10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COWM SSI ON

* k k k%

OAS MEETI NG

* k k k%

St ono Ball room
Doubl et ree Hot el

Charl eston, North Carolina

Monday, October 2, 2000



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

PROCEEDI NGS

[8:30 a. m]
MR. BAI LEY: Good norning, everyone. |'mvery happy
to have all of you turn out here today. | think those of you

who have been here for a few hours realize that this is
probably one of the best sites we've ever had for one of these
meeti ngs.

Wt hin wal king di stance, there's plenty to eat and
drink and if you don't want to do those two things, then
there's historical things to go through [inaudi ble] where the
war and regression started.

[ Laught er . ]

MR. BAILEY: | learned sonething, sort of reading
about [inaudible] like this. That wasn't the first time South
Carolina had defeated the Union. They did it one tinme
previously and they just couldn't get anybody to go along with
them So that's two tries, and that may be what we do a | ot of
here today.

| would Iike to recogni ze that South Carolina put
toget her [inaudible] plenty of time to enjoy the town. | hope
you take the tine to do that.

We' ve al so made sonme changes in the agenda. You'l
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notice we're not having the business neeting right at 5:00 at

night. |It's usually starting at 6:00, until everybody
[1 naudi ble.] We're going to have it in the norning and we
[inaudi ble] to get it over wth.

We're going to the top of the agenda, noving right
along. We're going to go straight to Chip Caneron, the
facilitator, and if you're talking too long, that's my probl em
And we do control these mcs down here. [lnaudible.] So we're
going to nake this nove.

| think we're [inaudible] majority of the work
putting the programtogether [inaudible] all over.

There's one thing, though, I've got to tell you.

There is [inaudible.] At the [inaudible,] you're just going to
have to back off, because |'ve seen things here |I've never seen
before in ny life. He brought nme into a bachelorette party
because [inaudible] | was here and | saw plenty there

[i naudi ble.] And you're going to have to get off [inaudible.]

[ I naudi bl e. ]

Less than a block fromhere is a sushi and
[ i naudi bl e] place. So we'll all go down there, if you want.

"' mgoing to go ahead and sit down and we're going to

do this all along. W're going to get up here [inaudible] and
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4
sit down, and I'mgoing to [inaudible,] who is our host, and

"1l say right up front, [inaudible.] Mke his life
[ i naudi bl e. ]

Pearce?

MR. O KELLEY: Good nmorning. Payback is hell and not
only did you give ne a hard tinme, but you stole half ny lines I
was going to tal k about this norning.

But | do want to wel cone you all here and hope you
all have a very good tinme. There is a whole ot to do and al
within relative short wal king distance. [Ilnaudible] also one
of the nice places [inaudible] just a few short mles out of
the city.

| want you to know that Charleston is a unique place
in the State of South Carolina. [Inaudible] |ocal [inaudible]
have a way of describing Charleston, several ways. One of them
is being the [inaudible.]

As anybody who has | ooked at the maps, they know that
Charl eston is surrounded by two rivers [inaudible] to formthe
Atl antic Ocean.

And | also want to thank all of you people for having
the, | guess, courage or maybe [inaudible] to cone to South

Carolina during hurricane season. [Ilnaudible] clean house at
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t he NRC.

[ Laught er . ]

MR. O KELLEY: But | really do appreciate you al
com ng. And renmenber, it's not you all, it's "y'all,"” one
syl l abl e, y-apostrophe-a-l-1. That may help you get around and

converse with the |ocals.

If you do have tine, really take advantage of the
mar ket over here. There's a |ot of junk you can buy and
there's sone nice stuff there, as well. | hope you do enjoy
it.

Just a little housekeeping. There are restroons
ri ght outside the door here, if the urge hits you |ater on.

| want to introduce [inaudible] ny staff, who have
really helped put this all this together. Audio/visual, we
have Andrew Roxburgh. In the back over here on the wall we've
got David King. Jim Peterson, who is over our radioactive
materials program [lnaudible] still manning the registration
desk.

I f you need anything, ask any one of these
i ndi vidual s and they can hopefully get [inaudible.]

Toni ght we're going to have a cocktail social,

reception down in the courtyard. W're going to treat you guys
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toalittle South Carolina [inaudible] with a dish called

Baltinore Stew. ['Il hold off what's in it and |et you see.
It's not all [inaudible.]

But | really do appreciate it. Y all enjoy and if
you have any questions, please let us know Thank you.

[ Appl ause. ]

MR. BAILEY: | see how this neeting is going, get
appl auded here.

One of the real benefits of being Chairman of this
organi zation is that | guess [inaudible] several years, as nost
of you are aware, the places, the nane places were put in
al phabeti cal order. That was back when NRC [inaudi ble.] And
as a result, it sort of has to be in proper order.

Greta and | got to sit by each other, as nmany of you
[i naudi bl e,] had the courage, | guess, to do it one nore tine.
|"mnot sure that it's totally [inaudible] if she'd like to sit
by nme while she was up here

But anyway, | think nmost of you know Greta. For nmany
years, was head of the Arkansas [inaudi ble] state program and
she took a job and went to [inaudible]. But you know what ?
was talking to her |ast night when we were out having a little

di nner and unli ke sonme people who have left the state and gone
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to the Federal Governnment, Greta can still spell state.

| think we are very fortunate to have sonmeone |ike
Greta as an NRC Comm ssioner. And w thout further ado, | would
like to introduce Greta Dicus.

[ Appl ause. ]

COWM SSI ONER DI CUS:  Now, you'll see how organi zed
amthat | can [inaudible.] Can everyone hear ne okay?

Thank you very nmuch. He's only told half the story.
See, | had to sit next to California and then on the other side
of me was Al abama, when Aubrey was Al abama, and tal k about
fighting over the mcrophone. It was difficult to just get a
word in, but we did manage sonehow to [inaudible.] [Inaudible]
Sit next to Ed again. | appreciate that.

Wel |, good norning, everyone, and welcone to this,
t he 32nd annual neeting of the Organi zation of Agreenment
States. Can you believe 32 years? Really a remarkable record.
And this is actually the fourth year -- it didn't say fourth,
but it is the fourth year that the NRC was not involved in the
pl anning, and | think it's going very, very well and
[ i naudi bl e] acconplished [inaudi ble] on that, and | al ways | ook
forward to these [inaudi bl e] because | see ny friends and join

my friends and | get to neet [inaudible] and | can take that as
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peopl e change, organi zati ons change over tine.

And it's wonderful to be here in Charleston, it's
beautiful, and we appreciate all that South Carolina has done
to nmake this nmeeting so successful.

This year, | amvery pleased to say I'll be able to
stay throughout the entire neeting. Last year, | whizzed in
and whizzed out. | had sone commtnents that | couldn't get
out of. But this year, I'll be here spending time with you and
[1 naudi ble] and listening to the issues, listening to your
concerns and [i naudi bl e] NRC.

And hopefully [inaudible] any of you [inaudible] as |
can while I'm here and [i naudi bl e.]

| think another wonderful part of ny attendance here
is that yet another state has becone an agreenent state. One
state who has a high attendance at these neetings two years in
arow it's a good [inaudible] states, we had OChio canme in | ast
year and [inaudi ble] and this year we have Ckl ahona.

So I'"'mtaking credit for that, all right? That being
said, | would like to recognize Cklahoma as the 32nd agreenent
state and | understand that this agreenment becane effective
Septenber the 29th. So it's brand new, and I'"m sure they'l|l do

a good j ob.
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And it covers the responsibilities for |icensing,

rul emaki ng, inspection and enforcenent, but it will also allow
the state to regulate the | and di sposal [inaudible.]

So having been chairman of the Central Interstate Low
Level Radi oactive Waste Conpact, |'mvery pleased to hear that
maybe Okl ahoma [i naudi bl e. ]

[ Laught er. ]

COW SSI ONER DI CUS: That's the 32nd state.

[ naudi bl e] like this other [inaudible] and state regulation of
radi ati on and radi oactive materials, and it al so hel ps us focus
on the upcom ng agenda and the many issues that we have before
us in the next few days.

" m | ooking at your [inaudible] manual. There's a
nunmber of issues which interest all of us. The national
materials program we're going to hear a | ot about that this
nor ni ng.

Rel ati onshi ps with other organizations, |ike the
Nati onal Council on Radiation Protection Managenent and the
Heal t h Physics Society, which I'mvery pleased that we do have
a working relationship with them

And 1'd like to take a monment, a personal nonent,

Cindy Jones, who is on ny staff in ny materials program was
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recently elected to the Board of the Health Physics Society and

"' mvery pl eased [inaudible.]

[ Appl ause. ]

COW SSI ONER DI CUS: That's great. Current
rul emaki ng i ssues, [inaudible] issues dealing with
decomm ssi oni ng and, of course, the panel on the NRC and OAS
wor ki ng groups, which we have those groups working, | think,
very wel |l

Now, as |'ve noted in the past, and nore frequently
of late, there continues to be a very high |level of cooperation
bet ween the NRC and the agreenent states staff in addressing
our common regulatory issues. | can't tell you how pl eased and
proud I amof this continuing relationship and | think it's
probably the best it's ever been.

This is part of the spirit of the agreenent states
program and the relationship areas |'ve nentioned and making it
the best it's ever been.

Al t hough I won't go into all of the issues outlined
above, | would ask you to pay particular attention to the
Nati onal Materials Wirking G oup and the tabl etop exercise that
is scheduled for later this norning, and I'd |ike to appl aud

Kat hy Allen and everyone working on that, both for the state
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| evel progranms and [inaudible,] for the great job that you are

doi ng.

As you all are aware, the working group was created
at the direction of the NRC Comm ssioners under what we call a
staff requirenments nmenorandum

For those of you who are interested about [inaudi bl e]
you can find out nore about it on our Comm ssion paper, which
i s SECY-99- 256.

Conmi ssi oners cannot give a talk unless we throw in
advertising. So anyway, that's where you can read about it.

Part of the nore troubling [inaudible] is that
agreenent states currently regulate 75 percent of the licensees
in this country. By the year 2003, we anticipate they're going
to regul ate 80 percent of the licensees in this country. So,
clearly, we are the focus and we're the regul ators.

In addition to these startling numbers, the NRC is
pl aci ng nore enphasis on activities that support what we cal
national infrastructure, specifically, which would include, for
exanpl e, rul emaking, [inaudible] devel opnent, information
t echnol ogy systens, [inaudible] on my case about, technical
support, event followup, and the integrated materials

performance eval uation program the | MPEP program which
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think is going rather well.

If you don't think so, you'll have an opportunity to
[ i naudi bl e] about that.

But unfortunately, there is no clear definition of
what a national materials program should |ook |ike or how it
should work. That's what we're trying to do now.

That is why this working group was created and why
it's very inportant to discuss and descri be what you would |ike
the national programto | ook |ike.

Al t hough it consists of your fellow coll eagues from
the Organi zati on of Agreenent States and the TLC CRCPD, as wel
as staff in NRC, [inaudible] later this norning to see not only
if the theory of cooperation and devel opnent support are valid,
but to shape the future of this country's materials program
because you are the people who will be regulating [inaudible]

i censees [inaudible.]

Looki ng back every year, we [inaudible] agreenent
state over year, but [inaudible.] So it's very inportant that
you make a decision on what this program should | ook Iike.

"' m going to enjoy working and watching the
i nteraction.

In closing, | would offer that of the itens that are
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of significant interest to the states, there are such things as

CRCPD, OAS [i naudi bl e] agreenent states and [i naudible.]

[ naudi bl e] recognition of the contributions to be
made by the NRC and the OAS joint working relationship. The
clearest rule, release of solid material, and | don't want to
go there much further, and stakehol der involvenent [inaudibl e]
and rul emaki ng, which many of you have cone up and briefed us
and were involved with us on these issues.

These are also very inportant to us, because together
we can effectively [inaudible] prograns, sharing our
experiences, and work together to increase the public's
confidence in the national regulatory program

Establ i shing and nmai ntaining public confidence is, of
course, one of the goals that the NRC has, which | think you
have, as well.

| certainly wish you a wonderful discussion. Again,

t hank you very, very much for your kind invitation for me to be
here and for the support you show to the Nucl ear Regul atory
Comm ssion. We very nuch appreciate it.

Now, before |I turn this back over to Ed, | would Iike

to ask M ke [inaudible] and anyone else fromthe Okl ahoma

organi zation to please cone forward.
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We'd i ke to make a presentation to you fromthe

Nucl ear Regul atory Conmi ssion and it is a start and it says
Congratul ations to the State of Okl ahoma, Departnent of
Envi ronmental Quality, Radiation Managenent Section, on the
occasi on of Okl ahoma becom ng the 32nd Agreenent State, and
this is fromthe U S. Nucl ear Regul atory Conmm ssi on, dated
Sept enber the 29th, in the year 2000.

[ Appl ause. ]

COWM SSI ONER DI CUS:  Now, |'m going to [inaudible]

Okl ahoma just a little bit, because 20 years ago, | went to
work for the State of Arkansas. | can't believe it's been 20
years. And as | always say, |I'mwhere | amtoday, in |arge

measur e, because [inaudible.]

But I went to work for the State of Arkansas 20 years
ago and they were tal king about we're getting ready to get a
new agreenent state, it's going to be Okl ahoma. Well, you
finally made it.

Thank you very nuch. |It's a pleasure to be here, and
we'll be here till Wednesday norning, and I'Il try to speak to
as many of you as | possibly can.

[ Appl ause. ]

MR. BAILEY: Having lived in Texas at one point in ny
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life, I find it real difficult not to tell some Ckie jokes, but

[ i naudi bl e. ]

Movi ng right along, as they say, what | would like to
do [inaudible] ask if there are any questions for Greta or
comments for Greta. Are you all awake out there? No. Okay.

Well, the next five or so mnutes will wake you up.
"1l just take a second and say that in Cklahoma, we found the
OST staff and the [inaudi ble] board staff were very cooperative
with us in working on this agreenent. [Ilnaudible] very, very
hel pful and supportive and we appreciate that.

SPEAKER: Thank you.

MR. BAILEY: | will say, Greta, one of the ways you
can assure that [inaudible] is this is in all SES performance
criteria that [inaudible] a new agreenent state each year.

[ Laught er. ]

COW SSI ONER DI CUS: [l naudi bl e] do that. Get ready.

MR. BAILEY: Okay. Now, let's start [inaudi bl e]
likely. 1'"mgoing to give a sort of an overview of sonme of the
t hi ngs that OAS has done and with this particular year and |
think it needs a little background.

One of the things that we did early in the year was

have a pl anni ng nmeeting and having noved to California a few
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years ago and being thrown into all of this [inaudible,] at the

begi nning, it was managenment by teaching [inaudible.] Anyway,
|'ve been in nore training than I could possibly [inaudible.]

But one of the things that has cone out to ne that's
inportant is some sort of planning neeting. W |eave this
meeting and we sort of go into |linbo, or we have, in the past,
gone into |linbo for about six nonths.

We got together. W roughed it to |ake Tahoe, had to
go through the snow to get there, about two feet of snow. W
couldn't get a nmeeting room W had the neeting in Kathy
Allen's bedroom [Inaudible] talking to her husband.

But | want to thank, and if | don't do it
[ 1 naudi bl e,] thank NRC for their continued support of OAS
activities throughout this year. 1In each of these activities,
NRC has been very supportive, if not with [inaudible,] at |east
with attendance and participation.

We have a joint OAS/NRC conference call, roughly,
every nmonth and many of you dial up and listen in on it. In
fact, it got to the point where one of them | couldn't get it
on the bridge because there were 37 of you on there.

But anyway, we didn't start off the year too well,

because the one in January had to be cancell ed because there
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was only -- | think Paul was the only staffer at NRC t hat nade

it to work that day, and so we finally cancelled that call. So
we have these calls al nost every nonth.

One of the great steps forward, as far as | was
concerned, was that [inaudible] took it upon thenselves to type
up notes of -- create notes from each of these conference
calls. [Inaudible] worked together to put out notes and they
wi Il consist of [inaudible] notes. They are not m nutes and
you' re tal king on the tel ephone and working on the conputer and
you don't get everything.

| think it's a practice that we will continue to do,
because it gives some people a nonthly update on what we're
doi ng, what we will be doing and so forth. You don't have to
wait for disclosure down.

We have been able to send those out relatively
qui ckly after each neeting and we've gotten quite a bit of
feedback fromyou all on how those notes are received.

The other thing that we've done that -- | don't know
where this tradition started, three or four years ago, the OAS
briefing to the Conm ssion. This year, they added the conputer
stream ng access so that sone of you could actually sort of

watch it, in addition to those that were there.
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| would say | was really inpressed with the briefing

this year because all the Comm ssioners were there for the
entire briefing. Sonme cane early and sone stayed late. It was
a very -- | felt it was very warmy received and the
Comm ssi oners took the briefing as sonething that was

[ i naudi bl e. ]

And the other thing is [inaudible] having our 32nd
annual agreenent states neeting and | want to correct one thing
that Greta said. There was NRC i nvol venent in getting the
program together and if we hadn't had NRC, we would have a very
slim program and we could have had nore tine off.

[ Laught er . ]

MR. BAILEY: COkay. Next slide. One of the things
that has really blossomed over the past few years is the
di scussi on of agreenent state personnel with the NRC working
groups and steering commttee, and at this particular neeting,
we will hear fromthe state people and the NRC people that are

actually on those working groups, and won't be sonebody

standi ng up here sunmarizi ng what sone third party did. It
will be actually the people that were there.
As has been nentioned, we will have a workshop

tabl etop on the national materials program That is just to
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mention the insights [inaudible.]

The next bullet is the agreenent state participation
in the | MPEP team review team and, also, the Managenent and
Revi ew Board neeting. [lnaudible] a few years ago [i naudi bl e]
a very worthwhile endeavor.

My only conpl aint about [inaudible] at this point is
the [inaudible] is that they don't cone visit us often enough
and that sounds funny, but | would really like [inaudible] 18
years instead of four.

Anot her key point that primarily Kathy Allen and
[i naudi ble.] Kathy is going to be the chairman, she is the
chai rman-el ect or chair-elect, for the establishnment of RADRAP
and | think |'ve heard from nost of you on RADRAP. It's
sonet hing that was [inaudible] at virtually no cost, a |ot of
effort.

Kathy and Jim Myers initially were involved in this
and | think it's working quite well. It's getting a |ot of
participation. W' re getting questions, we're getting
solutions to regulatory questions, and | think it's been a good
sharing effort for all of us.

And this slide, | put the slide in and then | got the

letter fromthe Comm ssioners saying, hey, you dummy, you
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[1 naudi ble.] During the information briefing, there was a

request to define radioactive material and how do states define
it and, as all of you here are aware, sent out an e-mail and it
was rather |late, but within 24 hours, we had a mpjority of the
states respond.

And unli ke nost surveys, we got 100 percent
participation [inaudible.] That's one of the [inaudi ble] you
can do it, you don't have to worry about sonmebody, you don't
have to prove [inaudible.]

Future activities. W've talked quite a bit this
year on the board about establishing a virtual office. What we
mean by that is that OAS is sort of [inaudi ble] organization.
We have no byl aws, we have no dues, we have no office.

So if a Congressional commttee wants to find out
what a state thinks about something NRC is doing or is thinking
about doing, they really don't quite know how to get in touch
with us, unless they go to the NRC and ask the NRC

We have been discussing the establishnent of a
commerci al office, which would allow Congress staffers and so
forth to have a place that they could go and wite to whoever
happens to be chair in that bureau [inaudible] to a program

director in each state. So that, |I'mhoping, will still conme
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The second bullet there, which I'msure we'll discuss
sone in the business neeting, is the incorporation of OAS. The
only problemw th [inaudible] was that we had sonme noney | eft
over fromlast year's neeting and now these [inaudible] don't
like to take noney from people unless you' ve got sone sort of
nunber associated with it and in order to get a tax ID and so
forth, you ve got to have a whol e bunch of stuff.

So we're | ooking at whether incorporation would allow
us to do that, so that we could carry a small amount of nopney
in the [inaudible,] forward it fromyear to year, and outside
t he Comm ssioners' hearing, we'd also like to be able, in the
future, if we're incorporated, to get sone sort of small grant
to fund sonme of our activities [inaudible.]

| think another [inaudible] involved in is providing
greater input to Congressional commttees. VWhen | was in
Texas, as an attorney, | often described how [inaudible.] And
|"m afraid that Congress maybe even |arger and every once in a
whi |l e, [inaudible] |ocal people put sonme input into these
[ i naudi bl e. ]

The next bullet is the establishment of a closer

relationship with [inaudible] and HPS. You'll notice on the
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agenda [inaudible] to talk to us about the NRCP commttees, the

approach [inaudible] NCRP neeting this year, and if there is
some way that they could get sonme input fromthe state as to
what reports the NCRP needs to be working on. Mke will be
here | ater.

ADPS, for the past three years, | think, we've had
the president-elect or president or now the past president of
ADPS [inaudible.] Geta nmentioned that Cindy is on the board
and when | | ook out there, we've got three board nenbers,
executive board nmenbers [inaudible] sitting in the audience
[ i naudi bl e. ]

How did I miss you? I'msorry. You're talking about
Ci ndy and her [inaudi bl e.]

[ Laught er . ]

MR. BAILEY: Okay. Next is the providing increased
support for NRC in establishment of a national materials
program Mentioned the [inaudible] we' ve done with
participation on the conmttee and | think it's very inportant
t hat states do continue to work with the NRC on this program
because it's going to be what you're going to have to live
with.

Here's a personal note. It's been a busy year.
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Hopefully, it's been a productive and beneficial year. One of

the things | would note is that if you have any doubt, in your
m nd, electronic mai|l has becone the comunicati on nedi a of
pr ef erence.

Friday nmorning, | went into ny conputer and | said
|"mjust going to look in the folder that says overhead and
[1 naudi ble.] This year, there were 1,541 nmessages in the OAS
fol der and that doesn't include when | sent out an e-mail to
all of you. That just counted as one.

A lot of stringers, if they canme in close enough
together, | erased the old one, but |I think that shows that
there's a | ot of communications going on. | don't know whet her
it's all transfer of information.

The other thing is RADRAP, which is fairly new.

[ naudi ble] 126 in the folder. So the electronic nedia is the
way we're going to be comrunicating on these things in the

future and | hope that all of you are taking advantage of it.

Ri ght now, I'm working on e-mail [inaudible] phone
call. [Inaudible] all of nmy tasks conme down pretty much by
e-mail. So | would encourage all of you to do that.

" mgoing to stop now and we're only running about

five m nutes behind and we only have one nore speaker to get in
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before that five mnutes [inaudible.] It's Chip, who is going

to tell us the ground rules of sort of how the neeting is going
to go.

We, as always, and | hate to do this, encourage
peopl e to ask questions and make comments and to partici pate.

Sone of you need no encouragenent.

| f anybody's got a question or a comment, I'Ill try to
take it. Here we go.
MR. LOHAUS: Excuse ne. Paul Lohaus, NRC. | wanted

to use this opportunity. Ed touched on a nunber of
acconplishnents and really | think these acconplishments not
only go over the past year, but over the past four years with
the establishment of the Organizati on of Agreenment States.

And | wanted to know, it's really a credit to the
organi zation, it's a credit to each of you and your staff, have
st epped forward, have volunteered, and that have really hel ped
focus on bringing some of our common problens to resol ution.

And | want to let you know that the executive team
Ed, Kathy, Stan, Alice and Richard, they've just done a super
j ob over the past year in representing you. A lot of hard work
that they've put in. | think just |ooking at the nunber of

e-mai | exchanges, the nunber of phone calls, the use of RADRAP,
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there's a lot of hard work that they've put in that has really

made this what it is.

They deserve the recognition on that. Thank you.

MR. BAILEY: Chip?

MR. CAMERON:. Good norning, everyone. M nane is
Chip Caneron. |'mthe Special Counsel for the Public Liaison
at the Comm ssion. |It's a real sincere pleasure to be back
with you to help out in this facilitation again at this year's
meet i ng.

| think that we all know that al nost anything coul d
happen at a neeting that's hosted by Pearce and chaired by Ed
Bailey. | don't know how t hat happened. | think it's all part
of the new m Il ennium

But |I'm assum ng that things that are going to be
relatively normal and that --

SPEAKER: It's called affirmative action.

MR. CAMERON: And that ny role as a facilitator wll
be to assist you in a nunber of ways. One is to keep the
di scussion relevant to whatever is on the agenda at the tine,
and we do have a parking lot for Greta and others, but we'll
keep track of issues that come up that we m ght want to discuss

|ater on in the program
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Secondly, I would like to try to help us keep on

schedul e so that we can cover all of the many topics that we
have on the agenda. Thirdly, to nake sure that we have as nuch
time for discussion as possible and we have already asked the
speakers to try to be as concise and econoni cal as they can be,
so that we can | eave a |lot of roomfor coments and di scussion
from you.

And |I'm also going to keep track of action itens,
certain things that the NRC may be tasked with or certain
things that the OAS or others nay be tasked with, so we have a
record of that.

Kirk always tells me that he's going to get ne a big

hook for speakers that go on too |ong and people said we're
going to cut the mc off. But we really will nake an effort to
try to keep the speakers noving on in tine.
In terms of ground rules, | think the easiest way to do this is
if you have a comment or a question that you want to make, j ust
turn your nanme tent up and we'll keep track of it that way and
you won't have to keep raising your hand.

We are keeping a transcript of the neeting and that
means that we're going to have to try to use the mcs as nuch

as we can. | think that they're sensitive enough that they're
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t right in front of you,

could try to get it sort of close to you and speak

c, that would be hel pful f

Also, | don't think our ste

able to keep track of where everybody is.

alittle bit of a nuisance,

your state when you nake your comment

or the transcript.

nogr apher

or ask your

Is going to be

if you could just say your

guesti on,

So even though it's

then we'll have that on the record.
This is the first time |I've heard the story that poor
Greta was stuck between Aubrey and Ed. | can't

in that situation.

COW SSI ONER DI CUS:

MR. CAMERON: At any rate,

i magi ne bei ng

before we -- |

It was an interesting tinme.

think it

woul d be good to do a quick introduction of everybody around

t he tabl e,

we've had a little bit of a change and,

correct nme

but I want to make sure that we al

t hi nk that

Ed and Kat hy, pl ease

if this isn't right, but what we're going to do,

we're going to do introductions and then Pearce wants to make

an announcenent.

We're going to go to a break,

originally for ten, but then original

think we'll

be able to break earlier

|y, again,

t han that.

for

whi ch was schedul ed

9: 30, but

nanme and

and



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

28
We're going to take a hal f-hour break. Then we're

going to come back and we're going to go to the national

mat eri al s program overview, Carl Paperiello, Kathy Allen and
Jim MWyers, and we'll have sonme question-answer right after
those three, and then we're going to have Bob Wl ker talk, give
us an introduction to the tabletop exercise that's going to
occur |ater on.

The goal is to, by 11:00, at the latest, get to the
presentations from Ray Johnson fromthe Health Physics Society
and M ke Ryan from NCRP and then we'll break for |unch, and
that's the way | understand it now.

Hal f - hour break and then we're going to come back and
do basically an hour of national materials program and then an
hour of Ray Johnson, Health Physics Society, and M ke Ryan,
NCRP.

OCkay. Well, why don't we start with introductions,
going fromny left, go to Paul Lohaus. This wll also allow us
to check out the m crophones, too, to see how well they pick
up.

MR. LOHAUS: Paul Lohaus, O fice of State and Tri bal
Programs with NRC.

MR. RATLIFF: Richard Ratliff, Texas Departnent of
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Heal t h, Bureau of Radi ati on Control.

MS. ROGERS: Alice Rogers, Texas National Resource
Conservation Comm ssi on.

MR. MARSHALL: Stan Marshall, Nevada State Health
Conmi ssi on.

MR. BRODERI CK: M ke Broderick, Okl ahona Depart nment
of Environnmental Quality.

MR. PASSETTI: Bill Passetti, Florida Bureau of
Radi ati on Control .

MR. GAVI TT: Steve Gavitt, New York State Departnent
of Heal th.

MR. SNELLI NG Dave Snelling, Arkansas Departnment of

Heal t h.

MR. COOPER: Vick Cooper, Kansas Bureau of Radiation
Control .

MR. GOFF: Bob Goff, M ssissippi State Departnment of
Heal t h.

MR. MANNI NG  Abe Manni ng, [inaudible] State Division
of Radi ol ogi cal Health.

MR. JACOBI: Jake Jacobi, Col orado Departnment of
Heal t h.

MS. HADEN: Robi n Haden, North Carolina Division of
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Radi ati on Protection.

MR. GODW N: Aubrey Godwi n, Arizona Radi ation
Regul atory Agency.

MR. DUNDULIS: Bill Dundulis, Radiation Control
Program Rhode Island Departnent of Health.

MR. FLETCHER: Rol and Fl etcher, Maryl and Depart nment
of Environnment, Radi ol ogical Health Program

MR. HILL: TomHill, Georgia Departnment of Natural
Resour ces, Radi oactive Materials Program

MR. LOHR: |I'm Ed Lohr, Kentucky Radi ation Health
Branch.

MR. SCHM DT: Paul Schm dt, W sconsin Section of
Radi ati on Protection, Departnment of Health and Fam |y Servi ces.

MR. FITCH: Stan Fitch, New Mexico Departnment of
Envi ronnment, Radi ati on Protection Program

MR. VINCE: M chael Vince, Louisiana Departnent of
Envi ronmental Quality.

MR. SUPPES: Roger Suppes, Ohio Departnent of Health,
Bureau of Radiation Protection.

MR. SINCLAIR. Bill Sinclair, Utah Departnment of
Envi ronmental Quality.

MR. LEOPOLD: My nane is Bob Leopold. [|I'mfrom
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of Health and Hunman Servi ces.

MR. ERICKSON: My nanme is John Erickson, State of

MS. TEFFT: Di ane Tefft,

MR. EASTVOLD: Paul

Nucl ear Safety.

Program

Health. |

Mai ne and

MR. PARIS: Ray Paris,

of Heal t h.

New Hanpshire Bureau of

of Health and Hunman Servi ces.

Eastvold, Illinois Departnment of

Oregon Health Comm ssion.

MR. SEELEY: Shawn Seel ey, Maine Radi ol ogi cal Health

MR. WHATLEY: Kirk Whatl ey, Al abama Departnment of

| naudi ble.] |'m stuck between Massachusetts and

| can't understand either one.

[ Laught er and appl ause. ]

MR. WALKER: Bob Wal ker,

Massachusetts Departnment of Public Health.

Radi ati on Control Program

SPEAKER: Well, that's one reason we kind of m xed it

up, so we could let you guys experience a little different

cul ture.

Depart nent

MR. O KELLEY: 1'm Pearce O Kell ey, South Carolina

of Health and Environnent al

COW SSI ONER DI CUS:

G eta Dicus,

Control .

Ar kansas.
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[ Appl ause. ]

MR. BAILEY: And I'mEd Bailey, fromthe great State
of California.
MR. CAMERON: All right. Thank you. | think since

we do have a | ot of people that you m ght want to know out

here, we'll do a real quick [inaudible] and when we cone back
up to the table, I don't think you need to have that mc
directly in front of you and I'lIl try to help them out by

taki ng the cordless m c around.

So if you could just state your name and tell us who

you are.

MS. JONES: Cindy Jones, NRC.

MR. RYAN: M ke Ryan, from the NCRP

MR. PAPERI ELLO.  |I'm Carl Paperiell o, NRC

MR. GREEVES: John Greeves, NRC.

MR. HOUSE: Bill House, Chem Nucl ear Regul atory
Affairs.

MR. W NGARD: Rodney W ngard, State of South
Car ol i na.

MR. PORTER: Henry Porter, South Carolina.

MR. LITTON: John Litton, also with South Carolina.

MR. MOODY: Bob Moody, with NRC
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M OTLA: Sherri M otl a, NRC.

Bl SHOP: Pam Bi shop, Okl ahons.

COX: Charlie Cox, NRC

GALLAGHAR: Bob Gal | aghar, Massachusetts.
DAKUBU: Sal i fu Dakubu, Massachusetts.
HOWELL: Linda Howel |, NRC.

THOVPSON: Jared Thonpson, Arkansas.
POOLE: Brooke Pool e, NRC

DETILLIER: Kinberly Detillier, Louisiana.
WALKER: Bob Wl ker, Massachusetts.

McCANDLESS: Gary McCandl ess, Illinois.

TATE: Arthur Tate, Texas Departnent of Health.

SOLLENBERGER: Denni s Sol | enberger, NRC.
ABBOTT: Carol Abbott, NRC.

COMBS: Fred Conbs, NRC

MAUPI N:  Cardelia Maupin, NRC

CAMPER: Larry Canper, NRC

HOLAHAN:  Tri sh Hol ahan, NRC.

CAMPBELL: Vivian Canpbell, NRC

McLEAN:  Linda McLean, NRC.

O BRI EN: Tom O Bri en, NRC.

MYERS: |I'mJimMWers. |I'mwth State and Tri bal
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[ Laught er . ]

MS.

MR.

MR.

VR.

MS.

VR.

MR.

VR.

MS.

» 3 » 33 % % 3

YOUNGBERG. Barb Youngberg, New York State.

MANLEY: Ray Manl ey, Maryl and.

JACOBSON: Al an Jacobson, State of Maryl and.

HSUEH: Kevi n Hsueh, NRC.

CALEB: Paul Cal eb, W sconsin.

KLI NGER: Joe Klinger, State of Illinois.

COLLINS: Doug Coll'ins, NRC

WOODRUFF:  Ri chard Wodruff, NRC.

BOLLI NG Ll oyd Bolling, NRC

WALTER: David Walter, Al abama.

EMORY: Bob Enory, University of Texas, Houston
not the NRC

LYNCH: Jim Lynch, NRC.

OVNEN: Bob Owen, Ohi o Departnment of Health.

PEDERSON: Ci ndy Pederson, NRC Region III.

COOL: Donald Cool, NRC

COLLINS: Steve Collins, Illinois.

STEPHENS: M ke Stephens, Florida.

McBURNEY: Ruth MBurney, Texas Departnent of
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MR. JOHNSON: Ray Johnson, Health Physics Society.

MR. KIRK: Bill Kirk, Pennsylvania Bureau of
Radi ati on Protection.

MS. ROGERS: Cheryl Rogers, Nebraska Health and Hunman
Servi ces.

MR. FRAZEE: Terry Frazee, Washi ngton Departnent of
Heal t h.

MR. HACKNEY: Charl es Hackney, NRC Regi on 4.

COW SSIONER DI CUS: | have to tell you, Chip, |
think 1"'mgoing to | ook at nmy [inaudible.]

[ Laught er. ]

MR. CAMERON: | put that up there as an action item

SPEAKER: Greta, that's the reason we don't think you
ought to vote.

MR. CAMERON: | was just going to say that we do have
a | ot of people here fromthe National Materials Working G oup
and | think that Kathy will probably introduce them | ater.

And you' ve al ready been introduced, but why don't you
i ntroduce yoursel f?

MR. PETERSON: Ji m Peterson, South Carolina.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. Thank you. Pearce, do you want

to somet hing before we break?
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MR. O KELLEY: Yes. | was very rude earlier and

forgot to introduce the people that are also involved with the
Sout h Carolina program of regul ating radioactive materials. |If
t hey woul d pl ease stand, Rodney W ngard, Henry Porter, and John
Litton, from our radioactive waste program

| know Dr. Ryan said he was fromthe NCRP, but he is
al so the Chairman of our Technical Advisory Council and we
really appreciate all the work he's done, hel ping us out.

| also wanted to clear up a possible
m sunderstanding. | noticed that when people were com ng up
the stairs, JimLynch was saying "welconme to Charleston.” And
contrary to popular belief, he is not fromthe State of South
Car ol i na.

[ Laught er . ]

MR. O KELLEY: But y'all have a good tine at the
break.

MR. CAMERON: All right. Thank you, Pearce, and
thank all of you. Let's take a half-hour break and cone back
at 10 to 10:00 and we're get started with national materials
program

[ Recess. |

MR. CAMERON: Besi des the speech by Conm ssi oner
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Greta Dicus this nmorning, our first substantive topic is going

to be the national materials programthat Greta had nentioned
her tal k.

We're going to have a series of presentations,
starting with Dr. Carl Paperiello, fromthe NRC, and | think
nost of you know Carl. He's the Deputy Executive Director for
Materials Research and State Prograns at the NRC, and he is
going to give us an idea of the genesis of the national
mat eri al s program

Then Kathy Allen and Jim Myers, Kathy Allen from
I[1linois, JimMers fromthe NRC, are going to tell us what the
status of the national materials programis. They are both on
t he National Materials Working G oup.

Then we'll have a little discussion period before we
go to Bob Wal ker fromthe State of Massachusetts, who is al so
on the National Materials Working Group, to tell us -- to set
up the tabl etop exercise for us.

We have about an hour to do this and it seens |ike
this is one of the nost inportant issues on the NRC/ Agreenent
St ate agenda these days. So | think we can begin to do it
justice in that tinme period.

And |I'mjust going to turn it over to Carl at this
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point. Carl, you may want to use the Lavaliere, or you can use

t his.

MR. PAPERI ELLO. Okay. Can people hear me? | have
sone handouts here which | want to supply, but | don't think I
have enough for everybody. | think I have the table covered,
but beyond that, | don't. | think |I have about 50-55 copies
with me.

What | want to talk about, I'mgoing to sumit up.
|"mgoing to sumit up as what we're trying to do is
consciously think about what the materials programis going to
be, when essentially all the states are agreenent states.
We're asynptotically approaching that point and we have a
nati onal materials program

The thing is nobody has ever witten it down on
paper. W' ve evolved into it. That sunmarizes that | have to
say today.

Next slide. | think we ought to start this by
| ooki ng at what Section 274 of the Atom c Energy Act says. It
gives the purpose of this. It states six purposes and if you
sunmarize them you can summari ze them as cooperation and
coordi nation on national radiation protection standards.

Section 274 of the Atom c Energy Act al so established
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t he Federal Radiation Council, sonmething | didn't realize until

| was preparing this presentation, which, of course, has been
subsuned in into the EPA. But there is a big focus of 274 in
establ i shing a program based on cooperation and coordi nati on
for national radiation protection standards that provides for
the states to assume regulatory control over listed materi al
and it states, at the end of the purpose, as the states get
nore experience and greater capabilities, there may be need for
-- it may be desirable for additional |egislation.

So there's a concept that the states are going to
| earn how to regul ate those materials and whenever that
happens, we nmay do sonething el se.

" m proposing we're at the point in time to do
sonething else. | don't know what that sonmething else. |[|'ve
been trying to paint a picture.

Next slide. O her provisions provide for how a state

beconmes an agreement state. It tal ks, again, about cooperation
on radi ation standards. In fact, | want to read this, it's so
inportant. "The Comm ssion is authorized and directed to

cooperate with the states in the fornulation of standards for
protection agai nst hazards of radiation, to assure that states

and Commi ssi on prograns for protection agai nst hazards of
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radiation will be coordinated and conpatible."

So there is a major focus in the legislation and it
provides for the Comm ssion to periodically reviewthe
agreenment with each state for conpatibility and adequacy.

Next slide. What is the progran? | think, and this
is my definition, the conponents of the programrange fromits
techni cal basis, why do we need to protect people from
radi ati on, through | egislation, regulation, permtting.

| don't want to get hung up on words, because if we
register a gauge, is that really licensing. M position is
it's so close that | don't really want to -- the lawers wl
put words, but as a scientist, |I'mnot going to put them

| know who has the material. It's not anybody can do
what ever they want to do. |Inspection, confirmng that people
follow the rules, enforcenent, whatever that nmay be,
redenpti on, and feedback.

After you've done all this stuff, what is your
operational and scientific experience that says everything is
okay and if it isn't okay, you start at the top and it's sort
of a | oop.

Next slide. W have defined the program but the

programcan't run in a vacuum The program words on paper
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wi Il not work unl ess you have people and the people have the

ri ght tools.

So infrastructure support is incredibly inportant.
Now, we are undergoing or have undergone a second revol ution or
change in addition to what we consciously proposed to think
about in a national materials program and that is the United
St at es Governnent preem nence in uses and know edge about the
use of radioactive material is gone.

| woul d support, and | don't have all the techni cal
data to support this, that in 1959, when we wote the |aw, nost
of the know edge about radioactive material and how to handl e
it and the like resided in the United States Governnent,

t hrough the Atom ¢ Energy Comm ssion's own facility.

Today, | would assert that is not true. In a paper |
gave the Comm ssion in 1993 on the nedical program | pointed
out that since 1975 up to that date, there has been a mmjor
change in nedicine. You have a large infrastructure in the
medi cal community that knows one hell of a | ot about
radi oactive material and radiation that did not exist in 1975.

We had certification prograns for nedical physicists.
We had Anerican coll eges of various types of nuclear nedicine.

So we had a large infrastructure which did not exist in an
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earlier era. And, in fact, if you look at the old AEC records,

you actually find the AEC scientists doing dose cal cul ations
for diagnostic nuclear procedures and they |license sonebody to
practice even imagi ng before doing the dose cal cul ation.

We don't do that now. This is a package insert. |
mean, so we have two things going on here. W're trying to
change what we do and think about where we're going, but the
i ndustry that we regul ate has becone sufficiently mature that
the need for us to do things that we used to do has changed,
plus the fact that we have legislation that says we ought to be
usi ng consensus standards.

But we al so have people out there who know how to do
it. So this infrastructure support is incredibly inportant.
It's a major thing that the NRC up to now has done. It's an
issue that the NRC itself is changing for its own purposes, and
so we have two changes going on at the sane tine.

Next slide. \Where are we? From now on in,
everything I"mgoing to say you' ve al ready heard this norning.
| hate to say this, but | can fully endorse what Ed Bailey said
t hi s nmorning.

The fact is that we have a program W have npst

i censees are in agreenent states, sonebody said that this
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nmor ni ng. Most prograns are wholly supported or at | east

partially supported by fees. The | MPEP works, and | would

say in the | ast several years, certainly in the '90s, the
cooperation and coordination that the law, the Atom c Energy
Act, envisioned is certainly far better than it has been in the
past, in my experience.

So now where we are going? The punch line. \Where
are we going in the national progran? | don't know. | want to
just outline what needs to be done.

One, it has to be taken fromthe approach that all or
al nost all states will be agreenent states. W are
asynptotically approaching that condition.

What is the NRC required to do? What does the | aw
require us to do, no matter how many agreenment states there
are? MWhat is desirable for the NRC to do? Wich nmeans |I'm
giving you ny selfish viewpoint, but what should the agreenent
states be doing? Wat should the various consensus standards
bodi es, the professional organizations do? Wat's this program
going to look like? What is it going to cost? Who is going to
pay for it? And recognize that the NRC will not, even if it
had no agreenent states, will has a major role to play in

radi ati on protection because we do still have the reactors and
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the fuel facilities for reactors, for high I evel waste prograns

and the like, and that will require us to do a nunber of
t hi ngs.

We woul d have to maintain a Part 20. What
| egi sl ation m ght be needed? Did the |aw envision perhaps
| egislation? W all recognize that at the tine Congress wote
the law 40 years ago, a lot of things have happened that they
may not even have envi si oned.

| guess I"'mgoing to wap it up on this. | think
it's very inportant for states to recognize, | think they do,
but do sonmething with it, the fact that they regulate and are
responsi ble for far nore radiation sources than the Federal
Gover nnment .

Besi des materials, you have your X-rays, you have
hi gh energy X-rays, accelerators, whether they' re used for
medi cal purposes, whether they' re used for industrial, whether
they're used for research. You have NARM So you have far
nore sources of radiation than the Federal Government has and
it is nmy belief that you need to assert what Congress gave you
as your authority over these things vis-a-vis the Federal
Gover nnment .

And you say, well, you're fromthe Feds, why are you
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doing this. | think, fromwhat | have nmet anong the state

regul ators, too many of the Federal regulators are fairly
myopic. We regulate a small portion and you regulate a | arger
portion and you see far nore things than we do, and | think you
have a nore bal anced view than we may have.

Not to say we're not trying, but | think that's what
t he case may be.

So | have not given you an answer. |'m not giving
you -- telling you how or what the national materials program
ought to look |ike, although Ed Bail ey nmade sone renmarks that |
like a lot, I think, in ternms of where OAS is going.

So I'"'mlooking forward to the working group steering
commttee to bring out a program But the thing is where are
we goi ng and consciously thinking about explicitly what we're
going to do, what the conponents are going to | ook Ilike, and
how they're all going to fit together.

Thank you.

[ Appl ause. ]

MR. CAMERON:. Thank you, Carl. W're going to have
Kathy and Jimtalk and then open it up to all of you for
questions to Carl, Kathy and Jim and coment.

Jim are you going to go first?
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MR. MYERS: | "' m here.

MR. CAMERON: All right.

MR. MYERS: All right. 1It's ny pleasure to cone and
talk to you just very quickly and I1'"mgoing to cover a |lot of
this stuff, just touch on it, and then we're going to -- so we
can have nore tinme to go into sone detail on things you think
would be a little bit nore inportant to you.

An apol ogy. The dog ate our homework. W have sone
handouts. Unfortunately, somehow they got nessed up, a | ot of
them in the copying. So Jimis going to run out to a copy
center and we'll get some nore and we'll have them out by later
this afternoon.

First of all, let's talk about how this working group
cane about. Not quite a year ago, the Conm ssion issued a SECY
paper, which is kind of a direction to the staff, and it says
to forma working group and basically to ook into this issue
of a national materials program

The national materials program and this is the
caveat in this, does not have a definition. W have not
defined it, but yet it seens to take on a definition the nore
you tal k about it.

So what we're tal king about here is national
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materials program all small letters.

The focus in the Conm ssion paper was to | ook at,
have the working group | ook at functional and not necessarily
organi zational changes, but it's not limted to just functional
change. It says that if there's organizational changes at the
Comm ssi on that we were suggesting.

It's also not limted to Atom c Energy material, that
we should also | ook at all of the things that all the states do
out there in regulating all of those radiation hazards.

Additionally, there was a steering commttee added to
t he working group and we've gotten great advice and counsel
fromthem t hroughout our process.

MS. ALLEN: Okay. I'mit. | didn't introduce nmyself
earlier. |I'mKathy Allen, fromlllinois. Jimand | are
co-chairs for the working group, so we're tag-teamng it.

So we're trying to figure out what this nationa
materials programis supposed to look like. WIlIl, rather than
starting fromthe top down, we decided to start fromthe bottom
up, start at ground level. That's how you build a building,
that's how you build the structures at the | abs.

So we | ooked at what are the core things that a

radi ati on protection program needs. Start at the bottom and
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wor k your way up. We define the essential elenents of a

program and we | ooked at the CRCPD, |ooked at Los Al anbs, and
we | ooked at | MPEP.

We took a | ook at things like licensing, inspection,
gui dance devel opnment, every which way to devel op those types of
things. Those are the foundation of how our programw || go.
We need to do all this stuff in order to have a fully
operati onal program and on a national basis, all these things
will be in place, as well.

So we took a look at that. Then we | ooked at each
one of those little building blocks, the |icensing program the
i nspection program and said how are we inmplenenting these
t hi ngs now, how can we change them let's start brainstorm ng
sone options.

And it was wi de open. Just figure out other ways of
doi ng licensing, other ways of doing the inspections, including
things like contracting out with other states or, you know,
havi ng specialists that were good at cool er radiators just go
around and do all the cool er radiators.

| mean, just open it up and try to figure out the
best way to use the research that we have to acconplish those

particul ar tasks.
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MR. MYERS: Okay. It's nmy turn. All right. As

Kat hy said, we had a screening process and, basically, the
options that we devel oped were screened agai nst the six
criteria that you will find in our charter.

It's a rather deliberative process and it took quite
alot of time to get to that point. What happens then is that
after we have done the screening, we went back and | ooked at
sone what we called common attributes for any programthat
woul d be in effect.

And I'mgoing to kind of read these, it's alittle
bit tedious, but |I think it will make nore sense. First, that
there be shared goals and a shared direction set; a national
program for the regulation of the use of radioactive materials
shoul d have a basic | evel of consistency with regard to
regul atory goals and a framework for acconplishing those goals.

This will ensure a consistent |evel of protection for
public health and safety.

Both the NRC and agreenent states have strategic
pl ans or m ssions describing these goals. Both agreenent
states and the NRC should equitably contribute to identifying
common goals and creating the framework for each of them

There is something in this called a consensus
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process. It's decision-mking that is reached through a

cooperative effort, keeping the nutually agreed upon in sight
or in mnd, and the consensus al so does not nean necessarily
t hat everyone woul d agree.

But it does provide an opportunity for all the
parties to bring issues, ideas and concerns to the table for
consideration. More or less that we call horizontal
comruni cati ons.

There is the establishnment of priorities. Both NRC
and agreenment states should jointly, through a consensus
process, determne regulatory priorities, and that includes
t hi ngs such as rul emaki ng, gui dance devel opnent and ot her
i ssues that are conmon to the regul atory program

There is a recognition of current successes and,
frankly, | ooking at what everyone does, there are a trenendous
nunber of successes that we found and | think there is a high
confort |level in keeping that success going and funding to fund
t hose successes.

So those progranms and el enents that are working
successfully should work nore successfully with nodifications
along with alternative things.

In other words, if it's working well now, we would
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continue to use it. It may be that we would add nore features

to the program or nore issues to the program as the regul atory
process or regul atory agenda-setting devel ops and we woul d then
continue to play off of those.

There is also a recognition of individual |egal and
jurisdictional paranmeters. Despite the need for consistency,
whi ch agreenment states and the NRC both have | egal and
jurisdictional obligations that nust be nmet, that these
obligations nust not be inpeded by a national nmaterials
program

There are shared resources. A national materials
program woul d identify and use centers of excellence or
expertise. Agreenment states and NRC regi ons have, over tine,
devel oped specific and consi derabl e experi ence and expertise in
specific areas; for exanple, well |ogging industrial
radi ography, |BD and ot hers.

These centers of excellence and expertise woul d be
identified and utilized in the future.

These centers of excellence and expertise may change
and | think that's part of our process, that we woul d devel op
an organi zation or a structure that would deal with and keep

track of those changes feeding them as they occur.
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That we woul d use alternative avail abl e resources and

what we nmean by that is that these resources could include
consensus setting organizations or listing the cooperation of
pr of essi onal industrial organizations and the public in setting
st andards, devel oping new rules and a | ot of other things.

So there has to be kind of a plug-in in the structure
for those kinds of things.

Est abl i shment of commruni cati ons cl eari nghouse. A
centralized cl earinghouse of regulatory docunents shoul d be
established. It would be a centralized source for information
on the availability of docunents and how they are to be used
for the state and Federal Governnment radiation regulatory
pr ogr ans.

It would consist of probably, at the m ninmum rules,
gui dance, docunents, industry and professional standards and it
woul d probably be avail abl e over the internet.

We anticipate that this would al so reduce duplication
of effort. By identifying and using centers of excellence, the
use of alternative resources and the establishment of a
cl eari nghouse, we would be able to reduce effort and mainly
that this would probably play into is that you could trust that

soneone el se nay be devel oping PEP regul ati ons and working in
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the center of excell ence.

At sone point in time, you nay need those PEP
regul ati ons and basically you can get a docunent, so you don't
have to spend your time and effort devel oping them but you can
pi ck themup from one of the other parties.

| think that in the long run, we will [inaudible]
costs and the level of effort overall, because we don't have to
pi ck and choose. You can basically state [inaudi ble] how you
want to do it.

Lastly, there is a shared responsibility, resource
comm tnents, participation by all parties, the conm tnment of
resources, either in staff time or in dollars

Now, where we are right nowis that we're in the
process of collecting nore stakehol der input and fromthat,
we're |looking for nore input fromthe standards devel opnent
organi zations, from manufacturers, fromthe public and fromthe
st at es.

OAS is here, CRCPD are all represented on our working, so we
can continue we've got right now, but really we want to start
now doing a lot nore initiatives, | think, although we've done
quite a few things in the past to inform people about this

Process.
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a point today, | think, to kind of

announce a little bit of a future, if you will, what the

structure mght look like and nowis the tinme when we becone

involved in getting sone thoughts to us about it.

Lastly -- not

| astly, but last on this page -- May 1

of 2001 is when we have to submit this plan to the Comm ssion.

So we have quite a few nonths left to work on it.

MS. ALLEN

MR. MYERS:

Keep goi ng.

Now, |et's about the structural concepts.

We did go through and identified some functional

responsibilities that were comon to all of the progranms and we

ki nd of focused in on sonething that we called

i nter-organi zati onal rel ationships.

If you |l ook at the way we do busi ness today, we

characterize that as being consulted. The NRC has kind of a

predom nant role in this process. It asks for advice and

counsel fromthe states and fromthe public.

And there are sone good attributes to that, but we

felt that there m ght

little bit better.

be sonme things that could be done a

One ot her aspect that we | ooked at or one other way

of doi ng business was,

wel |

why don't we form an advi sory
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group or sone kind of advisory organization.

After some | ong discussion about that, we just kind
of determned that it would probably be |like a |ot of the other
advi sory organi zations that the NRC has, in that in their name
al one, they are just there to provide advice. The agency does
not necessarily have to follow it nor does it reduce the use of
resources, nor does it share resources very well. So that was
di scount ed.

One ot her aspect that we tal ked about was one we
cal |l ed autonony. Well, autonony is the free-for-all.

Everybody does their own thing on their own, when and where
they want to do it, they can make their own regs. It's just
really a free-for-all.

And we felt that that really wasn't in the interest
of the national program because basically, although everyone
has maxi mum flexibility in determ ning the course of the
program it does not lend itself to sone | evel of consistency.

So lastly, we canme up with sonething that we call the
alliance, which was nore of the consensus process.

And now it's Kathy's turn.

MS. ALLEN: We actually did some homework and | ooked

up [inaudible] to figure out how to describe what this thing
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is, and alliance is defined as a formal agreenent establishing

an associ ati on between groups to achieve a particular end.

We kind of sort obviously have a formal alliance,
because we are agreenent states, but we wanted sonething nore.
Anot her definition of alliance is a bond, a connection between
fam |lies, states, parties or individuals in association to
further the common interest of nenbers.

That sort of fits what we're | ooking at.

[ naudible.] I'msorry. | talk with ny hands, | better do
this.

So we decided to go with the alliance concept. W
bantered around a bunch of words, |ike [inaudible] and things
l'i ke that, but we decided an alliance was really better
descriptive of what we were trying to do.

Bear with me as | sort of describe what this alliance
concept is. | mean, this working group has nmet many, many,
many, many hours and nmany, many neetings. This thing has taken
on alife of its own.

And if | don't get this thing across right, feel free
to flag nme down or sonething, because | think this is really
ki nd of inportant to cone up wth.

We are | ooking at structures of relationships.
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mean, we have NRC and the agreenent states and CRCPD and those

rel ati onshi ps are okay. But as Carl said earlier, it's tinme
for a change. W need to recognize that we have all grown
beyond the original organizational interrelational structure
t hat we had before, and that's what this working group is
trying to do.

Build on that and nmake some -- nove us forward into a
nore mature relationship. 1It's not parent-child anynore, guys.

The states have a |lot of ability and we need to step
up to the plate.

So what would this alliance |look like, the structure
of this relationship or what kind of functions would it have?

First, we | ook at the pros and cons of an alliance.
On the total part, if you have an alliance, there is
opportunity for input fromeverybody. So you all get together
and deci de what together are the priorities, what are our
priorities for witing regulations, what are our priorities for
gui dance devel opnent.

Al'l kinds of things are inportant to us individually,
and then come up with a collective consensus that we actually
start working on together.

That meets the spirit of a true partnership, of
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course, consistency. [Inaudible] savings and five different

states are all independently working on iridiumfor in vitro or
i nter-vascul ar brachytherapy. |ndependently, they're doing a
fine job, but collectively, they could probably knock this
thing out a lot faster and cover all the bases nore
effectively.

So you need to find a better way to share our
resources, recognize areas of expertise, get themto work on
sonet hi ng and knock sonething out.

This requires nore participation anong the states.

It diffuses the decision-making. |It's not just a single entity

maki ng a decision, but nore of a collective joint effort.

There are sonme problenms with an alliance. |t may be
time or resource intensive. Kind of knock this out of -- have
alittle safety of, well, I'"'mjust going to do what ny state

needs and | don't really need to know what everybody el se
needs.
| mean, part of this is that everybody partici pates.
There are going to be changes needed on both sides, the states
and the NRC, as well, looking at everybody worki ng together.
This alliance concept has a structure to it, if you

will. There is this admnistrative conponent. It provides a



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

59
cl eari nghouse for information. There is a guidance that's been

devel oped for information, resources, those types of things.

So there is an adm nistrative conponent that sort of
coordinates all that stuff. They track and report the progress
of different issues that the alliance has di scussed and they
plan and facilitate nmeetings of this alliance.

That's just what the core | ooks |like, but the rest of
it would have all the states getting together, like in a
meeting like this, and that's part of what our tabletop is
going to do, seeing if we can all get together and come up with
a consensus on a few issues and the sanme [inaudi ble.]

| sort of get the feeling | haven't really made this
really clear, so I"'mgoing to borrow from one of our neeting
fragments.

This is the alliance, okay? 1It's NRC and all the
states together. That's the alliance. There's a core part of
it. That's the adm nistrative core. The adm nistrative core
is not a decision-making core. It's just to help facilitate
the neeting of all representatives of this alliance. They're
the ones that sort of get the neetings together and get
i nformation out.

But we don't envision an adm nistrative core
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dictating the alliance or the alliance comng up with its

decisions jointly. But then you see this type of [inaudi bl e]
evidence. The [inaudi ble] evidence are individual

organi zations having input to the alliance. Licensees, other
Federal agencies, the public, professional organizations.

They will also have a role in this, as well. Right
now, if somebody wants to do sonething, they have to approach
NRC and now 32 different agreenment states, or maybe they can
toss sonething out to the OAS or maybe toss sonething out at a
CRCPD neeti ng.

So it's a nmore formalized kind of alliance. |If
soneone has an issue or wants to present sone information,
that's a good way to do it.

The alliance will devel op consensus on regul atory
i ssues, identify and update centers of experience or other
expertise. | nmean, think about what you have in your states
now. How many of you have sonmebody who is really, really good
in nornms? How many of you have sonebody that's really, really
good in | ow | evel waste type issues, ground water protection,
radon, accelerators, medical, industrial uses, well rnonitoring?

I f you think through it, sonme of you have people who

are very, very good in a particular area. Jointly, you put
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t hose experts together and if they ere conme up with a guide or

changes to regulations, and if you recogni ze those experts,
t here woul d be nore buy-in on what kinds of things they would
pr oduce.

| dentify alternative resources for specific tasks.
Does NRC need to go to a separate state to inspect a VA
hospital ? Maybe not. Maybe they can use the resources in a
state to get at sone sort of way to make [inaudible.]

We know st ate people know what they're doi ng when
they do inspections, why not use those resources? Recognize
t he current successes, what's been going well, what kinds of
interactions already work. Define and nake abundance and
evaluate the progress [inaudible.] This is the conflict
[ i naudi bl e. ]

So if you | ook at each program and what you have to
offer, all [inaudible.] This [inaudible] your program the
| icensing and inspection, training of your staff, responding to
events, other progranms [inaudible.]

This center is al nost dependent on the size of the
licensee. If you are a very |arge state, you have a | ot nore
i nspectors, license reviewers. |If you're a small state, you

may find that your respective [inaudible] for your |icense
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renewal , you have maybe a smaller group of people.

And there's a [inaudible] around the outside, sone
sort of vary in size and shape. You may devel op gui dance. You
may [i naudi bl e] other people [inaudible.] You may just
reference NRC or you nmay reference [inaudible] another state
and white-out the name and stick your state in there.

You may [inaudi ble] for regulations or you nmay have a
staff of people devoted to developing regs. So that's
[1 naudi ble] big or small, depending on the needs of your
program Accreditation, you nmay do environnmental analysis.

You may contract that stuff out. You may have a full-bl own
| ab. You may contract for [inaudible] support.

Everybody has a different size and shaped program
And | do see there's different [inaudible] size and shape
[1 naudi bl e] and different program[inaudible.] 1Isn't this
beautiful? But the idea is if you' re a programthat has |like a
big center portion and not enough resources for all the little
petal s around, the alliance can step in.

You go to where there are other areas of help to
support and alternate your program especially like on a
nati onal basis.

Chip is giving me the evil eye.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

63
MR. CAMERON: Not when there are flowers up there.

MS. ALLEN:. Can we have the lights up for a second?
This is -- it's been very difficult to get [inaudible.] W had
this vision and we had this hope and part of it has a lot to do
-- | mean, nost of it deals with whether or not we're going to
[i naudi bl e.] Recognize that we have abilities anmpngst
ourselves in the states and recogni ze that NRC doesn't
[ i naudi bl e] as wel |.

But together | think we can create a better way of
wor ki ng together. This working group consists of -- well,
originally, during [inaudible] which made it [inaudible,] which
is sort of like -- | don't know -- [inaudible.]

And |'d to [inaudible] the people that are here, and
go ahead and stand, everybody from the working group. | want
everybody to see how many people we've got. W' ve got
[i naudi bl e,] Carol [inaudible,] Chip Canmeron, [inaudible,] Joe
[i naudi bl e,] Elizabeth [inaudible,] TomH Il, Linda Howell,
Jake Jacobi, [inaudible,] Dr. White, and Fred Conbs.

[ naudi ble] in this group and -- I'msorry, | have to
get my top secret weapon here.

Part of what we wanted to do was have you think about

a different way of operating and we're willing to listen to
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comments. We are here for outreach at this point. And one of

the things we're trying to do is maybe cone up with sone sort
of alliance. And so we all have a button for you that you can
get from menbers of the working group, it says Agreenent States
and Nucl ear Regul atory Conm ssi on wor ki ng together.

At this point, they're going to hand out buttons and
we're going to accept any questions.

MR. CAMERON: Ckay. Kathy, thank you. Can we get

you and Jimto operate fromthis mc over here, and we'll give
Carl the Lavaliere and we'll open it up for discussion.
| think we're going to -- Bob Walker, in a few

nmonments, is going to talk about the tabletop, but I think we'l
take ten m nutes of the next presentation time so we can give
you a lot of time to coment and discuss this particular topic.

So let's open it up for questions and comments, as
the buttons are being passed out, at this point.

Anybody have -- okay. Kirk?

MR. WHATLEY: | have two questi ons.

MR. CAMERON: And could you -- |I'msorry.

MR. WHATLEY: Kirk Whatl ey, Al abans.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you.

MR. WHATLEY: | noticed that one of the things that
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was not tal ked about was possible organi zati onal changes that

m ght be needed.

One of the things that really creates problens for us
many, many tinmes is our organi zational changes that we really
need to do sonethi ng about.

Alot it's -- | hate to use the word prohibited, but
that's what | heard -- from being tal ked about, to make this
thing work better, possible organizational changes that are
needed.

MS. ALLEN: | don't think we're necessarily
prohi bited, but sonmething that the working group sort decided,
we couldn't -- we didn't find it was in our ability to dictate
t hat NRC needed to change their organi zation. W' re kind of
| ooking at -- or telling themthe states how they need to
change their organization.

So recogni ze that we need to be able to create sone
sort of oversight organization and that's what we're trying to
focus on.

We al so recogni ze that CRCPD and OAS nmay need to
change or evolve to accommopdat e these kinds of
interrel ationshi p changes.

Does that nmake sense?
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MR. MYERS: VWhich organi zation are you tal king about

changi ng?

MR. WHATLEY: Let ne ask ny next question.

MR. MYERS: Okay.

MR. WHATLEY: If the adm nistrative core says to hel
with the right, we're going to do it our way, nmuch |ike has
happened many tinmes before, where does the alliance stand?

MR. CAMERON: Kathy and Carl and Jim did you
understand Kirk's point and do you any of you want to address
it?

MR. MYERS: | do understand Kirk's point and let ne
say | think probably in the rush of trying to get all this
information presented, | may have slightly m scharacterized it.
| don't think that the Conm ssion SRM said that we coul dn't
propose changes, but as | alluded to, | think that there is a
hi gh confort level with the way organi zati ons exi st at the

state and sonmetinmes with NRC and the conference and OAS, they

exi st.

But as we nove through tinme and they see that there
wi Il be sone changes that are made, and Kathy just said that
it's not -- | don't think that we want to get into a position

of mandating or dictating, hey, you' ve got to do this, NRC, or
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change your structure, that | think that eventually it would

probably evolve into [inaudible] organization.

But given resource constraints and maybe at the
direction of the Conmm ssion, based upon the kinds of
suggestions that we make to them

So it's not prohibited to, but I think there was
reluctance to go there at this tine.

MR. CAMERON: Kat hy, you want to add sonething, and,
Carl, do you, after Kathy?

MS. ALLEN: | think we made a | ot of people at NRC
nervous. They thought that here a bunch of states were going
to show up and start telling NRC where to cut their budget and
what kind of people to |let go and what areas of their program
that they needed to cut.

So we've been very cautious and careful about to sort
of not go there. | nmean, we're not going to dictate to NRC
where they need to change things, but we want to sort of -- you
need to change the fundamental way of thinking, first, and then
t hey should be able to figure out what kind of changes they can
do to their organization to match.

MR. CAMERON: Carl ?

MR. PAPERI ELLO. | think you shouldn't start fromthe
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organi zation. You want to start from what do you want to do

and who is going to do it. Then you decide what kind of
organi zational changes you need to inplenent the programthat I
want to carry out.

| don't think you start with the organi zation. You
have to change the organi zati on once you define what this
programis going to | ook |ike.

MR. CAMERON: Ckay. Let's go to Bill and then Aubrey
and David. And keep in mnd that this is all part of the
st akehol der i nput process, commenting on some of the options
and suggesti ons.

Bill?

MR. DUNDULIS: Bill Dundulis, Rhode Island. One of
the things you nentioned, Kathy, was on the whol e thing of
regul ati on devel opnent and this may get into both organizations
or all three organizations, the Conference, the Organi zation of
Agreenent States, and the NRC evol ving.

Even though it may sonetinmes be applied process, the
whol e SSR devel opnment, | think, is sonething that we don't want
to overl ook or discard. Maybe there m ght be ways of speeding
it up.

But having worked with the Part X group on nedi cal
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accelerators, and it was kind of convoluted, but | think maybe

that m ght be one way of using, as you said, the centers of
expertise, where you could get people to go together.

And maybe this is part of what you were talking
about, the evolution, but I wouldn't want to get rid of the SSR
process, except maybe to do nore of what they're trying to do
now, |I think, with Part 35 and Part 34 of the parallel
rul emaki ng.

MS. ALLEN: We recognize that the SSR is one of the
success stories and those are the kinds of things that we would
not want to get rid of.

But if you |look at a ot of the nmedical -- sorry --
the rul emaki ngs that have to do with materials, the SSRs are
still reactive to what NRC has decided is the priority.

So we need to change the fundanental way of
establishing priorities and what's inportant, first, and then,
fromthere, nmaybe the SSR groups can actually be nore
effective, because they're focusing their efforts on things
t hat we have real buy-in anong the states that this is our big
priority; yes, this accelerator stuff is a real problem let's
put our heads together and knock this one out and put this in

top priority.
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MR. CAMERON: Aubrey?

MR. GODWN:. | see | was apparently running ahead of
my time again when | offered, some years ago, to do one of
t hese yearly inspections, which now brings up a point that I'm
not sure is representative of our discussions; nanely, the NRC
staff.

My inpression is, and | may be wong, that a | arge
i npact of the decision that came out was that some of the staff
was concerned that we may be able to do the inspections and
there would be a rule [inaudible.] | mght be wong on that,
but that's certainly the inpression | have.

"' m not sure that was [inaudible] Comm ssion. A |ot
[i naudible.] Are you trying to tell ne sonething, Chip?

MR. CAMERON: No.

MR. GODW N: Along the lines of how would they review
the inspections and [inaudible.]

Secondly, the issue of [inaudible] the medical stuff,
right now, I'mnot sure where the decision is, but it would
appear that people like AMA and ot her national organizations
may not want the state [inaudible] this kind of situation,
because right now they can go to one organi zati on and have a

t renendous amount of influence on various [inaudible.]
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[ naudi ble] go to nultiple entities to deal with it.

| think there's a lot of things that we would have to

look at, and I'd be interested in the reaction of sone

[ i naudi bl e] nati onal

MR. CAMERON:. Carl,

organi zati ons i ssues.

do you want to -- do you have

anything to say to Aubrey's first point?

MR. PAPERI ELLO: |

NRC staff, the NRC staff

what the process is. | want

because as the number

of NRC |icensees go down,

think the issue of the inpact on

I npact

is going to occur no matter

us to address it consciously,

of agreenent states go up, but the numnber

and we're running [inaudible,] we

have got to talk to NRC staff no matter what you do.

Secondl vy,

[ i naudi bl e]

NRC staff is not outrageously

difficult, because many of us are getting quite old, including

mysel f, and in four years,

conpatriots that

retire, too.

retire. There's a | ot of

So sonebody else is going to deal with the problem

and |'m not saying this in a sarcastic way. |'mjust saying |

hear what you're saying. | think that's not the way to go.

The approach is what we want

we've got to start with what

the programis going to look like. The programis going to

| ook |i ke what

it

| ooks |ike.
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We've got to put that together. Then we worry about

this. | have had sone [inaudible.] W put 15 FTE on
[i naudi ble] with DOE. That's di sappeared. Those people are
bei ng reassigned. Nobody is giving away [inaudible.] The
retirenment rate in NMSS was around eight to ten percent a year

Yes, we're all old. That |I'mnot worried about.
[ naudi bl e] structural, but that's not a problem

Let me throw sonmething out. You talked about the AMA
[1 naudi ble.] Where do they go on an X-ray machine right now.
Where do they go on nmedical accelerators right now? Were do
they go for the rest of nedicine right now?

MR. CAMERON: Before we go to David and then to Ed
and Kathy, Jim do you have a coment on Aubrey's point?

MR. MYERS: Aubrey brought up a very good point as to
how you get this other input from standard-setting
organi zations, the other organi zations that are out there.

think that we were wrestling with that as the working group.

The best way | can explain is is you ve got to kind
of use sone technical ternms. When we created the alliance, we
didn't quite have it quite yet defined how these fol ks woul d be

able to input into the alliance.
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But what we have done is to put what | call the U S

uni versal serial bus port on the existence, so that anybody can
plug intoit. And | think, in the long run, by being able to
go to the alliance, if that's what it's eventually called, they
woul d have probably better and probably a nore open view, but
you could basically, by putting it into the alliance, you're
addressi ng your concerns to all of the parties, rather than to

single, 33 individual organizations.

MR. CAMERON: Ckay. | think that point comes across.
Davi d?

SPEAKER: At the risk if suffering Herb's | ook and
getting booted out of the room | have a question. Wy not

call this the national radiation programrather than the
national materials progranf

Carl, to answer your question, where do they go, back
many, nmany years ago, when Ed was with Texas and | was with
Arkansas, we tal ked about a single radiation protection agency.

Has this been discussed? | knowit's huge. You talk
about what the program should be. Periodically, our staff gets
toget her and we tal k about this and we tal k about that, and one
of the things that always cones up is who is regulating that or

where do we go with this. Five, six, seven, eight Federa
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agencies are involved in the word radiation, and | knowit's

huge.

But if we are taking on a big project like this, why
don't we take on a bigger one and try to get sonething going
call ed a national radiation progranf

MR. CAMERON: In response to that, would the alliance
per haps be a buil ding bl ock?

SPEAKER: | think we believe that it would be a
bui | di ng bl ock. You see, the working group is in a pickle
here, a technical one. W have direction fromthe Conm ssion
to do certain things and that's why we caveated our statenents
earlier with national materials program the termis bandied
about, capitalized, underlined, and highlighted.

Yet it really has no basis. It's just a termof art
that's been used and we use national materials programto
descri be our working group, because that's kind of what we're
wor ki ng on.

But | think the working group has conme to the
conclusion that it isn't done until the Comm ssion makes a
deci sion sonmetinme in June or July of next year, after we
present the options to them

If they want to call it the national radiation
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control programor national materials programor the alliance

or whatever, they are free to kind of give sone additional
gui dance on how to do that.

So we're kind of working at the very basic |level and
ki nd of show ng what the basic concept m ght | ook Iike, and
truly I think it would enconpass a | ot of those organizations
and other regul ators and ot her Federal agencies and so forth at
sone point in tinme.

MR. CAMERON: A process question, | guess, for the
wor ki ng group. WII there be an opportunity for individual
agreenent states or the Organi zation of Agreenent States to
provide any input to this, besides their participation on the
wor ki ng group, before it goes to the Comm ssion?

SPEAKER: We sort of anticipate having this out for
public coment, that will have a | ot of paragraphs and stuff in
there, and there will be paragraphs about nmaybe expanding this

to include things other than [inaudible] material or AEA

materi al s.

And a bunch of other issues will be raised in our
paper that we've sort of raised. That will go out for public
comment. Then we'll come back and get all the coments

together and then it goes up to the Commi ssion. So we're
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trying to get this sort of stuff out. There's also going to be

sone articles comng up in sone new [inaudi ble] Health Physics
Soci ety newsletter covering this pretty well, | think, com ng
out next nonth.

So we're hoping to start sone discussion on a
national level, as well. So you can contact us at any point or
any time and you can al so check out the NRC web site, where we
try to put up as nuch of the stuff that we've done already.

MR. CAMERON: COkay. Thank you. Ed Bailey?

MR. BAILEY: | guess what | see is a sort of change.
You nmentioned a couple of [inaudible,] which I think could
serve sort of [inaudible] what you're tal king about.

Back many years ago, Bill Selin and | one night sat
in my dining roomand [inaudi ble] and we got up the next
nmor ni ng and went to make copies of that, and that was useful.

And right now [inaudible.] W cane out with the nost
formal draft of Part 20. Nobody had told us to do that.
Finally, we got [inaudible,] well, we |ike [inaudible.] In
fact, we had it [inaudible] for a long tine.

Once we did that and had the conference brought in,
we had a rather difficult time [inaudible] in getting the NRC

to accept the new one, that sonebody could conme out and wite a
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new part w thout the NRC having given the road map on how it

shoul d be done.

|'m one of these days, going to pull out the old
pen-and-ink [inaudi ble] conputers, draft and conpare it to the
Code of Federal Regul ations [inaudi ble] not a |lot of changes in
that draft.

Al so, we're fortunate that we [inaudi bl e] radiography
[i naudi bl e] certification. And we were basically told in the
early stages [inaudi ble,] but we had one of the NRC
Comm ssioners, | can't renmenber [inaudible,] came [inaudible]
in one of our neetings of the [inaudi ble] and he actually
of fered [i naudi bl e.]

We devel oped a [inaudi ble] program and we were able
to carry that forward and [inaudi bl e.]

But the main thing is that rather than both the sort
of exception to [inaudible,] they should have the right to
[ i naudi bl e. ]

You don't try to force soneone's [inaudible] to
i nprove the situation. Sonebody [inaudible.] The NRC
[ i naudi bl e] working under very informal [inaudible] saying that
we will [inaudible.]

The very next [inaudible] and which are the ones
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responsible. We will take the lead, we will do it, the other

people will essentially [inaudible.] [Inaudible.]

That's the sort of kind of [inaudible.]

MR. CAMERON: Does anybody have a follow up on that?
Then we'll go to Bill for a final --

SPEAKER: | think that what Ed was saying is what we
woul d call the |arger group using existing or past successes,
because | think that's where we will [inaudible] that idea.

So | think it's very supportive [inaudible.]

MR. CAMERON: Bill?

MR. DUNDULI'S: Bill Dundulis, Rhode Island. |
couldn't resist the opportunity. I'mnot sure if this is a
Freudian slip or a very subtle plea for another issue in the
area of DOT [inaudible.]

You say that the way Part W and the radiography was
devel oped should be the norm for future devel opnent.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you for adding that.

SPEAKER: Let nme make just a couple observations. |
i ke what | heard this norning. W're really pushing, we're
working to get the coordination and cooperation which I think
the | aw envi si ons, what Congress envisioned that we do.

Let me reflect on a couple things. National
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radi ati on control versus national materials. | think I nmade up
the termnational materials. | don't know for sure.

' ve thought about national radiation. | don't know
if we could [inaudible] right now. It clearly requires

significant |egislation.

But | would throw the challenge out to you. Wuld

you be willing to nerge OAS with CRCPD? Ckay. |I'mnot telling
you to do that. [|'mjust saying, reflecting the other way
around.

Second, | think the public sees [inaudible] as

different than expert. Whether we like it or not, and, as a
physicist, | don't see any difference in the public responding
to the different places.

Al'l you've got to do is look at, watch one of the
internet [inaudible] radiation, talking about the irradiated
food with accel erators and making a distinction between that
and Cobalt, and the fact of the matter is people do it. So
it's just the way it is.

We're evolving, we're noving, and | think we're
nmovi ng [1i naudi bl e.]

" mgoing to throw sonething out, and this is not ny

position. When you consider about a fundamental radiation
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program the international conmunity, whatever that may be, the

peopl e who did [inaudi ble] at one of the reactors, | think
North Anna, made the recommendation, the NRC or the United
States -- not the NRC -- the United States should, as the
Eur opeans have, go to | CRP-60.

The question is that I'mgoing to throw out here, and
not an answer, |'m not making any recommendations. If, in
fact, the United States, whatever they may be, decides to do
t hat, how should it be done? |In other words, who will make the
deci si on, keepi ng what Congress said here, how wi |l that
deci si on be made?

| don't know how we decided to go to ICRP-30. | know
| was in the NRC, but | was out in the field in practice at the
time and I am going to look into that decision.

Anong ot her things, the EPA changed Presidenti al
gui dance. But |I'mjust saying something to think about, if
this country would go to I CRP-60, how would that decision be
made? Thank you.

MR. CAMERON:. Thanks, Paul, for the provocative
guestions for everybody.

Before we go to Bob Wal ker, does anybody in the

audi ence have a comment or a question on the issue? Yes, sir.
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If you'd tell us your nane.

SPEAKER: My nane is [inaudible.] [Inaudible.]

MR. CAMERON: Did you guys all hear that?

SPEAKER: No, I'msorry, | didn't.

SPEAKER: The question was, is the working group
addressi ng anything along the lines of the |IPE, |ooking at
that? |Is that the question?

MR. CAMERON: The questioner said yes, that was.

SPEAKER: Ckay. The answer is yes, we kind of | ooked
at it as kind of an exanple of how to do cooperative work.

MR. CAMERON:. Okay. Thank you. Anybody else have a
guestion or coment before we bring Bob up?

SPEAKER: Chip, |'ve got one last thing.

MR. CAMERON: All right.

SPEAKER: 1'd just like to rem nd you all that we
have | ots of folks fromour working group here. Pl ease,
approach them and address your concerns, your questions and
your comrents with them This is a great opportunity to neet
them as well as to discuss [inaudible.]

MR. CAMERON: COkay. Thank you. Kathy, do you want
to introduce Bob?

MS. ALLEN: As Jimsaid, actually, the working group
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is a fantastic group of people. There are outreach prograns

for [inaudible] and all kinds of work being done. So | just
wanted to hopefully thank everybody on the working group who
have made this job nmuch, much easier.

Even t hough everybody is not up here speaking,
they've really worked very hard and, please, cone to them talk
to them this is how we get our ideas and this is how we all
wor k t oget her.

Bob Wal ker is coordinating the tabletop exercise. So
get out your homework and listen to the teacher up here.

MR. WALKER: Thanks, Kathy. All the speakers this
norni ng that you've heard the | ast hour worked by sharing or
cooperation and coordination of this effort, and this exercise
is going to start right now because we're [inaudi ble] do that.
[ I naudi bl e. ]

SPEAKER: It used to be [inaudible] staff.

MR. WALKER: Over the |last nonth, you' ve seen sone
ol d things on RADRAP, one from Kathy and a couple from ne,
tal ki ng about the national materials program and what fol ks do
with it.

And we al so asked for your cooperation in bringing to

this meeting your top three priorities in rulemaking, consensus
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st andards and gui dance docunents, the kinds of things that

you'd like to see over the next 28 nonths in those areas.

[ | naudi bl e] and be prepared to hand themto us at
this meeting. What we're going to do with those is take them
away and [i naudi bl e] between now and tonorrow norning, the
conmttee is going to get together and prioritize those things
and we're going to cone back tonmorrow on what this |ooks |ike
and a consensus for regulatory priorities over the next
[ i naudi bl e. ]

So if those of you who haven't seen the bulletins on
RADRAP, if you [inaudible] get themto nyself or Kathy or Jim
or any of the other comm ttee nenbers between now and
unchtinme, then we'll start working on that this afternoon and
eveni ng and hope to have sonmething to you tonorrow.

SPEAKER: Are there any questions about the tabletop?
Make sure that you put your state names on these. |t can be
mul ti pl e pieces of paper, a single one, but include what state
you're from

MR. CAMERON: And the tabletop may illustrate
guestions or bring some questions up for you about sone of the
generic issues that the working group is trying to address,

too. So I think there will be an opportunity to put those on
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t he table when we do the tabletop.

Okay. | would thank Carl and Kathy and Ji m and Bob
Wal ker, and we're going to nove into our next segnent, which is
going to start with Ray Johnson, fromthe Heal th Physics
Society, and then we're going to go to M ke Ryan, who is going
to tal k about NCRP, what the commttees are and how t hey worKk.

Ray, do you want to conme up and you're going to talk
to us about a number of issues, | believe, right? And Ray, as
many of you know, is the immedi ate past President of the Health
Physi cs Society. And, good, Mke is com ng up, and we'll have
both of them up here.

And we'll break for questions for Ray. We'Ill have
gquestions after Mke. But there may be questions that refer to
both of their -- that are stinulated by both of their
present ati ons.

Do we have an overhead projector guide?

SPEAKER: Yes, we do.

MR. CAMERON: All right. W do, but it's in North
Car ol i na.

SPEAKER: Anybody el se from South Carolina know what
t hey' re doi ng?

MR. JOHNSON: | would point out that | have a copy of
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the slides that I'lIl be sure and | eave you, if you'd like to
get one. These will be passed around.

Also, I'd like to be inviting your conments on the
proposal that | will be sharing with you shortly and if you

woul d, pl ease, record your comments on one of these cards, so |
can capture your feedback.

Thank you for the opportunity to visit with you.

Sone of you may recall that | had the opportunity to visit you
a year ago at the neeting in Texas. So | bring you greetings

fromthe Health Physics Society, the officers and the Board of
Di rectors.

The Health Physics Society is very nmuch interested in
devel opi ng our continuing relationship with the state and with
the NRC, but to offer what we can from a professional
devel opnent role in the field of radiation safety.

The current President of the Health Physics Society
is Dr. Paul Rohr. He was invited to represent the Society at
this meeting. However, | had talked with Paul about the
possibility of comng to neet with you, to invite your response
to a Health Physics Society initiative, and Paul said, "Well,
Ray, if you're going to do that, how about if you al so

represent the Society.” So I'mprivileged to have that
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opportunity this norning.

Coul d I have the next slide, please?

For nmore than 15 years, | have been providing
training services to RSOs and to radi ati on workers and | know
t hat nost of you deal with those folks on a day-to-day basis
and probably would share an observati on which |I've noted nmany
times, and that is that they don't al ways understand the
information that we present them

And | think of alittle boy who's standing in the
back of a church | ooking up at the wall and there's a plaque
with a lot of nanes on it. He's studying this plaque. The
pastor conmes up and asks the little boy, "Do you understand
what that plaque is?" The little said, "No," he didn"t. And
t he pastor says, "Well, those are a list of all of the names of
people who died in the service.”" The little boy |ooks closer
at the plaque and after a bit, he turns back and he says "Is
that the 10:00 service or the 11:00 service?"

Now, as a training provider, | get asked all the tinme
about what are the qualifications needed for RSOs; what do |
need to know, what regul ations should I know about, what will |
need to know about |icensing, and, nost of all, what do | need

to know to stay out of trouble.
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How much training is needed? What's the magi c about

40 hours? Wouldn't 16 hours or 24 hours be enough? And can |
be an RSO wi t hout any previous training or experience? And
this is a question that cones up quite often and the fact is,
at the end of each of nmy classes, | like to ask a question
about what is the previous training or experience, and quite
often find out that they've had no previous training or
experience at all.

The ot her question | ask of these students is how
many of you are here because you drew the short straw, and
usually had go up all around the room

So this is a sanple of what |'ve been observing for
many years in this area.

Next slide. Now, |'ve briefly summarized nmy view, at
| east, of sonme of the roles that are interrelated here. RSOs
whose role is defined by regulations and |icenses, NRC and
state to establish those regul ations and provide the |licenses,
and the Health Physics Society, which is intended to offer
prof essi onal and techni cal support to publications and
conferences and educati onal opportunities.

| woul d suggest for you, though, that our roles have

col l ectively changed over the years. Since the Health Physics
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Society was formed in 1956, in those early years, many of you

were involved and you know that there were relatively few rules
and prograns and that our goal was to establish prograns and
i npl ement prograns.

In the current years, however, nore radiation safety
people are involved in inplenentati on and we've seen the
changing role of the states, where, in the '50s, nost of
i censing was done by Federal regulation and now nost of it is
bei ng done by the states.

As regul ati ons now beconme nore prescriptive, the view
of the RSCs, at least, is that radiation safety often neans
following the rules and, consequently, what we nay see evol ving
over the years is a need for professional health physicists'

j udgment, education and experience, and nore of what we would
traditionally think of as health physics functions are now
bei ng done by people who call thenselves RSOs and typically are
not full-time specialists in radiation safety.

RSOCs often have | ess training than you m ght expect
from a professional health physicist and they often wear
mul tiple hats. And, in fact, [inaudible] to the broad-based
saf ety professionals.

And, unfortunately, their focus nmay not always be as
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much on safety as it is on avoiding violations; in other words,

foll owing the rules.

The Health Physics Society is primarily for full-time
practicing health physicists. Now, how does that allow us to
link with RSOs? RSOs, by and |l arge, do not identify thensel ves
as health physicists.

In fact, at a class that | had [inaudi ble] about a
year ago, | had a class with 22 students and the first norning,
| asked how many of you know the words health physics or heard
of the Health Physics Society. Qut of the 22 students, one
person raised their hand and that person called hinself a
heal t h physi ci st.

So the others in the group of students had not even
heard of the words health physics or knew of the Health Physics
Soci ety.

Shoul d the Health Physics Society be providing
services to these fol ks, such as education and technical
support and networ ki ng?

Over the past year, |I've invited the Executive
Committee and the Board of Directors of the Health Physics
Soci ety and the nenbership to come to grips with the question

of who are we, as we cone into the new mllennium who do we
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If we were to nake a special effort to include

ourselves in the society, would that change our professiona

status to becom ng nore of a trade organization rather than

pr of essi onal ?

What is the m ssion of the Health Physics Society?

Shoul d this society be the primary resource of information and

support services for radiation safety practitioners in the

United States? Does the society have a responsibility for

mai nt ai ni ng and upgrading the quality of radiation safety

prograns by providing nenbership services to RSOs?

What happens if RSOs neke a m stake? Does the

general public have any idea that [inaudible] between RSOs and

the health physicists?

We know that there are over 20,000 radioactive

material licensees in the United States. Each of those has an

RSO. And that many of these |icensees also have staff. So I'

estimating that there are perhaps 50,000 or

nore people in the

United States with responsibilities for inplenenting radiation

saf ety prograns.

The Health Physics Society, as with your prograns,

can enhance the conpetence of these peopl e,

but who has the

m
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responsibility? What are the qualifications for RSOs and what

are the prograns available for RSOs to devel op those
qualifications?

Wel I, we know that the canmpus radiation safety
of ficer group, which apparently has a mailing |ist of about 800
names. They're not a formal organization in ternms of officers
or organi zation structure or publications.

There's al so anot her group representing many RSOs,
the National Registry for Radiation Protection Technol ogi sts,
of which there are about 4,000 at the current tine.

So by and large, if you | ook at those nunbers on the
previous slide and considering that there are 40,000 or npore
RSOs and many nore people who work with them neither of those
previ ous organi zations or the Health Physics Society are really
provi di ng support for this |arge nunber of people.

The m ssion of the Health Physics Society is assuring
excellence in radiation safety and the question is, does this
i nclude or should this include RSOs.

Shoul d RSGCs be included, even when they're not
full -time practicing health physicists? Wat does the society
have to offer? Publications? They need to know of the high

qual ity of our journals, which Mke Ryan is current the editor
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of. And the [inaudible] publication, Operational Radiation

Safety, that has had a very significant [inaudible] in our
society. And, of course, our newsletter, which | know many of
you receive, and then a nenbership book and the web site.

We hold two | arge neetings each year, which include
many training and educati onal opportunities. WE also attenpt
to represent good science and good practices in radiation
safety for intervention with Congress and agencies and with you
guys.

Now, about four years ago, | was instrunental in
establishing a new service directed toward RSOs, called the RSO
Section, which stands for radiation safety operations. This
was to be intended to be a service not only for RSOs, but their
staff.

This section is now over 600 nenbers and it's the
| argest section of the health physics society. So it seens
pretty clear that within the current nenbership of 6,000, that
there is an interest in this area.

But how is the Health Physics Society connecting with
RSOCs? We now have two mailings to about 18,000 each, to RSOs,
[1 naudi bl e] that we got fromlicensees, from agreenent states,

and fromthe NRC.
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OQut of these mailings, which invited RSOs to consi der

services of the society, we've gotten about 200 new nenbers.
Now, the significance of that is that over the last six or
seven years, we have gone from a nmenbership of about 6,600 down
to 5,800 and over the last two years or over the |last year in
particul ar, that nunmber has gone up by about 200, we're now
back to about 6,000. Now, not all of these are RSOs.

So what | would conclude fromthat is that by and
| arge, even though we've nade sone initiatives to connect with
RSOs, but they're still not really identifying with the society
and mainly because, as | indicated earlier, nost of themdid
not call thensel ves heal th physicists.

So the role of the society with regard to RSOs is
we' ve of fered nmenbership and we still hope that m ght be a
hel pful service.

The alternative, though, that I1'd like you all to
of fer feedback on today is that perhaps rather than asking RSOs
to call thenselves health physicists and be a nmenber of this
organi zati on, that perhaps we should be hel ping RSOs to set up
a credentialing and a technical support service specifically to
meet their needs, in the same way that the Health Physics

Society originally set up the American Board of Health Physics,
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for certifying health physicists, and the society also set up

t he program known as the National Registry of Radiation
Protection Technol ogi sts.

For this purpose, the board did approve an initiative
at the neeting in Denver, a conmttee to consider credentialing
the technical support of RSOs. The nanmes of the nmenbers of the
commttee, it's quite a large commttee, it includes the nanes
of several people here in the group today.

The reason the commttee is so large is we're trying
to incorporate a very broad perspective on this issue, and, of
course, that's the reason that I'mhere to talk with you today.

The role of this commttee and the questions | would
li ke you to begin to consider is evaluate the need for RSO
credentialing, considering how credentialing services could be
of fered, how to provide the RSOs with technical support for
i npl ementing radi ation safety progranms, for devel opi ng and
establ i shing conpetence and for obtaining credentials.

Now, ny last slide has a list of questions on which I
would like, if you would, please, to offer your comments on
these cards. Now, if you would, just wite down one, two,
three and four, with your comments. If you'd like to include

your nanes, that would be very hel pful.
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Basically, what I"'minviting is your feedback and

witten comments, of course, will be easier to work with, in
order than when | go to the Health Physics Executive Commttee
meeting in two weeks, which is going to be right here in this
sanme building, | get to be back again in two weeks, that |
woul d have sonme concrete feedback fromall of you to share with
t he Executive Commttee and then later with the Board of
Directors at the June neeting.

So at this point, | would like to open the floor for
di scussion on the questions | put up on the board or any other
comments that you'd like to offer.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you very much, Ray. Do we have
questions for Ray or comments on the questions on this
particul ar vi ewgraph?

SPEAKER: [l naudi bl e] comments about the possibility
of this, one of the questions you asked ne, if | renenber
correctly, was would the credentialing of RSOs be [inaudi bl e]
to the licensing program [l naudi ble] concerns they have, the
more difficult task is evaluating [inaudi ble] people that are
studying to be RSOCs.

And, you know, not being one to want to take on extra

wor k, there was sonme work on the notion that [inaudible]
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credentialing, | thought that it should be [inaudible] and from

that, we sort of cane up with the idea of making [inaudible.]

| noted in your -- you're tal king about 40,000 RSGCs.
There are also -- | think we've got 25,000 [inaudible] in
California. At least in theory, every single one of those
[i naudi ble] and |I think [inaudible] is that sonme of our |east
saf ety conscious facilities are the ones that have [i naudi bl e]
or the techs do nost of the work.

So there is possibly another group there that
[ i naudi bl e] doesn't work itself [inaudible] nedical

MR. JOHNSON: | see many of you are notes on the
cards. Again, | greatly appreciate whatever coments you would
i ke to share.

MR. CAMERON: Aubrey? Aubrey Godw n.

MR. GODW N: Aubrey Godwin, Arizona. |Is this going
to be a concurrent progran? 1'd |like to suggest that along the
lines of the [inaudible] qualifications for different types of
RSOs; for exanple, being an RSO for [inaudible] radiography
m ght [inaudible] X-ray facilities.

Al so, maybe sonme sort of accreditation process
devel oped either by the HP or we encourage other [inaudible] an

accreditation process is inportant to training [inaudible]
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peopl e.

We have a few i ndependent trainers now, as you're
wel | aware, and sone are pretty good, sone are okie-dokie, and
sone are [inaudible.] And when they conme to us, we have to
| ook at them as being good unless we can prove they're bad, and
we' ve seen them once.

SPEAKER: Thank you very nuch. Those are very good
points and | don't have answers specifically for those, but I'm
hopi ng [1 naudi bl e] and your experience.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. Anybody in the audience have a

comment on this for Ray? Steve Collins.

MR. COLLINS: Steve Collins, Illinois. As to your
first question, | would think that that would be yes, but there
woul d need to be a limt or approval for each type of |icensee

category, because the training requirenents for those different
categories vary so nuch

SPEAKER: [ naudible.]

SPEAKER: | believe you're right. That's the sanme
poi nt that Aubrey Godw n, that Aubrey made, and that would be
one of the things consider [inaudible] different categories of
|icenses and the RSO qualifications.

MR. CAMERON:. Ckay. Go ahead, Bill.
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VMR. DUNDULI S: Bill Dundulis, Rhode Island. One

thing that I am concerned about, particularly in answer to
gquestion three, would such a programinclude quality, | think
even if you had such a program in nmany respects, it would be
preaching to the choir. Those who woul d probably sign on are
probably those that we're | east wary about, that probably have
sonme degree of conpetence already, and the ones which you
really want to reach are probably going to be the ones that

unl ess you put a gun to their head, are going to the ones | east
likely to try to do it.

SPEAKER: One of the things RSOs have shared with ne
about this matter so far is that, first of all, every RSO I've
tal ked to thought this was a good idea. But one of the factors
is provide sonme visibility and recognition for their function,
whi ch, in many organizations, is way down at the end of the
organi zation chart.

MR. CAMERON: COkay. Roger?

MR. SUPPES: Roger Suppes, Ohio. It seens |ike one
of the unanticipated outcones of sonme certification prograns is
t hat whoever gets certified then wants to del egate
responsibility to sonebody el se, and that seens to be what

we' ve been through in Ohio, is when you ve got, let's say, the
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radi ati on expert or the RSO or the individual responsible for

radi ati on protection or whoever ought to have special judgnment
and be able to delegate those, and you don't need to have those
people certified.

So | think that certification and recognition of who
these folks are is inportant and sonmething we should do, but it
seens |like with the enphasis on cost containnent in a |ot of
institutions, there's a | ot of possible unanticipated outcones.

The person who is actually doing the test is not the
person [inaudi ble] on the license.

SPEAKER: That's a good point. Thank you.

MR. CAMERON: Any other points on credentialing that
anybody wants to offer?

SPEAKER: We just went through a credentialing
process in Arkansas and there was a grandfather clause attached
to it for a one year period. Wuld you envision sonething |ike
this?

SPEAKER: Perhaps. | haven't heard of that, but that
woul d certainly nmake some sense. | know in the Health Physics
Society, the original group of the American Board of Health
Physicists were 100 people identified as exenplary of the

pr of essi on and they [i naudi bl e.]
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SPEAKER: And that depends if it becones regul atory

or not.

SPEAKER: Thank you.

MR. CAMERON: COkay. Let's go to [inaudible.]

SPEAKER: [lnaudible.] | think the majority of
states, we enjoy the luxury of being able to take on the
i ndi vi dual, but not necessarily have a set [inaudi bl e]
credentials a person nust possess.

This gives us the autonony [inaudi ble] individual.
know the State of New Mexico, we ask for the resune.

MR. CAMERON: [I naudi bl e] Stan.

SPEAKER: Let ne start over again. The State of New
Mexi co, |like many of the states, takes a | ook at the
credentials, the resunes of people who would be RSOs, and we
kind of |ike that idea because dependi ng upon the education and
experience, we can't necessarily what's cut-and-dried
[i naudi bl e] as far as what a person shoul d possess.

| think a | ot of [inaudible] would be better. | know
[ 1 naudi bl e] people receive applications for a license to be an
RSO, we ask for that and we reserve the right to tell whether
or not that person should be an RSO

So | think that HPS can provide a good service by
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setting up support. | think the states are still going to be
[i naudi ble] to determ ne who would serve in that position.
SPEAKER: Thank you. | would certainly full expect

that; that if there were credentialing services available, this

woul d just be another source of input or eval uation

[i naudi ble,] but that the states would certainly or the NRC,

whoever [inaudible.] You're right.

MR. CAMERON: COkay. Ray, thank you very nmuch. And

people can just turn in their cards before you | eave.

SPEAKER: Yes, or at the |lunch break or whatever.

Again, | thank you very nuch for your feedback

Thank you, agai n.

[ Appl ause. ]

appreciate it.

MR. CAMERON: M ke Ryan is going to tell us about the

NCRP committees and rel ati onships with agreenment

states in general. Are you ready?

states and

MR. RYAN. |I'mready. |It's always hard to be the

| ast speaker before lunch. You have to keep track of the

public speaking rule [inaudible.] Be yourself,

clear, be brief, and be seated.
| want to try and stick with that

to give you sone information about the NCRP

goal

be prepared, be

and |'m goi ng
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Let me first, again, welconme you all to Charl eston.

It is where | nmake my home now, and there are hundreds of good
restaurants within a block of here. So if anybody gets a bad
meal , you nmust have tripped it out of town. |It's a great place
to have [inaudi ble] and the weather for the next few days | ooks
terrific. So get out and about and enjoy the wonderful

downt own ar ea.

It's ny pleasure also to neet with you, the
Organi zati on of Agreenent States, because [inaudible] earlier
said, | believe that radiation protection occurs at the | ocal
| evel [inaudible.] [Ilnaudible] Speaker of the House said al
politics are local, and |I think all radiation protection, maybe
not all, but a large part of it is the day-to-day interaction
of people using radiation and radi oactive materi al s.

That brings me to what the NCRP can do. W are an
organi zation, one of those |ocuses of some sort of skill and
capability, during the 1950s, '60s and '70s, but as tinme has
evol ved, the role of the NCRP has not evolved with the changing
tinmes.

| believe that there is a body of expertise
nationally and internationally in radiation protection that

ext ends beyond what was once the center of one of the
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[ 1 naudi bl e] of the NCRP

| " ve been involved as a board nenber and a scientific

vice president for NCRP and, particularly, over the |ast year,

in strategic planning for the organi zati on.

One of the things that the NCRP recogni zes -- next

slide -- and I'lIl tell you [inaudible] in a mnute, is that we

had [i naudi bl e. ]

The nmenbers of the nost recent committee to devel op

i npl enentation plans [inaudi ble] nyself, Dave Mbeller, John
Poston, John [inaudi ble,] Byron MNeal, Carol MlLean, Jim
Al stein, and, of course, [inaudible] quite a nice array of

fol ks that have been involved with trying to ask a sinple

question, what can the NCRP do to further enhance its m ssion

to collected, analyze and dissenm nate radi ation protection

information in the public interest and coll aborate with other

organi zations who have a simlar or |ike purpose.

That is, in fact, NCRP's m ssion. So we are
redefining and [inaudi bl e] ourselves along that m ssion.

Next slide, please.

This, believe or not, started with sone sinple
meeti ngs and sone [inaudible] activity back as far as 1997.

letter was witten identifying five recomendations for

A
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strategic initiatives the NCRP shoul d take.

Not much happened until 1999, when it was recogni zed
t hat budgetary shortfalls, which catch everybody's attention
t hat somet hing needs to be done, forced the NCRP to really
assess the strategic future.

In 1999, the board approved an ad hoc strategic
pl anning [inaudi ble.] Next slide, please.

In April of 2000, that first conmttee's report was
prepared and accepted -- prepared, delivered and accepted by
t he board of directors.

It was a survey of all sorts of folks froma w de
variety of constituencies, about 800 individuals responded to
t he survey, 890, | think it was, and they had sone very
power ful and useful information to identify sone of the

strengt hs and weaknesses and the opportunities [inaudible.]

At the annual nmeeting in April of this year, the
board enpowered [inaudible] this list I showed you to recognize
activities and things that could be done to inplenent those
strategi c recomendations that came out of that survey.

So Septenber of 2000, just this last nonth, the

i npl ementation conmttee transmtted its 11 recomrendations to
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t he board of directors, with supporting information. The board

is scheduled to neet in Novenber to consider and act on those
reconmendati ons.

|'"m pleased to tell you that both of these strategic
pl anning comm ttees were [inaudible] and met their obligations
on tinme. Sonmething kind of unusual in NCRP, but that is a key
weakness that we have. W have to be nore tinmely and, | think,
nore topical and relevant to the needs of those who support the
or gani zati on.

[ naudi bl e] were recogni zed in the surveys. NCRP' s
position with respect to the National Scientific Consensus
[ i naudi bl e] dissem nated information, guidance and
recommendati ons on radiation protection and neasurenents.

Sone fol ks know that their NRCP reports are well
formed, well annotated, and when they conme out, they're
val uabl e. Boy, we wi sh they came out sooner, very often, but
when they do cone out, they have information that's hel pful.

There is a breadth of scientific capability in the
council, and it's nedical radioactive materials and other
areas. There's lots of folks that give their tinme freely to
contribute where they can.

There's a lot of utility in the reports. The NCRP
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annual neeting provides an opportunity for both public and

private dialogue and is generally well attended, up in the 800
to 1,200 person range.

Typically, it's a topical neeting, very often one
that [inaudible.]

Sone of the agencies, and | say sonme, that | see NCRP
is nmeeting their objectives. Sone of the states have a
wi | lingness of experts to serve on the NCRP on different
commttees, very often giving up tens or nonths of a year to do
various NCRP report activities.

And those council menbers feel confortable with their
| evel of involvenment. They don't feel |ike they've been asked
to do too nuch, which nmeans we probably don't ask themto do
enough.

Next slide, please. Here are the weaknesses.
Unrestricted funding is decreasing. Now, that's not particul ar
to NCRP. Lots of organizations have seen the sane kinds of
trends.

| just saw an article in Scientific Information Wrld
that said the National Acadeny is undergoing the same kind of
probl em decrease in funding. There is a decrease in

vol unt eeri sm
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| tell the folks the story that when |I worked at Qak

Ri dge National Laboratory for [inaudi ble] working on this NCRP
report, that was ny job. Now, when |I'm doing NCRP activities,
that's extra.

So volunteerismis not as closely integrated into our
day-to-day activities in radiation protection practices
[ i naudi bl e. ]

| think the key thing is that the nunber of reports
publ i shed per year has increased. | look at that as an issue
of relevance, what is inportant to fol ks, what do they need to
have and what is going to help themin radiation protection
practi ce.

There has been a [inaudi bl e] produced reports in a
timely fashion, and | say that openly and w thout excuse. It
just hasn't happened. Sonetines reports have taken up to 11
years to conplete. One report had two nmenmbers of the commttee
t hat had passed away, but it was finally published.

So that [inaudible.] There is a backlog currently of
unfini shed and unfunded report-witing commttees, sonme of whom
have topics, | think, of great interest to this organization
[ i naudi bl e. ]

There's a conpetition for noney and tinme wth other
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activities. There are other organizations, both National

Acadeny of Sciences or Institute of Medicine or other kinds of
organi zati ons that conpete for noney and tine, sone national
and sone international.

Sone fol ks participate in | AEA, [inaudible,] and
ot hers. [Inaudible] seeing how things are shifting, for
example, fromNRC to the agreenent states. The licenses are
shifting and NRC s budget is rightfully shifting to go with
t hat kind of change.

The NCRP now needs to recognize that fact, that nmany
agenci es and NCRP do not neet the objectives because there's
been a drift in what NCRP focus is on and what now is the focus
of the Federal and state agencies and [inaudi ble] forces NCRP
to realize [inaudible.]

There's a failure to inform sponsors satisfactorily
on progress. The old days were give nme a big box of noney,
we'll wite a report and we'll tell you when the report is
done.

So | think it needs to be nmuch nore interactive.
These days, radiation protection regulations are not a science
for experts, its not arcane, lots of folks understand the

[inaudible.] It's nmuch of a participatory process and | think
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NCRP needs to recognize that.

There is an uncertainty about NCRP' s cooperation with
ot her organi zations. NCRP, | think, [inaudible] science group
in the U S. had heavy | eadership position [inaudible] for a
long tinme. There are others that are in the race now on both
sides. | think NCRP needs to | ook toward these other
organi zations to work cooperatively and col | aboratively, | say
that carefully, cooperative and coll aborative, with all sorts
of organi zations that cross radiation protection.

That is a particular [inaudible] that NCRP can do to
[ i naudi bl e. ]

Qur inplementation planning comnmttee [inaudi bl e]
commttee was fornmed to devel op an i nprovenent plan to address
t he weaknesses in the council's work. Very inportant
statenment. To offer an inprovenent plan to address the
weaknesses in the council's work.

The ad hoc comm ttee has conpleted its report and
made 11 specific recommendations to the board. The board of
directors is considering the [inaudible] these recomendati ons.

Next slide. Now, the key recomendations are grouped
into four areas. Nunber one, inprove the tinmeliness of

reports. | say reports in the broadest way because what a
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report is may actually involve [inaudible.]

Timeliness is not only when it conmes out, but what it
addresses. Relevance is a key part of what NCRP, | think,
needs to address. Relevance of what's needed in current
practi ce.

The way | look at it, radiation biology and
fundanmental s of radiation protection science are | won't say
finished, but there's a very |large body of evidence in those
ar eas.

What | heard everybody tal ki ng about today, which I
think the NCRP can help a lot with, is inplenentation. How do
you get things into practice? How do you get things on the
tabl e and working, whether it's for an individual |icensee, a
state program or a national consensus kind of project, whether
it's a norm whether it's an X-ray, whether it's radioactive
mat eri al s, whatever subject it happens to be.

How do you i npl enent decisions you nake? How do you
arrive at consensus standards for decomm ssioning the
contam nation? How many fol ks have had to actually term nate a
| i cense and deci de on deconm ssioning nunbers in the absence of
this kind of national [inaudible.]

Lots of folks. Wuldn't it be nice to have NCRP
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| just pointed out.
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process to maybe bring all of that a little

I think

under st andi ng how reports can be relevant to what's needed

t oday

m ght be a rea

[i naudi bl e] and there are very specific

reconmendati ons to do that.

You approve

reports. There are a

t he [inaudi bl e] process for producing

nunber of recommendati ons that address

what a commttee chair does, how it gets done, responsibilities

of comm ttee nenbers.

cl earer.

there's a particular

[ I naudi bl e] ought to make it nuch

If this [inaudible] product inspected on schedul e,

need to address the particul ars of what

types of things the funding agency shoul d be doi ng.

publ i shed, whet her

about

A very inportant

how all that gets done,

area of recommendati o

needs;

they're internal

process i s how those reports get
and the contractor talks

t he busi ness aspect is another

n. It's very inportant to [inaudible.]

We need to respond to a broader

range of [inaudi bl e]

again, inplenmnentation and rel evance are the two words |

use to describe that.

ot her

| think we need to work nore col |l aboratively with

or gani zati ons.

One of the areas of

reconmendation is
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menbership. The el ection process and getting nmenbers into the

NCRP is a little bit like electing the Pope. [Ilnaudible] the
whi t e snoke.

| think it would be a much nore viable organi zation
in the long haul if we recognized that a broader participation
of a broader nenmbership in NCRP was the order of the day. W
put a couple of different kinds of structured proposals for the
board to consider on how that could be done, but the principa
is broaden participation so that we can bring nore of the
radi ati on protection conmmunity into participation into the
NCRP. That's an inportant aspect of it.

| think by doing that and by driving the
participation in some way, we can then work nore
col |l aboratively with those organi zati ons that are represented
by this w der nmenbership.

Next slide. M. [lInaudible], as you know, is the
Presi dent of NCRP and at the annual neeting | ast year, he
announced he is not going to seek another term as President.
Oficially, his termends |like April 2002.

[ naudi bl e] Stanford is heading up the search
commttee. HE is actively seeking input on nom nations for the

next president, and he will be reporting to the board in
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January on the input and recommendati ons and nom nations that

he has received.

So that's an ongoing process. | would offer each of
you, as an agreenent state of this organization, to please nake
your desires and input known to [inaudible.]

What is the NCRP of the future going to |ook Ilike?
These are kind of, | think, roles that | would put forward as
the kinds of things that NCRP should have in its mnd as it
nmoves into this next mllennium

[  naudi bl e] and be recogni zed as an authority on
radi ati on protection standards, [inaudible] radiation science.
NCRP and its funders are fully engaged together in the
processes that can help both [inaudi ble] relationship.

States are involved and NCRP is the resource. |'l]
stop on that one. | think it's very inportant to figure out,
and this organi zation is one great nechanism how the NCRP can
serve and be of support to the radiation protection progranms in
all of your states, as well as the states that are regul ated by
t he NRC.

It's obvious to ne, just sitting and |istening, that
you are becom ng an organi zation that has its own nonentum and

its own direction.
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How can we hel p? A very sinple question. What do

you need? |Is it inplenmentation guidance, is it X-rays,
radi oactive materials, and so on.

So |l will leave that question with you. G ve ne any
f eedback or input you like on that, |I'd be happy to have it at
any tine.

Next slide. The actions of NCRP are tinely and fully
responsive to custonmer needs. There is continuous inmprovenment
t hrough feedback as a foundati on of operations of NCRP.

Yes, please give us your input. [Ilnaudible] support
[1 naudi bl e] scientific agenda that we currently have. One
thing I mght add is the scientific vice presidents are
scheduling neetings with Federal agencies in the [inaudi bl e]
and sone state fol ks also to gather input on areas of interest.
One area, of course, is radioactive and m xed wast e,

[ i naudi bl e] of operational radiation safety commttee.

We're having a joint neeting in Novenber to gain sone
of that input. 1'd welcone input fromthis organization, as
well. \What can we do to help solve your problenms? What kind
of things would the NCRP products be of value to you? So
that's an inportant opportunity to give us sonme input. How can

we better support your states' radiological health prograns?
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And that's it. Questions, coments?

MR. CAMERON:. Maybe we could | eave that slide up
because there are a good set of questions. Let's start with
Bill.

MR. DUNDULIS: Bill Dundulis, Rhode Island. Two
guestions. The first one, and this kind of plays in with how
can you help state radiation progranms, what is the | atest
floating deadline for the NCRP-49 rewite? | mean, that's a
good docunent, but it's basically X-ray shielding as it was
practiced in the '70s.

Then the second question is, you know, one of the
percei ved weaknesses you said was failure to communicate with
sponsors on a tinely basis. But just as an observation, that
may be a very fine line, so that it's not perceived that the
sponsors are having too nmuch input into exactly what the report
says, because they think that could damage your overal

credibility as an objective purveyor of true science.

MR. RYAN: | agree on both points. First of all, the
shielding report, | do not know of a schedule to update that at
the current nmonent. | do not believe it is in the revision.

MR. DUNDULI S: There's a working group supposedly.

MR. RYAN: There's a working group just form ng?
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MR. DUNDULIS: Three years ago, at | east.

MR. RYAN: Three years ago. Well, | do not know the
schedule, so I'll have to apprise you. 1'Ill find out and | et
you know.

Wth regard to the communi cati on aspect, | agree with
you. | think it's inportant not to conproni se the scientific
integrity of the report devel opment process. However, | do
think it's inmportant to at |east report progress or |ack of
pr ogr ess.

But | think clearly the communicati on on schedul e and
antici pated schedule and so forth needs to be brought out.

[  naudi bl e] of course, is what NCRP is good at and | think that
has to maintain a high integrity.

MR. CAMERON: Any others around the table on these
t hree questions?

MR. RYAN. On this shielding report, let me also give
you an idea. One thing |I've tried to flash is | think it would
be terrific if that was a CD cal cul ati onal package.

MR. CAMERON: Let's go to Greta Dicus, and then we'll
go to Ed Bailey. Geta?

COW SSI ONER DI CUS: [ I naudi bl e.]

SPEAKER: No, no. [Ilnaudible.]
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SPEAKER: Can we sign over the mc?

SPEAKER:  Agai n.

COW SSI ONER DI CUS: Here we go again. Now, one of
the things that certainly affects nmy agency and affects others
and certainly will affect the states is the fact that no
[ i naudi bl e] people get their know edge of radiation from a
[1 naudi ble] wite thema letter that says do we know what
they're tal king about.

So nmy question to you is what is your [inaudibl e]
from Congress, what are your connections to Congress? Are you
asked by Congress for information and how do you do that?

MR. RYAN: Actually, the history of NCRP' s
interaction with Congress has been very little, and | think
that's an area of weakness and one of those really inportant
fol ks who was on the commttee was G | da Plank, obviously, a
former Conm ssioner of the NRC, and | think part of the
recommendati on was to engage in the process on governnment
[ i naudi bl e] Congressional needs and informati on needs, was to
expl ore [inaudi ble] collaborative avenues that NCRP needs to
t ake on.

So as of this point in tinme, no, not nuch.

[ naudi bl e] NCRD address this in the future, yes, it should.
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Now, again, the risk is you don't want to becone a [i naudi bl e]

organi zation [inaudible] scientific information in the
information flow for Congress and staff and so forth.

So that's something that's started of |ate, but needs
a lot nore attention.

COW SSI ONER DI CUS: [l naudi bl e] setting up to be a
| obbyi st organi zation. O course, the NRC cannot be
pronotional, but giving correct information --

MR. RYAN: Exactly.

COW SSI ONER DI CUS: [ I naudi bl e] what we know, what
we' ve done.

MR. RYAN: | think that's good advice and sonethi ng
that is one of the elenents of our plan.

MR. CAMERON: Ed Bail ey.

MR. BAILEY: M ke, you nentioned the decrease in
funding and so forth. As we nove toward the national materials
program | think one of the things that may conme about is that
with decreased funding in NRC or whatever, that also sets the
opportunity [inaudible.]

What is the -- nmy question now. \What is the typical
or average or whatever range of costs to the NCRP [inaudi bl e.]

MR. RYAN: Too extensive. |It's currently an
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expensive process. [lnaudible] sonething in the $300, 000

range. One of the key areas in our strategic inplenentation
programis to |l ook at those processes, one, to make it nore
timely, which will, two, nake them | ess expensive.

| mean, it's very inportant to recogni ze that the
[i naudi ble.] Mich nore focused are the [inaudible] will be
much nore efficient.

It's interesting to note that none of the nenmbers of
the writing group get paid. |It's strictly travel and then
report production. Both of those specific business matters are
[ 1 naudi bl e] the report, but actually | ook at report production
and publishing as an issue and to | ook at [inaudible] that
process.

| think we'd Iike to see it be a nuch |ower |eve
than it is today.

MR. CAMERON: Anybody el se out here in the audience
have a comment on any of those questions or anything el se?
Anybody el se at the table have any questions for Mke? Ed?

SPEAKER: [l naudi ble] topics that really need to be
addressed when you get back hone [i naudi bl e.]

And you think about this [inaudible] things to be

covered, such as the X-ray shielding [inaudible] very
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inportant. [lInaudible.] And I'll be happy to cal

[ i naudi bl e. ]

SPEAKER:  Sure.

SPEAKER: So whatever we can do, | think naybe when
you get back and talk to your staff and say what do you really
need, M ke nentioned DNB [inaudible.] There's a |ot of us that
are sort of unconfortable with the open-endedness of the
present gui dance on DNB

SPEAKER: One of the best-selling docunents of NCRP
in the NCRP's recent history was the screening docunent, the
screeni ng nodeling that John Telford did got sold out twce.

So it's clear to us [inaudible] inplenmentation
gui dance seemto be very hel pful

Let me review two points. One, many of you have
partici pated in surveys already for NCRP. Hopefully, many nore
of you will think and give us sone additional info. For that,
| give you thanks and appreciation. Many fol ks have been
supportive of NCRP during this [inaudible] process and that's
been terrific and | appreciate it very nuch.

The second, 1'd like to just borrow ten seconds and
answer Ray's coments. As editor in chief of the Health

Physi cs Journal, | want to encourage all of you to please send
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in your articles and subm ssions for publication.

It's a great way to communi cate with your peers and
it's a great way to have [inaudible] reference information
[ i naudi bl e] in your program

[  naudi bl e] suppl emented the Heal th Physics Journal,
which is a very classical, very nuch [inaudible] program sort
of a publication that produces all the [inaudible] problens and
none so sinple that you deal with every day, and a | ot of good
publ i cati ons.

We now have a few articles ready to publish that go
past the journal that's currently in progress. So we're now
seeing a |l ot of subm ssions for that stuff and it's very
positive.

One that we published at [inaudible] university was
to look at and actually nmeasure [inaudible] released to
[i naudi ble.] So you see sone realistic information and data on
t hat question of [inaudible] a few nonths ago.

So, again, | thank you for your tinme and attention
and input, and | appreciate being here very nuch.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you, M ke.

[ Appl ause. ]

MR. CAMERON: -- to give the national nmaterials
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wor ki ng group here your input for the tabletop, and | think

Kat hy and Bob are going to be com ng around to talk to you
about that right now and then we can get out of here for |unch.

But I'"mgoing to turn it over to Ed right now.

MR. BAI LEY: Before we break for lunch, |I'd just |ike
to express ny appreciation to Ray and M ke for taking time out
of their busy schedules to cone and address us.

[ | naudi bl e] vol unteer service, so if you get a
chance, please thank them And we |ook forward, or | do, to
continuing interactions between both NRC and NCRP at future
meeti ngs.

And with that, we shall recess for |unch, schedul ed
to be back at 1:00.

[ Wher eupon, the neeting was recessed, to reconvene

this same day at 1:00 p.m]]
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AFTERNOON SESSI ON

MR. CAMERON: -- all of you that we're putting in the
parking lot, and | would especially want to call NRC staff
attention to this issue, because | think we're going to ask you
to address it when we get to the nedical rule presentation.

This is the Health and Human Services final rule, 45
CFR Part 61, on the obligations of Federal agencies, agreenent
st ates, non-agreenent states, to report what are called final
adverse actions under the HHS rule to the HHS, so that they can
put it in their data bank.

And we'll go in and explain nore about this, find out
nmore about this tonorrow, hopefully, but | just wanted to note
that, particularly for the NRC staff, because |I think that
we' re probably going to rely on themto maybe give us a better
expl anati on than we m ght have now.

Qur first presentation is Bob Enory, fromthe
Uni versity of Texas, and Bob was with us in Austin |last year to
tal k about a study that he and his coll eagues were doi ng on
root causes of notice of notices of violations and he's back to
give us an update on it. So I'll turn it over to Bob, and he's
going to try to give us a condensed presentation, so that you

all have tine to interact with him



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

124
MR. EMORY: Thanks very nmuch. Can you hear ne in the

back with this, is it up high enough? No, you can't hear.

| appreciate the opportunity to be back here today to
tal k about a continuation of the study that we were perform ng
| ast year.

Those of you who were here about a year ago received
a handsone copy of our Texas Conpliance Al manac, and if you
remenber -- probably the only thing you renmenber about the
presentation was that we asked if we could get a picture of
everybody, so that ny boss wouldn't eat nme alive for burning
out three color copiers to make this thing.

| just wanted to let you know that you all nmay be
made it into print. The newsletter for the [inaudi bl e]
Sout hwest Center has a photo, a photograph that made it to the
publisher with a picture of us sitting in front of all of you,
with Ed Bailey holding his fingers up behind ny head |like this.
Ed hol ds the banner hi gh.

Last year was a tag team match with nyself and M ke
Charlton. Mke Charlton is now Director of Environnental
Heal th and Safety at our [inaudible] in San Antonio, and he
sends his best regards. He was unable to nake it, so he asked

for me to field any of the tough questions for him
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In addition, | need to recognize two other coll eagues
that work on this project. [Ilnaudible] and M ke Hernandez
[ 1 naudi bl e. ]

What | would like to do today is four things. |
woul d like to reenphasize to you how stakehol ders really
eval uate how radi ati on safety prograns are doing. | want to
objectively identify the common violations that are issued to
permt holders in Texas, and we'll |limt that discussion to
i censees, although we have the data for registrants, as well.

| think I will be able to denonstrate to you how this
data can be put to use for prevention by identifying the root
causes of these violations, and, in fact, it will serve as an
i ndependent validation for something all of you intuitively
know, but it sure will be nice to able to say, kind of like a
t oot hpaste commercial, the university study said or verified.

And then I'm going to make an offer you can't refuse.
Now, at this point, everybody says, wait a mnute, did you
bring along a cool ice chest |ike you brought |last tinme, and
gosh darnit, no. W' re out of ice chests. [Ilnaudible.]

As a brief review, if anyone takes an advant age of
that, you will realize that there are two ways that one can

eval uate the outcone of a program You can use systemc
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measures and, in the health and safety business, systemc

out cones are those neasures of ultinmate program performnce in
the traditional health and safety realm

That's the body counts, the nunber of workpl ace
injury doses or fatalities, that's the stuff that's reported on
t hat OSHA- 200 | aw.

There's a whole other set of indicators that are
call ed organic indicators and these are precursors to this
ultimate outcome. A lot of work in quality assurance focuses
on organi c indicators.

I n our business, because we don't have a | ot of
system c indicators that we can put our fingers on, we
necessarily have to rely on organic indicators, and those woul d
be the number of unsafe conditions or observations that we nmake
during inspections or our internal evaluations.

A |l ot of work now being done on behaviors and
attitudes or, in fact, whether [inaudible] conpliance, and I
woul d argue that nost of those are governed on the status of
t he regul atory conpliance.

Now, because |'ve been around the countryside talking
about this violation phenonenon, | wanted to nake sure that you

understand that | try to always include this caveat to the
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ic and the radiation

ance inspection

And | try to enphasize that to the regul ated

community, that these words are intended to nake permt-hol ders

aware of the common deficiencies, so they can be avoi ded, but

t hey shoul d not be done to the exclusion

of all the other

reported safety [inaudi ble] that should be performed out there.

Sonet i nes people spend too nuch tinme focusing on

[ i naudi bl e. ]

Ckay. I'll just recap very quickly. Last year, we

showed you we had ten years worth of data for the violations

that are issued to licensees in the State of Texas, and it

turns out, with the coding systemthat they have in place

there, that if we do an analysis on this,

t hat al though there's

50 different violation codes, that the top ten |ist

consistently reflect 65 to 70 percent of

all the violations.

In fact, if we were to go down the list, a | ot of

that stuff is rocket science, nor does any of it require a

certified health physicist or professional engineer to address.

These are sinple things, |ike making sure you have a

radi ati on protection program doing your

surveys and testing,
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on and on and on.

But in our training, we find that the RSOs are very
wel comng to find out about this information, because they're
intimdated by this huge stack of regulations that face them
and they say, no, that these are things that will be focused
upon, they can make sure they got their ducks in order.

Now, this is one of ny favorite graphs, because you
can't read it, and that's the great thing about academ cs. You
just slap it up real quick and then [inaudible.] This is the
ten-year period here. Those are those ten violations there.
And notice that although the relative position within my
change, the top ten are always the top ten.

Now, the reason we picked this figure here is because
right in the mddle is when 10 CFR 20 was made. Notice there's
a big junp over here in procedure, nost likely due to radiation
protecti on programrequirenments, but, nonethel ess, you're
focusing on these top ten because it's always the sane top ten.

Anot her way you can sort this data is actually by
regulatory citation, and this is the Texas Adm nistrative Code
citation and then the sane thing shapes out. It turns out that
this is data from 1999, but here we have a listing of the top

five and that accounts for 60 percent of all the violations
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i ssued.

Again, we're doing training or perhaps going out and
doi ng [inaudi ble] activities, that we can focus on these top
citations, people know where to focus their activities.

We can break it out by severity and the good news
here is that nost of the violations issued are of |ow severity,
| ow severity being severity level five and four, and that
represents about 78 percent of all the violations issued in the
State of Texas.

Now, we get into the educational value. Wiy is this
of any use to anyone? Well, | have a couple of conpelling
graphs. This graph here shows the overall nunmber of incidents
reported in the State of Texas for the last ten years.

You will see that there was a dramatic decrease in
t hose things and then the blue |line indicates the nunber of
over exposures during that same ten-year period. You can see
the major driver of the total nunmber of incidents was
over exposure.

And that decrease did not come fromall of a sudden
people started reading the | atest edition of the Health Physics
Journal and inplenmenting [inaudi ble] and shielding. In fact,

the dramati c decrease cane froma change in the regul ati ons,
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thus elimnating the quarterly dose limts, and here we see a

dramati c decrease in nunber of reported overexposures for this
time period.

Conversely, if you go to the next draft, here is
m sadm ni stration and dose irregularities. Now, you guys know
better than nyself that there's been sone definition changes
and the |like and you'll notice there's a flip-flop in that
line, the blue line and the purple line, an overall increase in
reported events associated with m sadm ni stration and dose
irregularities.

Now, there's all sorts of ways to interpret this and
we're still working on this project here, but the point being
t hat m sadm ni strations, as they are defined, have gone down
dramatical ly.

The reporting nechanismthat's in place has driven up
t he nunber of dose irregularities that are being reported.
That is not to say that the [inaudible] the reporting phenonena
much nore than [inaudible.] Al of that's inportant
educati onal information.

If we go to the next slide, this pie chart shows all
the different radionuclides that can be used to inject in

people. It's not surprising that of all those incidents that
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were reflected in the |ast graph, 73 percent were associ at ed

with technetium99M Why is that? Go to the next graph, of
all the things that can go wong, what if you inject the wong
radi onuclide, the wong patient, or do the wong study, the
conmpound, the | abeling conpound seens to be the root cause of
t he problem

The technetium can conme in different flavors and if
we can conme up with sone way to clarify those different
flavors, then maybe we can reduce the overall nunber of these
i nci dents.

So | hope you begin to see a little bit of the
glimer of where there m ght be sonme educational value in
having this data collected and studi ed.

Now, what really piqued ny interest, after working on
this project, is that | began to realize that there is a cost
incurred by this, because there is a cost incurred by the
regul atory authorities, because every tine a violation is
i ssued, one has to process it and then it kicks into the | egal
realm if you will, eventually, in sonme cases.

There is also an equal or perhaps greater cost borne
by the regulated community. | don't think we can catch that,

but we did working on what the cost would be to the regul ator.
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So what we did is the working group of the Bureau of

Radi ati on Control, we established a baseline [inaudible] and
then quantified the added cost to issue a subsequent resol ved
notice of violation. WE felt that if we could quantify that
cost, that could be used as a justification to educate

[ i naudi bl e] the nunmber of penalties that are issued w thout
affecting safety or the conpliance and testing process in any
way .

So if we go on to the next graph, |lo and behol d,
[inaudi ble] if the correlation doesn't work, you nove the data
points around a little bit. But we didn't have to do that
here. It actually fell out quite nicely.

But here's the nunber of penalties issued and here's
the adm nistrative extra cost that's associated with issuing
and resolving those violations. [It's a nice correlation. And
hence suggests that if we were to set as an educati onal goal,

t hat through education, let's reduce the nunber of penalties
that need to be issued by ten percent, this would be the
equi val ent anount of noney that would be freed up that then
could be targeted toward other pressing areas that we have
wi thin our organizations.

|"'m so delighted that there's so many representatives
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fromthe Nucl ear Regul atory Conm ssion here today, because one

of the reasons I'mhere is that | wanted to nmake sure that |
mar keted the unit that we naned after this, which is the Enory
unit, which is the dollars saved [inaudi ble] at standard

t enperature and pressure.

Now, [inaudi ble] over a year for this to be called a
special [inaudible] definition portion of 10 CFR 20 and | guess
"Il need to talk with the Conm ssioner |ater about that.

OCkay. Now, that's kind of a recap of what we did
before. Now, let ne tell you what we've done since the | ast
time we net.

We noticed the different types of violations that are
i ssued and there seened to be a common trend there. The next
step is really to ask the question, why, what was causing these
violations to be issued.

So let's take the third nost conmon violation issued
in the State of Texas, and that's a sealed source |ink test.
What can go wong? The problemis you either do it or you
never did it. You never did it ever or you didn't do at the
prescri bed frequency.

The timefranme for that frequency is either a

regulatory limt or built into your license as a permt
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condition. It could be that the docunentation is inconplete

or, in fact, it was found | eaking, which is not a violation,
but you didn't do the subsequent actions correctly that you're
supposed to.

Here, we can [inaudible] to categorize these root
causes as either a failure to execute, a frequency based issue,
violation of a reg or permt condition, or the [inaudible]

i ssue or the appropriate actions.

How many people here are famliar with a safety
science technique called fault tree analysis? But once you
start mapping this out, you, in fact, can map this thing out.
So if you flip on the next one here, here is the fault tree
analysis, with all the appropriate [inaudible] and all this
ot her stuff that goes with it for a sealed source | eak test
vi ol ati on.

Now, all | want you to notice here is this side is
the same as this side and now we're going to blow up this
section. Here is violation of the regulation. Wat happened
to that fault tree analysis? It could be that soneone didn't
do the task, which would be failure to execute, they didn't
docunment it, either it was performed w thout docunmented, or it

was perforned, but not fully documented, and that's the
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[ 1 naudi bl e] in here.

The frequency is in here and then action. They found
it leaking, they didn't take it out of service, or perhaps they
didn't report it.

So what we decide to do is to use these events as our
basis for the root cause analysis. W obtained access to the
Bureau of Radiation Control inspection files for the year 1999
for the licensee. They were gracious enough to identify us as
a benign party, which I think is good. And we set up a
sanpling strategy, a statistically appropriate sanpling
strategy, went through and got the violations, quoted them but
then al so quoted themwi th these root causes applied to it, and
that noves on to the next slide.

So what did we find out? WelIl, what's interesting is
that all of the blue indicates that it was either the sole or
the contributing case that the reason that violation was issued
was failure to execute. The people didn't do what they were
supposed to do.

Now, in sonme cases, there may be an additional cause
that was tied in to these letters that were sent out, but 93
percent of all the letters that went out for NOV were failure

to execute.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

136
Now, all of you sitting around this table are going,

| knew that, but what's amazing is that the regul ated community
doesn't realize that and put yourself in their shoes. They get
the permt, they go through all the application process,
they're so happy when that thing shows up in the mail, they
slap it in an envel ope and they see that big stack of
regul ati ons and they have no idea where to even start there.

So they don't even know what it is they're supposed
to do, which is kind of interesting. So this is kind of
conpelling information. It is that 93 percent of all the
violations, the identified root cause as per BRC records are
failure to execute.

Ckay. So what are the inplications of this? Well,
consi der these findings within the context of the regulator's
common plea, which is read your permt. Do the permt-holders
really know what they're supposed to do? 1In fact, after we did
this whole project, it kind of dawned on ne that this is why
VCRs flash with 12 on them

Many people, all they really wanted to do was to tape
sonet hing. They open up the box, they plug it in, and off they
go and it flashes 12, because they never read the directions to

figure out how to set the clock.
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And | think that's pretty nmuch what we're doing.

We've got a lot of RSOs out there with the nunmber 12 fl ashi ng.

What can be done to inprove conpliance? Well, |
think one idea mght be to create easily digestible summaries
of the requirenents inherent to the purpose and then tie it to
the regulations, as well. It nay be that we need to nodify the
way RSOs are trained, and there were some comments about the
chal | enges that RSOs face, before |unch.

And then, also, it mght be a possibility to
restructure the permt inspection process, because if we get
this squared away and a | ot of people's paperwork could be
submtted electronically, if the paperwork is not in place,
that may trigger on-site evaluations, and all of you are faced
with battles associated with finite resources, and this m ght
be somet hing worth consi deri ng.

The reason |'m here today is to ask the next
question, and |I'm so happy that there was a talk this norning
about this unique program about the now 30-sone-odd states that
are now agreenment states.

The next question for nme is are the trends here
consi stent across the country? Are their root causes

consistent? And could there be sonme basic sinple
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i nterventi ons?

| would contend that if this organization begins
starting the process of putting this data together now, this
woul d be a very key feature to include in this national
mat erials programto show what the outcones are and to neke
sure you have a coordinated effort to put interventions in
pl ace to reduce those outcones.

Go on to the next slide.

My proposal, the proposal that you can't turn down,
to facilitate the conparisons, here's the deal. | brought,
unf ortunately, not enough, but this is actually, with
perm ssion of the Bureau of Radiation Control, sitting in front
of each of the nmenbers up here at the table, and I'I| get
copi es for anybody else, if they'd like, this is the copy of
t he codi ng sheet.

Down the left-hand colum is the violation codes that
are used by the Bureau of Radiation Control, front and back,
for the NOVs issued for |licensees of radioactive material.

Then to the right-hand side are all of those root
causes which we've identified.

We woul d argue that if you were to take this hone and

think about it for alittle bit, if you were willing to do so,
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if you could tell us the nunber of |icensees and the average

nunber of NOVs that are issued per permt inspection, we can
then provide you back with a statistically valid sanpling
strategy and sanpling met hodol ogy for the collection of the
data for each of your states.

Then all you have to do is then follow that sanpling
strategy and conplete one of these fornms for each one of the
NOVs. Then you send it back to us and then we -- notice | put
"we," that's the royal sense, then | turn it over to a grad
student .

But the grad student will then sunmarize and analyze
this data for their respective research project. Then we give
the informati on back to you and then we can start | ooking at
doi ng sone conparisons across the country, which I think would
be very conpelling information.

So you've got the formin front of you and we'll have
time to ask questions later. |1'll be happy to give everybody a

card, but I think this is the next step in the process.

Last, but not least, | think Iike any good marri age,
t he spouse can't just wal k around sayi ng, oh, well, he or she
knows | love him You need to say it and you need to say it

often. And one of the pitfalls | see in this business is we
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don't say it enough to the regulated community that we're both

on the sanme pool. We both have the sanme objectives. W both
want to preserve the health and well being of our constituents.
| would argue that if we rem nd people that we're al
in the same ballpark, it's a good idea. By any neasure, the
radi ati on safety record is excellent. Look at it conpared to
any other health and safety programin this country. The
radi ati on safety business does a very good job and you should
be proud of what you're doing.

This success is due in part to the inspection
process. Love it or hate it, it benefits all of us. NOV
outconme data, | think, can be very valuable for prevention and
| think it's a very good val ue-added tool that you can provide
back to your constituents to help them m nimze costs
associated with using the materi al s.

And then | think what we have to do is constantly
enphasi ze this common goal and then work together to achieve
it.

The last slide is sonme copies of sonme articles that
were witten on this. | actually brought some copies up here,
if you're interested. But that's the last of ny prepared

remarks. 1'll be happy to answer any questions or comrents
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that you may have.

MR. CAMERON: Thanks a | ot, Bob. Any questions or
comments for Bob about this study? And | think he would be
particularly interested in hearing from people about the
proposal that he put forward. Anybody want to start us off on
that? Roland. Roland Fletcher, Mryl and.

MR. FLETCHER: Rol and Fletcher, State of Maryland. |
don't know how many other states do it, but we have a program
whereby when a license is initially issued, we actually visit
the facility and ensure that what is in the |license and
everyone is conform ng to what they need to be doing.

The problens seemto come in once that first RSO
nmoves on to greener pastures and the next RSO comes in. And |
think -- I don't know how many other states find that problem

MR. EMORY: It's |ike the used car sal esman who says
| sold the car, they just didn't buy it. W go out and attenpt
to educate, but, in fact, due to a dynam c situation or people
just hiding their heads because they want you to |eave, | think
the nessage isn't getting all the way through.

MR. CAMERON: Ot her comments? Ed?

SPEAKER: Just a point of information. \When you're

tal ki ng about a sanpling set, how |l arge are you tal kiNg?
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EMORY: | actually brought the nunbers from Texas, so we can

apply those to the upper 49 after that.

There are approximately 1,500 |icensees of
radi oactive materials in the State of Texas. W used a
one-in-six sanpling strategy, which neant that it went down
every sixth one.

We got a printout of all the inspections that
occurred for a year and went down every sixth one. There's a
nunber of reasons why we did that. That resulted in a
sel ection of 85 files or 85 inspections which represented a
total of about 180 NOVs.

Now, Texas is a huge program so you can scale it
back. | don't know what the average nunber of |icensees you
have in each one of your states, but just a ballpark figure,
wi t hout doi ng the mat h.

| f you have perhaps 50 or |less |icensees, the best
thing to do would be to nove on, because when you sit down with
this form [inaudible.] If you have over 50, you can sit down
and do some math and make sure that we get a representative
sanpl e.

| did not have tine to show the slide, but | can

assure you that our sanpling strategy was representative
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because the top ten that canme up in that sanple were identical

to the top ten in the order of the other ones, as well. So we
were right on target there.

MR. CAMERON: Bob, a process point. On your proposal
to the Organi zati on of Agreenent States, would you need back
fromeither the Organi zati on of Agreenent States or individual
states, for your proposal to be "accepted?" | nean, what needs
to be done on that?

MR. EMORY: Any studies that we perform at our own
institution, and you're probably aware of the increased
[ 1 naudi bl e] organi zation that was called OTRR, [inaudible] and
doi ng research studi es and al so includes human-provi ded dat a,
whi ch is [inaudible] data.

So what we need is just a letter on |etterhead saying
here is our data, you're welconme to do sone evaluations on it.
We don't want to know about the individual permt-holder. Al
we want to know is the summary of data.

And the way we work it with the bureau is that we put
t he data together, we go back and neet with them we go over
it. Anything that we wote up, we brought to the bureau and
made sure we were all singing fromthe sane songbook.

Agai n, our next step in the project is to see if what
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i's happening in Texas is true across the country and if so,

what can we do to prevent it, because there's only so nuch
nmoney that can be put into public health and I'm sure we'd |ike
to nake sure we use it right.

MR. CAMERON: But you wouldn't need a response
necessarily fromall 30 agreenent states, although that would
be -- in the NRC, that would be better. But as |long as sone
states send it back, that would be useful.

MR. EMORY: Yes. And |I'll be around this evening, as
well, so I'll be happy to give anybody who needs it a card and
talk to you further about this. But if we can get four or five
states, that would be idea. That would be four or five
[ i naudi bl e] and one happy faculty nenber going for a pronotion
[ i naudi bl e. ]

MR. CAMERON:. Ed Bail ey.

MR. BAILEY: Just for information, and |I don't know
who can answer this question, are the identified root causes on
this sheet simlar or identical to the ones that are caught in
t he NRC root cause investigation, or whatever it's called? |
haven't been [inaudi bl e.]

MR. CAMERON: Anybody from the NRC who can answer

t hat ?
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MR. BAILEY: [lnaudible.] I'mafraid we'll al

non-wor kers and --

MR. CAMERON: Paul ?

MR. LOHAUS: Paul Lohaus. | don't have an answer,
but we can certainly get one. | don't know if there's anyone
el se here, Don possibly, you nmay know, but we can certainly
| ook into that.

MR. CAMERON: 1'Ill put it up as an action item for us
here. Bill, and then Aubrey?

MR. DUNDULI S: Aubrey was first.

MR. CAMERON: Go ahead, Aubrey.

MR. GODWN: | was just curious how the top ten
conpared to [inaudible] the |icensees or registrants.

MR. EMORY: Actually, |I've got --

MR. GODW N: Except for |eak tests.

MR. EMORY: It's pretty nmuch the same stuff, but the
top ten is even nore conpelling, because there's over 180
different violation codes that can be issued to the registrants
and the top ten reflects al nost 80 percent of the violations.

So it's the things that you and I can intuitively
make, they were m ssing radiation inspection prograns or the

written program time and tenperature, correcting charge, those
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ki nds of things. [Inaudible.]

SPEAKER: [ naudi bl e. ]

MR. CAMERON: Bill?

MR. DUNDULIS: Bill Dundulis, Rhode Island. One
thing, and | don't know how this would nmess up your statistics,
but sone of the bigger states, |like Texas and Ed's shop in
California, they have a very diverse popul ation on inspections
t hat were done.

| think Rhode Island, the last time | checked, we had
about 70-odd |icenses and other than some hospitals and sone
universities and a couple of manufacturers, the rest are
basically like industrial gauge licenses that we nmay not do
every year and maybe every four or five years.

So when you get into sone of the smaller state
progranms, | don't know what -- you know, if you're going to be
able to generalize, because a |ot of it m ght be governed by
what they had the tinme and manpower to inspect that year and
maybe a small absol ute number and it may happen that this year,
all we did was hospitals and that may not reflect industrial
radi ography and so forth.

MR. EMORY: It's interesting you nention that,

because up in the upper right-hand corner, we've got the
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i cense type categorization of existing [inaudible.] But when

we first did this study, we attenpted to segregate by |icense
type and the top never changed. It was always the same stuff.

But that was reassuring as far as our goal being an
educational tool, regardl ess of your setting, these were the
conmon t hi ngs.

Anot her common point that's brought up when | go talk
to the regulated community or the academ c community, they
argue, well, this is just reflective of inspector bias and ny
response is that's absolutely right, that's what | want to
know.

As a permt-holder, I want to know what they're going
to be focusing on, so | can make sure | got ny ducks in a row
there. There's nothing wong with that. So sone of the
academ c folks go ballistic. They go into apoplexy over that
about selected bias and all this stuff, but, in fact, | think
that's interesting to note.

MR. CAMERON: Anybody in the audi ence that has a
question for Bob, or a comment? Go ahead, Ed.

MR. BAILEY: | think one thing that I failed to do
after last year's neeting was -- this is just a rem nder.

We're devel oping an I P system and we need to | ook for capturing
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this kind of information in a fairly uniformformat if we're

going to conpare apples to kiwifruit or sonething.

So states mght want to | ook at this and see how
they're going to -- what they're and the NRC m ght want to | ook
at it, too, and see howit fits in. And then assum ng that
Texas doesn't have a veto right over the categories.

So we m ght want to | ook at that and, in fact,
probably ought to set up some sort of conmttee to sort of --
or sonething to [inaudi ble] these categories and see if we
think they' re appropriate.

| mean, some of these cover a nultitude of
[inaudi ble.] So that's not all bad.

MR. CAMERON: All right. Well, thank you very nuch,
Bob.

MR. EMORY: Thank you.

[ Appl ause. ]

MR. CAMERON: All right. W have a panel that's
goi ng to cover deconm ssioning and we have John G eeves, from
the NRC, Larry Canper, Ruth MBurney from Texas, and either
Terry Frazee and/or John Erickson fromthe State of Washi ngton.

And | think the way this will work nost efficiently

is to go through each panelist and then turn it over for
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guestions and then bring the other panelist up. And we should

have room Ruth, for you up here sonmewhere. Okay? And our
first presentation of issues, including the big picture
overview, is John G eeves, who is the Division Director of the
NRC s division where decomm ssioning and a nunber of other
activities take pl ace.

John?

MR. GREEVES: Thank you. How is this com ng across?
Can you hear me? |Is that a yes back there?

First, let ne apologize a little bit for this
presentation. 1'd like to tell you I'd be a | ot better if |
hadn't have gone to Hank's | ast night for seafood. But by the
way, it was terrific over there. So | would highly recomend
t hat .

For those of you who m ssed it, the pecan pie was
wonderful. [lnaudible] to ny presentation, blanme it on that.

What | want to do is give you an overview of the
decomm ssi oni ng process from ny vantage point, fromthe Nucl ear
Regul atory Conmm ssi on, tal k about what we've done over there in
a number of years.

| also want to go into a standard, there's been

di scussion of setting standards here today and | call it
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seeking finality.

The third topic | want to address is the assured
isolation topic that's been comng up in sone of your states.
And I'mgoing to end with kind of a Iist of chall enges that
Larry Canper and | [inaudible] in terns of what's out there.

| would like to just report on the agenda. It says
tomorrow |I''m going to be tal king about FUSRAP, and,
unfortunately, I won't be able to do that. Jim Kennedy is with
us and Jimw ||l take that spot. | thought | got that
[inaudible.] He will do [inaudible] my spot on FUSRAP and Dr.
Paperiello I'"m sure will be happy to chinme in on that, so that
will be well covered.

Next slide, please.

Just kind of an overview of what's been going on in
t he decomm ssioning arena. For about the |ast decade, we've
been getting regulations in place. Started with the 1988
decomm ssioning rule. Unfortunately, it didn't go far enough.
Really, it only introduced the concept of unrestricted rel ease
and it didn't tell you what that was, but it did include a | ot
of information on financial assurance, which the agreenent
st ates have cone al ong and adopt ed.

Since that tinefranme, we've also gotten in place a regulation
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on record-keeping, tinmeliness of deconmm ssioning. | think

t hese have all hel ped put some discipline in the
decomm ssi oni ng process.

In "94, the General Accounting Ofice canme out with a
study and asked a |l ot of questions about, well, what is the
standard and how do you get to a final position. A nunber of
you were famliar with that.

As part of the effort over the | ast decade, the NRC
began in '94 the effort on the enhanced participatory
rul emaki ng to set a standard for deconmm ssioning. That
standard actually, after a | ot of stakehol der involvenent and
di al ogue with the states, was -- a notice was put in place in
the 1997 |license term nation rule.

Unfortunately, we |acked consensus with the
Envi ronment al Protection Agency at that point in tine.

A recent nmi|estone that many of you may be famliar
with was a set of reports recently and they docunented the
continui ng di sagreenent in terns of where the agencies are on
this topic.

One of the topics they went into was not the standard
[1 naudi bl e] that sonme of you are famliar with, and so |

probably don't need to say a | ot nore about that.
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| will give sonme background on where we are in terns

of finality.

Let's go to the next slide. | don't know how mnuch
people are famliar with this, but upon the conpletion of that
NSC standard in '97, the agency then Chairman Jackson sent a
letter to Admi nistrative Browner, with a draft MOU, to try and
reach sone agreenent on how to proceed on these sites.

There were al so several house reports in the past
couple of years, the first of which was in '99, where the house
report recogni zed that the NRC standards and regulations fully
protect public health and safety and encouraged the
Envi ronment al Protection Agency to defer to the NRC on these
site [inaudible.]

They al so went on to encourage us to finish the
process and [inaudi bl e] nmenorandum of understandi ng and they
al so requested both agencies to report in May of this year.

Bot h agencies did provide a report and the
[ i naudi bl e] and once again, it was left with the infornmation
that they were still concerned, based on the reports that they
had received, they stressed that the Environnmental Protection
Agency shoul d defer to the Nuclear Regul atory Conm ssion and,

in their mnds, this problens is obviously not resolved.
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So what they did was they directed the Adm ni strator

of the Environnental Protection Agency to report on the status
of the MOU, [inaudible] both agencies |ooking at these sites,
identify sonme options. It is a regulation, is it |egislation,
is it something else? And that report is due March 31st of
next year.

As far as the current status, the MOU is still in
pl ay, but there is no closure yet. That's sonething | really
can't go any further than that, but to et you know where it is
at this point in tine.

Let's nove on to the [inaudible] standards. | think
all of you in the roomare quite famliar with NRC s
requi renments [inaudible] in license term nation rule, the '97
rule. It is consistent with the |ICRP recommendati ons, the NCRP
recommendati ons, also the Health Physics Society position that
cane out in August lines up with this sort of top-down
approach.

And it's in use today. Larry Canper and his staff
are using this to evaluate sites and to rel ease sites.

When you | ook at the [inaudible,] when | go to
meetings, | have to al so address the questions, the EPA

gui dance. EPA has no general equivocal standards. They
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couldn't put out [inaudible] standards for deconmm ssioning and

NRC woul d have to conply with those.

This is not fair. What they do is reference their
CERCLA gui dance, the so-called bottomup approach, and it
creates a | ot of questions that | have to address and ot her
agenci es, also, and [inaudible] working with your |icensees.

The last itemon the chart, there was some di scussion
earlier this norning about standards. This is your
opportunity, the states are to have put in place their own set
of standards. They can adopt a license term nation rule or
they can be nore restrictive.

|"ve seen sone results that are right in line with the |icense

term nation rule that the Conmm ssion has. |'ve seen others
that use nunmbers like ten mllirem all pathways, four
mllirem ground water.

And it's my understandi ng that those are due this
year. |'ve asked a question to understand if states have
sonething in place, and I1'd like to tag an action item 1'd
li ke to know where you are on putting these standards in pl ace.
| have a need to know. | get a |ot of questions from
st akehol ders, well, what's the state of X doing.

And | would contend that you have a need to know,
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also. If you have a different standard, you're going to have

to answer questions about that.

So | would challenge us to pull together and let's
get this list, where are [inaudible] states in this case and
whi ch ones have a nore restrictive approach.

Larry Canper is going to tal k about [inaudible.] All
of our guidance is put in place for 25 mlliremall pathways.
It is not a trivial exercise to revise that for a nore
restrictive approach. |It's conplicated [inaudible] sone
problens and | just would like to enter that clearly. So if
there's a way we can help you, we want to know where you are
and [i naudi bl e. ]

Next. Kind of an energing issue that cones up in a
nunmber of meetings that | go through around the country. The
topic is assured isolation. There is no regulation in our
space for this. The study cane down, | believe, in Texas,
ot her places, [inaudible]. But whatever this is, obviously,
it's key to public health and safety.

So when you bring that forward, we need,
coll ectively, the regulators need to be able to explain how
does this address public health and safety issues.

We need a reqgulatory framework. [It's not there, that
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| know of. There is [inaudible,] what is the regul atory

f ramewor k.

Essentially, you have to explain that to the
st akehol ders and build public confidence [inaudible.] What I
do, we don't have a lot of public confidence in the regul ations
we have, so as this one cones forward, our job ought to be to
be able to explain that and increase public confidence.

We'd |i ke to provide assistance to the states
regarding this in an efficient and effective manner. |'m not
quite sure how to do that. Maybe a neeting like this
[ naudible.] So I'd appreciate hearing from you.

The last itemon the chart is the inplenmentation of
the Low Level Waste Policy Act. W know how successful that's
been. But if you bring forward an assured isol ation approach,
sonebody is going to have to answer the question, does this
satisfy the Act.

That's just for disposal, and | know there are sone
various views on that and naybe we can hear some today.

The next topic | want to do is [inaudible] trying to
assure the big picture, the challenges in deconm ssioning
space. This is just a partial list. [lnaudible] partial site

r el ease.
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| don't know how many of you followed this, but

Comm ssi oner Freed was tal king about parsing off a big chunk of
their site and there are sone chall enges on how you do that in
regul atory space, and [inaudible] is talking about that.

[ naudi ble] ideally a piece of property, and that's a
real good piece of the property. There ought to be sonme way to
[ i naudi bl e. ]

We've got nmaterials sites that are asking questions
about can we separate portions of the sites. For the rule, we
have to come forward here, and, as nentioned, [inaudible.]
We're looking into it and wll probably hear nore about that.

Dose nodeling. Most of the neetings | go to raise
t he dose nodeling issue and we have a trenendous drive there.
We've done a lot of refinenment to the RESRAD code, with
devel opnents in that, the coordination of the Departnent of
Energy. The D&D code al so has been inproved significantly and
| think a challenge is developing training on how to use these
codes.

The theories are sinmple, but I think devel oping a
training programis a topic that [inaudible] interested in.

The control of solid materials, |'mnot going to say

much about that, but, again, it's one of the significant
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challenges. | don't go to a neeting that people don't talk

about where is this, when is going to be put forward, because
the licensees certainly need feedback on this topic.

The advisory panels, | don't know how many of you are
involved in these. | think there is an excellent format when
you've got a difficult site.

Qur experience has been sone good, sone not so good.

I f you' re working an advisory panel, | would very much like to
talk to you and share ny views and my experience with the
chal | enge.

The last one is attendance is actually an accessi on,
where Trish Hol ahan is going to talk about that as an energing
issue, and it's sort of [inaudible] trying to sort of what is
this. [lnaudible.] [I'mnot going to say nuch about it, other
than it's one of the chall enges that we see.

Just as an aside, |'ve got about 25 sites involved
[1 naudi ble.] |f anybody wants to volunteer to take a few of
them [inaudi ble] doesn't seemto want to [i naudi bl e]

Anybody who gets into this business, | really would
like to talk to you and engage you and | et you know what our
experience is, and Larry Canper will followup with kind of the

gui dance.
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MR. CAMERON: John, do you want to take sone

guestions now on the overview? | would suggest that on
ent ombnment and cl earance, we hold those coments until we get
to those sessions and perhaps assured isolation will fit better

into the need for questions into the waste disposal panel.

MR. GREEVES: |'m happy to take questions now and
"Il be here the rest of the day. Unfortunately, | wll not
[ i naudi bl e. ]

MR. CAMERON: And if you see a question that you
think Larry is going to address, we can save that for Larry's,
too. But any questions for John G eeves? He covered a |ot of
ground.

SPEAKER: My question is I'd like to know where
peopl e are on the standards and | think that would be a
val uabl e piece of information for all of you at the sane tine.
"Il followup in the next year's neeting and [inaudi bl e] what
that is. There's a question up here.

MR. CAMERON: Go ahead, Alice.

MS. ROGERS: Could | suggest that you just sinply
[ i naudi bl e] RADRAP and everybody will respond within 24 hours.

SPEAKER: Paul is going to do that. Talk Paul into

it. [lnaudible.] [I'mplanting a seed here today.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

160
MR. CAMERON:. Well, there is an action item up here

to get the status of state cleanup standards and | guess it's
t he NRC m ght want to think about what is the best way to get
that information out, either from-- Paul, do you want to
comment on that? Do you want to sort of stinulate that?

MR. LOHAUS: Paul Lohaus, NRC. Everywhere we do
mai ntai n, through our regulation and assessnent tracking
system information on each of the states' regul ations, the
| evel of detail does not go down to the actual provisions in
the rule.

So what | woul d suggest is either using RADRAP or ONP
announcenents, we'll provide one or two questions. | guess the
first one would be do you have an effective |license term nation
rule in place, and then the second question would be if you do
have a rule in place, what are the specific provisions, is it
25 mlliremor are you using an alternative [inaudible.]

That rule, as you're aware, it's a category C, which
does provide ability to establish a nore restrictive standard.
| think those would probably be the two questions.

MR. CAMERON: And | guess there were sone of the
responses that canme in fromthe agreenent states in response to

t he Congressional that we did on the clearance issue did cover
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sonme of these cleanup standards, but we'll look to NRC to take

the initiative on getting this information in.

Al right. Carl? Carl Paperiello, fromthe NRC.

Let me -- yes, that's not going to work, Paul. 1'll give you
this one right here.

MR. PAPERI ELLO. [l naudible] | have to be involved
with nost of the discussions with the EPA and you're going to
hear a nunber of things discussed at this nmeeting which are
related, and that is the total source material.

We know that we're raising this issue, it's been one
of nmy favorite issues for years. W're finally going to work
on it. And that is, we wote an exenption 50 years ago based
on national security considerations, not |ike the source
mat eri al, [inaudible.]

The problemis when you just | ook at screening, and
t he screeni ng numbers we have for decomm ssioning, that
corresponds for uranium and equilibriumw th radium a dose of
about six rem a year.

That raises the point, if you're decomm ssioning,
sonewhere between ten and 100 mllirema year, | won't get into
t he nunmber, it won't make any difference, 1'Il give you 500

mllirema year, and if you recogni ze that when you | ook at al
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these DOE private sites, the ones that were in the USA Today a

coupl e weeks ago, | pulled them out.
Putting aside things |ike beryllium these people al
handl e source material. And so now the question is, | would

have to explain to sonebody why is it, as |long as they never

got up to .05 percent, | don't need a Ilicense, this is |ike
all over, if I want to clean up, |I've got to get all the way
down here.

So there's a problemand I think we've recognized it
for years, except we haven't done anything about it. Now we're
trying to do sonething about it. So I think that's inportant.

Rel ated to this is the issue of NORM NARM and PNORM
because by and | arge, PNORM and NORM is source material or
source material [inaudible] and then one has to say what is the
standard for that.

And one has to explain, if you're not going to do
anything about it, why is it okay -- why does the -- and this
is part of my argunent with EPA -- why isn't the Anerican
public today going to be given the sane | evel of protection as
is being proposed by people ten thousand years from now at
Yucca Mountain or in New Mexico.

|"mjust laying that out. [It's a problemin
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consi stency in whatever these nunmbers are, how you're going to

expl ain why these nunbers aren't the sane.

MR. CAMERON:. Thanks, Carl. That consistency issue
is an overarching issue that m ght be discussed at a nunber of
points in the agenda. | would note that at 3:45 tonorrow,
there is going to be an opportunity to discuss the Part 40
rul emaki ng that the NRC is considering and to talk about the
source material issue.

We're going to go to Larry Canper now and Larry is
t he Branch Chief for Deconm ssioning in John G eeves' division
at the NRC, and he is going to talk about -- he's going to
cover a nunber of topics.

Larry?

MR. CAMPER: Good afternoon, thank you, Chip. As
John was alluding to, there's a |lot going on. Actually, it's
27 material sites and four reactor [inaudible] right now, so a
| ot.

| do have a handout of nmy talk. [|'mnot going to
cover every slide in the package. There's a snorgasbord
assigned in here, range between gui dance, nobilization,
decomm ssi oni ng nodes, [inaudible,] restricted release, a | ot

of stuff.
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So obviously we don't have tine to handl e that, but

"Il be around all through the neeting and we can have
si deboard discussions, if you'd like to talk through, of
guestions, |1'd be happy to engage you.

On this slide will be the address and the tel ephone
nunber and, nore specifically, nmy e-mail address, if you want
to call up.

Next sli de.

We have been devel oping a | ot of guidance over the
| ast three years, since the license term nation rule. The
gui dance is linked to our strategic plan. There are four mjor
goal s of the strategic plan, which has been nmade into a
package.

There have been 16 of these guidance docunents, in
fact, the nost recent being our standard review plan. W have
al so sone reviews of the license term nation plans at this
point and we'll share with you sone of the observations
[ i naudi bl e] for reactors.

A | ot of stakehol der invol venent al ong the way; for
exanple, a lot of workshops we conducted in devel oping the
standard revi ew pl an.

G ve you sone idea of how we think it's going in
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terms of licensing. Utilizing the guidance, and, finally, work

we foresee in the future that we need to do.

Next slide. NUREG 1700 was the guidance docunent for
the reactor license term nation plan. W conduct an acceptance
review process, whether it be for LTP or for the nuclear plant
and materials space. We try to do this 30 days fromthe tinme
we actually docket the receipt of the LPT and we do it to | ook
at the adequacy of the subm ssion, not the accuracy or the
totality of all the information, but whether or not all of the
key points are addressed.

We did reject two license term nation pl ans
previously, that being from[inaudible.] W have now accepted
two, rather than one, as the slide says, but the two are Mine
Yankee and Connecti cut Yankee.

And then ultimately, in the case of Trojan and
[ i naudi bl e,] when they came back around, they al so passed the
acceptance review and now we have four LPTs under review.

Next slide. In terms of why were the acceptance
reviews not accepted, why were they rejected the first pass. A
site characterization was not sufficiently detailed. There
wasn't an adequate description of the extent and nature of

radi ol ogi cal contam nation, for exanple. The plant's future
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decomm ssioning activities were specifically not detailed

enough.

The plans for the final survey were typically
i nadequate. They were not along the lines of MARSSIM if you
will, and justification |level [inaudible] was not adequate
det ai | ed.

Decommi ssi oni ng costs were not sufficiently detail ed.
In sone cases, we had nothing nore than [inaudi ble] that we got
fromthe SDAR. And there was full supporting justification for
sone of the [inaudible.]

Now, sonme of these kinds of findings occur on the
mat eri als side of the house, if you will, not just on the
reactor side of the house. So particularly [inaudi ble]
characterization.

Next slide. W have the reviews underway at this
point intime. So it's a work in progress. W are finding,
t hough, that we are going to have to go back to the |icensees,
the four LPTs, for additional information. It appears that
there are going to be two RAIs and this, to a | arge degree, is
because of site characterization issues and nodeling questions.

Reactor license term nation plans are not sinmple

docunments. They are probably about that thick and [inaudible.]
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We'd i ke to be able to get them through one RAI. W

find that to be very difficult. There are fundanental flaws in
them 1've already cited what those are. But we're going to
try to be very proactive in the license term nation, by hol ding
meetings with the |icensees just after providing the RAI and
before they provide their response to the RAI, to nake sure

t hey thoroughly understand what our questions are and what's on
our m nd, and put together a better response.

Next slide. W did finalize the standard review
pl ans for decomm ssioning in July. W sent a neno up to the
Conmi ssi on saying that we had conpleted the docunent. We were
given a great deal of direction by the Conm ssion, and that's
[ 1 naudi bl e] of things they wanted to see in that SRP
[i naudi bl e] to address all those issues.

Again, this is a very thick docunent. It was
designed for materials licensees. It does have sone
applicability to reactor |icensees, but primarily the
decomm ssioning for materials sites.
| think it will be very useful to you in the agreenent states
as you exam ne deconmm ssi oni ng plans prepared by your licensees
[ i naudi bl e] your |icensees, as well.

Thi s docunent was devel oped, as | nentioned earlier,
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with a great deal of stakeholder input, a ot of input, in

fact, fromthis organi zation, the CRCPD, the [inaudible] to
devel op this.

And we think it's the right way to devel op a gui dance
docunment. It is a bounding document. It's designed for a very
conplex site. Licensees are to adjust the input, the |level and
nature of the input, according to the conplexity of their
particular site, and it does call for a lot of interaction with
the licensees and the public beginning early in the process.

Thi s docunent, we informed the Comm ssion in July
that thee staff is going to start using this docunent in
Septenber. The Conmi ssion didn't have a problemwith that. W
are now putting the docunent in ternms of a NUREG and pl aced on
the web. It will be NUREG 1727, when it's avail able, and we
woul d hope that would be sonetine this nonth.

Al so, | provided you an agenda for a workshop that's
going to take place actually the 8th and 9th of Novenber,
that's what the agenda says, not the 7th and 8th. 1It's going
to be held at the NRC Headquarters. The purpose of the
wor kshop is to famliarize our licensees with the |icense
termnation rule, standards of that rule, all the guidance, the

process the staff uses in viewing |icense term nation plans,
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decomm ssi oni ng pl ans.

We want to share with |icensees | essons |learned to
date fromthe LPTs. W have invited a very interesting
cross-section of participants for stakehol der di scussion.

We've invited representatives fromthe nucl ear power industry,
mat eri als industry, NEI, Organi zation of Agreenent States has
been invited, as well as a number of intervenors, and
particularly intervenors fromthe northeast that have been very
active in attending and raising concern at deconm ssi oni ng
public neetings for reactor |icense term nation plans.

So it prom ses to be a very interesting discussion.

It will be two full days in the auditorium of the NRC
Headquarters and we'd | ove to have you there. [Ilnaudible] so
we invite you to come on down.

Next slide. So howis it going with the gui dance?
What are we seeing? Well, we're experiencing what | cal
regul ation growth. W' ve got two new rules on the books, the
'96 reactor decommi ssioning rule, the "97 license term nation
rule, and as with every rule, whether it be one of our rules or
one of yours, [inaudible.] W' re seeing that with these two
[ i naudi bl e. ]

| think there has been a tim ng needs and expectation
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[ naudible] if you will. When we put this rule, the license

termnation rule on the books in '97, the Comm ssion said
[i naudi bl e] currently develop all the guidance that you can. |
think simlarly license term nation plans have been planned or
initiated prior to the availability of all this guidance.

So | think some of it is msmtched, but that's
getting better.

The |icensees are gaining experience and we're
gai ni ng experience and as | nentioned, we now have four LTP,
two were rejected initially, two were acceptable, two canme back
around, we now have four

So we're all [inaudible] and I think it's time that
[ i naudi bl e. ]

Sone adjustnments are needed. W have found sone
areas in the nodeling guidance, sone of our gui dance and
nodel i ng gui dance is overly conservative. [Ilnaudible] and we
are working in the Ofice of Research to nake sonme of those
ki nds of changes, and it's clearly one of Carl's pet areas. W
are wor ki ng on that aggressively.

So overall, howis it going? | think pretty nuch
[ 1 naudi bl e] given that we have two new rules to inplenent.

It's not bad really and it's getting better on our part and on
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the licensees' part.

Next slide. W have sone work to do. W have, at
this point, sone 16, 17, 18 docunents that deal wth
decomm ssioning. There's a lot of information avail able for
our |icensees.

The problemis it's contained in many, many different
docunments. We are initiating a project now where over the next
two years, we will consolidate all of the guidance.

While we are consolidating, we are al so struggling.
It's not limted to evaluating, to make it is risk-infornmed and
per f ormance-oriented as we can.

We think we've done a good job of getting the
gui dance out there. Now we want to go back and make sure that
we' ve given the |licensees as nuch flexibility as possible, that
[ i naudi bl e] perfornmance-oriented as possi bl e [inaudi bl e]
ri sk-infornmed.

So we're consolidating and doing that type of
anal ysis. Qur vision is to have a decomm ssioni ng rul e,
probably three or four volunmes, on the shelf [inaudible.]

Two years after the SRP is on the book, we are
charged with going back and | ooking at it and the | essons

| earned, updating it and making it as user-friendly as
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possi bl e.

Along the way in doing all this, we want to try to
try to break the barrier as nuch as possible, industry and NRC
and agreenment state interaction as we work our way through this
gui dance.

The gui dance consolidati on and scrubbi ng process,
we'll follow the process that we used before in our NUREG 1556.
There were a nunber of agreenent state participants, nanagers
and staff, in that process. W'd like to bring that kind of
expertise to bear again. | think that will be interesting to
do, because by that point in time, we'll have a |license
term nation rule or something like the current decomm ssioning
criteria in the regul ation.

You wi Il have experiences and observations to bring
to bear as well, so that will be hel pful to us.

So I want to conclude just by saying that there's a
| ot going on in deconmm ssioning today. | think John will |ead
into that.

Qur role has a great deal of Comm ssion interest,

[i naudi ble] with the Commi ssion. There is a trenendous anount
of industry interest, especially on the reactor side in that

decomm ssi oni ng power plants is an expensive proposition and



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

173
the industry is trying to find cost-effective ways to neet the

license term nation rule, which is a dose-based standard, while
[ i naudi bl e. ]

Mobi lization, as | said, I'll be happy to talk to
sonme of you about that [inaudible.] The nobilization standard
tal ks about [i naudi bl e.]

Those are nost of the comments | wanted to share with
you today. |'Il be around [inaudible] if there are questions
on the distribution. And in your package that | provided that
to you, | did provide information on inplenentation, but also
on [inaudible.]

So with that, 1"l conclude.

MR. CAMERON:. Thank you, Larry. Larry covered an
nunmber of inplenmentation issues. Questions or coments for
Larry on any of those topics that he addressed?

SPEAKER: We can't let Larry get by w thout

questi ons.
MR. CAMERON: | didn't think so.
MR. CAMPER: | knew you were not going to do that.
MR. CAMERON: Ed?
MR. BAILEY: Ed Bailey, California. W are -- well,

when | get back in a week or so, we're going to have a public
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hearing on the D& deconm ssioning rule and we have been -- we

know we' re going to have one what you termintervenor, a man
named Dan Hirsch. Sonme of the others of you know him

Woul d NRC be willing to support states in their
public hearings on these regul ations and com ng and testifying
as to how these nunbers are derived and the justification and
so forth for then?

Because the question, quite frankly, M. Hirsch has
brought up already is why we do not, California does not step
out ahead of NRC and reduce that dose limt down to a
ten-to-the-m nus-six risk.

And as we heard earlier today, category C
conpatibility. So, in fact, in ny interpretation, we can -- we
could go and put it in sinply as ten-to-the-m nus-six rather
than the 25 mllirem

MR. CAMPER: Your first question, can we respond,
yes. Please give us sonme advance warning. W have had, a
couple of times, one or two day advanced requests, which
created a problem for us. [Inaudible] has responded to those
ki nds of requests in the past. W' d appreciate a little bit of
heads- up.

MR. BAILEY: Okay. You've got it. | just don't know
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t he date.

MR. CAMPER: The second one was you' re thinking of
maybe doing ten-to-the-mnus-six risk and I'd like to talk to
you about that a little nmore. Ten-to-the-m nus-six risk
[ naudible] it's going to be very difficult to pin that down.
In fact, it's --

People in the room who have worked in the EPA CERCLA
approach know this is not a ten-to-the-m nus-six approach. It
varies by many orders of magnitude and, in fact, exceeds
ten-to-the-m nus-four.

When we cone and talk to those groups, we wll tell
t hem what we did, about our rule, and that it is adequate
protection of public health and safety. [1'd like to talk to
you about the ten-to-the-m nus-siXx.

SPEAKER: [ naudible.]

SPEAKER: Let ne just anmplify. In our system of
public hearings on regulation, quite often, one person standing
up and being opposed to sonething, when it goes to our O fice
of Adm nistrative Law, there being no testinony to the
contrary, they will think it, being primarily | awers, as
gospel and, therefore, suggest that we, in fact, adopt it,

because no one was opposed to it being adopted.
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SPEAKER: You are well aware now, with | CRP

recommendati ons that just canme out recently in that range,
maybe one, maybe two, [inaudible] position, but this came out.
NRC s rule, the background that we did on the GEIS, all that
[inaudible] 25 mlliremall pathways and [i naudi bl e.]

SPEAKER: Thank you.

MR. CAMERON: And, John and Larry, |'ve put an action
itemup there for the NRC on testinony in support.

SPEAKER: We've done that before.

MR. CAMERON: All right. Aubrey, do you have one
coment ?

MR. GODW N: Godwi n, Arizona. The problemis that's
not in the record and sonetinmes it takes sonmeone other than the
staff to put that into the record. And it's nice to say all
t hese docunents are out there, but as far as the | awers and as
[ i naudi bl e] concerned, if it wasn't said in that hearing or
wasn't witten in by sonebody, it doesn't exist.

But |i ke sone judges do, that do a very narrow
reading, and it's very difficult.

SPEAKER: You know what's going on in your state, so
you need to create those, docunent them and get it into the

record. Put it in there yourself [inaudible.]



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

177
SPEAKER: Ed, on your comment, we have -- |'ve been

in a nunber of public neetings where we've taken sone pretty
serious heat as far as why don't you nove to the 15 mllirem
instead of four mllirem approach.

So as John is saying, be able to participate and
explain the basis for Conmission's 25 mlliremall pathway, I
hope, woul d enhance public confidence. | think that's what
really suffers here with these detail ed approaches.

MR. CAMERON: All right. Anybody out here in the
audi ence have questions or comments before we nove to Ruth
McBur ney?

SPEAKER: | want to make, again, an observati on.
go back for Ray. Ray, the EPA value for radium if you take a
| ook at that, is .013 pico curies per gram W know where that
stands relative to natural background.

If you go to this new .gov, great, | finally found
the EPA web site for all their records of decision. |If you
| ook at their records of decision on radium it happens to be
five pico curies per gram So essentially what is done is not
what is said.

And how we can nmani pul ate, | can understand your

problem This is one where we have to -- as Ben Franklin said,
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ei ther we hang together or hang separately.

And | think it's a nmoot point. We need to support
you in your hearings. O her agreenent states need to support
you in your hearings. W all need to support each other.

MR. CAMERON: And that web site that Carl just
mentioned is a new web site that the Federal Governnent set up

that ties together a |lot of individual agency and ot her Feder al

sites and if you're interested in nore on that, we'll get the
web site address and put it up there. W'IIl definitely do
t hat .

SPEAKER: Firstgov. gov.

MR. CAMERON: Firstgov, all one word.

SPEAKER: Yes. One word. Firstgov.gov, and it's
[ i naudi bl e] all the Federal agencies.

MR. CAMERON: And it's supposedly a super-fast
response, right?

SPEAKER: | had no problemwth it.

MR. CAMERON: All right. Let's go to Ruth MBurney,
and Ruth is going to tal k about financial assurance case
studies and Ruth is the Division Director of the Division of
Li censi ng and Adm ni stration Standards in the Texas Program

Rut h?
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MS. McBURNEY: Thank you. VWhat |'m going to be

tal ki ng about this afternoon is the noney in decomm ssi oni ng,
financial security, what happens when there's not enough, those
existing |licensees, sonme of which are approachi ng bankruptcy,
end-of-life situations.

" mnot here to share dirty laundry, but bring about
sonme issues that if you haven't faced in your state, you may in
the future.

Most of our |icensees that require financial security
are pretty straightforward, such as irradiators and
[1 naudi bl e.] But when you start getting into the
decomm ssioning funding plans, it's not an exact science.

There's a | ot of controversy, enotions get involved,
and the level of effort that the staff has to put into these is
qui t e hi gh.

We have a | ot of opposing forces going on, not only
the licensees and us, but also | andowners and so forth, and
politics get involved.

So if you haven't had sone of these situations, tel
us how you're avoiding it. |It's really been a lot of
time-consum ng effort in securing sonme of these facilities and

maki ng sure that the state doesn't have to pay for a big
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cl eanup.

|"musing the Perry Mason type of titles to describe
the three situations that I wll be tal king about.
Unfortunately, we don't have Perry Mason to win every case, but
hopefully they'll all turn out okay.

The first case | call "The Case of the M ssing
Managenent." This is an in situ uraniumconpany that's in
decomm ssioning. The managenment, which is probably -- there
are nanmes on [inaudi ble] that they've pretty much gone out of
the picture.

The type of security we had and still have a part of,
it was a trust that was set aside to provide for the
decomm ssioning of the facility, and when we first got it, it
was $17 million in that trust for closure of two sites.

Next slide. The [inaudible] the ground water
restoration has been conpleted. This is for a vendor, the
Texas Natural Resource Conservation Comm ssion, and they have
jurisdiction for the ground water and the flooding and
abandonnment of the well. That part has been conpl et ed.

The surface renedi ati on, however, has not been
conpleted. As a part of this, as this was done, the trust

conpany rel eased noney at the direction of the regulatory
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agency. So there is nowonly 1.2 mllion dollars left in the

trust to conplete renediation.

As said before, the conpany is essentially defunct.
These are sonme pictures of one of the sites. You will see
pil es of rubble. What has happened is they noved a | ot of the
material fromone of the sites over to another site.

So the first site is alnpst conpletely renedi at ed,
but they just noved the problemover to the other site. W'
go through that and | ook through these pictures.

Sone of our attorneys, who went down there and
visited the site [inaudible] made several calls on the materi al
on the second site.

Ckay. What has happened thus far is that the conpany
now has no other access, other than what is in this trust.

They have told another conpany, which is essentially one
person, that they would give himthe rest of what was in the
trust if he would renediate the site, do the decomm ssi oni ng.

So he is essentially trying to get it done as cheaply
as possible so he can make a little noney on it.

In 1999, we got a letter stating that the sites were
clean. We sent down a crew and found that that was not the

case at all. There was excess contam nation still there.
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We got letters fromtheir Washington attorney, saying

this is just my mne waste that's still there; therefore, it is
NORM It is not -- so it doesn't have to neet the 515 standard
for radiumthat a uraniumfacility woul d.

And we said, no, our rules say that you must neet the
515 standard for radium since this was a uraniumfacility.

We al so found that there was a possible inappropriate
use of the trust fund. They had filed that they had spent
money for disposal at one of the Uranium Tailings facilities.
We got a letter from Uranium Tailings Conpany that they had not
been pai d.

Sonehow t hey were using the noney for sonething el se
ot her than for the disposal. So we've done an audit of a | ot
of the past expenditures and have refused to rei nburse them
until we see additional progress made in the cleanup.

One of the things in the trust agreenent is that we
can call in the financial security if we find that the site is
abandoned. We thought that the site was abandoned, because no
wor k was being done for a certain length of time. They said,
no, it's not abandoned, we've been by there to look at it.
We've taken a few sanples. We've noved this material over to

this other site.
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So the conpany has requested the trustee to rel ease

the noney to them The trustee said no, not unless the agency
says that it can be rel eased.

TEH, in turn, has asked the trustee to rel ease the
funds to TEH, since we thought the site was abandoned. The
trustee said no. You nust take it to the courts, because of
t he controversy.

So we have asked for assistance fromthe Texas
Attorney General's office on this case.

Some of the recent activities that we've had with
this, in August 2000, conpany B, the cleanup crew, who is also
named on the |license as the radiation safety officer, cane in
with a new attorney and a new proposal to us that if we would
rel ease about a third of the remaining trust to them they
would do a little bit of work, renove the concrete, if it was
clean and if it was not -- do sonme testing, and so forth, and
then plan to plow in the remainder to get it to 515.

And they gave us a work plan that seened way out of
whack with what actual dollars would do. About -- they were
sayi ng give us about 400,000 out of this trust fund and we'll
do sone of this work. And we said, no, what you're proposing,

t he amount you're proposing to do is only -- was probably | ess
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t han 40, 000.

So we were way off fromtheir estimates on what
shoul d be done for the noney and we wanted the radi oactive
mat eri al renoved and sent for disposal

| f they planned to do anything alternative, it's
going to take a process or we're really going to have to | ook
at it nore carefully.

So we have now referred this whole matter to the
Attorney Ceneral's office for action against this conpany and
their attorney is continuing nowto try to negotiate with the
Attorney General's office. So that's where we are with that
one.

The second case is what we call "The Case of the
Faltering Finances.” This is an in situ facility that was
operational and, as you know, [inaudible] slowed down. But
they were in near bankruptcy. The type of financial security
that they have is a bond with a guaranty conpany, the total
anmount which is about six mllion dollars, about four mllion
dol l ars of which they have -- that the conpany has in
collateral with the bondi ng conpany.

The bonds are held by both the Texas Departnent of

Heal th and the Texas Natural Resources Conservati on Conm ssi on,
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since [inaudi ble] has the regulatory authority over the

underground injection, which is involved in in situ mning, and
-- but we hold the bond for the ground water restoration, which
is still under the regulatory jurisdiction of the NRC

This is a picture of one of the facilities that
they're planning on renmediating. This is what an in situ
mning facility | ooks I|ike.

They came to us in May with a proposal in order to
stay in business and continue restoration with a four-pronged
agreenent that would last for 18 nonths between the urani um
conpany, the bondi ng conpany, Texas Departnent of Health, and
t he NRCC.

In this proposal, the bondi ng conpany woul d rel ease
coll ateral back to the conpany that they could spend for |ike a
quarter of a year on restoration activities.

At the end of that quarter, the Departnent of Health
woul d reduce the bond dollar for dollar for the anpunt that
t hey had spent during that quarter.

It woul d be based on an approved budget. In
addition, in order to keep the conpany in business, or the
adm ni strative part of the business, they were receiving --

were to receive additional investnent from other outside
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st ockhol ders, but it was only if the agreenent on the

restoration went through.

At the end of the 18 nonths, we would review then the
status of the conmpany and what was going on in the uranium
i ndustry, to see if they could still stay in business at that
tinme.

Next slide. The advantages of this proposal are that
t he conpany can acconplish restoration nore econom cally.

TNRCC [i naudi bl e] has estimated that if we were -- if they were
to go bankrupt and call in the bond and the first part of that
woul d be restoration of the ground water and that would be
under the TNRCC.

But in order for themto eval uate what was goi ng on
part of that contract, to call in outside contractors to do it,
it would cost two to three tinmes as mnuch.

The second advantage is the conmpany could avoid
bankruptcy, continue in business, and proceeding with
restoration and that restoration could proceed nore rapidly.

If we had to stop, call in the bond, it would be a
period of tinme in which nothing would be done, for the state to
t ake over and get the outside contractors to continue with

restoration.
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Sonme of the disadvantages, sone of the local activist

groups and conm ssioners in the local area, they don't like the
conpany. They woul d just as soon them go out of business.

And of course, there is a risk that the state is
taking in reducing that financial security during the next 18
mont hs, and [inaudi ble] future for the uraniumindustry and for
t he conpany.

The agreenent was signed by TVA and TNRCC on the 15th
of Septenber. Since there was a delay in getting sone of the
| anguage on the bond reduction letter, that was an attachnent
to the agreenent. That was finally agreed to Septenber 28th.

But now we're having to discuss the process over it
to understand on the signing and in the neantinme, Texas
Departnment of Health received a |letter, a conm ssi oner has
received a letter froma state senator fromthe regi on, asking
for a face-to-face neeting with that comm ssioner. So we
[ 1 naudi bl e] and why we believe it's the best route to go.

Under the -- there's now a new | ocal TNRCC i nspect or
that will be going out nores frequently to see that restoration
is proceedi ng expeditiously, and we've agreed to go ahead and
reduce the bonds the first quarter while we're waiting for the

agreenment to go through.
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So we're not sure yet, but hopefully we'll get that

resol ved this week.

The third case is called "The Case of the Reluctant"
[inaudible.] This is our licensee with two |icenses. One is a
waste processing |license, one is a [inaudible] license.

And it's hard to forget what the amount is for
[ i naudi bl e] decomm ssi oni ng fundi ng plan, since sonebody is
aut horized for atom c nunbers three to 83 and [i naudi ble.]

And three to 83 can include things |ike iodine-129,
whi ch is not conparable, they don't tend to have as nuch of
that as they are authorized for.

The type and the manner of the current security was
started with the waste processing license. Currently $133,518.
So we asked, when the new deconmm ssioning rules went into
effect for other types of |icenses, and also we put themin our
wast e processing |licenses, [inaudible] deconm ssioning funding
pl an esti mate.

And the license first applied under the waste |icense
renewal. In their renewal application they said no security
appears to be needed. W said that's all [inaudible.] So they
came back in 1997 with an estimte of $155,732, and we said

that's not acceptable either.
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So in 1998, they cane back with another estinmate of

$304,632 and finally in 1999, they canme in with $436, 000.

We were asked -- since we got the attorneys invol ved
in this, to give our [inaudible] of business. They were
estimating based on what they had on hand at the tinme. W were
basing our estimate on what they were authorized to have, and
our estimate canme in nore like 17 mllion.

Alittle nore of the history of this, financial
security has been applied for waste licenses since 1983, but
t hat was before the NRC and agreenent states did the financial
security requirenment across the board.

In 1990, the license condition required $225, 000, but
they were to build up funds as they accepted radi oactive waste.
It never did get built up at the 133, 000.

And in 1995, the new financial security rules
[i naudi ble] went into effect. The waste licenses is under tinme
limt. They were issued a notice of violation in 1996 for
failure to have the required anmpbunt of financial security and a
Site deconmm ssi oni ng plan.

The conpany said that they had provided financi al
assurance and a deconmm ssioning plan. It was not acceptable.

We sent thema letter regarding the requirenents for financial
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security for the manufacturing |license and have issued

addi ti onal notices of violations and escal ated those viol ations
t hat [inaudi ble] a severity |evel.

We had a neeting at the facility a couple years ago
to discuss the requirenents. They did finally revise the
decomm ssioning and financial plan and we found that
i nadequat e.

As | nentioned earlier, they were basing it on what
t hey had, we were basing it on what they were authorized.

In addition, their hourly |abor rates were sonething
li ke $13 an hour and while checking with outside contractors, |
think they were charging a little bit nore than that for health
physi cs techni ci an work.

They had not submtted any additional financial
security. So in Decenmber of '98, we referred it to the
Attorney General's office and we had another neeting with the
licensee, with the AT person, and suggested a tiered approach,
that they provide financial security for nmaybe the anpunt that
they normal ly have on-hand and then if they want higher
aut horization, it would go through us [inaudible] financial
security.

They did not conply with that request, to change
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their license to request that.

So we are preparing a letter to the licensee, this
agency [inaudible.] The intent is to propose to deny
[inaudible] in the rule and nodify the manufacturing license if
they don't cone back with [inaudible] amunt that -- or a
proposal to change the |icense.

Sone of the issues involved in this are really
difficult to resolve, nanely the di sputes we have over the
fundi ng anount. | was talking with M ke Mbley, who is the
head of the Tennessee program what they require is that rather
than the |icensee sending in a decomm ssioning and funding
pl an, that they actually get [inaudible] third party
[1 naudi ble] to resolve some of that, how nuch they say versus
we say, so we don't have to go through and actually do all the
research and find out how nuch it's going to cost.

Anot her issue is the assunptions that you nake when
you' re doing a decomm ssioning funding plan. Wat do you do
about [inaudible] receive waste. There's no place for it to
go. It's not going to cost anything, so forth.

We did a survey [inaudible.] This is the
decomm ssi oni ng fundi ng plan on what they're authorized and

what they have, and those people are saying what they're
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t hat hel ps support our case.

And then accounting for this atom c nunber of three

to 83, as | nentioned earlier, [inaudible.] |If you take that

into account on this |evel

way up.

The ot her issue

of politics and really [inaudible]

, the final issue is the tim ng and

doi ng cost estimtes. Most

of our HPs aren't really trained in

where to go to get the information that they need [inaudi bl e]

with these esti mates.

So | guess one way to do that is to actually get a

third party that is in the business of it to actually

[ i naudi bl e. ]

One of the othe

r comments | got from one of the other

pl aces, that once the funding is called in, that getting --

being able to use that noney for outside contractors is really

difficult through the state system because they' ve had

experience with that part

of

It.

So these are just things to think about and I'll be

happy to answer any questions.

MR. CAMERON: Rut h,

of the belly-up bondi ng?

MS. McBURNEY:

No.

do you mind if we go to the case
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MR. CAMERON: And then a quick round of questions for

both you and John, since these are all case studies.

This is John Erickson, with some nore about financi al
i ssues, and John is the Director of the Division of Radiation
Protection Programin the State of Washi ngton.

Then we' Il have a quick round of questions and set up
t he break and the poster session for you.

MR. ERI CKSON: Good afternoon. | actually just have
a couple real quick comments on the belly-up bondi ng conpany.
But before I do, | thought I would tell you a little bit about
Washi ngton's standard-setting role in the [ast year or two.

We have a 25 mlIlirem standard. W set the standard
on April 16 this year. W have the sane stakehol der
i nvol venent. |t was nostly non-controversial. W had a |ot of
input to say set it at 15. W had comments suggesting
ten-to-the-m nus-six.

We have a state cl eanup regul ation that says
ten-to-the-m nus-five. W considered setting it |ower than 25,
but under our Governor's order, we would have to do a
cost-benefit analysis to show it was getting sonmewhere by doing
it and we knew where that was going to go, so we set the

standard at 25.
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We're this close to settlenent on it. Basically, it

will just stand the way it is, with some words and sone
gui dance [i naudi bl e.]

We still use 15 at Hanford. There is no argunent
from EPA on the 25 or the 15. Qur state cl eanup organi zation
in Washington is the State Departnent of Ecol ogy, has had
probl ens and they continuously use ten-to-the-m nus-five, but
they're also this close to saying, nah, let's go ahead and do
it.

So that's kind of where we are on that, where we
stand on that.

The belly-up bonding conmpany. M story is really
short. It's a uraniummlling facility, the early '80s, a
young comnpany, just starting out, got a bond fromthem the
bond crossed out of the [inaudible] market |ooked a little
shaky. We said no problem Governor, we got a bond. The
Secretary of State's O fice says fine and dandy, you' ve got a
bond. The conpany bailed. The bonding conpany went belly-up.

Not hi ng we could do to get any of the funds. The
bondi ng conpany was a New York bondi ng conpany. | think we
tried to go to the State of New York and squeeze the noney out

of the state.
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We were too far down the list. W had to pay for the

decomm ssi oni ng oursel ves.
The good news is the conpany only manufactured about
one barrel of [inaudible.] But it still cost us about a

quarter of a mllion dollars to clean it up and a nunber of
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done by our staff. End of story.

CAMERON:  All right. Thanks, John. | heard sone

| essons on financial assurance. Do we have questions for

either Ruth or

John on either individual case studies or

generic issues here? Aubrey.

MR.

Washi ngt on, di

GODW N: Godwi n, Ari zona. In the case of

d the bonding conpany go belly-up before or after

t he urani um conpany went belly-up? | want to nmake sure |'ve
got the order down.

MR. ERI CKSON: | think --

MR. GODW N: You woul d have had not a prayer to do

anyt hi ng because they were still solvent when you started

aski ng for nmoney, then they decl ared bankruptcy.

 ®» 3 3

ERI CKSON:  Ri ght .
GODW N:  Thank you.
CAMERON: Ot her questions? Yes, Roland.

FLETCHER: Rol and Fl etcher, Maryland. Wen you
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start | ooking for those third parties, make sure you get a good

list of credentials, because there's not a whole | ot of
experience out here and be very careful.

MR. CAMERON: Anybody out in the audience? Richard,
go ahead.

SPEAKER: One of the questions or what happened al so
is on the NRC rule where it allows insurance policies, and yet
it appears that the insurance is not sonething that NRC would
all ow soneone to turn in. | need to kind of verify that,
because that's a problem we have. They have insurance, but the
i nsurance gets so conplicated, the insurance conpani es don't
want to notify before they nake changes to the policy.

We've had a real hard tinme working with them So it
still, in NRC, is an acceptable nmethod of financial security.

MR. CAMERON:. Larry, do you want to respond?

SPEAKER: This insurance is [inaudible.] It turns
out that [inaudible.] W actually conduct -- as | say, even
t hough [inaudi bl e] regul ati on, the experience and use of it
[ 1 naudi bl e] used in conjunction with or associated with a
pre-established trust. [Inaudible.]

MR. CAMERON: All right. Thank you. W're ready to

take a break now and I'm going to ask Dennis Soll enberger to
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tell us about the NRC poster session, and we're going to try to

make up a little bit of time by having a 20 m nute break
i nstead of a hal f-hour break.

| just wanted to take the opportunity to introduce a
col l eague of mne fromthe NRC, Brooke Poole. Brooke is with
the OFfice of General Counsel and she is the new attorney on
agreenent state issues for the NRC

So you might want to take an opportunity during the
break or at the reception to brainwash her -- | nean, introduce
yourself and tell her the agreenent state perspectives.

Brooke is an excellent attorney and | think she'll be
a real resource for both the NRC and the agreenent states.

Dennis, do you want to tal k about the poster session?

MR. SOLLENBERGER: Just real quick. W have a poster
up here on the wall and sone literature on the table. What
this is, is a number of years ago, we sent some l|letters out to
the states tal king about the fornmerly licensed sites from NRC
who wor ked at Oak Ridge and we were | ooking at ways to -- one,
the Comm ssion said it was an agreenment state responsibility to
foll ow-up on these sites, since you had the jurisdiction for
regul ating these materials in your states, and then we went

back and did several papers on the program and the Comm ssion
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eventual |l y approved a grant programto assist those states that

still had sites to be cleared up.

This is the presentation of the |logic on a grant
program We have noney in this fiscal year, which started
yesterday. It's in the budget, although | haven't heard if
Congress has approved our budget yet, in the amunt of 1.65
mllion, and it's a phased grant program and Kevin Shea, who
has done a | ot of the work putting this together, and nyself
wi Il be here during the break, for those states that are
interested, and we'll wal k through the phased grant program
t hat we' ve devel oped in this plan.

MR. CAMERON: That's terrific. Dennis and Kevin wl
be right over here. Let's be back at 3:20 and we'll start out
with Trish Hol ahan.

[ Recess. |

MR. CAMERON: We're going to go to what is called
ot her deconmm ssioning issues now, and we have Tri sh Hol ahan
with us, who is the Branch Chief of the Rul emaki ng and Gui dance
Branch, in Don Cool's Division of Industrial and Medical
Nucl ear Safety.

Trish is going to tal k about two issues, entonbnent

and the so-called clearance rule, so-called clearance,
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so-called rule, | guess.

" mgoing to ask her to cover both of those and then
we'll for questions, and then we're going to have a
presentation on | SCORS and you don't see John G eeves on your
agenda, but John is the co-chair, he's the NRC chair for
| SCORS. So he's going to give a little introduction and he'l
tal k about that.

"1l turn it over to Trish.

MS. HOLAHAN: Thank you, Chip. There is a handout
goi ng around, and | apologize if there are not enough. Let ne
know i f you didn't get one and you want one, and we'll nake
sure that | get one to you.

The other thing is the slides and the handout cover
both the two tal ks today, as well as what we're going to talk
about tonorrow.

The first issue that I'mgoing to talk about is
entombnment and the next slide says what is entonmbnment. Well,
ent ombnment was first discussed in concept in the 1988
decomm ssi oning rule, which John Greeves nentioned earlier, and
in that, they addressed sonme alternatives, which include decon,
safe store.

So entonbment was considered to be a deconm ssi oning
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option in which the radi oactive contam nants are encased in a

structurally long-lived material, such as concrete, and then
t he entonbnent structure is appropriately maintained and
surveill ance woul d be continued until the radioactivity decays
to such a level that the |icense could be term nated and the
site released for unrestricted rel ease.

| think you heard John nention as to whether or it is
it a decomm ssioning option or is it perhaps another option
that's a formof disposal, and that's certainly something that
| will entertain any comrents on that.

Let me go to the next slide, which tal ks about the
need for a rul emaking action. There are sonme current
requi rements and 10 CFR 50. 82, which is the regulation for
power reactors, under the decomm ssioning, there are
case-specific exenptions during license term nation beyond 50
years, and then, also, in the license termnation rule, there
are still criteria that may be [inaudible] for the certain
rel ease scenario.

However, the problens with that or issues associ ated
with is that the requirenments are flexible enough [inaudi bl e]
scenarios that the |licensees would consider worthwhile or

vi abl e.
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And then, also, all the cases of specific situations

require extensive resources. Also, the licensees, in comng in
for the case-specific exenption, can't just make a resource
argument, but it nust be related to health and safety.

When it was considered, it was also assuned that the
off-site low | evel waste disposal option would al ways be there
and [inaudi ble] costs. So entonmbnment is being considered as an
alternative to the | ow I evel waste disposal, since that is
becom ng probl emati c.

The background for where we are today, and there's
been a nunber of papers over the years, but I'd like to, first
of all, in 1999, the staff provided the Comm ssion with a paper
t hat di scussed entonbnent as being a safe and vi able option and
then they proceeded to hold a public workshop in Decenber of
| ast year, where they were soliciting stakehol der views on the
techni cal basis and issues and options for treating entonbnent
equally with some of the other decomm ssioning alternatives.

They | ooked at various regul atory consi derations, as
well as the technical aspects, concrete performance assessnent,
t he hydrol ogi cal eval uati ons and engi neering features that
woul d be needed for such a situation.

In June of 2000, the staff had then taken to the Conm ssi on,
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and, again, this is just one of the NRC term nol ogi es, a SECY

paper is a Conmm ssion paper, and it was entitled "Wrkshop
Fi ndi ngs on Entonbnment Options for Decomm ssi oni ng Power
Reactors,” and the staff recommendati ons on further actions.

And in that paper, the staff indicates that it did
appear fromthe workshop that entonbnent was indeed a viable
option. However, it was obvious that there was further public
i nput needed on sone of the technical aspects and various
options to proceed.

They al so recommended that the staff would then
devel op a rul emaki ng plan and as part of that rul emaki ng pl an,
woul d have an advance notice of proposed rul emaking to go out
to stakeholders trying to address sonme of these additional
guesti ons.

In July, the Conmm ssion approved the staff
recommendation. So that's where we are today. W're actually
devel opi ng a rul emaking plan. W are |ooking at the options
and we're still in the very early stages currently.

On the next slide, sone of the options that we have
to date are, first of all, to maintain the status quo; that is,
to do no rul emaki ng, but continue under the case-specific

eval uati ons. Anot her one would be to termnate the |icense,
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but amend Part 50 and subpart E of Part 20 in ternms of the dose

criteria for restricted use scenario.

And a third option would be to retain the |icense,
but under a different -- extending the 60-year period, but
actually it would then be -- the licensing entonbnment would be
considered as a storage activity rather than as an active
reactor license. And the |license would eventually be
term nated, but there would still be | ong-term NRC oversi ght.

In the first case, there would be -- I'"msorry. The
second option, there would be a need under the term nation of
the license, there would be a need to [inaudible] for the

institutional controls.

So as | say, we're still |ooking at other options,
and so | |look for your input on that.

Where are we today? Well, as | say, we're devel oping
both the rul emaki ng plan and that includes the options. It's

to provide nore flexibility and closure of this issue. Also, to
attempt to define the clear delineation of responsibilities for
cl eanup and mtigation, and yet maintaining public health and
saf ety.

I n addition, we've got an advanced notice of proposed

rul emaki ng in draft which addresses sone of the regulatory
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framework issues, the technical feasibility.

One of the issues that the Conm ssion specifically
directed the staff to consider was the viability of including
the greater than Class C waste within the entonbed structure.
So we're going out and asking questions on that aspect, as well
as associ ated issues with regard to the regulatory framework
for GPCC.

Al so, what are the state responsibilities in line
with this.

The next slide. As | indicated, we're working on a
draft and we hope to have the draft rul emaking plan and the
ANPR out to the states for comment sonetime this nonth. |
don't have a specific date, but we are working to get it out to
you this nonth.

The rul emaki ng plan and the ANPR are due to the
Comm ssion in early February of 2001. So we are on a fairly
aggressive tinme schedule to get it out, get comments and
resolve and get it up to the Comm ssion.

Fol | owm ng Conmm ssi on approval of the rul emaking plan
we woul d propose to publish the ANPR and then based on that, we
may end up refining sone of the options and conme up with a

recomended option, so we can go back to the Comm ssion wth
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where we are.

And then followi ng that, we would | ook at a proposed
rule. Now, about 12 nonths after comments received on the
ANPR, but that could depend on what we need to do in ternms of
refining our options in the interim And then if we still
proceed down the path of rul emaking, we would then have a final
rule, we would hope, 12 nonths after publication of the
proposed rule, or after the end of the coment period on the
proposed rul e.

That's really sort of a brief overview of where we
are and sort of an anticipation for you in terns of seeing a
draft rul emaking plan within the next nonth.

Ckay. Let ne now continue on to our status of what
we're doing with control of solid material, our plans. | think
many of you are aware, | think last year, in terns of where we
were on the initiative at that tine, so this is really nore a
status of what's goi ng on.

As a rem nder, we published an issues paper on the
need for rul emaki ng and what a rul emaking could potentially
| ook I'i ke on June 30th of 1999.

Since then, we've held four public neetings in San

Franci sco, Atlanta, Chicago and Rockville last fall, at which a
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nunber of you attended, and we've also got a web site which

we're still maintaining.

And then in March of this year, we provided anot her
SECY paper or Comm ssion paper to the Conm ssion, outlining the
results of the public neetings, all the public coments to
date, the status of where we were on the technical basis, with
a nunmber of recommendati ons.

And in addition, there was a staff briefing to the
Comm ssi on, there was al so a stakeholder briefing to the
Comm ssion in May of this year

Al'l right. Were are we today? In August, on the
next slide, in August, the Conm ssion a staff requirenents
menor andum providing direction to the staff. As part of the
recommendati ons, the staff had included a recommendation to
pursue a contract with the National Acadeny of Science, which
was i nplenmenting an earlier Conm ssion direction which we
received in March, and | apologize, |I'msort of going back a
little bit in the tinme, to | ook at alternatives.

And so we did continue with that and, in fact, a
contract was issued to the National Acadeny on August 31. It's
anticipated I wll take six nmonths to finalize the conmmttee to

begin to look at this issue.
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In addition, we are continuing to put in place new

technical basis contracts to | ook at inventory costs and
surveys.

Just as a summary of what the Comm ssion direction
was, in the next slide, the Comm ssion directed us to defer a
final decision on whether to proceed with rul emaking until the
Nati onal Acadeny conpletes its ook at the regulatory
alternatives for this aspect.

And t hen, also, however, in the neantine, that we
woul d continue to devel op technical bases to support the
deci si on- maki ng and that we would al so stay infornmed of the
international efforts, along with the efforts of the EPA and
the Department of State. And so we are continuing to do that.

And to try and put all this in perspective, this | ast
slide, which hopefully you can all read, | apol ogize, but that
m ght have cone out a little bit larger, this just shows, at
the top, the NRC actions. W have the issues paper, the SECY
paper, and then the staff requirenents nenmorandum i n August.

We have a nunmber of regulatory efforts, to include
t he decision on rul emaki ng was deferred and we have an study to
| ook at the alternatives, and then we have a nunber of

techni cal basis efforts going on.
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We are still working to finalize NUREG 1640, which

was published as a draft for comment. [It's nowin technical
review by the Center for Nuclear WAste Regul atory Anal ysis.
Al so, we are doing sone work with the National Agricultura
Laboratory on soils, to |look at the technical basis there.

We are working to get a new technical basis contract
to look at the inventories, the doses and the costs. And the
final piece of that is |ooking at surveys, the contracts
t hrough [i naudi bl e] and the Environnmental Measurenent
Laboratory, and the draft report is comng in on that, and we
hope to get those published for comments, as well.

So that's really the status of where we are. [|'1]|
now entertain any questions.

MR. CAMERON: Any questions for Trish or comments on
ei ther entonmbnment or the clearance issue?

John G eeves.

SPEAKER: This topic has generated a |l ot of interest
and we need your feedback on that. | will just nmention that
t he Departnent of Energy has a nunber of exanples where they're
goi ng through an entonbnment effort and | believe they are going
to try and host a workshop in March of next year.

MS. HOLAHAN: They were |ooking at March, but they
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may delay that a little bit in the possibility that we may have

an ANPR out on the streets at the sane tine. So we'll kind of
work with themto see about the timng.

SPEAKER: That would be a good tinme to raise the
i ssue, because that would have a | arge inpact on the agreenent
states in one way or the other.

MR. CAMERON: Ent onmbnent, anybody? Yes, sir.

MR. KIRK: Just an aside. | have been directed not
to use the terminpolite society in Pennsylvania. That's by
the Secretary, Deputy Secretary.

SPEAKER: G ve us another term

MR. KIRK: Bill Kirk. [I'mfromthe Pennsylvania
Bureau of Radiation Protection. Wth the agreenment state, |
t hi nk, as well.

MR. CAMERON: And Bill is going to be on the agenda
on Wednesday norning, | believe, on sonmething that they're
doing. Geta?

COW SSI ONER DI CUS: Greta Dicus, NRC/ Arkansas. The
question |I want to bring out, perhaps it was discussed in the
early part of the afternoon and, unfortunately, | had to | eave
to take care of sone other stuff.

But when we tal k about whether there's going to be
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ent ombnent or what kind of deconm ssioning issue gets done,

there's a decision-nmaking process on the part of the states,
whether it's the political body, the utility or the radiation
control body, as to what kind of decomm ssioning will be done,
including the fact that it m ght be entonbnent.

So |l was -- I'mnot sure nyself whether or not in the
docunent that you're going to send to us you tal k about the
deci si on- maki ng process on the part of the states.

MR. CAMERON: Trish, do you want to provide sone
information to everybody on that?

SPEAKER: We're still deliberating internally on
this, but it clearly needs to be flagged. In nmy mind, this is
going to be an issue the state either buys into or it does not
buy into. If your utility is going to come to you and say |
know what ny options are, | can decomm ssion, take it all away,
Greenfield, and hopefully send it to a disposal facility, do I,
in this state, have another option.

So each of you are going to, | think, need to answer
t hat question. You don't have to all give the same answer.
It's going to get flagged in this docunment and we'll receive
your advice, and the question is how many real stakehol ders are

out there, how many states think I want to hear nmore about
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this.

"' mnot saying |'mbuying in, but I want to hear nore
about this to see whether it really is an option in ny state,
because there are sonme stewardship issues associated with it.

The stuff is in the ground, you ve got a nmega curie
and it's nmore than a hundred years control. So these are the
issues that |I think will be flagged in the paper and, in fact,
we want your early feedback to nake sure we're defining the
i ssue properly.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you. Aubrey?

MR. GODWN: It's just a little [inaudible.] Godw n,
Arizona. But is it possible that if sonething got entonbed
under the Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion regul ati ons and t hen
sonewhere down the |line, the state became an agreenent state,
but as long as its reactor types [inaudible,] but they becone
an agreenent state, they decide to |ower the standard a bit to
say two mllirema year instead of 25 and their |icense
[i naudi bl e] and requires to keep a license a tad | onger.

Has anybody | ooked at that or is that going to be one
of these issues that we're going to wait until we have to cross
t hat bridge?

| can see a phil osophi cal change occurring in
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may change

[ i naudi bl e] national |evel, which if you started out with

entonbnent, you may be forced to do sonething el se before it's

over with.

Is there any way to judge these things and try to

addr ess t hent?

MR. CAMERON:. Trish, do you understand the issue that

Aubrey is raising and how are we going to try to address that?

MS. HOLAHAN: | think it's a very good issue and |

think it's one of the things that we're going to have to | ook

at and, in part, may determ ne what option you proceed down. |

think sone of the options, it isn't cl

ear that the individua

states woul d have to assune sone responsibility and dependi ng

on what the institutional controls are.

But | think it's going to be have to be sonething

that is | ooked at closer. | don't have a specific answer yet.

MR. CAMERON: We have noted that

t hat needs to be explored, though. R

SPEAKER: I think the sanme issue

Whet her ent ombnment or deconm ssi oni ng,

ght ?

i ssue as an issue

addressed earlier.

one, we need to all know

where we are. So next year, |1'd |like to conme back and say

here's where the 32-33 entities are.

And as |

menti oned when |
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spoke, when you put sonmething in place that is nore

restrictive, you have to back that up with sone kind of

met hodol ogy to define how you get to that two mllirem or how
do you get to that four or how do you inplenment that NCL, and
that's a big can of worns.

So it's a good question and, one, we need the answer

for decomm ssioning and | think we'll that next year, and the
sane issue will develop for entonmbnent, unless the standard for
entombnment is one that -- well, mybe | won't go there. It

depends on how the Comm ssion puts the regul ation out, whether
it's strict conpatibility or not.

COW SSI ONER DI CUS: | wonder how nany states,
because where John was headed [inaudible.] The cost-benefit
analysis. |If you go to two mlliremor one mllirem or
what ever the standard m ght be, does the state have the
responsibility to do a cost-benefit analysis, and that is
sonet hi ng that woul d be useful in these kinds of discussions.

MR. CAMERON: Any comments from anybody on Greta's
observation? Jake?

MR. JACOBI: |'d just observe that many tines,
especially when you get down to low |l evels, that cost-benefit

may be a question of perception and nore a political issue, the
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old I'ine about if |I gave you $10,000 to cut off your right arm

and you accept your armis worth $10, 000, but if no anount of
money will cut your armoff, then you can't put a price on it,
and you get into a very political situation, what is the public
going to take.

We all work for an executive branch, they can sel ect
it, and the bottomline really is probably going to be nore
political than technical

MR. CAMERON: Thank you, Trish. | think that we
shoul d probably nove on to the interagency steering commttee
on radiation standards. And as | nentioned previously, we have
one of the co-chairs here of the |ISCORS. John Greeves is the
Division Director at the NRC for Waste Di sposal and John want ed
to --

MR. GREEVES: It's a high-paying job, I would point
out. Actually, we're going to do this in tw steps, kind of
li ke Jimand Kathy did earlier in the day.

|"ve got three slides I'mgoing to go through, give a
littl e background on | SCORS, and Steve will finish it off.

There are copies of our annual report back there. |
think that's probably the nost hel pful thing to give you sone

background on what is the interagency steering commttee on
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radi ati on st andards.

We're going to attend this every year, so | think that will be
hel pful. Just a -- first slide -- little background. This was
ki cked off in '94, when Senator G enn requested a path forward
regardi ng things we've already been tal king about,

i nconsi stenci es, gaps, overlaps in radiation standards.

Actual ly, [inaudible] receives this, and so this
particul ar group first started nmeeting in April of '95. It's a
pre-deci sional, inter-governnmental group, and we neet four
times a year.

One of those we open up as a public neeting and | ook
for that kind of input. As Chip nentioned it's co-chaired by
NRC and EPA, Frank Marson is ny co-chair. | think nost of you
know Frank.

The nmenbership is probably what you woul d expect.

The Departnment of Energy has a | arge presence in the neeting,
brings a lot of information to it. Departnment of Defense,
Heal th and Human Servi ces, Human Health and Safety, Departnent
of Labor, the OSHA rep supports that, Departnent of
Transportation, there's a |ot of transportation issues out
there, especially with things |ike Yucca Mountain.

OMB al so participates and then we have the observers,
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really add a dinension to these neetings.

As far as the objective of ISCORS, it's really not
funded. It's basically what the agencies and the states can
put into this.

There are four objectives. The first is to
facilitate consensus on levels of radiation risk. | wish I
could tell you that we're able to achieve that, but haven't
quite made it.

What we have been able to do is pronote consi stent
ri sk assessnent approaches. The agencies conme together, the
states cone together and tal k about what are the assessnent
techni ques that we have and there doesn't seemto be any
consensus in how to do the assessnment part.

Ri sk managenent is where it breaks down and it's

pretty much the top down | CRP approach and the CERCLA approach,

which is the bottom up approach, and we have not been able to
resol ve that.

Anot her objective is conpl eteness and coherency of
Federal standards. ©One of the things is the Federal guidance

for [inaudible] that was put in place years ago needs to be
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revisited and it is a challenge on bring consensus on that

t opi c.

So | invite you to give Steve and Jill your input on
that topic, the last of which is identify issues and coordi nate
resol ution.

| think when you see, and Steve will show you, the
subcomm ttees, there are a |lot of opportunities there for us to
work on issues and do sonme coordi nation.

So first, I would like to thank you for your support.
A nunber of the agreenent state representatives have staff
working with us, NRC and the commttee. 1'd like to thank you
for that, and turn it over to Steve.

MR. CAMERON: And Steve Collins is one of the state
representatives to | SCORS and Steve is the Assistant O fice
Manager of the Office of Radiation Safety, which is within the
I11inois Departnent of Nuclear Safety.

St eve?

MR. COLLINS: Thank you. The handout is the 1999
annual report for ISCORS. | put a copy on each one of the
positions here on the horseshoe earlier and | put a copy of
each one on ny overhead as an insert into that.

It is NUREG 1770, in volunme two, and, as M ke says,
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there will be a volune three com ng out in the next year.

And ny | ast side basically shows you the internet web
Site address, where you can updated on all these on a quarterly
basi s.

Next slide. John covered these four itens. As he
said, the EPA and NRC have pretty nmuch cone to agreenent on
consi stent risk assessnents, but risk managenent is nore of a
policy itemand there's quite a bit of lack of agreenent there.

Joe and | really do need your input. The |ast big
docunment that | SCORS put out, Joe and | both comented that it
needed a whole |l ot nore work, except that our justifications
were on wholly opposite ends of the spectrum for why we thought
it needed nore work.

So we definitely need your input. Joe was |eaning a
little bit toward the EPA side, and you know | never go there.

Next slide. John nmentioned that this is
pre-deci sional, inter-governnmental discussions, not normally
open to the public. One neeting a year is generally open to
the public. That means what we say and what we tal k about
there, | really can't conme back and discuss with you until it's
open to the public.

So | can receive a whole |ot of input. The output
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that you will get fromJoe and | is when you see an article in

the newsletter or maybe on RADRAP or somewhere, whenever we are
able to communicate sonething to you to keep you up to date.

But the NRC does, after each neeting, put in their
public document room nost of the meeting. The | SCORS does al
this technical work through [inaudible.]

Next slide. | put down the page nunbers for you on
the slide, so you'll know acconplishnents and pl anned
activities for 1999 and 2000, on those pages 2 through 12,
menber shi ps and subcommi ttees are on 13 through 18, and a
charter, which basically has the objectives and operating
procedures and things.

Next slide. The states are, and we're not limted to
New Jersey and Illinois. |If you want to pay your own travel
and participate in this, we're not [inaudible,] but we are
observers, not nmenmbers. W don't get to vote.

Next slide, please. These are the seven different
subcomm ttees that do the technical work. |'m going to cover
t hem one by one.

Next slide. The cleanup subcomm ttee, Deborah MCall
from Washi ngton works on this. You may notice that there is

sone parallel with who the chair of the SSR comm ttee that
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works primarily in this area.

These people are not representing CRCPD on these
| SCORS subcomm ttees, but if you were to pick out who is the
best person on these issues to represent you, | think you woul d
kind of cone there, and that's nunmber 11; well who do we ask
first and maybe they'd share this work.

Revi ewi ng NRC deconm ssi oni ng regul atory gui de and
focusing on the subcommttee web sites, lists the nodels, and a
checklist to aid selection of an appropriate nodel to
denonstrate conpliance.

This is sonmething very new. They would like for you
to go in there and try to | ook at those nodels, | ook at those
gquestions, |look at the checklist, see how user-friendly it is
and give them sonme coment and feedback on the proposal.

This whol e thing was designed to be put there to nake
it easy for you to fit the right nodel for you to do the job
you want to do.

The m xed waste subcomm ttee, Paul Merges, from New
York. They analyze and share information. EPA s whole
activity in the m xed waste initiative and they provide input
to the CRCPD working group, which is doing a ot of the work

here in this portion to review that, so that they provide
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i nput .

Next slide. Recycle substitute, that's me. W're
review ng and participating in the NRC rul emaking for recycling
of materials or trying to decide if there is going to be a
rul emaki ng. Anyway, we're nonitoring that and providing input.

We' re mai ntenance Federal agency actions on the
cl earance and the inport controls. The current status of that,
and Joe Klinger is here if you want to tal k about what's going
on fromhis aspect, fromthe CRCPD.

Finally, the Departnment of State is pretty much
stalled due to reorgani zation, but they're hoping to get back
on track very soon

EPA has tabled its recycle rule work and was focused
on interception, thank goodness, and DOE is issuing guidelines
for recycle and DOE has posted on their web site and would Iike
to have your input and conments on the material that they have
focused on.

Next slide. Risk harnonization. This is the group
represented by Joe Lapote that is trying to handle the ngjor
i ssue that was the focus of the original charge from Senat or
d enn, who established this group, resolving these differences.

The GAO report that canme out not too | ong ago
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basically says that they do not yet agree on a technical basis

for what rules we do have and they certainly don't disagree on
the policy things.

GAO sent their report out in draft formto have it
reviewed by all these different Federal agencies. All of the
Federal agencies but one thought that GAO had pretty nmuch
produced a report that had accurately defined what the status
was and what the problems were and where they were. EPA didn't
agr ee.

Anot her thing [inaudible] |ooked at is develop a
table to provide an understanding of the use of institutional
controls by various agenci es.

If you | ook at Appendi x B, which is on the path of
this 1999 annual report docunent, it contains a table, which is
not yet conpleted. There is going to be nore added to that
table on other itenms by DOE and others fairly soon.

Next slide. Joe Lapote also |loves [inaudible.]
You' ve heard her say it several times. She is the [inaudible]
as well. And they have published gui dance on radi oactive
mat eri al s [inaudi bl e.]

It is out there available for you to use and to

comment on and they are going to be analyzing the POTW sanpl e
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analysis results. Sonme of those results are in. [It's not

conpl eted yet and they are doing an anal ysis of those.

The NORM subcomm ttee, TomHi Il from Georgia. Next
slide. They are reviewing reports on the NORM regul ati ons,
revisions that are in that are going on now Tomis the chair
of that SR-5 committee and |I'm one of the nenbers, so we don't
have to do a lot of extra work to keep up with this one.

But they're also going to coment on EPA s technical
report on urani um m ning

Next slide. The |ast one of the seven, Federal
gui dance subcomm ttee, Cindy Cardwell from Texas is on this
one. |If anybody else is interested in this particular one and
woul d like to get on and be another person to help do this
wor k, Cindy woul d appreciate that.

They're working with EPA to devel op an update of the

Federal guidance for the general public. | certainly hope that
you will read the October newsletter for the Health Physics
Soci ety and | ook at that position paper. | think it's very
good.

| had prepared a slide and tried to sneak it through
past John Greeves, adding it as one of the bullet points we're

supposed to work on. | thought if I put it in print, that
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woul d make it official and not [inaudible] be able to push them

to ook at it, without having to change it to [inaudible.] I
just hope they'Il look at it. | know they wll, because
anything that's new that conmes up that's relevant, this
particul ar steering conmmttee |looks at it to see what kind of
i npetus they should give Federal agencies and suggest to their
managenent to deal with it.

Next slide. How do you keep infornmed about what's
going on with I SCORS? It now has a new web site,
www. i scors.org, and you can link fromthat web site to the
subcomm ttees that have established their own web sites. Not
all of them have, but the ones who have, there are |links there.
So you can keep up with that.

And you really do need to contact nyself or Joe
Lapote or the subcomm ttee chair, which is in the handout, if
you have input for any of these. But you can keep up-to-date
by checking those web sites at |east once a quarter to see what
new i nformation is there.

Thank you.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you, Steve, and thanks, John. Do
we have questions for Steve and John on | SCORS and on the

subconmm ttees, what they're doing? Stan?
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SPEAKER: | was wondering, |ISCORS is taking all the

runbl i ngs that cone out of the radiation effects research
community. It seens a lot of these people are trying to push
for higher nunbers as far as the standard.

Has | SCORS consi dered doing that?

SPEAKER: |'m not sure | understand the question.
Coul d you tell me which higher nunbers you're tal king about?

SPEAKER: The people | call the |Iobby and [inaudi bl e]
and people like that, who seemto think that the current
standard for the public of 100 mlIliremis too | ow, because
they can't really statistically come up with valid information
[ i naudi bl e. ]

| s 1 SCORS considering that?

SPEAKER: The nenbership is fully aware of the
responses [inaudi bl e] but everybody on the commttee is
know edgeabl e about [inaudible.] So are they taking it into
consideration? Yes is the answer.

SPEAKER: Steve Collins is the only person that ever
really mentions the nysterious fashion that we do nore than
just think about them enough.

SPEAKER: |'m havi ng enough trouble with [inaudi bl e]

mllirem that above 100 mlIlirem as sonme would suggest, woul d
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be a real challenge. W' re open-m nded.

MR. CAMERON: Any other forumthat's addressing the
100 mlliremissue?

SPEAKER: | think the Health Physics Society's
position that Steve just nentioned is the nost recent exanple.
When | spoke -- I CRP came out with new reconmendati ons
[ i naudi bl e] woul d prol ong exposure and the geol ogi ¢ di sposal
[imt.

Al'l these things line up. Basically, the ICRP
approach to setting the limt and constraint, and those are the
things that -- Ed asked earlier, what could you conme and talk
about. Those are the things that | think we all point to.

The cost-benefit analysis that we did in the '97
rule, these are all the tools that you can and should use if
you' re tal king about setting standards. And that's what the
NRC woul d bring to any invitation that would conme to the state
to make a presentation.

Fortunately, over time, you get nore material, |ike
the I CRP recommendati on and the Heal th Physics Society.

To ne, | think they're all consistent. What you
don't have is a generally applicable standard in this arena by

the EPA. If we did, we'd have to pay attention to that, too.
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MR. CAMERON: All right.

SPEAKER: As | said, there is -- the EPA is | ooking

at the Federal guidance standard and the update of it and

that's really -- John seens to be referring to the August
Heal th Physics Society neetings. |I'mreferring to an October
position statenment of new additional limts.

| f you've read what you got on your desk this week, a
specific position paper of the Health Physics Society on the
general radiation standard, and I'mreally hoping they will go
with something like that to renove a | ot of the stuff that was
causing a lot of heartburn in term nology had that sort of
stuff, but very general and hopefully will elimnate a | ot of
t he argunents about specific nunbers.

MR. CAMERON: Thanks, Steve. Let's go to David.

SPEAKER: | think the president of |ICRP has recently,
| ast year, cone out with the concept of controll able dose,
which is somewhat definition fromwhat you are apparently
pr essi ng.

Are you all | ooking at that concept and the dose
limts on standards that m ght come out of that?

SPEAKER: MR. CAMERON:. Does anybody know what

controll able dose is? 1Is it worthwhile explaining that?
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SPEAKER: If you want. What do you nean by -- maybe

Don Cool would like --

MR. CAMERON: Steve or John, you don't have anything
to say on this, right?

SPEAKER: |I'm not quite sure what Ed is stating here.
Maybe Don can hel p

MR. COOL: Don Cool, NRC. What Ed is referring to is
an idea that was floated a little over a year ago by Roger
Clark and he floated it as an individual [inaudible] and |ICRP
docunent in and of itself.

There was, | believe, a task group or at |least a
smal | group of the Health Physics Society that participated in
putting together some questions and di scussion.

It engendered quite a bit of discussion earlier this
year at Hiroshima, at the 2000 conference. It is not, at this
nmoment, an | CRP proposal.

Basically, what it says is that rather than starting
fromthe standpoint of a limtation and controlling individual
sources and controlling individuals, that you stand back and
you | ook at a given situation and |look at all of the different
pi eces which you could put under control, irrespective of the

types of materials, quantities, types of exposure routes, as a
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different way of | ooking at sone of the activities and possibly

giving you a different perspective that m ght allow sone
reconciliation or at |east sonme alignnment between sone of the

t hi ngs that happen now with non -- sone of the intervention

i ssues versus sone of the nom nal practice issues, the kinds of
sources that we nornmally deal wth.

| woul d not expect that |1SCORS is |ooking at that as
detailed yet. |It's still engendering a great deal of
di scussion and | know wi Il be under discussion by the ICRP' s
mai n conm ssi on over the next couple of years, as they consider
what the next set of recommendations will ook like in
approxi mately 2005.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you, Don.

SPEAKER: The only thing that | was thinking about is
that it m ght be nice for once for the United States not to be
| agging the rest of the world by five to ten years.

So it would seemthat nowis the time to be
di scussing it rather than reacting to it if and when the change
CONes.

MR. CAMERON: All right. Geta?

COW SSI ONER DI CUS: Just to add a little bit to what

Don sai d, because he is absolutely correct in what [inaudi bl e]
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trying to do.

| was at the nmeeting and as Ed was and Ruth and we
were all there and |listened to what he said. And he also, and
it is his individual coment, it is not |ICRP position, would
suggest we need to al so consi der background when we start
t al ki ng about what we're going to do as all owabl e dose
[ i naudi bl e] background in it as well.

And | agree we're way behind the curve, but | think
we're waiting to see the next rendition of |ICRP before the NRC
tries to upgrade Part 20, because you know nuch trouble we've
had doi ng that.

MR. CAMERON: All right. Thanks, Geta. John and
Steve, thank you very nuch.

[ Appl ause. ]

MR. CAMERON: We're going to close out the day with
an interesting panel on |ow | evel waste disposal, and we have
representatives of four states with us. |[|'ve asked themto do
their presentations and then have one question and answer
comment session at the end of all four of the presentations.

And we do have a keynote speaker for the panel, and
this is Dr. John Clark fromthe State of South Carolina.

Dr. Clark is currently the Senior Director of
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External Relations for South Carolina Governor Ji m Hodges and

he has been in a nunber of other positions with the Executive
Branch and the Legislative Branch in the state.

For exanmple, he served as Energy Advisory to both
Governor Dick Riley and also to Governor Hodges, as well as the
Executive Director of the [inaudible] Energy Ofice and he was
the Director of Research for the Joint Legislative Commttee on
Energy, the Executive Director of Public Affairs for the Sam
Key Cooper, which is South Carolina's state-owned electric
utility.

Dr. Clark was also lead staff on the South Carolina
nucl ear waste task force, which issued the reconendations in
Decenmber of 1999 that led to the introduction of the Atlantic
interstate | ow |l evel radioactive waste conpact inplenmentation
act .

As the Energy Advisor to Governor Hodges, he was the
chief strategist in getting the legislation through the South
Carolina General Assenbly here in the nost recent |egislative
sessi on.

He is a graduate of Dickinson Coll ege, has a Ph.D.
from Syracuse University, and has studied at the University of

Paris.
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I n Guava and Et hiopia, worked in the U. S. Congress,

and has taught political science at both at the University of
Fl orida and the University of South Carolina.

And now cones the real interesting part. | think
he's a nmenber of the board of trustees of the college in
Charl eston, but also the co-author of [inaudible] South
Carol i na, the guidebook

| would just ask Dr. Clark to join us at this point.

SPEAKER: -- and the new Assistant Secretary of
Heal th, and a new State Health O ficer, none of which were
there five years ago. And they're just sitting at the table
with their nouth open saying we have to make what deci sion?

Ckay. Thanks a |ot.

SPEAKER: | apologize. This is the Trojan reactor
vessel. Many of you have seen this plot. [Inaudible] gave it
at the conference in My.

It was a big deal to us. W approved the shipping of
this reactor in one piece, full of concrete, it was a thousand
tons, 1.5 mllion curies, [inaudible] the river.

It took us a long tine to do the technical evaluation
report. NRC was very patient. The NRC was very involved in

the transportation, and, of course, it was their |icensee.
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It was put on this rolling truck with 28 axles, |

t hi nk, encased in this shrink-wap plastic, in the State of
Or egon.

We approved it after a series of public neetings and
for the nost part, with the exception of sonme stakeholders in
Oregon who didn't want to nove it at all, for whatever reason,
because it had been shut down [inaudi ble] for 20 years, npst
peopl e t hought okay.

Put it on a barge, took it fromthe Trojan River.
Trojan was just down river fromPortland, at river mle 72, up
this river to [inaudible] river mle 342, which is 270 mles or
so. It took several days.

And the next slide. Gary Robertson nmet up with the
truck and [inaudible] pulled it off and took it to the site,
whi ch is about three or four mles fromthere.

For all practical purposes, [inaudible] controversy.
The public wasn't there. Part of the reason was the fact the
Navy ships reactors up the river, seven or eight a year, and
none of them [inaudi ble] sub-reactors and now sonme critica
reactors are going up there. [Inaudible] some public do see
t hem goi ng up there.

And here's [inaudible.] The public doesn't
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differentiate Hanford commercial |ow | evel waste and where it

goes. It's going to happen. They see it every day. Next
slide. Put it in the hole, cover it with dirt.

Now, all of this was a little over a year ago. Now let's go to
the last issue. The last [inaudible] many of you haven't heard
about. The Trojan reactor was one and a half mllion curies.
This thing was 20 curies.

You can't imagine the politics involved. The conpany
and its CEO, who make up for [inaudible,] and the fact that
NORM i s part of the conpact agreenent arena, and is al ways
| ooki ng for business.

This waste was collected as part of the national
[ 1 naudi bl e] program over the last 15 to 20 years. [Inaudi bl e]
consuner products, a whole bunch of stuff. [Inaudible.]

Based on health and safety -- and | had to sit across
the table fromthe Governor, when he said you're doing what.
The goal is [inaudible.] | know the goal is [inaudible] but on
the other side, | never saw so many Federal agencies work so
many hours in so short a time to try to find a national
sol ution, because it's not a state issue. It's a national
I ssue.

There is nothing in place that says this [inaudible]
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can't be shipped into any |ocation. They have a beautiful | ow

| evel waste package. The npbst ammzi ng one, they have a web
site in six different |anguages or sonething |like that. You
should really go there to see. It |ooks spectacular. But it
was not |ike [inaudible.]

And they determ ned that it would cost nore noney to
do an environnental assessnent of this material and ship it.
So they rented, the conpany rented a [inaudible] -- the
governnent rented a 747, 120 [inaudible] a place called
[ i naudi bl e] right smack dab in the m ddle of the State of
Washi ngton, just up the road fromthe |ow | evel waste.

Next slide. [lnaudible.] Obviously, econonics
controls the decision. [Ilnaudible] finally got the point where
t he conpany coul d make sone noney doing it and it didn't make
any sense to ship it all the way around the world.

We were told that Italy, France and Brazil al so have
[1 naudi ble.] [Ilnaudible] statement discusses [inaudible] and
|"mgiving hourly calls to the governor's office.

The governor is very happy about this, because we got
so nmuch information fromthe State Departnent and that he had
answers to every question and [inaudible.] [Inaudible] ny

phone rings and it's the State Department, who [i naudi bl e] high
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| evel [inaudible] and they gave me a 24-hour nunber and said,

now, if anything goes wong, call this number.

SPEAKER: VWhat is their definition of wong?

SPEAKER: The definition of wong had nothing to do
with radiation or anything. It was the vision that [inaudi bl e]
ai rport would be surrounded by angry Washi ngtoni ans and
woul dn't let this plane full of Spanish foreign nationals to
| eave the state once it |anded, and we woul d have an
international [inaudible.] That's basically what they were
worri ed about.

Next slide. Real quick, here is our [inaudible.]
Here's our volunmes. You can see the big punp in the early '80s

and late '70s. We | ook at about 200,000 cubic feet a year from

now on until closer in the year 2056.

There's 13.5 mllion cubic feet there now and
[ i naudi bl e] pretty close to 24.5 mllion cubic feet. Next
slide. Total volunme of waste currently in the site. |It's

nostly | ow | evel and uncl assified, pre-1984 materi als.

The Trojan material didn't even nake it there,
because it was only about 8,000 cubic feet.

Next slide and last slide. But the activity, on the

ot her hand, is entirely different. The Trojan is 40 percent of
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the activity, although that's nostly Cobalt, things |Iike that.

So it will be gone by the time [inaudible.]

Last, but not |east, Northwest [inaudible] stay |ike

MR. CAMERON. More fascinating stories. W do have
time for questions for any and all of the panelists, but 1'd
like to at | east begin with a question for Dr. Clark on the
South Carolina situation.

Do we have a comment or a question in regard to the
South Carolina situation and Dr. Clark's presentation on that?
Any questions on low | evel waste? Ed Bail ey.

MR. BAILEY: Yes. |'ve got [inaudible.]

MR. CAMERON: Ckay.

MR. BAILEY: Bill, I think I've found a way to
[ naudible.] Is there any private |land avail able for sale
within five mles of the --

[ Laught er. ]

MR. CAMERON: |s there no answer or any comment on
this? Bill?

SPEAKER: [ I naudi bl e. ]

MR. CAMERON: Greta.

COW SSI ONER DI CUS: A question for M. Sinclair. |
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t hi nk you nenti oned on the [ and ownership, you're | ooking at

| egi sl ation.

Is that to

Federal ownership?

MR.  SI NCLAI R:

revert the site to state ownership or

The proposed legislation will actually

give the option of both and it will declare the Federa

ownership preferential [i

COW SSI ONER DI CUS:  And

MR.  SI NCLAI R:

naudi bl e. ]
t hat would be DOE, right?

That woul d be DCE.

COWM SSI ONER DI CUS: | wanted that clarified. Then |

have a question to M. FEr

ickson, if | could.

On the NSTR, and you nentioned [inaudi ble,] can you

tell nme which one or

MR. ERI CKSON:

br ought t hat

up. I n DOE,

operate this reactor and

facility to a contractor

medi cal 1 sotope conpany,

SPEAKER: W di

ones you're tal king about?

That's a good coment. |'mglad you
in this docunent, DOE is going to
generate these isotopes and | oan the
and they will regulate through this

that's my understandi ng.

stribute to the [inaudible.]

COW SSI ONER DI CUS: My understanding is, | can't

remenber which one it is,

t here's just

techneti um

maybe one or

maybe sonmeone can hel p ne, but

two, but we do have an issue of
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A reactor in Canada was trying to nake a conversion

here to the [inaudi ble] problenms and there is a potential of
havi ng probl enms [i naudible.]

But | think [inaudible] is just to do one
[ i naudi bl e. ]

SPEAKER: | can't renenber either.

MR. CAMERON: Dr. Paperiello.

MR. PAPERI ELLO. | have to say, if | recollect, it
was run in the early '80s and there was even di scussion of

using it as a plutonium burn at sone point to offer a

di sposition [inaudible.] | know the [inaudible] this is a DOE

reactor. | understand the NRC/NRR was involved in doing --
hel ping DOE with the SCR many years ago. That's about all
know about it.

Actually, as reactors go, it's not as old as any

commerci al power reactor. | was not aware that DOE was | ooking

into maki ng [inaudi bl e] because they were naki ng nmedi cal
i sotopes or looking into it at the [inaudible] reactor at
Sandi a and they had made a decision not to go with the
technetium

MR. CAMERON: | should give the panelists who just

presented an opportunity to ask any of their colleagues on the
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panel any questions that they have. Alice, Bill, John, Dr.

Cl ark, anybody have a question or a statenment that they want to
make after hearing the other presentations?

Al right. W're ready to adjourn. | just have two
t hings before we do. One is that you will see that the OAS
busi ness neeting starts tonmorrow norning and, also, in that
time slot is the national materials working group tabl etop.

The begi nning of that is dependent on when the OAS
meeting ends. So the best that we can tell you nowis that the
tabl etop -- not everybody is going to be at the OAS busi ness
meeting. The tabletop will not start before 10: 30.

So check in at 10:30 to see how everything is
runni ng.

And the second itemis related to the tabl etop.
There's about eight states that we haven't heard fromyet in
ternms of what their priorities are and we know that there's a
nunber of representatives fromeach state, but the other ones
turned in their priorities.

So if you could try to get that to Kathy or any of
t he ot her working group nmenbers sonetime during the reception,
t hat woul d be hel pful.

|"mgoing to turn this over to Pearce nowto tell us
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want to say on that?

you.

[ Wher eupon,

do you want to tel

241

us just where -- anything you

It's al ways dangerous, | guess, to ask

at 5:00 p.m,

t he neeting was concl uded. ]



