all incidents, which is the top red line, reported to
t he Bureau each year. And then the |ower blue line
which -- | think it's blue; I'"mcolor-blind, but I"'mtold
it's blue -- is just over-exposures.

And you can see that they're approxi mately
constant up until 1994, and then, follow ng 1994, there's
a pretty significant drop-off in the nunmber of incidents,
and there's also a drop-off in the number of reported
over-exposures. And this is probably due to the fact
that the quarterly dose limts were revised or elimnated
on January 1 here in Texas.

This is inportant information for the Bureau to
have because it allows themto take resources that they
used to use on incident investigation and apply themto
ot her areas.

And that's a nice segue into
m s-admi ni strations and does irregularities. They also

noted during that same time period an increase in
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m s-admi ni strations and dose irregularities around 1993,
and they could tailor some of these other incident
i nvestigation resources into these nid-adm nistrations
over on the medical side.

Now, fromthe |icensee standpoint, there's
additional information that we can use. And this is a
breakdown if nis-adnministrations and dose irregularities
by radi o-i sot ope.

And you can see that the vast mgjority of al
the reported incidents involving ms-admnistrations of
radi o- pharmaceuticals occurs with techs using 99 M O
course, intuitively, you'll probably assune that because
approxi mately 80 percent of all the radi o-pharnmaceutica
applications involve techs using 99 M but this sort of
goes right in line with what we woul d expect -- 75
percent, basically, of all the applications.

And, in addition, we also broke it down by
process variable, i. e.: "Did we inject the wong dose?
Did we inject the wong patient? Did we inject the wong
conpound?" And these sorts of issues are inportant for
training or preventive training for
radi o- pharmaceuti cal s, nucl ear nedicine, hospitals and
even radi ation safety people.

So these things, these sorts of easy-to-read

pie charts, allow the historical data that the Bureau has
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collected to be reformul ated and gi ven back to the
licensees in a sort of easy-to-use-and-understand format
which will, hopefully, help prevent in the future.

Okay. Now |'mgoing to pass you back off to ny
t ag-t eam partner.

DR. EMERY: COkay. We're on the down-stretch
now, but perhaps the nost inportant part, and that is:
"Well, what does all this cost?"

We go out and do these inspections, and we get
this data back. And the nice thing that the Bureau has
is a coding systemwhich allows us to do sonme of this
data mani pul ation. W have sone suggestions on how that
codi ng system m ght be enhanced a little bit, but the
idea is that, by coding the data as it's collected, we
can use it for sone of these preventive tools.

And we have many, many nore, but we didn't want
to bore you with all the gory details. But you get the
gi st of what potential rests there.

But as we were working on this project, one of
the things we were quite interested in is, "Gee, although
no one will come out and say it, it may be inferred that,
just as the operating police officer out on the street
has to come back with so many tickets witten to show his
boss that he did sonmething -- or her boss -- we were

t hi nki ng about the idea that, "Gee, is the Bureau" --
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"Are radi ation agencies nmeasured by their output, the
nunber of violations issued, and is that an appropriate
measur e?"

And, in fact, it may not be actually done, but
it my be inferred. Gkay? So we don't know the truth
there, but what we would like to know is, "What does al
this cost? What does it cost to issue these NOvs?"

Ckay?

And so, again, we endorse and enbrace the idea
of routine inspections. W think that the radiation
safety profession benefits fromout. Qur jobs come from
it. We like that.

But what we're interested in is, "Wat added
cost is reflected when NOVs are issued," because, if this
information is provided for a value of prevention, you
m ght be able to experience some pretty significant
admi ni strative cost savings which then the agencies could
use for sone other pressing issues that are beating down
their doors.

So what we wanted to do was estimate that
administrative cost that's added. So we wanted -- we're
not concerned about the cost of the base-line of doing
routine inspections; we just know that there's added cost
to i ssue and subsequently resol ve NOVs.

So if we could estimate this, then maybe the
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reductions that are available -- the potential reductions
t hrough education -- could be quantified. And that's a
project that we worked on here.

So what we did was -- we created a map of the
i nspection process independently, and then we sent it to
the Bureau and said, "This is the way we see how the
process works. Is this correct?" And then we held a
focus group session with the Bureau, and there were,
thi nk, ten enpl oyees of the Bureau who were involved with
this process who participated.

And we asked them what -- "How many hours are
required to do these additional that -- when an NOV is
issued, in order to wite the letter and all that kind of
stuff?" And then some percentage of those things aren't
returned, and on and on. And sonme of these things
actually have to go to a higher level of authority, and
on and on.

But we were able -- | won't get into all the
gory details, but the idea is: They estimated tines that
were associated with this. And then we were able to
devel op an estimate of a rel ationship between the nunber
of NOVs issued and the adninistrative cost. And then,
bei ng academ c egg- heads, we had to develop a unit for
this. Right? If we didn't do that, we couldn't get

tenure and pronotions and those kinds of things. Okay?
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(Laughter)

DR. EMERY: Let's look at this graph for a
second. What this graph showed -- and, interestingly
enough, during this focus group, we were able --
everybody's data was within 20 percent. Kind of

interesting. They filled it out independently, but,

t hrough their professional collective experience -- it
was over 100-and-sone-odd years of people -- person
years -- the data was pretty cl ose

And here, we have, "Number of NOVs |ssued," and
here's dollar figures. And |o and behold, there's a
direct correlation here between the nunber of NOVs issued
and the dollar -- the cost to process these things.

Ri ght ?

And the | ast blank on your little survey or
your formis, "What do you think the cost -- per year
added administrative cost is to process this stuff?"

What do you think, just a wild guess?

(Pause.)

DR. EMERY: CQur claimis, "Keep going and
i nspecting. But what do you think it costs to actually
process the NOVs that are issued in a year?"

MR FRY: $100, 000.

DR. EMERY: Very, very close. W cane up with
$106, 000. COkay?
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Wel |, what does that say? What this suggests
is that, if any regulatory agency coul d develop this
rel ati onship and then set as an educational or preventive
goal that we will reduce through education, not through a
reducti on of the inspection process, the number of NOVs
that are issued, because people will now be enhancing
their conpliance, we could save a proportionate nunber of
admi nistrative dollars that would then be freed up for
ot her activities.

And you coul d set that goal at 10 percent, 30
percent, or whatever. And now, all of a sudden, we're
armed with some data that we can go to those peopl e who
may judge our outcomes as the number of tickets witten
and say, "Wiit a mnute. Let's look at the ultimte
outcome, which is the health of the public, and reduce
some of these administrative costs and put them sonewhere
el se." Just food for thought there.

Ckay. Now, when M ke and | were working on
this project, of course, now came the npst inportant

part, which was, "How do we nanme this unit," of course.
So we flipped for it, and we decided it was called the
Emery Unit -- the EU, the Emery Unit, which is the --
(Laughter)
DR. EMERY: Now, |'Il tell you what happened

with the coin-toss. Because this is the adm nistrative
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dol l ars per NOV saved, that's standard, tenperature and
pressure.

(Laughter)

DR. EMERY: Well, because we flipped on this,
this is the SI unit, and the English unit will be the
Charl-ton, which will be the weight of the dollar figures
that are saved per NOV lost, or something like that. We
haven't worked on that one yet.

(Laughter)

DR. EMERY: So notice those are all, "1," by
the way. Okay? So we're hoping to go down -- and we're
going to -- you know, the Health Physics nenber --
Society -- there are these coffee cups they give out each
year, that Boca Ridge one. So we're shooting for the
cof fee cup next year. Okay?

So, now, your question is, "Well, what's in
this for ny agency? Wiy am | enduring this stuff, these
egg- heads from UT/ Houston spouting up all this stuff?
What's in it for ne?"

Well, I think -- we think, in recognition that
heal th and safety progranms may be evaluated in a number
of ways, that there appears to be a finite set of
frequently cited issues that can usually be identified.
And | think nost people would agree with that.

A sinple data-collection systemcan easily
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augnment the programs that are in place. And they can
show -- one thing, for instance, they show that the
conmon i ssues may not be where the resources are being
all ocated. Conversely, it may suggest that the comon
i ssues may not be where the real risks are. Just
somet hing to consi der

So we contend that the dissemnation of this
information in an easily-digestible format for the
regul ated comunity serves to benefit everyone. And it
serves in adnministrative cost reductions, and now there's
a lot of enphasis on conpliance risk plans, as well.

So where do we go fromhere? What's the next
thing? Right? Research is just taking one problem and
slicing and dicing it about 8 nmillion tines. Well, where
we think the real root of the issue is is this root-cause
analysis. And let's take one of the nost fanous
viol ations that everybody issues: Failure to do a
seal ed-source leak test. Right? Everybody has had one
of those. All right?

VWhat are the problens -- what can go wwong in
order for soneone to get a seal ed-source |eak test NOV,
which is coded 030 in the state of Texas? What are the
problems? Here it is: It was either done or it wasn't
done. They either leak-tested it or they didn't. It was

never ever done, or it was done, but not at the
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prescri bed frequency.

The tinme frame in which it had to be done was
either a permit condition or a regulation. It could have
been done, but the docunentation was inconplete. It
wasn't recorded in the units of mcro-Curies. O, in
fact, the thing was found | eaking, but it wasn't
reported.

Now, can anybody el se think of any other
problems that could go wong with the issue of a
seal ed-source |l eak test? That pretty nuch covers the
water-front. Okay?

Well, look at this. Lo and behold, what are
the problens here? It was either a performance issue, a
time issue -- it was either a violation of the reg. or
the permt condition, it was a conpl eteness issue or an
i nappropriate action issue.

And we think that that type of approach for the
nost common violations, the finite list of the top ten
if the data were coded with these subsequent sub-codes,
all of a sudden we could really get to the root cause.

Is really the problemthat we're encountering because
peopl e can't count six nonths? |Is that really the issue,
or that they can't convert fromDPMto mcro-Curies? |Is
that the real issue?

| mean, so maybe by having the standardized
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coding systemwith a little foll owup data, we can really
get to the root cause of the problem and hel p educate the
regul ated comunity so that we can save some of these
admini strative costs.

Ckay. That was supposed to get you psyched up
| don't know if it did or not.

(Laughter)

DR. EMERY: Okay. So before you go honme and
take the plunge, what do we need to think about? One is:
A codi ng system needs to be developed with the results in
m nd; we don't want to over-code. W should have a
coding systemthat gets that sinple stuff because,
really, what we want to do is just prevent the common
vi ol ati ons.

So think about the level of detail necessary.
Is it really necessary to have that OSHA | evel of detail?
No, probably not. We certainly want to linit the inpact
on the staff.

And when we were working on this project -- and
we're very appreciative of the involvenent of the Bureau
of Radiation Control -- one of the things they did was
had us come up and talk to them

And by havi ng soneone cone fromthe outside and
talk to the staff about how this fits into the bigger

picture and what's really going on here, it seenmed to
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open sone eyes. And people began to understand what we
were trying to do here and that it wasn't sone subversive
activity or something like that. And | would encourage
you to think about that, as well

If you're interested in doing this, that --
it's probably worthwhile to have sonmebody fromthe
outside to talk about it because, if you get it fromthe
inside, it's the delivery person.

| think that inter-state consistency is
probably useful for benchmarking. This forumis
appropriate for that type of discussion. |f this coding
is sonething that's of interest, it's probably a good
i dea to have a standard codi ng system so we can start
conparing apples to apples, instead of apples to oranges,
and, last of all, keep it sinple.

But -- by the way, that's ny daughter. She
just learned to swim

So | guess ny questions for you are: Number
One, is the assenbly and di ssem nation of this type of
i nformati on part of your programis mission? |s part of
the mission of your radiation control program education
and, if it is, the second part is: 1Is the local climte
conducive to this type of approach?

And, third, if that's the case, should any such

effort be coordinated or supported at the national |eve
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so that we have a coordinated effort and not a bunch of
peopl e heading off in 31 different directions there?

Ckay. So that's the end of our fornal
presentation.

Before | stop yapping, who got the nost right?
Anyone cl ose?

(Pause.)

DR. EMERY: Well, let's see. Who got one
right? We'll start there. Okay?

(Pause.)

DR. EMERY: \Who got two right? 1'll start
goi ng down.

So you might be our -- well, please, step right
on up here.

(Pause.)

DR. EMERY: So we have this handsone
environnental health and safety ice-chest devel oped for
our departnment because we got tired of putting beers in

the sink in there.

(Appl ause)
MR. CAMERON: |I'mglad to see that they're
still having fun, lots of fun, in acadenia

DR. EMERY: Yes.
MR. CAMERON: That's great.

DR. EMERY: Now, at the end of the
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di scussion -- | forgot to ask you this one thing: At the
end of any discussion you have, you have to save ny j ob,
and that is -- we killed about three printers printing
out those color things. And nmy boss had apopl exy.

So what | told himl'd do is, "I'll get a
picture of all these people fromall around the state."
So what | need to get your picture holding up the book
and your card from whatever state you're in. So we'll do
that before we take our break or sonething. That way, |
can show the boss that we're national |eaders there. So
we can --

Ch, do you want to do that?

VO CE: Yes.

DR EMERY: We'|l stand in the middle of these
peopl e. How about that? That way, if |I'm unenpl oyed
next year, you'll knowit.

(Laughter)

DR. EMERY: A self-serving pronotion.

(Pause.)

DR. EMERY: Well, any questions or comments
that you nmay have -- or thoughts?

MR. FRY: | guess North Carolina got a preview
of this, in that Bob cane out of North Carolina and has
al so tal ked to our school of public health. W are very

interested in trying sonething along this line. It's
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going to force us to standardize sone things that we've
ki nd of been doing on an ad hoc basis. So that will be
worth it just to get it standardized.

But | think it's sonmething that's very hel pfu
and, if nothing else, helpful to us. |'d encourage this.
And, certainly, doing it in a sonmewhat uniform nmanner
gi ves us a benchmark we can all use.

DR. EMERY: Yes. W think -- a couple of
conments with regard to this. The Texas coding systemis
very good, but there are a couple of those areas which
are, in our opinion, alittle too general. For exanple,
20 percent of all the violations issued for the
regi strants was operating and safety procedures, a very
broad category. And if we could get it alittle nore
detailed, it mght provide some nore val ue.

And then we're still furiously working on this
sub-coding idea. And if we can do that, our thinking was
just to make a sinple sheet that people -- alnost |ike an
op-scan sheet that, when they're finished performng
they could just check the blocks. And then we could feed
this thing in and do sonme sort of database sorting, as
wel |

MR. FRY: Again, |I'll share what North
Carolina's thinking of doing at this stage. W' re going

to tie that -- at least, that's our thinking -- into our
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NOV writing process so that you use that same code to
tell your conputer to grind out the standardi zed NOV.
DR. EMERY: Yes.

MR. FRY: And therefore you get it in your

dat abase.

DR. EMERY: Yes.

MR. FRY: W do that now manual |y, but then we
throwit all inthe file folder and lose it.

DR. EMERY: Yes. And that's -- a conmon
problemis that the data's collected and there it
resides. And it's a real opportunity to mine into that
data. 1'Il tell you, let me get to this guy, and |']|
come back to that.

MR. FRY: Sure.

MR COLLINS: Two items. | don't knowif it's
for you or for Richard or a nmenmber of the staff.

But have you | ooked at this nowto -- after a
period of time to decide whether or not sone of the
violations you were citing really did or could or night
even have the potential to result in the reduction of
exposure or a prevention of exposure for someone and,
therefore, it wasn't worth your time even |ooking for it
any further, or have you | ooked at this and said, "Okay.
After 10-year |earning experience, now we need to focus

in these areas and change our data collection and
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categories and things," so that maybe you could -- nmaybe
we could get a committee appointed with the CRCPD so that
you could get sone hel pers fromother states and come up
with sonmething that maybe all of the states would agree
that, "Yes, this is performance-based risk-inforned

out comes that we should all use?"

Several of us have been brought into this
benchmarking thing. And we really do need a tool I|ike
this to use in our budgeting process, starting soon.

MR. RATLIFF: Yes. | think that's just the
start. And, you know, Art Tate is the division director
for conpliance. And | think that they're going to start
| ooki ng at this data.

But one of the things that helped us with this
particular study -- it has been for several year going
on, but, last year, our state went through the sunset
process for our health department, and one of the things
they did continuous until 2011. But they said all of our
enforcenent and incident trends would be put in the
i nternet.

And so these folks did a |ot that we don't have
people to do this work for us. So it has hel ped in that
regard, to |l ook at the trends. And then I think the next
step is to look at what violations are out there. Are

they serious? Are you devoting your resources to the
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wong area? | think it opens up all those questions that
we need to | ook at now

MR. DUNDULIS: One problemin these days of
infinite resources and infinite budgets: Many of the
radi ati on control programs -- you know, unlike Illinois,
where it's an independent agency or, in sone states,
where it's a big program in small states, you're
sonetines victims of bean-counters who add one and one
and come up with five

We had some very good statistics that we kept
on nunber of inspections and types of violation found.
And when we presented the statistics, the conclusion that
cane back from our senior management -- not in the
radi ati on program but the senior nanagenment above us --
again, we used this categorizing of One, Two, Three, Four
and Five Severity Level.

And the fact that we issued no Severity Level 1
viol ations and very few Severity Level 2 violations in
the last five years -- then there wasn't any probl em out
there, and they were cutting back the nunber of
i nspectors that we had.

DR. EMERY: There's certainly a risk associated
with that, but | guess ny response conment would be: |If
we as a profession don't collect this data to the best of

our ability, soneone's going to collect it for us, and
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they're probably going to collect it with their own
interests in mnd.

And | think, by collecting it in a way that we
can show that we're attacking at the bottom of the
pyramid -- we're issuing violations or tickets, or
what ever you want to call it, before the problens get too
big, that's the sign of a sound preventive health
program

O course, fromthe other side of that coin,
fromthe public health perspective, you have deci sion
makers that are saying, "WAit a minute. W have an
increase in multiple-drug-resistant tubercul osis incident
trends, so maybe we ought to take sonme from here to over
there." That's a problemfor another day, but, you know,
you can see the limt they face, sure.

MR. GODWN: Aubrey Godwin, Arizona. |'d just
like to know if you think the NRC will be able to

participate in this programif you come up with standard

codi ng.

DR. EMERY: We wel cone the opportunity to work
with whomever. | think, if we can do a standardized
codi ng system perhaps -- | suspect there has got to be

some sort of training involved in that because there will
be all sorts of interpretations. But sonme sort of

st andardi zed codi ng system | think, would be very
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beneficial to the community as a whol e.

MR. GREEN. Bob Green with the state of Texas.
Oiginally -- the codes that Texas now currently uses
originally came -- were derived fromsone early NRC
violation codes. So we have nodified them sonewhat as
regul ati ons change to add additional itens of
non-conpliance, and we tried to fit theminto the main
categories that the NRC had put forth in the beginning.
We' ve added a couple, but, overall, though, that's --
where those codes originally came fromwas from NRC

DR. EMERY: The good -- |'msorry.

The good news about the coding thing is you
only need ten or 12. Right? Because this thing is so
skewed that, if 70 percent of your violations can fit
into a list of ten, then who cares if the other ones are,
"Qther," right, because the bulk of themare in there?
So, in fact, it doesn't have to be, | think, an
ext ravagant codi ng arrangenment. Sure.

MR. O KELLEY: You know, just a comrent on the
NRC. You know, | -- if I'mnot m staken, a lot of their
data al so covered the X-ray program So we m ght even
| ook at even goi ng sonewhere through CRCPD task forces or
sonmething to --

DR. EMERY: And that mght be --

MR. O KELLEY: -- conme up with the coding.
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DR. EMERY: -- the appropriate forumto
present this information to. | -- we were kind of
outsiders looking in on that. But if you fol ks feel that
this information would be -- that the next step is to
present it or to have those discussions at the |evel of
CRCPD, we'd be happy to engage in that process and then
go fromthere and see if there are sonme opportunities
there.

We're quite interested in seeing if the trends
that are in Texas are applicable across the country
because, if they are, there's a really great educationa
tool there, | think.

And, by the way, this ties in very nicely with
Ray Johnson's comments, the practical remarks being that
RSOs are dealing nore with regul atory conpliance, and not
doi ng a whole |l ot of calculations and things these days.
And so maybe one way to provide a service to that
conmunity is to make them aware of these common
violations so they can avoid those and direct their
efforts toward sonme other issues, as well

DR. EMERY: Anything el se?

(Pause.)

DR. EMERY: Well, thank you, very much. And
we' |l get that photo op. before break tine cones. How

about that? Thank you, very much.
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(Appl ause)

MR. CAMERON: Thank you, guys. And | know the
photo op. is sonething to | ook forward to.

We have one nore set of presentations before we
break and before the business neeting. And | think it
follows on nicely to Bob's and Mke's presentation. And
this is Perfornmance-based | nspection, by Mhanmred
Shanbaky, better known as Shan.

And what 1'd like to do is to, after Shan gives
his presentation, have comentary by Art Tate and by --
of Texas and by Cheryl Rogers of Nebraska, and then have
a discussion of all of that.

Does that nake sense to Cheryl and Art, to just
follow on after this?

M5. ROGERS: Sure.

MR. CAMERON: All right.

And that's okay with you, Shan?

MR. SHANBAKY: That is fine.

MR. CAMERON: All right. W'Il turn it over to
you. Do you want to use this?

MR SHANBAKY: | don't know.

Everybody, can you hear me, or do you want

VO CES: No.

MR. SHANBAKY: -- to use the m crophone?
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(Pause.)

MR. SHANBAKY: Good afternoon. M nane is
Mohamed Shanbaky; | work for the NRC in Region 1. Thank
you for inviting me to share some of our effort in the
area of inspection based on performance and based on
outcomes. |'mvery pleased to be here today to share
some of the struggles we have with this concept.

We had a task group started back in '98. And
we had -- are close to a final product now, which is
going on its way to the Comm ssion for approval

The idea here is not really a revelation or a
new concept; it is a concept which all inspectors use to
a certain extent. What has changed here is that we're
trying to re-focus and stream ine the inspection process
and re-focus the inspector on certain traits in the
program whi ch we consider to be program out conmes, rather
t han doing the inspection in what | call the traditiona
way of taking the programfromA to Z through procedures,
personnel, equi prent and | ook at the records.

And we tried to re-focus the inspection
process. And we found as a good target in a nultitude of
areas that we regulate is the area of nuclear nedicine.
So we choose nucl ear nedicine. And, also, there is a
barrel programin the facility, but I will talk to you

t oday about the nucl ear nmedicine effort.
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The obj ectives of the programare essentially
to maintain safety, ensure conpliance and, in the
meantime, do these two basic programrequirenents in a
way that's based on risk-informed and performance- based,
with inprovenments in efficiency and effectiveness and,
also, with optimzing -- | use the words ninimzing the
i mpact of the regulatory activities on the licensee. The
actual thing here? There will be sone inpact, but we're
trying to optim ze that inpact.

And one of the mmjor chall enges when you're
goi ng through the performance-based and outcone is to
keep focused, also, on the public confidence in what the
regul ators are doing and the public perception. Sone of
t he concepts we're using, some individuals in the public
or even the |licensees may perceive it to be backing off,
not doing inspections in a detail ed way, skinming over
the surface.

And that -- those perceptions are very
difficult to deal with, but it takes education, it takes
lots of missionary works with the |icensees and the
public to nmake sure that these potential perceptions wll
not materialize.

The nucl ear medicine area -- we started | ooking
at it based on lots of experience -- actually, years and

years of experience with the programtraits versus
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out comes: \What types of traits in the program woul d
result in a good outconme, and what types of traits in a
program woul d result in a poor outcone?

And when there is a poor outcome, what is that
interms of risk? And the risk -- is it arisk to the
patient? Is it arisk to the professional staff who work
in the hospital or inthe clinic? Is it arisk to the
general public? And is it a voluntary risk, like with a
patient? Is it involuntary risk? |Is it transmttable
risk?

And we worked with all kinds of risk, and it
boil ed down to that, in general, the nuclear nedicine
area for diagnostic studies is an area of relatively | ow
risk. We looked at the risk in ternms of consequences,
multiplied by the probabilities of these consequences.
And nmy advice to anybody who is venturing in this area?
Don't try to sharpen the marshmal | ow.

This is -- to start working with probabilities
of some order of the magnitude ten to the minus four or
ten to the mnus fifths. And sonebody said, "Is it
really two to the minus fifths, or three?" Wo cares?
And so we avoided this, and that's why we were very
successful in coming up very quickly with rather
qualitative estimates of risk in terns of consequences

and probability.
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And in the programs, there are all kinds of
shades between hi gh probability and high consequences to
| ow probability and | ow consequences. And there is al
shades in between. |In diagnostic nuclear nedicine, we
found that, in this too, the consequences and the risk
are relatively | ow

The focus of the task group was on program
out comes, not outputs. A good exanple of that: Wen we
do an inspection, you find that |icensees say, "100
percent of my staff is fully trained" -- that's nice --
“"Al'l of them got 80 percent on the exam" That's good.
This is really an output: "25 of the staff out of 26 are
fully trained." These are outputs.

The program now we are about to start,
hopeful ly, after the Comm ssion approves it, is based on
out comes, the actual know edge of the staff: Do they
really know their job? Do they know the radiation safety
aspects of the programas applied to their risk
responsibility?

And this is not going to be easy because the
i nspectors which have to be doing this, | would view them
to be nore seasoned inspectors and inspectors with what |
call "inspector savvy." They have to be fair and
reasonable in their approach to verifying the know edge

of the individual, the worker or the physician or the
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nurse or who ever is involved.

So we came up with this performance indicator,
a surveillance and corrective action. And that's very
i mportant. And essentially, one of the major el enents of
managenment oversi ght of the programis the performance of
audits, the performance of routine reviews of the
processes and the performance of the staff.

And what is nore inportant here is the
corrective action: 1s the whole process working? Is --
the Iicensee, when they identify a problemor an
i nadequacy, do they have the capability to correct it?
Do they actually correct the problens they identify?

So corrective action here is the key to this.
It's not necessarily the process, how detailed the audit
is or the scope of the audit or how fornmal the audit is;
it is the outcone and corrective action to prevent to
recurrence. And that's one of the -- I'mgoing to talk
about each of these for just a couple of ninutes.

It is a surveillance program It's -- it could
be formal audits. It could be surveillances, which are
wal k-t hroughs. And all of these have to be focusing on
problemidentificati on and probl em sol vi ng.

Many, many |icensees, for exanple, are very
good at perform ng these audits and surveill ances, and,

when it gets to corrective action, they fall short in the



A WD

o O

~

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

166
corrective action system And that's -- that ties into
t he managenment verification: How managenent is involved
in the programto close the loop, if the licensee
managenment are involved to close the | oop on identified
probl ens.

Here is one of the performance indicators
outcome. This is very inportant. And that is
know edgeabl e staff. W -- you can see here that we did
not use the words "trained staff." In training, the
i nspectors go and | ook at the training plan, they | ook at
the training of the staff and they | ook at the records.
And the staff is trained. That does not necessarily nean
it's safe.

This -- the new procedure of the pilot, it wll
actually require the inspector to actually go and di scuss
things with the individuals to see if they are
know edgeabl e of the safety aspects of that programas it
applies to their responsibility.

O course, one of the mpjor outcones is that no
over-exposures, and that's all with public exposure or
occupati onal exposure and, to a certain extent,
[indiscernible].

Here's one of the very few itens, what | cal
i nvoluntary risk in the nucl ear medicine program and

that's where a |icensee | oses radi oactive material. Most
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of the risk involves the patient, which is a relatively
voluntary risk. This type of risk here, it may involve
ot her personnel in the hospital or the nmedica
institution, or it may al so involve even a nenber of the
public.

And that's one of the very inportant
performance indicators. And, of course, if there is any
violation associated with that, it will be definitely
based on the risk fromthe |loss of that material: The
quantity of the material, the nature of the em ssion from
that material and the circunstances under which sonebody
coul d get exposed.

Anot her outcone here, and that is: Conformance
to the witten directive by the physician. And we're
| ooking at m s-adm ni strations, the frequency of
m s-admi ni strations, and that is very rarely seen now in
nucl ear nedici ne. Because of the NRC definition of
m s-admi nistration in nuclear nedicine, essentially, you
have to have sonebody to receive a wong admini stration
a wrong patient, and those have to be 5 rem or above.

Use of all the materials as authorized: That
t he people who are using the material are authorized to
use it, and the type of the use and |ocation and
quantities as authorized, and, also, that the people who

need supervi sion are being supervi sed when they use the
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mat eri al

Now, for performance-based inspection, the
concl usi on of the inspection would be one of these two
outcomes. And then, as inspection results, one would be
that the |licensee's program et all performance
indicators. In this case, we'd just issue a 591, a clear
i nspection, or even with mnor violations, Severity 4
vi ol ati ons.

And nost of the Severity 4 violations nowin
the material area, if the |icensee takes corrective
action or even says that they are going to correct it and
it is not related to nanagenment oversi ght or a nmjor
problem usually we don't cite it. W call it a
non-cited viol ation.

If the licensee did not nmeet all of the
performance indicators, then we would revert back to the
classical, traditional detailed inspection to identify
the causes and root causes of the failure to neet the
performance indicator. So if they nmet, we do the 591, do
the exit, and the inspection's finished.

This woul d reduce the inspection tine
significantly. A typical nuclear medicine program shoul d
be expected to -- that inspection should be conpleted in
like two or three hours if they are neeting the

performance indicators. |[|f they don't neet the
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performance indicators, then we go back to a nore
det ai |l ed i nspection.

And here are sonme of the actions that we
usually do if the licensee fails to neet the performance
i ndicators. W do the inspection, identify the safety
i ssues, identify the violations and informthe |icensee
managenment and i nform the regi onal managenent, do exit
interviews and take the subsequent appropriate
enf orcenent action.

Now, what is the current status of our program
now? The programis currently with the executive
director for operations. W submitted menop with the
program that it would be a tenporary instruction, which
is, "Allow the staff to use this programfor one year as
a pilot program And if -- after the conpletion of one
year, it will be considered for application in other
areas of the materials area

So this is the current status of the program
One of -- that looks like -- very nice. 1t decreases the
i mpact on the licensee. It decreases the inmpact on us
and | ets us use much | ess resources that coul d be
diverted to nore inportant areas, nore safety-significant
areas. And so this is a win-win situation for everybody
i nvol ved here.

VWhat is the down-side of all of this? The
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difficulty could be in the area of culture, culture in
terms of the inspector training. You need an inspector
who -- with good experience, with good savvy and with
extreme focus on safety, rather than conpliance, issues a
violation as soon as the inspection is -- you know, you
get the violations, and the inspection's done. And
that's very few inspectors.

NRC, for exanple, in Region 1, has very mature,
experi enced inspectors. And when we gave the initia
training on this, it was no problemat all; everybody
t hought that this was the right way to go.

The other difficulty is to nake sure that the
| i censee understands where you're comng from the
i nspector -- where that inspector is conming from
especially the staff -- the nuclear nmedicine staff, the
technol ogi sts and, even to a certain extent, the
physicians, that this is not really w nging an
i nspection; this is doing an inspection another way -- in
another nore effective and efficient way.

So, with this, do you have any questions? 1'd
be glad to answer them

MR. CAMERON: Shan, let's -- thank you for the
NRC perspective and the benefits on this.

MR. SHANBAKY: Sure.

VMR. CAMERON: Why don't we get Cheryl and Art
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to come up here? And let's make room and get you a seat
up here and see what the state perspectives are and what
t he common el enents mi ght be and then open it up to
everybody for questions. Okay?

So why don't you have a seat right here?

And, Cheryl and Art, why don't you have a seat
here? And there are sone nicrophones for the three of
you.

And, Cheryl, do you want to go first with the
vi ew graphs, or Art? Whatever you guys prefer

M5. ROGERS: I'Il let Art go first, and then
"1l follow up.

MR. CAMERON: All right. Good.

MR. TATE: Well, since | don't see a podium and
there's a microphone nearby, I'll go ahead and use this.
But it's good to see so many of you here, especially sone
folks Iike Joe Klinger and Ed, who have noved on to
bi gger and better things. But, old friends and new
friends, 1'mlooking forward to talking with each of you.

When Richard first asked ne to sit on the
panel , he approached ne with, "W need soneone to talk
about custoner satisfaction survey forns." So here | am

The panel has been asked to briefly discuss
perfor mance- based i nspections. | wll speak fromthe

perspective of a large state, because we have sonme 16, 000



A WD

o O

~

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

172
to 18,000 licensees and registrants.

Qur programregul ates radioactive material s,
machi ne- produced radi ati ons, non-ionizing radiations,
natural ly occurring radioactive material, as well as
accel erator-produced radi oactive materials. W also are
contracted with the USFDA to do their inspections, under
t he Mammography Quality Standards Act in Texas, at about
550 facilities.

To do this, we have approxinmately 36 to 40
i nspectors at any given tine around the state. Seventeen
typically are X-ray, and another 14 RAM five or six in
QSA, and then we have turn-over. And while it's not on
our agenda, you know, we're getting hit with turn-over
and we're not able to replace peopl e at equival ent
experience levels. And that's going to be a problem for
us.

We do have two very experienced people in
charge of our X-ray and RAM branches, Tomy Cardwel | and
Bill Silva. Tomry, a lot of you may know, has been on a
ot of CRCPD committees. Bill is with the CAMRA and is
our current representative to the NPEP team and has been
there for two years.

VWhile the OAS is made up of agreenent states,
we share many ot her areas of commonality and interest.

And npost of these are in the areas of -- the non-Atomc
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Energy Act area of the non-ionizing, the X-ray and what
have you. Alnpst every state in this roomin some way or
another will either do X-ray or one of the other portions
of this sphere.

We share many chall enges. And one of those
chall enges is doing nore with | ess, and the other --
another is being nore open and friendly to our customers.
In past years, we didn't treat our custoners so well
And they have better |obbyists than we do.

(Laughter)

MR. TATE: So we're going to have to start.

I n Texas, our program budget has remained
constant now for about six years. CQur travel budget has
remai ned pretty constant, and our program budgets, and
what have you. And it looks like it's going to be flat
for quite awhile. Qur population, on the other hand, has
i ncreased significantly, and we expect it to continue to
do that.

As our popul ation increases, there's a certain
nunber of dentists and podiatrists and radi ographers and
what have you that cones along with that. And as a
result, our |egislature has mandated that we use
per f or mance- based i nspecti ons.

They said, "W're not going to give you any

nore inspectors, and we're not going to give you any nore
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noney. So you're going to have to figure out how to
i nspect the people and ensure that the public health and
safety is met and the safety of the workers is protected
on the sane dollars." And that's essentially what we're
doi ng.

We have started with our X-ray program because
we have nore flexibility there. |I'minterested to see
how t he NRC one-year trial programworks out on the
per f or mance- based i nspections using the tenporary
instructions. And we'll look forward to incorporating
many of the successes fromtheir programinto our
radi oactive material program but, with our X-ray
program we have been able to do a | ot of things.

I ' m ski ppi ng over a bunch of nmaterial because
we're not on schedul e.

Well, one thing here that we're -- the term
"Per fornmance-based i nspections.” | think you're going to
talk to three or four people and you're going to get a
definition -- a different definition from everyone you
tal k to.

And my version of it is that it's not precisely
defined, and it's really kind of whatever you say it is.
So, with that, you're probably going to have three
di fferent versions, and they're all okay because it's

currently being defined as we sit.
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Li ke you, we're required to inspect by-product
material |icensees at |least as frequently as the Nucl ear
Regul at ory Conmi ssion schedule. And we do. However, in
cases we -- where we see that an entire category or
groupi ng of licensees are not doing the job that they are
supposed to do, we increase the frequency of inspection.
On the other hand, if we find an individual bad actor, we
will increase that person's frequency of inspection

As M. Shanbaky said earlier, when we do have
either an industry group or a particular |licensee that's
doi ng poorly, we need well-trained i nspectors and we need
experi enced inspectors, and these people should be used
when possible on follow up inspections; they both know
the rules and can nake valid observations about the
current state of regulatory conpliance. They can also
eval uate the performance of the licensee's program and
of fer suggestions for inprovenent.

My observation for today is that the shrinking
budget is the driver for perfornmance-based inspections.
Wth our X-ray program we were floating al ong, asking
our inspectors to do about 18 to 20 inspections a nonth
in addition to their other stuff. And we've increased it
from18 to 25. And that's a 39-percent increase in their
wor k | oad.

And what we do know is that we have no help
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conmng and that, in order for themto do the inspections
and do the reports and do the other jobs, we have to stop
perform ng audits and start perform ng snap-shots, if you
will: Mnitor critical functions. And that's what we
are doi ng.

We sinply do not have the resources to keep up
with this increased work | oad generated by our state's
growi ng people, and we're not likely to get it. So we've
tailored our X-ray procedures to include those itenms that
are essential to denonstrate that public health and
safety can be protected and the workers can be protected,
and then we have given our inspectors the prerogative or
the authority, if you will, to do their inspections.

Are all of our X-ray inspectors there yet? No,
not really. But we're getting closer, nuch closer. W
have given our inspectors -- our X-ray inspectors the
right to close out inspections with severity |evels of
Four and Five only found. And a |lot of states -- and
believe the NRC has done this -- we hadn't. It's
relatively newto us. W're working on it.

The thing that we have found is that it cuts
down in report-witing tine, it cuts down on review tine
and it cuts down on |lots of other areas that will allow
nore people to review nore reports and to do nore

i nspections with the sane resources.
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VWiile it's not a new concept, as | said, it,
for us, is. And that -- we hope to inplement many of the
changes that we're making in our X-ray programin our RAM
program shortly. And just in terms of performance, |'d
like to just give three very brief exanples.

When our X-ray inspectors go into a facility --
a large nmedical facility, typically -- that has 20, 30 or
40 X-ray tubes, we have a policy that tells them how nmany
to expect. And if they do that inspection and they don't
find problens with those tubes, then they go on. But if
they find any reason in the world that they should
continue, then they have absolute authority and
prerogative to continue the inspection and to do as nmany
as they possibly can or want to.

It's -- there is a reward for good performance
because, if the registrant keeps their nachines in good
order and conpliance testing validates that or verifies
it, rather, that -- they do receive a reward. Their
machi nes aren't taken out of service for an inspection
which is a tinely and costly venue in sone institutions.

To Richard's original charge: W send out --
every time we do an NOV letter or a letter of conpliance,
we send out a letter to the licensee or registrant asking
them for their feedback. W receive those back at a

pretty fair percentage, and we take a |l ook at them We
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evaluate them for trends. And we give kudos where
necessary, and we work with the inspectors when it's
necessary.

| can assure you from personal experience that
it's really not fun having a legislator in Bernuda shorts
and flip-flops in your office explaining to you why his
dentist didn't get a good inspection

(Laughter)

MR. TATE: And it's also a good way to | ose a
| aser program which we did, as -- possibly, as the
result of that, because he was on the finance conmittee.

So little things can add up quickly. And they
do nmean -- they nmean business when they cone visit you.
So if you get conplaints, resolve them

The one thing that perhaps we do that perhaps
some others may not do is that, each year, we take a | ook
at the patient exposures avoided. As our inspectors go
out to do their inspections, the entrance-to-skin
exposures are determined. And if they exceed the limts,
we cause themto fix it. W issue an NOV, and they have
to get the red | evel s down.

Now, this past year, we ran the nunbers using
the $200-per-remper -- which is a relatively
conservative nunmber. | think NRC is using there $1,000

or $1,100. But we had a savings of future cost of about
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$1.8 million. And that -- if we extrapolated this to the
entire state, we woul d have sone 12 or 13 nillion nore in
savi ngs.

And 1'Il just listen to Cheryl's presentation

and then be avail able for questions.

MR. CAMERON: Okay.

And after Cheryl is done, | would give the
three of you an opportunity to coment on what you've
heard about the other programs, too, what your
per spective mght be on that.

Cheryl ?

MS. ROGERS: See? | have seven over-heads
here, if anybody's counting.

(Laughter)

Basi cal | y, Nebraska put sone procedures into
pl ace about a year ago. So we're pretty early in
i mpl enenting this process. And | probably haven't put
everything in here, but, hopefully, there's enough food
for thought to generate sone further discussion. So this
is Nebraska's definition of the performance-based
i nspection process.

Just for your information, the four of our six
peopl e that could do inspections did attend the NRC s
per f or mance- based i nspection course. So we're,

hopeful ly, highly biased in that direction.
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| believe this definition did cone out of the
training course: "Performance-based inspections are
i nspecting the performance of the |icensee's program
activities on the basis of safety and reliability." And,
of course, the nmillion-dollar question is: Well, what
does this nean, and how do you do it?

The first thing we do is require that the
i nspectors create an inspection plan. It can be on -- in
any formthey wish. |If they want to wite it on a pad of
paper, type it up or use a pre-nmade form which kind of
steps you through the process, we'll take anything.

Basically, usually, | look at those, but
somebody el se that has inspected those kinds of
facilities can. It's supposed to outline high-priority
areas and activities and include parallel, nedium and
lowpriority observations that you wish to make. You
shoul d indicate the major elenments that you wish to
ei ther observe or, if you can't actually observe, that
you want denonstrated, and identify the specific
i ndi viduals to be interviewed.

And the purpose of this plan is to really kind
of get in your head when you walk into that facility just
what your goals are: What is it that I'mcoming here to
| ook at? You know, you don't really need the plan -- at

t he nonent you walk in the door, you should know what it
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is you're going to do.

Okay. As far as nmmintaining your focus, the
i nspectors, follow ng or even during the entrance,
establish what activities we wish to observe and expl ain
t he new process.

And M. Wodruff has been with us when we've
been in the entrance interview at a hospital that had an
HDR, and we said, "Oh, yes, we're interested in observing
the HDR," and, "Fine, we're going to do it in 45
m nutes," you know. Now, that's cutting it a little bit
cl ose.

But we really want to lay it out right fromthe
begi nning what we're there for, explain it to managenent
and continue to explain as we go along to the -- usually
the RSO or who ever we're going with, because we woul d
also like themto pick up sone of the performance-based
phil osophy and carry that out in their routine audits.

And, basically, what we're telling themis
we're trying to focus on issues inportant to safety and
reliability.

| was going to tell nore war stories, but |
t hought 1'd give you some exanpl es of the kinds of things
t hat show up on our inspection plans. For high-dose
renote after-loaders -- and we've been pretty |ucky about

hitting these -- we want to watch the quality -- the QA
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checks that are done, usually by the HP or the RSO and
t he planning and the treatnment process.

And usually, that's a little bit hard to -- we
don't really regulate the treatnent, but it's very
interesting to see how the teamwork cones together. And
| think that is going to be the najor node for these new
technol ogies. We're just putting a gamma knife in today,
as a matter of fact, in Lincoln. And that's the sane
t hi ng.

There's usually a whol e team of people that has
to come together, and it's -- that's a tricky area to
regulate. You can't just put that in as a procedure. So

you want to see that that takes place.

For the nucl ear pharmacy -- |'msure you al
know this -- go early. That's when all the action is.
It's -- unfortunately, it's usually at two or three

o'clock in the norning, but that's when you're going to
see how the pharmacist is really flying then, getting al
hi s doses | oaded up. They're receiving packages, and
they' re shipping stuff out.

One of the things we cane up with was to
acconpany the delivery vehicle, although we don't
actually ride in the vehicle because they get -- because
of liability issues. But you can still, you know, drive

your care along behind them especially if it's just --
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they're going out to the | ocal hospital

Once in awhile, you find some interesting
t hi ngs when you get to the other end. So that's a very
i mportant observation we've discovered -- and, of course,
the recei pt of packages.

Nucl ear nedicine. [|'Il be interested to see
how the pilot project goes. Basically, you want to see
package receives. You want to nake sure that the people
that are doing surveys know how to do surveys. | nean
this is pretty -- and injections, xenon use.

My old-tinmers inspectors, particularly in this
area, say, "Well, that's how |'ve al ways done

i nspections," you know. So the -- you like to watch and
see that people either know or can denonstrate to you
what they're doing.

A few nore exanples. | pulled the
manuf acturi ng one off of someone's inspection plan --
who' s going out next week. But, you know, basically:
VWhat's the receipt of the material -- and the storage
area, the production line and the disposal? What are the
t hi ngs that you want to observe?

Alittle footnote on the educational: | w sh
we had followed the receipt-and-delivery process through

at one of ny |licensees, because they did manage to | ose a

package. And when we went to, you know, go into the
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detail ed investigation and try to figure out what had
happened, some of the controls that we thought were in
pl ace weren't there. There were no the chain-of -comand
and sign-off-types of things that you woul d expect to be
in place.

| really haven't established how that happened,
but | think we were probably relying on a purchase
requi sition formand, over the years, that formwent away
and then the need to sign off went away. |f we had gone
al ong and observed, at |east, perhaps we woul d have
caught that. | can't guarantee we woul dn't have stil
| ost the package, but, anyway, that's just the kind of
thing that that picks up.

We have three irradiators in Nebraska. And one
of the things we've been doing is -- there's usually sort
of a daily, weekly, nonthly or quarterly check-list. W
like to observe the person that's supposed to fill out
t he check-1ist go through the check-1list.

One exanpl e of sonething we saw was that the
person -- | think he was supposed to take a survey neter
readi ng off the irradiator pool. But what had turned out
was that he didn't really know how to read that scale.

And so we were -- the managenent on the way
into that were a little bit skeptical about what we were

trying to do, but we said, "Well, this is a denonstration
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of a weakness in your progran you need to have better
training. You can't just -- you know, | think that the
person that's reading that nmeter needs this for her or
her personal protection. They need to know what that
nmeter is saying and what it neans to them"

So we actually got the managenent turned around
alittle bit. As part of what they could do on their
annual audits, they can also -- they can do the sane
thing we do. They can go in there and observe.

Wel |, back to shrinking resources, "lnspection
Frequency." Nebraska -- for good perfornmers, we can
extend the interval until the next inspection.

Basically, the cut-off -- we still have up to Severity
Level 5. W haven't quite gotten rid of the Fives yet.

So our cut-off is two or less Severity Leve
4's, and it has to be done at the conpletion of the
current inspection. You can't just do it the next tine
the inspection rolls around and your programis in trouble
and it's behind; it has to be done at the tinme.

And, for instance, if it's a Priority-level 1
you have the option to extend it up to a year. So
there's quite a bit of flexibility there. The poor
performers, of course, nust be inspected nore frequently.

And just running through, What's new about it?

O course, the old-time inspectors will -- they'l



A WD

o O

~

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

186
di sagree with me, because they've always done it the
ri ght way.

But, basically, it's -- in the past, nore of
the focus was on reviewi ng the docunent structure. You
go in, and you've got your regul atory check-list, you've
got your procedures they're supposed to follow and you' ve
got all the records you're going to check. And at the
present, the focus is on observing activity.

And you try to change your whol e orientation by
havi ng your plan. You do your wal k-through right away.
You do your observations. You watch those individuals at
wor k, and, fromthat observation, you should be able to
identify problens. Then you can use the records to
verify what you think may be a problem And the bottom
line is: You're trying to focus on the products and the
results.

So those are my prepared remarks, and | was
hopi ng that woul d generate sone di scussion fromthe
floor.

MR CAMERON: |'msure that it will. And I
guess that | would give Shan the opportunity.

Do you have any conments on -- Shan, on what
you've heard from Art and Cheryl before we go out or --
go to them for comrents on each other's? Shan, anything

that --
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MR. SHANBAKY: Not really.

MR. CAMERON: All right.

Art, you referred to Shan's presentation. Do
you have anything nore to offer on either Shan's or
Cheryl's presentations?

MR. TATE: Not really. | do -- |'m concerned
about possibly the conplexity of the training and being
able to get the experienced people that you will need to
make it work. If -- I'mconcerned that, if we send
i nexperienced people out with the proper training, the
| ack of experience will hurt the inspection.

MR. SHANBAKY: | think that training is one of
the npst inportant issues here to be resolved prior to
the initiation of the program At the NRC, we have
al ready given training on the draft programto the staff
in Region 1. NMSS is going to actually go out to the
regions with an extensive training programon the new
pil ot program before inpl enentation.

So there is a significant anmount of training
that will be done, but what is actually nore inportant is
that, for a certain population of the inspectors, you
need to have a culture change. Sone inspectors are very
detail oriented; they don't believe that they did a good
job unless they've dotted every | and crossed every T,

and they don't really feel confortable with the new
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concept .

And that's a very inportant function of
managenment and supervision in terns of coaching and
counseling to make sure that the people are going to be
following this pilot program that everybody will be
followi ng the pilot program

MR. CAMERON: Okay.

Cheryl, do you have anything to offer before we
go out?

M5. ROGERS: | guess | would echo that the
training is inmportant. But the ol der inspectors aren't
unconfortable with it. It's -- the new inspectors stil
want to, you know, go back to that check-list. And we
still use -- you know, all the regulations are spelled
out with a, "Yes," or a, "No." You are -- if you didn't
|l ook at it, you just say, "Not observed." And that's
kind of a hurdle to get over.

And then we also tried to add to the inspection
report, you know, "What was the performance-based thing
that you | ooked at?" And this will help clue in the
people that are reading it in the next inspection on what
you | ooked at at that tine and sort of |eave the door
open for the things to | ook at.

And so it is difficult because, once you think

you have to fill in every box on the check-list, it's
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hard to get out of that. And | don't know -- |'m kind of
wondering if, you know, we should go ahead and change our
whol e i nspection report, but I'mnot really crazy about
goi ng back to the old narrative reports, either

MR. CAMERON: kay. Very interesting.

Aubr ey?

MR. GODWN: A couple of comments. First of
all, up front, | like the idea of performance-based
i nspections even though | have a coupl e of questions
about them And | was a little surprised at Texas
conment that their X-ray people do about 20 to 25
i nspections a nonth. They tried to fire me out there --
they had | egislators going to the governnent to fire nme
for doing | ess than 50.

(Laughter)

MR. GODWN: So, you know, | guess it's culture
shock and all of that.

The questions have to do with the fees. One of
t he concepts that, apparently, got tied in with our fees
is that they're paying for the inspections. And if you
change the inspection process significantly, particularly
so that the X-ray types recogni ze that you're not, you
know, checking every tube and you're not checking every
little item they feel like they're cheated and they want

to go back and reduce the fees, which is sort of a
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count er - novenent .

The other issue canme out as a legal point. W
had a whistl e-bl ower at one of our |icensees who
subsequently quit or was run off, depending on which
poi nt of view you want to take. But | had to testify or
gi ve depositions for several hours, and the thrust of it
was: Did we check everyone's regul ations to nake sure
that they were doing everything right; And, you know, if
they had a single individual who, for one day or even ten
m nutes, didn't wear their filmbadge, was that or was
that not a violation?

When ever you get into these kinds of things,
I'd like you-all's reactions about how the
per f or mance- based woul d apply there and how we woul d go
with that.

MR. CAMERON: Does anybody fromthe panel want
to cormment on the licensee perspectives that Aubrey
brought up or the -- | guess, the conpliance enforcenent
i ssues that mght be raised by performance-based
i nspections?

Shan?

MR. SHANBAKY: | think what you brought up are
very significant challenges. There is no really easy
answer for any of these. W neet those chall enges every

day.



A WD

o O

~

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

191

Whet her we are doi ng performance-based
i nspections or whether we are doing full-detailed
i nspections, we always get in a situation of allegers
coning to the NRC or going to our |G and all eging that
the inspector did not do a good job because there was a
violation that they were aware of and the inspector did
not identify these violations.

It is afact of life: No matter what type of
i nspection we are going to be doing, there is no way that
we will identify every single violation. 1t's a fact of
life that we are doing a sanple type of inspection

We are not living at these facilities, and we
are not there every day. And it is very inportant that
everybody, including the |icensee managenment and |icensee
staff, knows that we are doing an inspection based on a
sampl e and, if they know of any problemw th the program
or -- that it behooves themto cone to us and tell us up
front and not wait until the inspection is finished and
call the IG

But this is one of the challenges. This could
be al so increased wi th doi ng performance-based
i nspections because, like what | said in nmy presentation
some people may get the wong inpression that this is not
really a good inspection, that it's an inferior

i nspection. And it is very inportant to do |ots of
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education of |licensee staff and |icensee nanagenent.

Get themin on it early on in the inspection
Get themin on it early on: What exactly we are up to,
what we are doing and what the advantages are of what we
are doing. But there is no straight, easy answer to
t hi s.

MR. CAMERON: Art or Cheryl, do you have
anything further to add in regard to the points that
Aubr ey has raised?

MR. TATE: | have just one comment.

And, in fact, Aubrey, your early point
regarding work load is quite well taken. Qur inspectors
t hrough the years have gotten into doing audits where we
would go into a facility and virtually do a physicist's
eval uation of a facility.

And we're having to re-train and devel op a new
cul ture which says, "Check those things that are
necessary to ensure public health and safety," and go
fromthere. And, as Cheryl pointed out, it's just a
matter of training.

MR. CAMERON: Okay.

Cheryl ?

M5. ROGERS: Let nme see if | can -- what was ny
second t hought ?

(Pause.)
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M5. ROGERS: Well, | lost it. I'msorry.

MR. CAMERON: All right. Well, maybe it will
cone back

But let's take Don so that he can sit down, and
then we'll go down the line from Ken on through

MR. BUNN: Thank you, Chip.

Donal d Bunn from California. | just want to
add to what Aubrey said about the fee payers. It took us
years to collect fees fromour universities, who
steadfastly refused to pay us because they said they
weren't obligated.

Finally, when they did start payi ng because we
had a bill passed, we decided to start doing sone
sampling of their X-ray facilities, rather than do every
tube in the place. The first thing | got was a conpl aint
that we weren't giving themtheir noney's worth. So
that's the other end of the coin when we're getting into
t hese abbrevi at ed-type operations.

But, Cheryl, 1'd like to ask you: Has your
syst em under gone revi ew by | MPEP?

MS5. ROGERS: Yes, it has. And we passed with
flying col ors?

MR. BUNN: Well, that's good news. GCkay. And
you did say you hadn't nodified your formyet. Do you

pl an to devel op a standardi zed type of inspection plan



A WD

o O

~

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

194
for a certain category of |icensee?

M5. ROGERS: No. W leave the inspection plan
up to the inspector. So the plan is -- you know, the
i nspector has to decide what it is he wants to observe,
and that's based on, you know, what activities are
avai | abl e and anything that nay have been called out from
t he previous inspection or what type of licensee it is.

The forms -- | just wonder if the forns keep
peopl e thinking, you know, "I've got to get every box."
And so that's why | kind of wonder if there's a better
way to do it, but | don't want to go back to narratives.
So --

MR BUNN: Yes. | don't, either. But it seens
like that m ght be appropriate, especially in some cases.
Thank you.

MR. CAMERON: kay. Thank you, Don.

We're going to go to Ken and then down the
line. And then | would at some point ask perhaps Pau
Lohaus to just provide the NRC s perspective from-- the
| MPEP program s perspective on perfornmance-based
i nspecti ons.

Ken?

MR. WANGLER: Ken Wangl er from North Dakot a.
This is for Cheryl.

When -- you said that you sel ect perfornmance
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the elements that you want to | ook for before you go into
the inspection. Are you tal king about l|ike you night --
one performance el erent might be shipping and receiving,
and so then you | ook at those issues kind of in detai
and, say, overlook the review of the QM plan? O -- |
guess |'m curi ous.

When you say you sel ect performance el enents,

what does that -- is that a broader categorization of the
i ndividualized check-list, or how do you -- what is a
performance elenent? | mean do you have a list of

performance el enents and then they select two or three,
or do they just select one? O how nany of those do they
| ook at?

M5. ROGERS: Well, of course, it depends on the
size of the licensee and the facility. But, basically,
you' re | ooking for particular work activities that you
can observe. And in some places, it's easier than in
others. The irradiators -- you know, they're working
every day. And if they're -- they weren't planning on
doi ng a check-list, we mght ask themto do a check-list.
But --

MR. WANGLER: Medical -- stick to --

MS. ROGERS: Medical --

MR. WANGLER: Let's talk about a mnedica

facility so that we get apples and appl es.
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M5. ROGERS: GCkay. Well, for some reason,
we' ve been able to hit a lot of the HDRs, which | thought
was kind of surprising. To do a normal nuclear nedicine
facility, it's pretty difficult to catch abrachi ot herapy.
|'ve never actually been there on a day that they're
doi ng abrachi ot herapy. But the HDRs nust be nore common;
because we've managed to hit those, we cone nore often or
sonet hi ng.

So we are really interested in observing the
activity. That's the first thing that you're trying to
do. You're trying to, you know, be the fly on the wall.
And if you can't actually observe it, then you may
request the denonstration, which would be the case, for
i nstance, for surveys if you didn't -- if the timng
didn't happen to be right.

But if you're sticking around for a little bit,
you know, and you conme in early in the nmorning and you
just watch for, say, the pharmacy, if you've been there
fromwhen they started for, say, three hours, you' ve seen
nost of the activity that's going to take place at that
facility. And then you just sort of -- then, you know
you, of course, have to interview and talk to thema
little bit.

But by that time, then you know what records it

is you need to follow up with. And that shoul dn't take
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that nmuch longer. So it's changing the whole focus
around.

Did | answer your question?

MR. WANGLER: Well, what kind of -- but let's
say you do go into a facility and you want to | ook at
their HDR. That becomes a performance el ement that you
want to look at. So then, once the inspector has been
there whatever -- three to five hours and been fortunate
enough to observe a procedure, then you don't even | ook
at the | eak-test records, the personnel dose nonitoring,
t he shipping and receiving or the QA of the dose
cal i brator for Tech 997

| mean do you just then not |ook at all the
rest of it? You select one elenent -- you select the HDR
for performance, and then that's all you look at? O --

MS. ROGERS: Well, of course, with the HDRs,
you have to go every year. So of -- to me, that sort of
means, well, it's not all that bad if it -- the nuke med
can theoretically go every three years for an in-depth,
and you haven't mnissed anything.

MR. WANGLER: Okay. Well, then let's take the
HDR out .

M5. ROGERS: Ckay.

MR. WANGLER: Let's take a normal nucl ear

facility that's not HDR. Here's kind of what |'mgetting
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at: We just had our | MPEP, and we got great reviews on
t he t horoughness of our inspections, which -- when we
| ook at personnel effort, we're probably two to three
man-days into a nmedical facility inspection because we're
very detailed and very prescriptive, and, of course, then
we got gigged on the timng.

You know, if we take too |ong, we don't get
them done on time and we don't get the reports out on
tinme. And the two kind of offset each other. So we
woul d certainly like to be nore performance based.

But take a nuclear facility -- a nuke ned
facility that doesn't have HDR  What are performance --
do you | ook at one perfornmance el ement, or do you | ook at
five? And are they mmjor topic areas where -- you know,
like | said, shipping and receiving, or is it dose
calibrator procedures? O --

M5. ROGERS: Yes. | think, if the inspector
cane in and said, you know, "Based on the previous
i nspection, I'mgoing to select four inspection areas
that | want to concentrate on, and it's receipt of
materials, it's surveys, it's -- | want to really check
out xenon use and" -- | don't know -- sonething el se,

maybe, "the dose calibrator checks," or whatever it is --
and I am-- | mean | would expect everybody to al ways

| ook at personal dose symmetry records.
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| don't think that one ever goes away. You
al ways | ook at those and, al so, bias toward checking
| eak-test records. So, personally, you know, you had
better tell me you | ooked at those two records. So those
are always on ny |ist.

But no, if you don't get to sonething el se, you
identify that in your report. Say you didn't spend any
time on the transportation records and -- they've got
some seal ed sources and maybe you didn't check that they
have all that paper work there. But that's identified in
your report, and the next person that goes out sees that
as an area that didn't get an in-depth and can factor
that into their plan.

So you pick the areas that you're going to | ook
at. And it's -- you're |ooking at how they performthe
work in that area. So you may not get to all the areas.

MR. CAMERON: kay. Let's nmove down to Mel.

MR. FRY: Mel Fry, North Carolina. [|I'm
somewhat confused tying this talk to the previous talk,
where we started off with the hierarchy with the fire
mar shal |

And | think | understood the conplaint being
that all those | ower-level inspections' inspectors just
cane in and wal ked around and | ooked at things and saw

what was wong and that was a poor, rotten, kind of
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primtive way to do it and, yet, it certainly is a very
efficient way, and you can do them rather quickly.

I'd like a response, either fromthe university
or fromthe panel, as to -- am | putting apples and
grapefruits together?

MR. CAMERON: Can we get some perspectives from
you guys on that issue? And | know that Bob and
everybody are still hanging around out there for the
photo op. So maybe we can get themin here to give us a
per spective on that, too.

M5. ROGERS: May | go quickly?

MR. CAMERON: Go ahead, Cheryl.

M5. ROGERS: Well, just a quick response there.
The way | took Bob's presentation was: Let's get rid of
all those notice of -- those violations that keep com ng
up over and over again; you know, let's educate people so
that we don't have those same viol ations.

And we have a 591 Form The nore 591 Forns
that we can issue -- you know, we'll still spend the sane
amount of tine as far as the performance-based i nspection
goes, but, hopefully, we can give thema 591 at the end
of the inspection and save ourselves all that
admini strative cost.

MR. CAMERON: Okay.

Bob, let me -- thank you for staying around.
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DR. EMERY: Sure.

MR. CAMERON: And let nme put this inalittle
bit of perspective for you. W' ve been tal king about
per f or mance- based i nspection and sonme of the reasons why
progranms are going that way and sone of the constraints.
And Mel Fry from North Carolina asked a question that,
basically --

If | summarize it correctly, Mel.

-- was that there seens to be a conflict
bet ween sone of the findings that you were describing and
this performance-based i nspection.

Do you want to just re-state that quickly, Ml?

MR. FRY: I'Il conme back at you, Bob. You
started off with the fire marshall and came on down. And
| got the inpression that you were sonewhat |ess than
happy with the idea that what those inspectors did was
ki nd of wal k around the plant and | ook around and see if
they saw anything to wite up and then they wote up
what ever they saw.

And as |'m hearing aspects --

Not the planning, Cheryl. That was a new note
to me, and that helped nme a |ot.

But what we're hearing out of these
per for mance- based inspections is that, instead of filling

out the check-lists and going down the |ine and coding
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all the violations, you go in and you wal k around and you
| ook around and you see what you see and you wite up
what the violations are.

MR. CAMERON: Do you want to give us a
per spective on that?

DR. EMERY: Yes. Thank you.

| -- my -- | guess ny personal conplaint about
the fire marshall is not that they used their
prof essional judgnment in assessing the violations; it's
that they don't have a consistent way of nmeasuring it.
And so we don't know what the nunbers are. They just go
out and conme back with this intuitive list that they've
created.

And | think there's some real value in having a
docunent and saying, "Here's the outline. And here's --
you know, here's the violations we've found. And we did
it in a systematic way, and here's the percentages." |
think that there's sone val ue there.

M ke Charlton and | have tal ked about the idea
of performance-based i nspections at |ength, and, at the
ri sk of causing your heads to explode, let nme lay this
one on you here. This is over cases and cases of beer,
as you can well imagine. But --

MR. CAMERON: Yes, we can well imagine that.

DR. EMERY: Yes. Because we're in a university
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setting, we can get away with this.
But, actually, it's kind of interesting in
that, of all the data that we threw up there, never did
you ever see violations issued for an exposure -- a dose
over 5 remor a release in excess of, you know, the ALI
or something |like this.

So if you kind of take a step back and think

about it for a second and say, "Well, what's the origina
intent for these regs" -- take seal ed-source | eak-tests
for an exanple -- the intent is that an individual should

not be exposed uncontrollably to an amount of radioactive
material in excess of .005 micro-Curies. So perhaps a
per f or mance- based i nspecti on m ght say, taking

seal ed-source | eak-tests for an exanple, that end-point
event did not occur. W didn't -- the |eak-test is not
occurring.

However, these precursor events are there. The
forns aren't conpleted, it's not the right data, or
something like that. So, in other words: Mybe
per f or mance- based i nspecti ons consi st of neasuring the
radi ation | evels or, you know, renovable contam nation or
sonmething like that, and then these other things are
precursors to those events.

Per haps the hardest problemwe have in this

busi ness is convinci ng nmanagenent of the val ue of
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prevention. One of the great things the radiation safety
busi ness does is prevent, but | think the challenge is to
get managenent aware of the fact that we need those
resources and the reason we have good prograns is because
we prevent a lot of things from occurring.

But it might be to the benefit of the
profession, | think, by showing that there are the
tangi bl e events that occur -- that are not occurring --
you know, over-exposures, or whatever -- they're not
occurring. And then we go back, and here's these
precursor events, which maybe you coul d address by
witing a ticket or sonmething like this, that you would
eval uate in subsequent inspections.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. Thank you, very much.

Let's go quickly to Bill and Richard and,
per haps, Paul if he wants to say anythi ng about | MPEP
And then | think we need to take our picture and break.

(Laughter)

MR. CAMERON: The refreshments are out there.

Bill?

MR. DUNDULIS: One potential problemthat | see
with these performance-type inspections is: |It's going
to be very nuch a function of how stable and how trained
your staff is. In many instances -- and | don't nean

even your -- the inspector staff. | mean the people
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bei ng i nspect ed.

A performance-based i nspection may cone in, and
if you've got people there that know what they're doing
and can do it in their sleep, then | ooking around and
just seeing if it's done may be fine.

But if you get into a |lot of your research
settings, particularly in the universities and some of
the hospital nedical centers, you know, where you've got
a post-doc who's there for a year or a doctoral fellow or
somet hing, and, a lot of tines, if there's no
infrastructure there to ensure that, like, they're
properly trained to do surveys, they're properly trained
to do this and they're properly trained to do that, in
many instances, you may get a, quote/unquote, "Good
i nspection,"” in spite of, rather than because of, the
problems that are there.

And my big concern -- not that |I'm an advocate
necessarily of |ooking at every single piece of paper in
the facility, but, sometines, those nore-detail ed | ooks
can give you an idea of where your problens are going to
be six nonths or a year from now.

And I'mjust afraid that, by doing these kind
of quick, feel-good wal k-throughs, you're enphasizing the
present at the risk of failing to identify sleeping dogs

that could wake up and really bite sonebody in the
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future.

MR. CAMERON: kay. Thank you, Bill.

Ri chard?

MR. RATLIFF: | think that kind of tracks into
what | was going to say in that, you know, those of us
that are in health departnments, we have our food and drug
and our nedical devices, and they're doing the hazards
i nspections, you know, the hazards anal yses of critica
control points. And we really do that, but we just don't
use that term nol ogy.

But | think, looking at that -- |ooking at
those critical control points conbined with the
performance- based, we really have the best of both worlds
and could really avoid any of the pitfalls that Bill's
worried about, but, yet, still get into where you're
really | ooking at performance.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. Thank you, Richard.

Paul , do you want to close out with some words
on | MPEP?

MR. LOHAUS: Thank you, Chip.

Maybe by way of background, | really supported
having this area on the agenda. And | think there's
going to be sonme further discussion, too, in the
licensing area and performance-based regul ati on because,

when | look at this, we're really in a transition. And
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there's a lot of reasons for this, | think.

There's a lot nore focus on the outcone of our
program as opposed to the outputs. W' ve tal ked about
those terns. What the focus is really on is protecting
public health and safety, as opposed to |ooking at how
many inspections we do and how nmany viol ations there are,
al t hough that data is inportant froma certain
st andpoi nt .

But the real focus is on: Are we really
protecting public health and safety? And | think the
| MPEP review process is really perfornmance based. And in
| ooki ng at that process and | ooking at the transition
that we're going through in our whole area of regulation
to become nore performance based, to | ook at where the
real risks are and to put our effort into those areas to
achi eve the greatest degree of protection in an efficient
way with focusing on the major areas -- and | see the
| MPEP process as focused on perfornance.

And, also, it is a dynamc process. One of the
things we've tried to do is reflect experience back into
that review process. So | think, as this program matures
and as we nove nore in the direction of perfornmance-based
i nspections, the | MPEP process is going to nove in that
direction, as well.

And | think we're really there -- | know, in a
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nunber of areas, there have been suggesti ons and coments
offered in terms of naking our prograns nore perfornmance
based. And, you know, we're doing a |lot at NRC

And | think this is a topic that is really ripe
for discussion. And the way | see it, we're in a
transition; we're noving through, we're beconing nore
performance based and nore risk informed. And we're
going to see nore of that, and it's going to be inportant
for all of us. And | think the | MPEP process will be
able to reflect that and continue to maintain the
per f or mance- based revi ew process that we have.

Maybe, with that, let nme ask others, because
| ook at the | MPEP process as really a joint process. The
agreement states and NRC staff are involved in the
process, and |1'd be interested in other conments or
observations on the review process, as well, if there are
others that would |like to address that issue.

VMR. CAMERON: Maybe we coul d have peopl e think
on that and we can spend a few nonents tonorrow to
address that. So we'll put that in the paddock for
tonorrow to re-visit it

| would just like to thank --

Art and Cheryl and Shan, thank you, very much.

And, al so, Bob and M ke, again, thank you.

(Appl ause)
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MR. CAMERON: And who's going to orchestrate
t he photo op?

DR. EMERY: Well, we need the state signs and
t he book. Maybe up here?

MR. CAMERON: kay. The state signs and the
book? Al right.

(Recess.)

MR. MARSHALL: Can we reconvene? Everyone,
cone in and have a seat wherever you'd |ike.

| think there are a couple of ground rules that
ought to be established. 1've not chaired this neeting
before, and | wasn't at this neeting | ast year. But the
guestion has cone up already about it being open to
non- Agreenent States people that are here, the NRC and
ot hers.

VO CE: Do you want a notion?

MR. MARSHALL: Can | -- is there a notion one
way or the other?

VO CE: Myve to keep it open.

VO CE: Second.

MR. MARSHALL: |Is there a second?

There has been a notion and second to | eave
this nmeeting open to all neeting attendees. Al those in
favor?

(A chorus of ayes)
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MR. MARSHALL: Opposed?

(No response.)

MR. MARSHALL: It passes. NRC s welconed to
the neeting. | should say NRC' s allowed into the
meeti ng.

(Laughter)

MR. MARSHALL: COkay. |Is there such a thing as
protocol to do roll-call?

(Pause.)

MR. MARSHALL: This -- no? | see a shake of
the head by the parlianentarian from Arizona.

MR GODWN: | think you've got a quorum You

don't have to have it

MR. MARSHALL: | think we do.
| appreciate everyone hanging out. W' Il have
some action here on this agenda. |1'd like you to note a

coupl e of additions to the agenda.

| have anot her proposed resolution that will be
distributed. In fact, let me begin distribution of the
two. | have one from Jake Jacobi: A proposed resolution

to support the Colorado GL exenption. And | have a
second one, fromDavid Walter, to support standardi zation
of exposure limts.

These will be presented with a short comercia

by each sponsor today. And we'll have tonorrow --
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think there are presentations on each tonorrow. And then
we can take action if appropriate at tonmorrow s session

(Pause.)

MR. MARSHALL: The last itemto be added is a
comment from Richard Ratliff. We'Ill deal with it at the
tail-end of today's session. It was an itemthat cane
out of last night's dinner nmeeting of OAS officers, the
host state of Texas and Chairman Greta Di cus about
getting support from our congressional representatives
for a couple issues.

Lastly, an itemthat we'll start with a thing
that Kathy Allen brought up, just a short note, a short,
levity item

Kat hy, do you want to take the floor for a

m nut e?

M5. ALLEN: Sure.

MR. MARSHALL: | appreciate everyone being
here. We will try our best to be out of here by five
o'clock. | think the hotel wants us out by 5:00, so
we'll try to stay on that schedul e.

MS. ALLEN: Jim Myers?

MR. MYERS: Yes?

MS. ALLEN: This is sonmething that Jim MWers
and | kind of put together. This is almst -- like the

contest, it's going to help you get your blood flow ng a
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little bit.

If you haven't been to the NRC web site, you
have to check this out -- I"'msorry -- the OSP web site:
This little button with, "What's new" |It's very cool
and it will keep you up to date with the latest. And, in
fact, Jimput on -- the agenda for this nmeeting on there.

So follow up and, at |least, look at it,
book-mark it, or whatever. Check it out. Okay?

To win fabul ous prizes: Do you know which star

was added in honor of the 31st Agreement State?

Everybody | ook. Here's the diagram |'mgoing to help
you narrow it down a little bit. |If | go too fast, just
hang on.

(Pause.)

MS. ALLEN: | love technology. Okay. There's

your stars.

(Laughter)

MS. ALLEN: | have A, B, C D E F, Gor H
Ever ybody t hi nk.

(Pause.)

MS. ALLEN: All right. Onhio is excluded
because they already called and asked. So forget it.

(Laughter)

MS. ALLEN: Marcia, no paying anybody to answer
it right.
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Okay. Does everybody know whi ch number you

have or -- which letter you have?

(Pause.)

MS. ALLEN: Okay. Everybody stand up, and keep
your number -- letter in your mind. Up, up, up

MR. MARSHALL: Play along here. This will only
take a mnute.

MS. ALLEN: Okay. Everybody, up, up, up

(Pause.)

MS. ALLEN: Have you got your letter? If you
have H, sit down.

(Pause.)

MS. ALLEN: G sit down.

(Pause.)

MS. ALLEN: C, sit down.

(Pause.)

MR ALLEN: Bob, sit down. You're from Chio.
You can't -- you don't count.

(Pause.)
MS. ALLEN: F, sit down.
(Pause.)
MS. ALLEN: E, sit down.
(Pause.)
MS. ALLEN: D, sit down.

(Pause.)
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MS. ALLEN: Okay. JinP

MR. MYERS: Yes?

(Laughter)

MS. ALLEN: Al right.

The standi ng peopl e should just have either A
or B. Right?

MR. MYERS: Uh- huh.

MS. ALLEN: Al right. Ready? A, sit down.

(Pause.)

MS. ALLEN: It was B. B was added. So, al
the Bs, stand up. And I'Il give you your prize.

(Pause.)

MS. ALLEN: Thank you.

MR. MARSHALL: Thank you, Kathy.

The first itemon the proposed agenda was
suggested by Ken Wangl er of North Dakota. And the title
that was stuck on it is, "A discussion on T Norm" wth
the question, "Are gas and oil rules included?" And
will turn the floor to Ken to open conments.

MR. WANGLER: You're catching nme by surprise

here, Stan.

This -- I've got to say that this is
something -- this was ny perception of Part NN And in
the last -- since |'ve said this, inreviewing it, |I'm

not sure that they are excl uded.
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Initially, when Part N came it, which was March
of '97 -- is that right?
March of '97, | think, for who ever raised
t hat .
| took those to -- ny understanding of them

then was that they were not very relevant to exploration

and production waste fromoil field activities. It
just -- the didn't seemto fit. | didn't know where they
fit in.

|'ve since reviewed themsince | spoke with
you, and |I'mnot sure that this is a relevant point of
di scussion any nore. And | also know that we're having a
big T NORM i npl enent ati on di scussion Friday afternoon and
Sat ur day.

MR. MARSHALL: Very good.

(Laughter)

MR. WANGLER: Real | y?

MR. MARSHALL: Let's nove to the first proposed
resolution, with comrents by Jake Jacobi

MR. JACOBI: 1'mnot going to say too
particularly nuch about this because |I've got a
presentation tonorrow, and it's about 20 m nutes. So
does anybody want to spend 20 minutes, and I'Il give it
now?

(No response.)
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MR. JACOBI: Basically, right now, the way the
regul ations are established -- and this resolution's for
the NRC, but the sane thing applies to the SSRs -- we
have two cl asses of licenses. Even though both cl asses
can expose their irradiation workers and, to their
remper-year |evel, can exceed release -- their rel ease
l[imts, we have one class which has to maintain exposures
bel ow a certain level, and the second cl ass doesn't.

W have one class of |icensees that have to
clean up an area before they |eave, that have to provide
instruction to workers and have to post radiation areas.
And we have the second class of |icensees that are exenpt
fromall of that.

And the proposal is basically very sinple in
saying that all licensees should be required to Iimt
radi ati on exposures to their workers and to the public.
It goes into a little nore detail on what we're
specifically asking, but it's basically to renove the
exenption that exists for source-material genera
l'i censees.

Ri ght now, they are exenpt from Part 19 and
Part 20. And there is -- in ny mnd, there is no basis
to say that this whole class of |icensees out there can
go and expose people to any |level they want wi thout

contr ol
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"Il talk nmore about that -- about mny
presentation. And maybe after the presentation at the
next business neeting would be the time to have this
di scussi on.

Let me just say one other thing. The proposa
to the NRC was co-signed and submtted by the State of
Col orado and the officers of the Organization of
Agreenent States. And | think the Federal Register
"Col orado and the Organi zati on of Agreenent
States." And |'ve heard some people get a little upset,
sayi ng, "The Organization did not approve this."

And so let ne clarify that it was the officers
of the Organization that submitted this. And | think
that's the way it was intended, and it got published

incorrectly in the Federal Register

And, Stan, since you co-signed it, if you have

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

any other comrents?

MR. MARSHALL: The proposed petition was
addressed by OAS officers in May, and | co-signed with
the State of Col orado on behal f of the officers only at
that time with regard to a filing process in mnd and an
urgency issue in Col orado.

The second proposed OAS resol ution, from David
Walter, is a proposal to standardize exposure limts.

Davi d?

16
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MR. WALTER: Originally, nmy idea on this was to
take this to the conference and put it in as a resolution
at that time, but it was discussed with me that | night
want to bring it before the OAS and give you all,
guess, a little fore-taste of the feast to cone.

We all have had an -- the OAS has al ready put
out a position paper that essentially says very nmuch the
same as what this ends up coming up with. And what |'d
like to do is bring this forth to you guys, let you take
a look at it and think about it during the discussions
tomorrow and the tal ks tomorrow that go on with the
cl earance criteria.

But the clearance criteria alone isn't the only
thing that's involved here. It has to do with just plain
exposure limts for everyone, and there are too many of
t hem

And it doesn't matter whether or not you | ook
at just the NRC or if you | ook at the NRC, EPA and DOE
all together; they're all on a different wave-| ength.

And | didn't even consider the | AEA one mlligram for
tools per year. | couldn't find any, to be honest, so
couldn't give you a good reference for it.

So l'd like you to take a ook at it and see
what you think about it and discuss it a little bit

tomorrow at the second part of the neeting. And if you
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want to go through with this as a resolution, | think
that woul d show unity, because | have a feeling that the
same or similar thing is going to happen with the
conference and that would just show that nuch nore unity
bet ween the two groups, as well

MR. BAILEY: David, may | ask a question?

MR WALTER: Yes.

MR. BAILEY: This does not reference sonme of
the things that the Arny Corps of Engineers is proposing.

MR. WALTER: No, it does not.

MR. BAILEY: And | think that they are
proposing still different Iimts than are here. And
those certainly need to be --

MR. WALTER: That nmay be.

MR. BAILEY: -- worked out --

MR. WALTER | haven't seen those linits, and
that's why they weren't put in here. But | nean all of
t he whereas's could be put into one just saying that,
"Whereas the follow ng rules or guidance docurments have
all these different criteria, it's a bunch of bunk."

(Laughter)

MR. WALTER  There should be one rule. There
shoul d be one milli-rem | mean a mlli-remis a
mlli-remis a mlli-remwhen it conmes to these exposure

l[imts. So why is it okay for 500 okay one place and why
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is it not okay, unless it's 1 milli-rem sonmewhere else?
And that was ny point in this.

But yes, any other places that anyone's aware
of that we can get docunentation and specification to put
into these would be a great thing to add.

MR. BAILEY: Just for a point of clarification,

does the Part N now address the 25 milli-rem or does it
go to 507

MR. PARIS: Part N has -- |eaves that open to
the states -- the inplementing states to sel ect.

MR. BAILEY: You know, well, | think we should

i ncl ude the CRCPD s recommendations and the |ist should
be made uniform

MR. WALTER: Do you mean on the resolution part
of it?

MR. BAILEY: Yes. | nean, and that's sonething
that, at least, if this organization's nmenbers support
it, it should be an easy thing to carry in the
conf erence.

MR. MARSHALL: Arizona?

MR GODWN: | notice this is talking about
federal agencies, yet there are to non-federal agencies
mentioned. And | would propose another one. The
National Council on Radiation Protection is not a federa

agency. The International Conm ssion on Radiation
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Protection is not a federal agency. And | would suggest
that these -- if we're going to talk about federa
agenci es, we need to del ete those.

And since this is tal king about exposure linmits

establ i shed by the federal agencies, | would -- for that
same reason, | would suggest the conference would not be
an appropriate addition to this -- or Part N

MR. MARSHALL: You'd suggest not adding the
conference, or just changing the title?

MR GODWN: | think it would be cleaner if we
do not add the conference and if we take out those two
counci | s.

MR. PARI'S: The Health Physics Society has al so
cone out with a position.

MR. MARSHALL: North Dakota?

MR. WANGLER:  Well, | think leaving the -- |
t hi nk | eaving those organi zations in there adds a | ot of
credibility to the standard that the NRC currently has.
That woul d be ny only reluctance to take themout. It
seems like it's such a free-for-all between the federa
agenci es that those other organi zati ons added sone
stability; any way, you had a nunber to shoot at.

MR. PARIS: And the conference.

MR. GODW N: But when you're tal king about

addressing federal agencies, that -- these people did not
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establish the federal standard, and that's what you're
tal ki ng about: The standardization of -- for linmts
established by U S. federal agencies.

MR. WANGLER: No. But | think you're asking
the federal agencies to set a uniformstandard. And
think it's still okay to say that there are some groups
out there, some very credible groups, who have nmade sone
references to standards that -- just as a bench or a
base-line --

MR. GODW N: Maybe --

MR. WANGLER: -- benchmark.

MR. GODWN: -- you need to change the title --
VO CE: Yes.

MR GODWN: -- to say that.

MR. MARSHALL: Steve, Illinois?

MR. COLLINS: The ISCRS, Inter-agency Steering
Conmittee on Radi ation Standards, has al ready been
charged to do just this. They've been working on it
several years and have nmade --

VO CE: No progress.

MR. COLLINS: -- very little progress --

(Laughter)

MR. COLLINS: -- in that basic charge.

They've made a | ot of progress in a |lot of

areas, but that one thing, the so-called risk
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standardi zation, is one area that, particularly, Joe and
| have basically been totally frustrated by the I ack of
progr ess.

And it's basically two different phil osophies
with one agency -- one of which -- we, by our witten
position statenment, pretty nmuch agreed with one
phi | osophy, as opposed to the other, but that other
agency having the authority by congress to set a basic
[imt, which is sonething right now that some of us would
not want to do at the nunmbers they're choosing under
t hei r phil osophy.

And this organi zation did present to the
Conmi ssion a position statement which basically said 100
mlli-remper year as a basic linmt, with each state
i mpl enenting fractions of that as they deemed fit for
certain areas or different -- by clean-ups as a portion
of that TED E.

So | woul d caution you about going forth with
this as it's currently worded w thout putting a
recomendati on as to what you thought that limt should
be. And, like |I said, the position statenment presented
to the Conmission by the OAS board in fact did have that
[imt init or -- limts.

MR. MARSHALL: Thank you, Steve.

MR. O KELLEY: Comment One: | don't think
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we've listed the linits at the boundaries of the nuclear
power plants in here, which could be added into it. And
under the part where it says howit will be resolved, it
says, "Set identical radiological release criteria."

Now, are we |ooking for release criteria, or are we
| ooking for exposure Iimts? | thought we were trying to
do exposure limts.

MR. MARSHALL: Let's --

MR. O KELLEY: And | think --

MR. MARSHALL: Let's hear fromDavid a
second --

MR. O KELLEY: -- it may be semantical, but --

MR. WALTER: All right. A couple of things
here. Let me make it clear that nmy intent fromthe
begi nning of this was to say, "For overall limts." And
in our discussions, virtually everything that we ended up
getting was, "Release criteria." And that's why it ended
up being that way.

This is something we threw together, to be
honest, to try and get ready for this nmeeting as quickly
as possi bl e because | planned on doing it for the CRCPD
But there are going to be -- obviously, as you guys have
poi nted out, there are sonme areas that we need to clean
this up a little bit.

But it's something that, because of the fact
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that we have this neeting now, if we're going to try and
give a unified stance on it, needed to cone forth now,
instead of trying to wait until later on. | --

MR. O KELLEY: You --

MR. WALTER: | would just prefer it to be just
t he maxi mum exposure limts.

MR. O KELLEY: Well, | was just wanting to make
sure | understood what we were referring to.

MR. MARSHALL: How about Ed and then Rol and and
St eve?

MR. BAILEY: The -- at the Health Physics
neeting, Greta gave a talk. And one of the points in her
talk was, essentially, the dose limt harnonization
effort. And it might be beneficial if we could get a
copy of that to |l ook at some of the suggestions that she
made and, basically, her commitnent to working on getting
dose harnoni zation -- reg. harnonization in general, |
guess, we should say.

MR. MARSHALL: Rol and?

MR. FLETCHER: Yes. If -- first of all, if,you
know, there's already a position paper in place, | would
have to al nost put them side by side to see where there
m ght be differences because | don't know what woul d be
t he added enphasis of this resolution if we al ready have

taken a position.
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But, secondly, based on all of the conversation
|'ve heard, this would have to be revised. First of all
the title, | believe, would need to be amended so that it
drops, "As Established by U S. Federal Agencies."

VWhat |'mhearing is: It's inportant to get the
vi ewpoi nts and positions of other organizations that are
not federal agencies. |If those viewpoints are nore
i mportant, then we need to, you know, drop all references
to standards set by federal agenci es.

That is also going to change the final, "Now,
therefore, be it resolved." So this is going to cause
some rather severe changes in this resolution, so | don't
know how we can focus on it at this neeting.

MR. MARSHALL: Steve, again?

MR. COLLINS: Okay. | believe the title of the
position paper had to do with cl ean-up standards.

MR. WALTER: Right, with clean-up standards.

MR. COLLINS: Even though, in the setting of
the basis for the clean-up standards as sone fraction of
a nore basic limt, | did go in there and tal k about 100
mlli-remper year TED E being a basic limt and tried to
establish that when | was drafting it.

The other thing is: Senator Dominici right
now, in charging GAO and doi ng sone other | ooking at

| SCRS and other -- at the federal agencies work, if this
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group could come together with a good position statenent
that is nore all-enconpassing -- or use that one -- as
well as a resolution, we have an opportunity here to be
nost effective at getting theminto the right influentia
hands at the right tine to maybe push the federa
agencies in the direction we want themto go, if this
group coul d agree on where they would |ike those
standards to end up, whether it's 100 mlli-rem per year
or 25 for air and 25 for liquid.

And right now, fromthe research work that
you're going to be hearing of in San Francisco or Chicago
or Washington, D.C., or in Atlanta, it's going to be
range of one to ten mlli-rema year for rel ease of
solids. And |'ve nmentioned 50 nmilli-remto the steering
conmittee, and all their chins dropped when | nentioned
it -- | nmean there was silence on the phone. But there
woul d have to be quite a bit added to that.

And if you haven't already heard fromconing to
t hose stake-hol der neetings, stay near an exit. | can't
get the NRCto tell ne what the bad | anguage is in the
letters they' ve received, but, apparently, since they
di scussed increased security for the nmeetings, they've
gotten sone coments and letters that, apparently, are
quite intense.

They' ve -- people don't want radioactive
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material in their babies' spoons and their fillings and
ot her things that are made out of recycled nmetals. |
don't know if they don't remenber that everything's
radi oactive to begin with, but they don't want one atom
froma nucl ear plant cycle anywhere in it because that's
dangerous atonms as conpared to those NORM at oms.

(Pause.)

MR. MARSHALL: |[|'ve nmade notes. And | think
Ri chard has made notes, and | hope David has made notes.
I's there an action on this resolution at this time?

Arizona, a comment?

MR. GODWN: | would urge the group not to
change the title, but, rather, drop out those independent
organi zations. W have no authority over the
I nternational Comm ssion on Radiation Protection
There's no way we can change any of their particular
things. And that's what you would be saying if you
changed the title. W have no authority over the
Nati onal Council and don't have any nenmbership | don't
believe on the National Council on Radiation Protection.

So, you know, it's -- these are separate
organi zations, and | don't think their standards actually
exactly dove-tail with each other. | would suggest that
we probably should drop those out.

I'd al so renmind you that this dog's going to
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cone around and bite you again when you start talking
about these mine wastes and oil wastes and all these
ot her things and you start trying to set them | think
the industry would have a good argunent for saying that
the states ought to get their acts together and set the
sanme standard across the board for all the NORM waste
materials that are going to be com ng out.

And while that may appear to bring in the
conference, since there's no national standard-setting
for that particular type of waste, | really would not
want to bring the conference into it. | think they ought
to do their business separately. And by bringing EPA in,
if there's going to be a national standard, EPA would be
the one to set it. So you already have that area
cover ed.

So | would urge not bringing the conference in,
and deleting these two radiati on protection conm ssions
and council. Thank you.

MR. MARSHALL: California?

MR. BAILEY: | guess |I'mnot foll ow ng your
| ogi c, Aubrey, because we also don't have control over
t hese federal agencies.

(Laughter)

MR. BAILEY: And so | would think that we would

want to present to all relevant organizations who are
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promulgating limts, if you want to call themthat -- and

the word used is "limts," and not "regul ations" -- we
woul d want to enphasize to all these organizations that,
at least, this body feels it's inportant that they all --
they we all get our acts together, whether it's us as
states or the feds as federal agencies or any kind of
nati onal advisory groups. And --

MR. GODWN: | would suggest that the federa
agencies in theory, at |least, represent us through their
el ect ed bosses.

MR. BAILEY: Well --

MR. GODWN: That could be -- you know, on the
ot her hand, the national council and all nmay or may
not -- we may or may not belong to an organization that
supplies soneone there. | would think --

MR BAILEY: But we do --

MR GODWN: -- it would be nore appropriate to
have it as a separate resolution to bring themin and
retain this federal identity group as separate and
unique. | think the coments that were nmade relative to
nam ng sonme -- placing some nunber as a suggested limt
have a lot of validity.

But | really would hate to see taking out the,

"Standards as Set by the U S. Federal Agencies," as the

title. | think it would be a mstake to pull that out.
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| woul d al so suggest to you that the national counci
probably mekes recomrendati ons, and they m ght argue -- |
don't know for sure, but they m ght argue that they don't
set standards. They -- it may be that they're a
standard-setting group. |'mnot sure how they view
t hemsel ves.

But if you do that, then how woul d you | ook at

the ANSE standards and things like that? What -- sonme of
t hose coul d eventually have sone nunbers in them | nean
when does this end? | mean you stick to a government

agency. You have a good group to work with. And then
you can stick with the other agencies, and that's another
clearly-identified group. And | would suggest two
resol uti ons would be desirable in this particul ar case.

MR. MARSHALL: Have we beat this up enough
wi t hout a notion yet?

(Pause.)

MR. MARSHALL: |'ve got three hands waving,
still.

Rhode | sl and?

MR. DUNDULIS: | think -- just follow ng up on
Aubrey's train of thought, the reason that | think you
should elimnate the NCRP and the ICRP is: They are --
even though they may be consensus standards, they are

just recommendati ons which have no | egal inpact unti
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they are incorporated by reference or otherwi se utilized
to adopt statutory requirenents.

Al'l of the other things that are listed in here
are actual statutory requirenents which exist. And if
the title is, "Exposure Linmits as Established by U S.

Federal Agencies," then you should probably limt it to
t hose that have statutory inpact, because that's really
the source of confusion.

These are all legally-binding limts that
are -- that appear to have totally different nunbers,
wher eas, these other two are voluntary standards. Now,
they may have scientific basis and maybe the benchnmark
that all these others should be addressed to, but, if
you' re tal king about inconsistency anong federa
agenci es, then you should Ilinit it -- the notion should
at least be limted to those areas which actually are
statutory, as opposed to advisory.

And | think that's -- the point Aubrey's trying
to make is: You're mxing apples and oranges.

MR. MARSHALL: Massachusetts?

MR HALLISEY: Yes. | --

Aubrey, | read this a little differently. And
| think that there is a possibility that, if you go into

the, "Be it resolved," and take out the word, "federal,"

and just say, "other involved agenci es and
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organi zations may influence the federal people in comng

to their decision, but you are | ooking at the federa
agenci es' regul ati ons.

Is that a possibility? 1t doesn't say that
you're resolving that NCRP or | CRP does sonething.

MR GODWN: If that's a question to me, |

still think it's better without it. And it --

MR. HALLISEY: Well, | agree it's federa
gui dance. But why not involve themin the -- all it
says -- what this, "Be it resolved," says to do?

MR GODWN: | understand. | --

MR. HALLI SEY: Yes.

MR. GODWN: | would recommend that we put

a

nunber in that, "Be it resolved." And | would -- again,

| woul d suggest not putting these others in there. |

think it's a cleaner resolution to government agenci es.

| think a clean resolution to them |CRP, NCRP and the

conference, would make a delightful new resol ution.

MR. MARSHALL: |'ve got two sign cards: One in

| i ne, and Davi d.

Davi d, do you want to speak?

MR. WALTER: Let me just give you an idea of

the flow first of this because the first and second,

"Whereas" -- the first, "Wereas," is not
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regul atory-based for all of those three situations: EPA,
NCRP and ICRP. But it sets a standard of 100 milli-rem
The second one is a standard, which is also 100
mlli-rem Then you start seeing all of the variations
on the standards after that.

More than anything el se, the reasoning for

putting that first, "Wereas," in there is to set a
precedent by which you can |look at -- and then we can put
that in the, "Therefore,"” and add in 100 mlli-remif we

wi sh, but it sets a precedent to show where the mgjority
of the suggestions and recomendati ons and so forth are
at this point in tinme.

Now, whether that stays in there or not is
really neither here nor there, but it does set the basis.
That's the reason for that.

MR. MARSHALL: We'll take the last two
comment s.

MR GODWN:. M. Chairman, as rebuttal, | would
suggest that the FRC gui dance is indeed |egally binding.
That's the guidance that has been approved by the
President of the United States that is to be used by
ot her federal agencies in selecting what portions to go
under what part of the exposure limts.

So, whereas it's nice to say that it's not a

regul ation, per se, itself -- indeed, he's correcting
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that, but it is a legally-binding requirement fromthe
Federal Radi ation Council as approved by the President of
the U S. for federal agencies.

MR. MARSHALL: Joe?

MR. KLINGER: You know, it seenms pretty sinple
to me. This is good background. It flows |ogically.
And then, if you | ook at the neat of the whole thing,
"Now, therefore, be it resolved," and then just change
that last word and, instead of, "Radiological rel ease
criteria," to, "Standards," you know, | think we're okay.

MR. MARSHALL: Change which part to,

" St andar ds" ?

MR. BAILEY: The very last --

MR. KLINGER: Yes. The very |last sentence
there, "And an identical set of radiological standards

for all federal agencies," because that's the nmeat of it.
You're linmting what you're asking themto do to the
federal agencies. The other stuff is background, and
think it's inportant background.

MR. O KELLEY: Do you want to add that,
"Exposure standards," or, "Standards"?

MR, KLINGER: And even the title, | think, we
ought to change: "Standardi zation of Radiation Limts,"
or -- instead of, "Exposure Limts" -- to say, "Radiation

Limts," instead of, "Exposure Limts," on the title, and
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then, like | said, on the | ast sentence.

MR. MARSHALL: M ke, you've been very patient.

MR. BRODERICK: It may be useful to clarify why
we're referring to the NCRP and | CRP by sayi ng sonet hi ng
i ke, "Whereas the FRG sets a dose linmt of 100
mlli-rens to the public and this has been supported by
prestigi ous groups such as the I CRP and NCRP." That
m ght be a way to clarify why those are being brought in,
particularly --

VO CE: Yes. That's good.

MR. BRODERICK: -- for those who are critica
of EPA' s standards.

VO CE: That will work.

MR. MARSHALL: Ed?

MR. FRY: Back on that -- Mel Fry from North
Carolina. On that issue, though, wasn't it the other way
around, that those international and national bodies set
t he standard and EPA copied it?

MR. MARSHALL: [|'mnot sure that David heard
that, but | think that's right.

Ji n?

MR. McNEES: That last line -- in the last line
of -- that, "Now, therefore, it is resolved," on the |ast
line of the page, it might be better if we replaced the

word, "ldentical,"” with the word, "Consistent."
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MR. WALTER: May | recommrend that you table
them-- this at this point in tine because we know that
there are some things that are going to have to be
changed in this at this point? | have the disk. 1"l
just have to find a conputer | can use wi th WrdPerfect,
and | can make the changes that have been suggested here.
| did not hear what was being said, the |ast thing, but
["msure | will hear about it.

MR. MARSHALL: Mel commented --

Go ahead and, quickly, reiterate.

MR. FRY: You nmade the statenent -- or sonebody
did -- that the EPA set it and | CRP and NCRP recognized
EPA's action. It was the other way around. ICRP did it,
NCRP went al ong with I RCP, and EPA adopted what the two
reconended - -

MR WALTER: Oh.

MR. FRY: -- | believe.

MR. GODWN: Well, actually, the publication
cited came out after FRC got it.

MR. MARSHALL: Rol and?

MR. FLETCHER: If a notion is in order, | nove
that this matter be tabled until the naker has the tine
to rewite and represent the notion --

MR. O KELLEY: Second.

MR. FLETCHER: -- or the resol ution.
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MR. MARSHALL: There has been a notion and
second that this be tabled. | allowed this to go on a
l[ittle bit because |I think we needed to have it now, not
tonorrow at five o'clock

Thank you, David, for hearing all coments.

Is there a vote in favor? All those say aye.

(A chorus of ayes)

MR. MARSHALL: Opposed?

(No response.)

MR. MARSHALL: The same. The notion -- the
proposed resolution is tabled. We'Ill see it tonorrow

The next itemnoted is nominations for an OAS
chair-el ect.

MR. DUNDULIS: A point of order: W haven't
done anything with Jake's motion. It was di scussed, but
it's in abeyance.

MR JACOBI: | think |I had asked that, since
|'ve got a presentation tonorrow on it, to --

MR. MARSHALL: It is sinply presented at this
tinme.

(Pause.)

MR. MARSHALL: The nominations for chair-elect.
| solicited nom nations fromall agreement states, and
personally talked to Bill Sinclair, who accepted

nom nation. | also personally talked to Kathy Allen, who
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al so accepted. At this time, we have Bill Sinclair

Ut ah,

and Kathy Allen, Illinois.

I will clarify that the organization of

Agreenent States is not -- a not-for-profit organization.

We're

not incorporated, and we're not so organi zed that

we have by-laws in place. For those new faces and you

new to this process: You don't have to be a radiation

program director to be an OAS officer. That's why we've

got some of the nom nations in place as we have.

| also had two ot her suggested nom nees, who

are in a position at this tine not to accept. |

believe -- 1'mgoing to | eave them un-nanmed. They were

good nomi nations, as all of you are, and | will sinply

pass those on to Ed for consideration next year

Are there any other nom nations for

chair-elect? | would explain that this is a three-year

sentence --

(Laughter)

MR. MARSHALL: -- or nore. You might be |eft
intoget it right. Chair-elect becomes Chair, and Chair
becomes Chair-past, to provide sone -- for sone

continuity in this group. Ed Bailey, as current

Chair-elect, will take office January 1 if he stays in

pl ace.

And - -

(Laughter)
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MR. MARSHALL: -- | will become Chair-past if |
stay in place. And Chair-elect will join us to guide the
group. Activities have included nonthly tel e-conference
with the OAS officers, other states, | think, as they
choose to join us and, also, the NRC and OSP staff to
tal k about stuff.

Anot her official activity has been the -- |
t hi nk, now, our third or fourth year -- annual Comm ssion
briefing. The Comm ssion briefings had been in the
spring of the year. W had scheduling problens through
April -- fromspring until now. W have the briefing
schedul ed now for October 20.

And we've also elected to conbine a CRPD joi nt
presentation with OAS comments, and, at that tine, |'ll
join Bob Hallisey in Washington, D. C., to present that
bef ore the Commi ssion

Personally, | think -- and I'mjust going to
offer an idea. | don't think that the fall briefing is a
bad idea at all. | think, with the flow of the My
conference -- many of us go in and out of our fiscal year
July 1 -- this nmeeting, if it were to becone a standard
in Septenber or October with a chairman or -- with a
Conmi ssion briefing within a month or so after, is not a
bad fl ow.

It gives Bob -- and nyself, in this case -- the
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benefit of 31 plus four others -- the input before we go
to that Conmi ssion briefing, as opposed to waiting
anot her six nmonths to brief chairmen or -- with Ed
briefing chairmen -- the Conm ssion six nmonths from now.
| personally think it's not a bad idea for a fal

Conmi ssi on briefing.

Ed?
MR BAILEY: | think I'mnot sure that the time
of the -- the calendar tine of the Conmi ssion briefing is

necessarily critical or should be fixed, you know, set in
stone. We will have a new chairman coni ng on board
sometine. And | think, even if we've had a briefing as
schedul ed now, that we should strive to have a Comm ssion
briefing within the first two to three nonths after the
chai rman cones on board.

I know several states, as a matter of course,
have their -- have a neeting with the EPA, the --
what ever she's called, the adninistrator --

MR. MARSHALL: Yes, the admnistrator

MR. BAILEY: -- purposely go to Washi ngton
every time there's a change in the admnistrator of the
EPA and make their presence known. And | think that wll
be inmportant, particularly if he does go through the
confirmation process and does beconme the chairnman,

because | do not believe he has great deal of famliarity
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with the agreenent states program So it would be very

hel pful to have himbriefed early.
MR. MARSHALL: That's a good point.
MR. KLINGER: Did you open this for

nom nati ons?

MR. MARSHALL: | think I did, indirectly.

Is there any other -- are there any other

nom nati ons for OAS Chair-elect.

(Pause.)

MR. FLETCHER: I'd l'i ke the nom nations be

cl osed on the afore-nenti oned nanes.
MR, MARSHALL: Is there a second?

VO CE: Second.

MR. MARSHALL: All those in favor say aye.

(A chorus of ayes)
MR. MARSHALL: Opposed?

(No response.)

MR. MARSHALL: We will -- in the draft agenda,
it's suggested that we vote tonorrow. W can do that now
or later, now that we're cl osed.

(Pause.)

MR. MARSHALL: Let's hold it for tonorrow.

MR. FLETCHER: St an?

MR. MARSHALL: We'll let thempolitic tonight

over Ruth's barbecue.
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MR. FLETCHER: Stan?

MR. BAILEY: And see -- how good they are at
pressing the flesh and addressing the crowd.

(Laughter)

MR. MARSHALL: Rol and?

MR. FLETCHER: | wanted to make one foll ow up
to your comment because | think a fall Comm ssion
briefing is a good idea, but | don't think that we should
get a mind-set that we can only have one Comi ssion
briefing a year, because there are al ways subjects and
states and positions that we may need to el evate.

Unfortunately, it just is so difficult
coordi nating these things that it makes it seemlike we
only have one shot. But -- 1'd like to, you know, stick
to the fall, but 1'd like to have open the potential for
doing it another time during the year, also.

MR. MARSHALL: | appreciate that comment. |
would also like to add to it that we keep our mnds open
to multiple briefings and we keep NRCs mind open to
payi ng for multiple briefings.

(Laughter)

MR. MARSHALL: CQur | odge and per diem and
travel is inportant.

Ri chard?

MR. RATLIFF: Yes. \What | was going to
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suggest, too -- what has happened over the, | think, five
years that |'ve been on the executive comrmittee nowis
that we get together, and the executive determ nes what
to brief.

And | think, since we're neeting now and we're
not going to go until October, it would be good to have
anybody here who has ideas that are real pressing issues
that wants the executive committee to take to the
Conmi ssion to bring those up, because we're not only
going to do the briefing of the Comm ssion, but we're
going to brief the new EDO and Deputy EDO

As -- you got the nmeno | ast week. NRC has
changed their organization, and they're going to talk
about that. So it gives us a chance to do both |evels.
And so | think it's inportant that, if there are certain
i ssues that the states want, we need to really get those
forward to Stan so we can brief themon what's
interesting or inportant to you and not just the
executive comittee.

MR. MARSHALL: Rol and?

MR. FLETCHER: | wanted to touch on anot her
matter so that we could be thinking about it. This is
also the --

(Pause.)

MR. MARSHALL: Go ahead.
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MR. FLETCHER: This is also the opportunity for
t he agreenent states to put menbers of their staff or
themselves in the | MPEP teams and on the MRBs. And we
are rapidly coming to the end of the year. | have -- |
think we all received a schedul e of next year. And there
are some needs that need to be filled.

There are at |east | MPEP team -- new | MPEP t eam
menbers needed, one of whom needs to have sone SS&D
experience. W also need to | ook at bringing in sone
addi tional or replacenment staffers for the Managenent
Revi ew Board.

One of the reasons it's inportant to designate
the | MPEP t eam nmenbers here is because training is
usual |y scheduled in January. So that's anple tine for
themto prepare to get that training.

I"mnot going to ask for anyone here, but, for
tomorrow s neeting, if you have someone in nind, | would
appreciate it, you know, being witten down: The nane,
contact, et cetera. And, you know, we'll go fromthere.
And i f anybody who's on these teans would like to
conment, well, just feel free.

MR. MARSHALL: Thank you.

The last printed itemis noted, "Consideration
of Secretary-elect.”" And |'ve noted nyself and Richard

to talk on this. I'Il start if it's okay.
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| mentioned the three-year sentence for
Chair-elect, Chair and Past-chair. And Richard and | had
a discussion that it might provide for sone continuity to
consider a Secretary-elect as an assistant secretary the
| ast of the three-year termfor, in this case, Richard.
Richard is going into his |ast year as Secretary.

And | think the fourth person -- the fourth OAS
of ficer of Secretary is an inportant one. And it's just
an observation that, as we herky-jerk along with trying
to hold, you know, a chair in place for a couple of
years, we consider the same thing for Secretary and make
it less abrupt. | don't know that there's anything el se
to say.

MR. RATLIFF: | think it's -- the main thing is
that the Secretary position -- this was Wayne Kerr's
i dea, one of the better ideas, because we -- |ike we've
said earlier today, there's no official by-laws or any
organi zation. But Wayne took it upon hinself to keep
many of the records together. And so he did the notion,
and TomH Il did a great job of getting together all of
the historical records. W have a file of all the
noti ons that have passed.

And the Secretary is a three-year position,
and -- three cal endar years. And so | know |I'm not going

to run next tine. And so, in the past, it has been --
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you know, Tom had been on the executive comrttee. And
|'ve been on there.

So, you know, it's standard that Ed woul d have
to take it, but, if not, we really need someone who woul d
really have a chance to get involved and know t hat
they're going to get two file-drawers -- |large
file-drawers full records and they are the keeper of
those records.

MR. MARSHALL: This is only brought up for
di scussion at this time. It's intended only for
di scussion, if there are any interested volunteers, to
| et us know by tonmorrow s neeting. And we mght, you
know, vote on the idea or vote on nonminations. |If no one
wants it and no one likes the idea, we can drop it, too.

MR.  FRY: Stan, in the context of the idea and
t hen needing to get sonebody to serve, there seens to be
general agreement that we do this. Wy don't we nake a
notion now to do this and then, at tonmorrow s neeting,
el ect sonmebody that you've corralled into vol unteering?

(Laughter)

MR. FRY: You may have a harder tine doing that
from before.

MR. MARSHALL: |Is there --

MR FRY: 1'd like to make the notion that we

create a position during the last year of the Secretary



A WD

o O

~

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

248
for the term-- for a position of Secretary-elect.

VO CE: Second.

MR. MARSHALL: | didn't hear the corral part by
m. So | -- that's -- | hear the notion and second.
MS. SHULTS: | just have a question. So then

woul d t hat person have to serve four years?

MR. RATLIFF: Yes.

MR. MARSHALL: Yes.

MR. BAILEY: Well --

MR. MARSHALL: Well, they would be allowed to
serve four years; they wouldn't have to.

MS. SHULTS: [|I'msorry. Excuse ne.

MR. BAILEY: Stan, let's think about that.
That's a long time. We might shorten the termto two
years with a one-year overlap. That's a good point,
because that's like getting married to it or sonething

MR. FRY: |'d accept that amendnent to ny
noti on.

MR. MARSHALL: |Is there a second to the
amendment to shorten it to a three-year termtotally?

VO CE: Second.

MR. MARSHALL: Those in favor of the amendnent
say aye.

(A chorus of ayes)

MR. MARSHALL: Opposed?
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(No response.)

MR. MARSHALL: Now we vote on the original,
now- anended notion that the Secretary-elect be for a
t hree-year period. All those in favor?

MR. DUNDULIS: No. That the --

MR. MARSHALL: Excuse ne?

MR. DUNDULI'S: The Secretary-elect for a
t hree-year period?

MR. MARSHALL: Secretary-elect -- no.

MR. BAILEY: To establish the position --

MR. MARSHALL: That the --

MR. DUNDULIS: To establish the position of
Secretary-elect. And --

MR. MARSHALL: And the term of Secretary for
two years --

VO CE: Correct.

MR. MARSHALL: -- is now the anmended noti on.

(Pause.)

MR. MARSHALL: \What do you want?

(Laughter)

MS. ALLEN: | want to really confuse things.
And | don't know if this is the tinme or after your vote.
But we are not incorporated; we don't really have by-Iaws
or anyt hi ng.

MR. MARSHALL: Correct.
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MS. ALLEN: Some of the stuff that Richard's
going to tal k about tonmorrow has to do with finances and
arrangi ng neetings and things like that. So one of the
things that | was thinking about is, Wiy don't we try and
become a tax-exenpt organization so that we really becone
an organi zation, and do the by-laws thing? And then that
woul d make the Secretary a Secretary/ Treasurer
conbi nati on thing.

MR. RATLIFF: Are you saying, Kathy, that you
woul d wi t hdraw from Chair-el ect and go for
Secretary/ Treasurer?

MS. ALLEN:  Huh- huh.

(Laughter)

MR. MARSHALL: Let me add -- |I'mnot going to
clarify your conment. |1'mgoing to add to it.
Tonorrow s di scussion --

MR. DUNDULI S: Point of order: It's discussion
not germane to a notion on the fl oor.

VO CE: Yes.

MR. MARSHALL: Ckay. What do you want to do?

MS. ALLEN: Well, unless you change -- well, |
guess you coul d pass -- you could probably vote on the
notion to accept the Secretary thing and then evaluate a
notion to change it to Secretary/ Treasurer as a separate

t hi ng.
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MR. MARSHALL: | think we're at -- we need to
vote on the anended notion, that we have a
Secretary-elect position with a two-year term as
Secretary.

VO CE: Second.

MR. MARSHALL: All those in favor?

(A chorus of ayes)

MR. MARSHALL: Opposed?

(No response.)

MR. MARSHALL: So be it.

Now, you're still at the mic

MS. ALLEN: | was just here to answer
qguesti ons.

MR. MARSHALL: GCkay. Thank you.

Ri chard had a tentative |ast itemthat cane up.

MR. BAILEY: Can | ask a question?

MR. MARSHALL: Yes, of course.

MR. BAILEY: Are we going to discuss the other
suggestion tonmorrow? |s that what |'m hearing? |
don't -- I'msort of left -- | don't know where we are on
this issue. | mean | think the discussion of
i ncorporation and all of that is maybe nore than a
one-day di scussion, because there's a whole | ot of stuff
to be done. And | would offer that what we ought to do

i's have the executive board review this i ssue and cone
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back with a recomendati on next year

VO CE: Here, here.

MR. DUNDULI S: So noved.

MS. SHULTS: Second.

MR. MARSHALL: There's a nmotion and a second to
do that.

(Laughter)

MR. MARSHALL: [I'mserious. W're all tired
here.

MR. RATLIFF: Stan?

MR. MARSHALL: | think we understand it.

MR. RATLIFF: Okay. |I'mjust -- that was for
t he person taking the notes.

MR. MARSHALL: Al in favor of waiting say aye.

(A chorus of ayes)

MR. MARSHALL: Opposed?

(No response.)

MR. MARSHALL: Okay. Well, I will say that the
intent of the itemtonorrowis sinply to talk about what
Ri chard went through to host this very nice neeting in
order to help Ken or anyone that hosts next year and
subsequent hosts, because there's sonme stuff that goes on
now the NRC is not paying for it, and there's a | ot of
wor k that goes on, even nedium and small prograns.

Yes, Ken can do this, but it's just an
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operational discussion so that we understand and not end
up changing locations mid-way through the year. | was
not really intending to go after incorporation and al
that. We obviously have separated the two, and we'l
| eave it that way.

Ri chard?

MR RATLIFF: What | would like to recomend --
you know, the executive comrittee will look at this --
but that we assign or get volunteers for a group to | ook
at this in the interim because | know Kat hy has pursued
this and Ruth MBurney and our staff has pursued it --
and others with CRCPD -- so that there's a working group
that could really look at all the ins and outs and what
we would really need to do to cone back to the executive
comm ttee.

And | think that would work real good where you
could get a separate working group |ooking at this whole
i ssue and what it would take. And | guess we can -- the
executive committee can rule on that, but | think that's
a good way to go.

Last ni ght, when we had dinner with Greta, one
of the things she pointed out was -- because we had sone
i nteresting things back and forth, and she never got mad
at Ed once. That was pretty good.

(Laughter)
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MR. RATLIFF: And -- but she said she really
needs our support on itenms of budget where they've got
t heir budget pending now and they're trying to get sone
general revenue noney that would not be tied to fee base,
and that we really need to try to get each of our
conmi ssi oners or heads of our agency, or how ever we work
them with our inter-governnental policy, to wite to our
senators and representatives to really support the NRC
program for funds that are not based on |license fees for
t he agreenent states program because -- she said the
agreement states program believe it or not, is the nost
expensi ve programthat's not a |licensee or registrant,
nore than international prograns.

And so | think it's one of the things that, if
we really are going to be successful -- fromthe chairnen
over the years, we've witten to different comittees of
NRC and very sel dom got responses at all. But | think
each state, through their senators and representatives,
brings this issue forward, we have a much greater chance
of doing it.

And that's -- what Greta appealed to us to do
istotry and see what we can do. Sone states won't even
be able to wite a letter, | know. Ohers, though, it
may be easier.

But | think, if we can get nore of the U S
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congress fol ks know what the agreement states programis
because -- quite frankly, Greta said that, in severa
i nstances, especially one recently in Tennessee, congress
didn't even know that they had authorized agreenent
states. And they didn't know that other states had the
authority to do what NRC did.

And so she really asked that we do this, and
really would nake that a challenge to all the states: To
try to, within the next few nonths, get a letter from
your head of your agency, or how ever you have to do
it -- if it has to go through your governor, or
what ever -- to the NRC supporting the agreenment states
program and directly funding -- that they be funded not
out of funds that have to be recovered through fees.

MR. WANGLER: Didn't we have a nodel letter out
a couple of years ago? Didn't we have a nodel letter out
from-- was it fromM ke Broderick -- that tal ked about
supporting a vote in congress to fund NRC s budget as
pr oposed?

MR. BRODERICK: | wrote one a couple of years
ago. There was a nmove by the nucl ear power industry, of
all people. And what | tried to do was tie it into that
but, also, get that old dead horse of the NRC-funded
training -- bring that into it.

MR. MARSHALL: Roger?
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MR. SUPPES: | was wondering about this
organi zati on adopting a resolution to be forwarded to

congress supporting the NRC, in support of agreenent

st ates.

VO CE: [indiscerni bl e]

(Laughter)

MR. MARSHALL: [I'Il take it on

Ari zona?

MR. GODWN: | would suggest to you that the
nost effective letters come fromyour congress -- cone to

your congressnen fromyou. An organization? Yes, it
wi Il have sonme inpact, but they can brush it off.

But | know, if you're witing your congressmen
or the governor's witing the congressional del egation or
you're witing it and it |looks like it's comng fromthe
governor -- it doesn't really matter -- it's far nore
ef fective than sone organization they really haven't
heard of and they suspect is probably |obbying on behal f
of one of the federal agencies and they're not real sure
they want to go with that, any way.

But when ever it cones out of their state
capital to them they'll read it. They m ght not vote
for you, but they'll read it, and it will have nore
i mpact than any other kind of letter.

MR. MARSHALL: That point was enphasized | ast
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ni ght at dinner by C ndy Jones and Greta, who said yes,
it cones fromthe congress through the agency and they
respond within three days and it's a drop-dead kind of a
thing. You do it, and there's no other priority.

MR. O KELLEY: Stan?

MR. MARSHALL: Pearce?

MR. O KELLEY: | recommend we support this. W
don't want the NRC follow ng FDA's precedent of trying to
charge our licensees to support their program And, you
know, if there's anything we can do to hel p FDA get
funding so they don't charge our registrants, that would
be wonderful, as well. So you may as well wite two,

i nstead of one.

MR. MARSHALL: Are there any other comrents on
that iten®

(Pause.)

MR. MARSHALL: Do | hear a notion to adjourn on
time?

MR, WHATLEY: |'ve got a cuss.

MR, MARSHALL: No?

MR. WHATLEY: This whol e end down here has been
quiet all day. Okay? It won't take but a second.

MR. O KELLEY: And we appreciate it.

(Laughter)

MR. VWHATLEY: We've got -- Stan, you -- awhile
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ago, you used the term-- in talking to Ed, you said --
were speaking of, "If you stay in place." Well, that
m ght not be within our controls. | want to conmend you

on one of the first things you did today, and that was
recogni zi ng some people that are no longer with us. And
there are others.

And | think, you know, none of us or none of
our prograns -- we're not here -- we're here where we are
t oday because sonebody went before us and did a good job.
And | think it's appropriate at any of our neetings,
what ever they are, where we are as a group here -- this
may be the last tine this group of people here ever gets
t oget her as a group.

And | just think it's appropriate to call out
the nanes of folks that are no longer with us. There
were several others -- one was very vocal at this neeting
| ast year -- that are no longer here. And | just think
it's appropriate that we do that.

So there's a few states that have sonebody
that's no longer there. | don't. But | -- if you do,
you might like to recognize them

MR. FRY: North Carolina will never be the
sane.

MR. MARSHALL: Aaron will be mssed.

VO CE: [indiscernible] contributed nore than
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just [indiscernible] itself.

MR MARSHALL: He'll be m ssed.

Are there others?

MR. O KELLEY: 1'd like to express ny
appreciation for the | eadership that was shown to nme in
our program from Hayward Sheely. He was an integral part
of this group in the Conference of Radiation Control
Program Directors, and we also mss his gentle way of
showi ng us the right way.

(Pause.)

MR. MARSHALL: |Is there a notion to adjourn?

MS5. ROGERS: | have one thing that's on anot her
t opi c.

MR. MARSHALL: Pl ease.

M5. ROGERS: If you need a ride, nmeet us out in
front at 6:00. For those of you who are driving, | have

maps. And if you have a car, even if you didn't
vol unteer to drive, please see if you can pick sonebody
up and take themwith you. And, lastly, if you drive,
you have to bring those people back, too.

MR. O KELLEY: \Which day?

(Laughter)

MS. ROGERS: Thank you, all

MR. MARSHALL: | heard a nmotion and a second.

Al'l those in favor to adjourn?
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(A chorus of ayes)

MR. MARSHALL: Opposed?

(No response.)

MR. MARSHALL: We'll see you at Ruthie's.
(Whereupon, at 5:00 p.m, the neeting was

to reconvene at 8:00 a.m Thursday, Septenber



