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PROCEEDINGS
[8:35 aml]

DR. COOL: There are three lake-home messages here from this presenlalion. The first
one is thal NUREG-1640 is nol a regulalion, il is nol a rule lhal needs Lo be sel oul very clearly. For the
purposes of comparison, we needed lo make an assumplion in Chapler 2 so thal we could compare il with
the European Union's standard and so thal we could compare with 186 and so on.

So thal may have confused some people, thinking thal we had assumed one millirem, but
il was just for a comparison purpose and only thal. The alternalive has nol been chosen or selected or
decided upon or anylhing.

Rather. it's a tool to help decision-makers evaluate the alternatives and what it does is it
relates the radioaclivily on or in lhe malerial or a piece of equipmenl lo a radialion dose.

This is a generally lechnically sophisticated audience and because we are all. in some
aspecls or another. laymen in the other person’s field. please permit me o take a layman's approach on this.

NUREG-1640 is a tool to answer the question how much radialion could an individual
gel from cleared ilems. I lold you the amswer yeslerday. Do you recall? The answer is il depends. What
does il depend on? [l depends on how the individual comes in conlacl wilh the radicactivily, whal are his
aclivilies. And in thal regard, NUREG-I640 examines 79 scenarios or aclivilies, and thal's whal we lalk
aboul.

When we say scemarios. were talking about how does the individual come in contact with
the radioactivily. [t also depends om the malerials or equipment thal the radioaclivily is associaled with
and what we did. weve gol a dose lo an individual. we ask that question. we go inlo the next -- we talked
aboul. in lhere, theres lerrous melals, copper, aluminum, concrele and equipmenl are analyzed.

Where does the radioactivily go? In melal processing. somelimes the radioaclivily is.

because oﬂ: ils e]lemelmﬂal]l, ils chemical and ]p:]lnysjca]l properlies, can separale |F1mm the meﬂal. Sm in

NUR]EG-H@‘II@, we examined the melal p]ro&lud, the s]lag], ]l»ag house «Jlusﬂ, and airborne. | ﬂl«mvﬂ know il we
]lnawe |l]lnal|l on |l]ln]'1§ s]lj&l@. “ we «Jl@lmvﬂ, ]Iv” s]l&@ﬂc]ln it oul ]ln@lr@.

So we ﬂto]”lowmﬂ il ﬂ:]r@m the meﬂa]l, again, s]lalg, ]lmg house «Jlmlsﬂ, and airborne.
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It also depends on what kind of radicactivily il is. For example. is il heavy nranium,
U238, or light uranium. lighter uranium, U-235. and so we looked al a radionuclide by radionuclide basis
on this and, in facl, we looked al — we analyzed 80 radionuclides.

Now., where did we gel those radionuclides? We firsl examined the manifests of low level
wasle and looked - and included the mosl common radionuclides [rom the manilesls of low level wasle.

We also compared our list with that of the EPA and also of the European Union. so thal
the list of radionuclides is inclusive of basically those three sources.

Lastly, how concentraled is the radioactivily? Now. this is the parl thal really makes this
a lool for a decision-maker, because the concentralion —- and I'll abbreviale it - the concenlralion is in the
NUREG reporl. reported as a per unil of radicactivily and. also, a per unil of mass or a per unil of area.
So lel me wrile thal down. Okay. Per unit — ['ll abbreviale radioaclivily and then il's also, for example,
per gram or pound. or surlace area, cenlimelers squared, youd converl lhal lo square lool, so on.

So il you have ome beckerel of radicaclivily associaled with one gram of scrap, for
examp]‘@, then we caleulaled the dose thal an individual would receive from a ]paurhcu]lalr scenario.

@]lmy‘ As an examp]le, we aua]lyzexﬂ whal could ]lmppen from a piece of scrap if il were
cleared. We started al the gale of the facilily, we tracked the scrap from lramsporlalion lo the scrap yard. to
a meller, and then we followed the metal. as well as the byproducts. as | mentioned earlier. lo the products
lo processing. Lhrough comsumer use, and linally to disposal in a landfill.

We took a count of all of the people who would come in conlact with thal scrap as it
progressed Lhrough ils various reasomable lales and analyzed the polemtial doses thal they would gel. We
calculaled the amount of radiation thal those individuals could gel on a. as | said. per unil mass. per umil
arca, based on a unil amounl of radicaclivily.

The resulls looked like this. II we calculaled or if we plot the amount of dose thal an
individual could gel or the amount of radialion exposure thal a person could gel and we lake inlo account
thal some lruck drivers may omly spend hall the time thal other truck drivers spend in lerms of
lransportation. theres a distribulion for many of these, if not most of these paramelers that go into these

equalions, and Il.al]l&l'llmg] into account that ‘valrja]lm’l]liﬂy ﬂ:m" all @W the paramelers, then what you gel is nol as
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clean number, bul you get a distribulion.

So this is the number of limes thal we would calculale a particular dose. Then, say, the
lransporlalion. the person who picks up the scrap from the gale. for example. all of these possibililies may
come oul Lo be a distribulion of something like this on a per umil basis.

For example. then the consumer products. because of separation of the radionuclides and
dilulion through the processing and the small amounts, the consumer products may be down here. Slag
worker may have a distribulion like this, and other, we had 79 scenarios. recall.

And so by plolling or by looking al the distribulions or. say. the means ol all of these, we
can lell which populalion or which aclivily, which scemario would result in the highest dose lo an
individual.

This group is called, in radialion prolection, the critical group. The philosophy is il we
sel our standard so thal the crilical group is prolecled lo thal standard. then all of the other people who
come inlo conlacl wilh thal radicactivily would be prolecled lo an equal or greater degree. They would gel
less radialion.

And so with this tool. wilh these calculalions, then we cam identily how much radiation
could be associaled with a piece ol scrap, how much radioactivily could be associaled with this picce of
scrap. and Lhus prolect even the mosl exposed people lo the amounl of the regulation, the allernalive.

That's what NUREG-1640 does. There is ongoing work lo do other caleulalions. We're
interested in nol only protecting this critical group. bul were also interested in how much does the entire
population gel. Thal work is ongoing. There are comlracls ongoing and as questions arise aboul other kinds
of calculations you might be interested in. hopefully weve captured those in ongoing lechnical amalysis.

Bul in briel, that's whal NUREG-1640 is aboul and thal's whal il does and thal's how il
will be used as a lool lo assess regulatory allernalives.

MR. TURNER: Ray Turner, David Joseph Company. Mr. Meck, [ just had a question
aboul. in your sludy. whal lype lurnace was used lo oblain your dala. The reason for asking the question.
for example. GTS Duralech has an induction Furnace thal reacls quile dilferently from an eleclric arc furnace

or a ]l];]lalsﬂ ﬂ:Ml]l"lmalC@ or a ("Ul]pﬂ)]lﬁl or @Mne]r lypes @ﬂ: ﬂ:M]l"lmalC(ES.
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The reason I'm asking that is you're talking about where the different radionuclides
migrale lo. whether il's in the slag or the bag house dust or slay inherenl in the melal. In an induction
furnace. for example. element phosphorouns will stay in the melal thronghout the cast. Well, il comes up. but
il reverls back down in lube melal becanse an induction furnace. such as GTS Duralech, does mot slag off
like an eleclric arc.

In an eleclric are furnace, the phosphorous Hoals up inlo the slag, bul then al 2847
degrees. il thal slag is mol removed. il reverls back inlo the steel. [ was wondering il thal was considered in
your sludy.

MR. MECK: NUREG-1640 covers two kinds of furnaces, the eleclric are furnace and the
basic oxygen furnace. The reason lor thal s thal al the oulsel. we had lo make some assumplions and the
assumplion Lhal we agreed on with EPA is thal we would model industry as il exisls loday. the general
commerce induslry, and il was our understanding thal the induction Furnace was used for specially mells. like
Duratech uses. and we were looking al the broader, larger scale [urnaces.

So we ook inlo account those kinds of things.

MR. TURNER: Ray Turner. David Joseph Company. again. The induction furnace still
does use the same lypes of scrap thal an EAF or a BOF uses: maybe nol the bail scrap. bul as far as the
cul scrap is comcerned. il does use the same lype of scrap.

MR. MECK: Righl right. We did nol include the induclion furnace, bul we were aware
of the dilferent ]p:]ljysjcal]l — chemical and ]p]lnysﬂm]l behaviors of the eleclric arc furnace and the basic oxygen
[urnace.

MS. ROGERS: Norma Rogers, Allied Signal. The stalement here is for malerials and
equipment and yesterday. some mention was made of soil type or soil materials. I'm assuming that this only
addresses melal.

MR. MECK: This addressed ferrous metals. copper, aluminum, concrele, and equipment.
We did nol include soils in that. Thal is a separale and ongoing study.

MR MAT]EA Mﬂl{@ Mﬂh@. \Fr@m ]IS]R]I W]}mn you looked at il. who — whal were the

llo]pl lwo or |l]lmree oﬂ: ﬂ.]lll@ ]pxo]pxml]lah@lm in lerms oﬂ: ﬂ]ln@ \wolr]l&@lrs ﬂ]lnaﬂ were most mrjlljca”y expms@&l anmAl M’]l’]lﬂlﬂ. was
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the radionuclides thal were of the most concern?

MR. MECK: In general. the truck drivers who were initially carrying the malerials away
from the cleared —- the licensee, came oul high. Somelimes the scrap yard workers came oul as a crilical
group and somelimes il was. say. a slag worker. and il depends again on this parlilioning of the
radionuclide. depending. So il really depended upon the physical and chemical characleristics of each
parlicular radionuclide.

The natural. the naturally occurring malerials tended 1o go lo the slag and it also depends
on the pathways. It's a varied answer. so that's why I can'll give you a precise aboul the radionuclides, a
precise answer.

MR. LEMASTRA: Bob. Tony LaMosira, AISL. In looking at NUREG-1640, there were
some questions of, | guess. essenlially, accuracy of the knowledge of the public process.

Is the NRC —- realizing thal il came oul as a drall. is the NRC going to have it
rewrillen il we cam poinl oul some errors ol [act?

MR. MECK: Yes. Were collecting those comments and we will be responsive Lo those
commenls. | cam mention thal weve golten several comments of the mature that it was thought that the
amounl ol scrap assumed was grealer than the lolal amounts that the industry — thal the nuclear — that the
muclear induslry has.

Apparently. we didn't write it clear enough. that we assumed that there would be some
dilution with non-cleared scrap. but the normal scrap. if you can dig into that a little bit. you'll see that
there was am assumplion thal there was some normal serap mixed in with the cleared scrap. So thal would
account for some of the mass imbalances thal some of the commenlers have come back with.

Bul well look inlo thal furlher lo make sure lhal thal's correcl.

But let me just talk a little bit aboul the dala and the accuracy and the knowledge of the
process. W hal our contraclor did and also whal EPA did was lo aclually inlerview represenlalives from the
induslry and. again, the assumplion was lo lake the praclice. as we underslood il. thal would be realistic for
a realistic scenario for cleared material in the US, as industry exisls loday.

So ﬂ]lu@se are ]lmserrl on, ]l!i]l«e ][ say, ]pxelrsolmal]l communicalions. T]lnose are cﬁﬂem}l anml
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relerenced in the NUREG reporl.

MR. LEMASTRA: Tony LaMosira, again. | undersland how the inlormalion was
gathered, because I was involved in one of lhe sleel plants where they were visiled, al least for the EPA
thing. One of the problems. though. that — it would be the same thing as laking a steel-maker and lelting
them go see a sing]l@ nuclear power ]p]lanmll and come away or even one or lwo umfl]lﬂ]mg waler and one or lwo
pressurized waler reaclors. and coming away wilth the idea thal all reactors operale the same way. all
reaclors handle wasle the same way. all reactors do il the same way.

And one of the obvious problems is lhal lheres a monolith thal's assumed [or EALs, or
electric arc furnaces, and theres a monolith thal's assumed for basic oxygen furnaces that within the industry
does mol exisl.

Dillerences in product. dillerences in management philosophies will run Furnaces
dillerently. will operale dilferently. and some of these changes or ellects can have a major inlluence om the
parlilioning.

MR. MECK: II' I could cul 1o the chase on thal and reflect back lo an earlier commenl.
Yes. we are cager to get your comments. Yes. we will respond to those. Well investigate further as the
commenls direcl us. and [ rather glossed over the variation from plant to plant. bul wherever thal purple
diagram wenl, where we said thal we have a distribulion lo recognize thal there are dillerences in lerms of
partitioning and there are differences in terms of how plants are operated. were lrying to caplure thal in
lerms ol changing whal the ranges are ol possibilities there.

And if theres new informalion aboul. well, the range should be this way or thal way or
should be stretched out this way. wed be very eager and happy o get thal.

We would like il to be — il would be more helplul 1o us Lo have il as some sorl of a
ciled source. so thal somebody else could refer back to it. But wed be happy lo do that.

MR. LEMASTRA: Tony LaMosira, again. In light of thal, I would recommend thal the
consultants use terminology thal's common to the melal-making industry, because there were lerms used in
there thal are jusl nol common and il makes il dillicull for the industry to really review the report and to

come up with meamimg%u]‘ commenls, 1'1]: Mney ]real”y canm.|l undersland w]lnalﬂvs ]l»@jlmg said.
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So in thal respect, I —

MR. MECK: That's very helplul and I believe thal we have your phone number Irom the
roster here.

MS. STINSON:  Lel me just ask, Bob. Is there a specilic comment period and il it has a
deadline. has it been extended? I trying lo remember.

MR. MECK: The document is still a draflt and the thought was thal we would keep that
open as a drall through this public workshop period. We have nol delinitely sel a close-down dale on

]r@c@li]pﬂ @ﬂ: ll]luaﬂl. So your commenls are sllli” we]lc@me allm}l Mseﬂ:ml]l.

MS. STINSON: And the comment period for this process has been extended beyond
November 15 in the original FRN. [i's now December 22 and there will be a new Federal Regisler nolice,
I think, extending that officially.

Did you have something, Don?

MR. COOL: Yes. This is Don Cool with NRC. Lel me just add a little bit to whal
Bob Meck was saying and encouraging aboul lrying lo gel both the right informalion and the diversily of
informalion available, becanse we have here a lol of people who have the knowledge and experlise. or your
organizalions have thal knowledge, and lel me just say il would be really useful 1o try and work with you.

And il T can be so bold as lo suggest thal as you look through the document now and
having been in these discussions. lo lry and provide us thal addilional informalion. so thal we can do as
realislic an assessmenl as possible and gel a beller understanding ol the varialions thal you have within the
various melal mamufmcllulrimg processes.

So the more informalion thal you can give us. the beller opporlunily thal we will have 1o
lry and pul logelther somelhing which is. in facl, realistic and accurale.

MS. STINSON: Okay. Do we have some more commenls and questions? Mike. and then
well come back.

MR. MATEA: Mike Matia, with ISR, The most exposed worker, whal was his annual

@X][DOSM]I‘@?

MR. M]E(CKZ W@]”l, |l]lm|l ]lmslmvﬂ ]ll)@@]m S@Il. am}l W]llla!ll. NUR]EG-]I64® ﬂ“o‘ws us ln; Illﬂ is lo say
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ﬁ il were sel al one, this much rﬂ&ioadi‘viﬂy mw this nuclide could be associaled with each lLon oﬂ: scrap, ﬂ:m"
examp]‘@. “ il were sel al len, il would be len limes thal much KﬂJﬁOﬂCIﬁley’ could be associaled with that
lon of scrap.

So ]bals!ical”y i|lvs whal mathematicians ca“ ils norma\hzeiﬂ or ils per lon ow scrap --

MS. STINSON: For the crilical group. you mean.

MR. MECK: VYes, for the crilical group.

MR. MATEA: Then lel's say for the levels thal are - the clearance levels thal are being
considered by the European Union, are you able Lo say. al thal level. the most erilical group was exposed Lo
X?

MR. MECK: What we did is the European Union used a crilerion of one millirem per
year lo the critical group. We said il our standard were one millirem per year. how would the
concenlralions compare wilth Lhose of the European Union, and they are almost invariably lower than the
European Union's. We are more reslriclive; using 1640, we would be more resiriclive than the Furopean
Union. in general.

MR. REITLER: Ed Riteler, from Weslinghouse. You menlioned thal the analyses will
be expanded Lo include soils.

MR. MECK: Thal's correct.

MR. REITLER: Will you also be including olher specialty products. like calcium
Nuoride?

MR. MECK: We have. under conlracl, the opporlunily lo specily other malerials, a
limited number of other materials. We've already heard thal some things like composite material, like
rooling malerial and sludges and resins and other kinds of things like that could be candidales. calcium
fluoride could be amother one. but it's not specified at this Lime.

MR. RANDALL: Dale Randall, with the Stale of Maine. | was wondering. I know thal
the average member of the crilical group is a new methodology. I also understand il's used in other

NUREGs and other r@gu]laﬂmry sellings.

My queslion is, how mu(:]ln Aﬂs]pelrsmlm are you \Fl‘m(ﬂl‘mg in your resulls ]:mr thal crilical
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group?

MR. MECK: In the NUREG, we report the 5th percentile and 95th percentile as well,
and the answer is il varies [rom radionuclide lo radionuclide.

And as you might expecl. when we have lewer parameters thal go inlo the equalion and
those parameters are themselves less dispersed or theyre belter defined. we know what those parameters are,
there aren't thal many of them. then il's not dispersed very much.

On the other hand. where there is a lol of uncerlainty of the paramelers thal go into the
equalion, then. of course, the uncerlainly of the end resull is grealer. So you have o kind of go through the
radionuclide by radionuclide lo gel an answer lo thal. So il varies.

MR. RANDALL: Is there a limil o the amount if dispersion you might accepl with the
average member in the crilical group methodology?

MR. MECK: 1 think that's something thal we have o lake inlo accounl and make the
Commission aware of. If weve gol some very uncertain number. the Commission needs to be aware of that
and how lo deal with that. But that is something that we are certainly concerned about and that's why we
calculaled il in the way we did. so thal we could quanlify how much uncerlainly there was.

MR. PALMER: At Palmer. ATG. Bob, I was just curious. In the 1640 analysis. was
amy work done lo run olher malerials through these malrices. through the exposure pathways?

What I'm saying is if we are able to develop a dose for transportation of scrap steel. was
anything dome wilh regard lo lramsporlation of refractory or building malerials or other things that are
a]l]rea&ly in commerce, so thal we cam compare those?

MR. MECK: They were nol dome specilically. Whal the experience was, and Ray Turner
is probably going lo cringe at this. bul the conlractors at the outsel thought. well. well do steel and then
we Il have everylhing for copper and aluminum. Well. we said you donl have enough inlormalion aboul the
processes. | he processes were really distinctly dilferenl. This is common knowledge lo people in the
induslry.

But at the outsel. we didn't have very much information. We were learning as we went

almlz&l W@vlre Colmﬂilmmuilmg lo ]leanr!m, almlz&l |l]l'm|lv§ W]l’ny W@vlr@ ]loo]ldlmg] ﬂjolrwanrz&l lo some commenls ﬂ:]r@m ll]lue li]mmﬂtulsl]ry.
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But we do have the spreadsheets and we can gel inlo the details of those and on a case by
case basis, we do have the capabilily of making a case by case calculation. Bul whal ome has to be carelul
of when youre making these kinds of adaplations is that the scemario and the processes really reflect reality.
whal you could reasonably expecl.

For example, when we gol inlo the concrele recycling. there were some silualions thal were
so dillerenl Thal we werenl expecling il. So lhe lesson learned is thal when you're looking al a dilferent
malerial. it's worthwhile lo research it and find out what reality is and to bry to reflect thal as best you can
in the models and the scenarios. We may end up making a dillerenl scenario than we have already on the
books.

That's a long way of saying me.

MS. STINSON: Final comment/question. Paul?

MR. GENOA: Paul Genoa, NEL  As we've commenled already, Bob. we think thal the

approach you've taken is a sound approach and the scemarios seem lo reflect a good way of gelting your
hands around whal's a compﬂﬁcaﬂe&l issue. and we ve suppﬂﬁe&l commenls on some of the concerns we have.

Some of the things we like aboul the documenl, Though, are some slalements right up fronl
thal prelly much rellect thal in this process of evalualion and looking al the lypical member of the public.
that their dose factor is essentially zero. That's sort of whal youre — you know. there are a few people who
handle the malerial who would be exposed al some level thal's measurable or caleulable and even those,
were going lo conltrol the worst case lo whalever this criteria is. if il's ome millirem or lem or 21

But the real take-home message is the lypical member of the public is nol really going to
get exposed. You're going to be down inlo the rounding errors so far that I don't know if it's meaningful.
which brings a liltle concern aboul the collective dose issue. There are recognized radiation prolection
experls and organizalions thal really would argue against doing colleclive doses in sub-fraclions of millirem
levels and sort of tally them up in a big mathemalical exercise thal tends to distorl the confidence of what
were really saying. So lhe caulion lhere.

And the final point. I think. is to gel to whal was just raised. nol for the purposes of

cal]lcml]lalhlmg your Alos@s, but Wm" the purposes @W communicaling the resulls to the ]pull»]l]’la ]I think it would be
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extremely uselul lo pick ome or lwo key examples.

We just did a truck driver driving scrap sleel o your lacilily and they are going lo be a
crilical component lor cerlain isolopes. like coball. We know whal the dose is. Lel's calculale a brick. a
guy who drives bricks every day and see whal his exposure is. so jusl so we can compare a guy who drives
bricks for a living. a guy who drives scrap steel. and a guy who drives drywall or paint cans. And you're
going lo see this huge range in dose.

I bet the guy driving bricks is really gelting fried compared to whal were talking about.

So I think it would be useful 1o communicale thal to the public.

MR. MECK: [I'd like o respond lo just one parl of thal, and thal was the concern for
the collective dose or the cumulalive effects of one allernalive versus another. I think whal we lend 1o do.
because most of in this room are lechnically orienled. is lo think thal this is going lo be some law of
science or somelhing, bul really whal this colleclive dose is is a relative Lool o help decision-makers and il
doesn't necessarily reflect the radiation exposure at all.

We have Lo be very carelul. as a stall. to keep thal principal in mind. We are also
following the recommendalions of the Nalional Council for Radiation Prolection and Measurement and
saying lhal when youre looking al - when youre amalyzing colleclive dose and you've gol large
uncertainties, lo make sure that you don'l group those mumbers with very large uncertainties with the ones
with smaller uncerlainlies, bul you keep these in perspeclive.

And all of this, ultimalely, for a decision of a regulalory alternalive, has - il boils down
lo a judgment on the parl of the decision-maker and we have lo make sure thal the informalion thal goes to
the decision-maker is portrayed in the right light and thal this is a relalive lool and nol a physical law.

So il's in thal lighl thal were doing thal kind of work.

MS. STINSON: Mike, did you have one last one? Then we need lo move on. We've
inserted an ilem in here. so we don'l want lo get too far off.

MR. MATEA: Whal aboul a delerminalion of whal happens when you mell malerials al
cerlain release values, where do the radionuclides concentrale and al whal concentralion? Becanse I think

ﬂ]lnaﬂvs been the bollom line ow conlroversy ow jﬂ? you do release il and you bry lo pul il inlo g«m&ls, whal
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goods can be then ullimately released Lo the public?

Is there am accummlalion or should we only chamnel them to goods that will gel to the
general public. because the radionuclides concenlrale?

MR. MECK: I need some clarilicalion on your queslion, so don'l go loo [ar [rom a
microphone. | cam inlerprel whal you said in a couple of ways. Ome is whal we had lalked aboul a little
bit carlier with Ray Turner and Tony LaMostra aboul the processes and the physical chemislry and the
separation and comcenlration in this product or this byproduct of the process. Thal's one aspect. one way I
could inlerprel il.

The other is perhaps a build-up question, and I'm nol sure of which —- il this conlinued,
il clearance conlinued over a number of years. would there be a build-up. Which or both of those were you
asking?

MR. MATEA: Lel me put il another way. The concern is if you have something al a
release value, don'l send it to a comventional steel mill. because it gets melted and then semt to an
antomolive maker, then the aulomolive maker doesnl want known radicaclivily lo be in a side panel of a
Ford Taurus. even though il may be exiremely, extremely low. because over the life of thal car. someone.
quole, is going lo be radialed.

How do you amswer thal in lerms ol sending cleared malerial into the general stream to
be made inlo consumer products?

MR. MECK: T'm still nol tracking well with you, bul I will allempl an answer here. In
our calculalions. we lake inlo account. say. the mean use and life of a car. for example. and calenlale oul
what those doses are. So thal il they lurn oul lo be so low thal slaying on the second [loor of a building
versus the first floor of a building, the difference in cosmic radialion would be something equivalent. It's
jusl really, really low.

So we have caleulaled thal and this is part of the equalion, this is parl of the Lool thal a
decision-maker will use., bul theyre oulside of thal lool. | mean, thal's whal a scienlisl or a lechnical person
can do. They can say heres what will happen. But beyond that. what the Commission’s job is is Lo

make some ]pum]lfmy decisions and say there are olher consideralions that have to be w«»“lm]l inlo the decision
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ﬂto]r an a“elrnalhv@ or ]l']mw |l]l'n<e lrml]le s]l’n@u]l&l ]l])e ]mal«Jle in |l]l'11<e em&l‘
Alﬂld ll]lm)se ﬂ:alcllmrs are alcllmlal”y hey@mﬂ}l ‘w]lualﬂ ﬂ]lj@ NUR]EG—]I@‘I‘:@ or a ﬂec]l’nlm]'ma]l person cam

Alo, almlz&l so |l]l'n@y ]l'naw@ lo ﬂa]l&e |l]l'n0s<e 0|l]l’nelr Wﬂdmrs inlo accounl in rm|l]l’nelr ways.

MS ST][NS(O)N Mﬂ]l(e. jusl one last ﬂ:fumal]l c]lal]rliﬂ:flcalholm, and may]l»e this is s@mell]lnﬂ]mg that

actually you two can -- | mean. you're raising an important question that's in everybody's mind. but I don't
wanl lo take a whole lol more lime.

MR. MATEA: How comlortable are we with the pathways that radionuclides will follow
when they are melted?

MR. MECK: Well. thal's exactly why were eager lo gel commenls [rom people who are
more experl than we aboul whal the processes are and did we caplure this correctly. We did the best job
that we could We think thal it's a prelty good shol at it. and if there are commenls. were eager Lo look at
those commenls and make adjustmenls as mecessary.

But how conlident are we? [ think the goal 1s lo be as conlidenl as our harshest erilics
require.

MS. STINSON: So they were confident enough lo pul it on paper and distribule il as a
draft and theyre looking for comments. and increase their confidence by making suggestions for alteration.

Thank you. Bob. Thal was helplul. Again, hopelully by the break, well be having
actual copies. if you all want to - if you haven'l seen a copy. it's a lwo-volume sel and you can lake them
with you or we can send them lo you.

Lel's move now Lo a bit of a discussion on the allernalives. We had a healthy discussion
of alternative and I think a bit of exploration of what's really meant by what's in the issues paper. that
array ol allernalives. and some new ideas came oul and we kind of digested thal overnighl. and. particularly.
Bob Nelson has given this some thought and I think he's going to walk us through a description of them lo
nol only calibrate with what the stalf is thinking, but to make sure thal were calibraling with what you all
are thinking, particularly for a couple of the suggestions that were made yesterday. and lo see if we can't
flesh them outl a little bil more and think aboul whal, for inslance. a combinalion of unrestricted and

restricted use would ]real”y mean and sorl @W the ]layelre&l a]p]p!roac]ln that Terry Cﬂvﬂﬂ sug]g]esﬂm]l, or mu“]’l-h@m@&l
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regulalory approach thal Terry suggested yesterday.

MR. NELSON: — so you can all see this My name is Bob Nelson with the NRC. We
thoughl, alter our discussion yeslerday and also aller our San Francisco meeling. reviewing whal people had
said. thal maybe this concepl of restricled use meeded a little bil more discussion. a liltle bil more delinilion.

So I've lried lo oulline here a gemeral model thal may help us deline this a liltle belter.

At this point. I'm not really putting a hard definition on restricted use. but I'd like to
lry and gel lowards thal maybe al lhe end of the discussion. Lel me run through the model that I have
here.

First of all. we have licensed operalions. with some sel of comtrols established regarding
release o malerial, whalever those comlrols may be. whether il be Reg Guide 1.86. whether it be a new rule,
revised guidance, whalever il is.

The orange path shows direct release Irom licensed operations. Now. lel me discuss this
first block. This may be a number of licensees: say, a facilily undergoing decommissioning sends
conlaminaled scrap melal lo a licensed processor. Thal processor then deconlaminales the malerial and
releases il.  So This may be lwo, lhree or lour licensees. Il's mol mecessarily jusl one.

Bul al some poinl. il leaves thal realm and the orange path goes directly o release: and
when [ say release, | mean release from regulalory control. no longer a control on the material. It's either
recycled, reused in ils currenl form, or disposed of in an unregulaled disposal lacility.

So thal's the unreslricled scenario.

In the restricled scenario. the material may go lo an inlerim processor. and. in Lhis case. |
haven'l shown — and this is where the dillerence is. In the restricled use case. I haven'l shown where the
licensed portion stops. becanse I think that's part of the discussion in restricted use.

So the malerial goes from the original user lo some processor, might be a recycler. might
be a broker. whalever. I then goes Lo some authorized use and then afler thal authorized use. is released.

One of the questions I think that has come up thal we haven't really defined is where the
regulalory control ends. Clearly. it would end al this point, bul does there need lo be some regulatory

conlrol in this area, and ]['m nol sure that thal was lr@a”y well Alehlmm}l yesﬂ@r&lay «Jlmuri!mg our discussion.




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

235

Also. I'm going to pul up another chart here. and this gets more - I've tried Lo
calegorize the lypes ol allernalives under this restricted release allernalive. The lirst one I lalked aboul was
poinl of release; where does the regulalory conlrol end. So thal's the lirsl kind of calegory I've thought
aboul.

The second ome. | think [ heard this yesterday. was lype of material. I think there was
some senlimenl lhal maybe some malerial or some radionuclides should only go inlo cerlain uses or have lo
go inlo cerlain uses. And then amother lype of allernalive use might be lype of use: thal malerial can omly
go inlo bridges or. in the case of comcrele, maybe road beds or something like thal.

So maybe theres more. bul this is whal [ thoughl [ heard and 1 wanled lo pul both of
these up here for more discussion. Does this cover the range of lypes of restricled use? Is this the lype of
process thal was in your mind? If it wasn'l does this make sense?

What I'm lrying lo do is come lo some common understanding. when we say restricled use.
what we mean by restricted use. so that were not all walking out of here thinking five different things. So
with that. I'd like to open it up to some discussion.

MS. STINSON: I think what would be helplul s, A, to just answer the questions that
Bob has posed and. again. were not evaluating which one that you might prefer. but helping the NRC
define maybe even some lerminology. Some people use the lerm limiled use and if we can come from this
meeling wilh some agreement aboul whal we really mean by restricted use. we can lest il oul in other
meelings with other people. | think il will give a basis for analysis for the NRC [rom these point forward.

Some commenls? Paul?

MR. MECK: Just one more point before I - and I think this is important. [ should
have made il. That regardless of whether youre lalking restricled mse or unrestricled use. ullimately. you
come Lo Lhis block.

In a resiricled use scemario, youre building in some addilional sleps. whether they be
licensed or unlicensed. thal could delay the ultimale release of the malerial. Bul al some poinl in lime. the

malerial is going lo be released.

MS. STINSON:  Paul?
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MR. GENOA: Paul Genoa, NEL  Bob, I think you've done a good job of laying oul
conceplually a restricted use path and I wanted to just make sure that people are aware thal you're not
imvenling lhis on the [ly; thal There's been a lol of thoughl aboul resiricled use.

The European Communily —- I have a document here, the Nuclear Energy Agency of the
OECD. does a mice job on lhe recycling and reuse of scrap melals. They have evaluated all this and have
laid oul dillerent How paths for restricled use.

But what's clear in here and what we should stay focused on is the fact that a restricted
use discussion is anolher rulemaking, il's another aclivily.

What were here loday is lo talk about a clearance level, which is the first step. It's the
poinl youre lalking aboul down here. Either in the beginning or aller the resiricled use, there has lo come
a point where there is no longer control on the material. Its cleared. and that's really where weve gol to
gel lo.

MR. MECK: T think that was the point I was making down here, thal this poinl is the
same as Lhis poinl.

MR. GENOA: Exactly.

MR. MECK: Maybe I should have shown the arrows coming logether al the same place.

Bul in my concepl of this. and my comcepl may be wrong. bul in my comcepl ol this, this point and that
poinl are exactly the same.

MR. GENOA: And [ agree with you and [ believe thal we should locus all of our
energy on those lwo poinls and mol waste a lol of lime guessing which processes should be in the license are
in and shouldn't and all those other parameters, because the reality is if it's still under license or control.
were not lalking clearance.

So il's sorl of amolther discussion and | guess il we have lime loday lo lalk aboul thal,
that's okay. But I'd like to focus on the clearance part of the debate.

MS. STINSON: Milke?

MR. MATEA: Unlfortunately. hearing that clarificalion, in my discussions with whal we

mlig]lnﬂ wanl lo call the concerned puMM, ]I thinlk Mwy see il the opposile: that ﬁw there is discussions ow
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restricted use. if there's clarificalion and commilment lo restricted use -- for example, if you were to release
X nuclides and Y melal. then if they go to bridges. then not a big deal. but we dont want them going lo
automobiles —- then theres going lo be more of an agreement lo lalk aboul release.

But the concern is if we sel up a release value without a restricted pathway. then you're
releasing malerial withoul knowing thal we can restrict il lo where il goes.

I we — il you cam bring the discussion of the restricted use with the idea of release
values, you might be able to attract the concerned public for discussion. because thal's their concern. where
does this stull go.

MR. MECK: We may still be talking the same thing. bul lel me lry lo clarily what 1
said and maybe my understanding of whal you said.

I we were lo have a restricled use oplion. say. going lo the bridge. someday that bridge is
going to gel torn down and il's going lo emter the recycle, reuse. disposal scenario. Thal was my poink: that
when this authorized use ends. whether it's a bridge or a road bed or something else, that material will wind
up in this box.

And in order lo delermine the appropriate authorized use for malerial, you need Lo
consider the limeframe of the aunthorized use, so thal you gel lo the same point al the end of the authorized
use. Thal was my point. Nob that there shouldn'l be some designated use of material after it leaves. say. the
original NRC licensee, bul ullimately, unless you comlinue the licensing process all the way through here,
youre going lo have -- youre going lo -- ullimately. thal malerial is going lo end up in the general
commerce.

MS. STINSON: Lel me just throw in one thing here. I think thal whal you're lalking
aboul is really two dillerent — whether the balance should be restricling use. restricling aclivilies prior to
release and you should approach il from thal way. or you should approach il from selling a release level
and then talk aboul. okay. what else -- where might you have to apply restrictions. and you're both -- you're
coming al il from dillerenl angles. which is fine.

Lel me jusl say il's hard Lo resisl, bul whal wed like lo do is rather than advocaling for

an a“elrmmhve, W]l’n]'m]l’n we a” M]lﬂ.ﬂmﬂlﬂ.@]ly wanl lo gel lo, ]lelvs ]l])e sure we uma}lelrsﬂalm«}l |l]l'ne al“elrlnﬂhves‘ Alﬂlﬂ ]I




10
il

12

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22
23
24
25

238
think if T -- lel me jusl inlerprel parl of whal Bob has said.

I think whal Paul wanls lo do is advocale here thal this orange line -- thal we starl from
these point and work backwards. and what I think Mike is saying is let's move this direction through this
process. | think that's right. and that's fine. but let's also be sure that before we gel to thal evaluative stage.
that we really understand what it might mean to do Bob's - wherever they went -- different sets of
reslriclions in each of this lo understand whal restricled use would really mean.

So il you cam hold your commenls on which allernalive you preler and lel's deline them,
maybe lhal will help us build some bridges here ullimalely.

One quick commenl, and then we're going lo lake some olher commenls, Mike.

MR. MATEA: The reason lfor the commenls is thal I'm —- my assumplion is the reason
for these sessioms is thal to allow the NRC. when they do produce a proposed rulemaking. that it has a
chance of succeeding, that it has a chance of being adopted. and the reason for the comments s that lor il Lo
have a chance of succeeding. thal you need lo look very carelully al where the opponents are and locus on
their concerns. because you may develop a very good scientilic, well based release crileria, bul in the foray
ol puMic commenl, il will go the way of BRC. because we don't address the concerns.

For example. il the rulemaking -- take a very specilic universe -- were lo say lor this
radionuclide. il il is deconlaminaled lo X level amd then released such that il it wenl inlo a bridge. that
given the normal life span of that bridge by the lime thal bridge gol lorn down and senl lo the recycling
facilily. it would have hall-lived down to nothing. practically.

So. therelore, you could possibly buy acceplance thal, well, if il goes thal way, by the lime
il hall-lives down and il goes inlo the recycling siream, il's praclically nolhing. And thal's how you will be
able to possibly start Lo build an acceplance for the comcept. because right mow. out there, it's they want Lo
release the stuff oul into commerce and that is the perception and if we don't change thal perceplion and get
the sleel manulaclurers, the end users. the recyclers and the general public comlorlable nol just with the
release science, bul where this stuff is going to go and what happens while it's going there. then you're not

going lo have a rml]l@, because it will die er@m ]pxml]ln]lic opposilion.

MS ST][NS@N @]l{aly. G«MMH am]lwfloe. Terry ‘al]mdl ll]luelm (Gwelm.
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MR S][V]HK Te}r]ry (Ci\vic, A][S][ ][vm g]lau]l Mi]l&@ s][m]l&@ up. ][ quess he was countering

Paul's comments, but I think we are in a process here and part of thal process is looking at the entire
scemario here, the various allermalives.

I only offer a question here and it relates to whal Mike was saying. When we just have
the word processors up Lhere. withoul the word licensed processors. does thal create a problem from the
standpoinl of mol having thal already defined as the allernalive as opposed lo nol having any control aller
il leaves a lacilily?

MR. MECK: That's the reason | pul poinl of release as my firsl calegory of restricled use
lype. | kepl this genmeral. so thal you could pul the license bar here. here or here. Okay. That's why 1
didn'l pul this here, because | was hearing those lypes of questions/commenls yeslerday and 1 didnl wanl Lo
presuppose where the bar oughl lo go.

Back to Mike's comment about pulting in a bridge and after so many half-lives, that's —-
whether you call il picocuries per gram or number of hall-lives. thal's slill a clearance level. There's some
finite amount of material that's still going lo be in that bridge.

So whelher you establish a clearance level al X picocuries per gram or len hall-lives or
20 hall-lives or 30 hall-lives, that's slill a clearance level and thal's a release standard.

The point is that whalever you call thal number. whether it's number of half-lives or
picocuries per gram or DPM per 100 centimelers squared. thal's a release level.

MS. STINSON: Guen.

MS. BOWER: Gwendolyn Bowers. Stale Deparlment. As Paul was saying earlier, in this

Jiscussfmn. 1'1]: the ilems are under ]regm]lalﬂmry cmm|l]r0]l, then Mne!revs nol so much oﬂ: a discussion as lo ils s@]:ely.

because were assuming that it's under licensed use. il's going lo be regulated. it shouldn't be so problematic
for the public.

But I think I can't feel comlortable with this discussion unlil we engage the question
where thal bar is. because il seems lo me thal there still is a question where thal regulalory conlrol ends
and | don't think we can instill public confidence in thal process until we reach some point or some

]p:]lalc@memlﬂ @W |l]lm|l ]l])al]r.
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MR M]E(C]K Weva}l cemﬂﬂ]’m]‘y ]l]'l]l&e your inpul on that. ]I mean, ]I Al]'uﬂn,ﬂ - as ]I sa]’l&l, ]I

Ali(]llm'ﬂ wanl lo presuppose where thal bar (mg]lﬂ lo go. Agaim}, w]lny ][ poinl that — pul that up there is
alternalive, what is poinl of release, where should the r@guﬂaﬂ@ry conlrol end. and thal's whal we're ]loo]l&]‘mg]

ﬂto]r lilm]pmlﬂ on, omn ]l])ml“eﬂ lmmlmuvelr one.

MS. STINSON: Anything else, Gwen?

MS. BOWER: Well. I guess I just wanled lo open il. I was looking for comments [rom
those folks here. 1 mean. if they could offer something lo clarily it a little bil for me. as well. that would
be uselul.

MS. STINSON: So what it sounds like people wanl lo move inlo is discussing, for a
restricted use scemario, al what point of release along thal continuum do you draw the orange line. if it's
orange designaling release, as well as - mo? s thal right? Whal lype ol malerial and should you consider
dillerent lypes of uses.

MS. BOWER: Or where we draw thal regulalory line. I donl wanl lo confuse the —— I
mean, obviously, we have one pathway which is direcl release. one which is this limiled or restricted use
scemario, and where we leel or some thoughts as lo where thal regulalory process should end.

Well. obviously, I guess that also is dependent on the radionuclide thal were talking
about. the amount thal we're lalking aboul. the amount that were talking about. but how are we going lo
crall guidelines thal address thal.

I think that will speak to the public's concern.

MS. STINSON: Ray is nexl, and then who else is up? Who else wanls lo speak?

MR. TURNER: Ray Turner, David Joseph Company. Just a couple of things. |

commenled in the San Francisco meeling thal in the case of bridge beams and bridge plales, a lob of that
stull is re-rolled withoul re-melling and can go inlo any myriad of operalions.

Another thing. in the course of recycled and reuse. I'm going lo make an assumplion here
thal were sending, in the case of melals. scrap melals lo a lacility that's going to melt that material down
and still possibly have a restricled use. We need Lo know a lol more aboul the downstream -- Mike Malia.

ﬂto]r @Xalm]p]l@. mal\rle @ ]reﬂ:e]relmce lo ewelmﬂ‘mal]l concenlralions Oﬂ: maﬂ@mial]ls, w]lne]re lill.s going to ]Lue C@m@@nhaﬂe(}l.
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II we assume. for example, the malerial is going lo be melled down and placed in
down-hole pipe for the oil industry. which is probably a good applicalion for a lol of thal malerial. because
it's going to be in the ground for many. many years and won'l be recycled for a lot of years.

However. in understanding how that oil-lilled pipe is made. in some operalions, aboul 30
lo 35 percenl of thal sleel aller il's been melled and lormed inlo ingols and then rolled inlo sheel and
re-rolled inlo pipe. cul lo shape. threaded. 30 o 35 percenl of thal malerial comes back into the recycling
industry belore il ever goes anywhere: nol in the form of pipe, bul in the form of home scrap, which that
facilily may mol even be able lo mell. A lol of thal home scrap is sold off lo other steel lacililics. iron and
steel lacililies, and they mell il and make dillerent products from those things.

OF the steel thal was produced 24 years ago. the complelion of thal recycle chain, 48
percenl of thal malerial is being recycled. completion recycled this year. lIn the case of antomobiles, I think
it's about eight and a half years.

So we need lo know a lol more aboul the downslream even in-house al the steel mill
process and whal relurns back lo the mill or what is sold ofl in the lorm of home scrap or pil scrap or cul
pipe or whalever it may be lo other mills, where it's going lo be recycled into different products.

MS. STINSON: Frank, did you have something you wanled Lo throw in here? You can
use thal mic right there.

MR. CARDILE: Frank Cardile, NRC. 1 just wanted to quickly add, and it kind of
comes out of Bob Meck's conversalion, amother thing that fits into this is the fact that as Bob Meck pointed
oul earlier. whal's really controlling the dose that we would sel or the limit on the dose is the scrap truck
driver and the person perhaps working in the processing area al the slarl, mol so much the end user.

So i you actually did go lo an authorized use. like a bridge, by the lime you gol down
lo release, since we maybe controlling the dose to the worker. the processor or the scrap truck driver. thal's

another driver lowards - or lill.s another ﬂ]lnimlg in the mix @ﬂ: ‘w]lmﬂvs comho”img the dose al the very boltom.

MS. STINSON: Okay. In the back.
MR ]K]“ER A”em ]Klie]r, N]FS ][ have a queslion. ][vm a little bit CO!DIWMS@AI. A]l"@ we

ﬂa]l]ldlmg aboul dewe]l@]pfumg] a release crileria ﬂ:m" malerials and l'lﬂ: — and a resiricted use level above a cerlain
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release level, or are we lalking aboul all malerials going through a restricted use process?

What I'm concerned about is the viability of a restricted use pathway. just like in the
B25 boxes. where il was nol economically viable based on quanlily and amounl of malerial.

I can understand the use of a threshold value above which you consider conlrolling and
restricting release. but | don't think it's reasonable to consider all materials going a restricled release process.
unlil — thal's my question. Which are we lalking aboul?

MR. MECK: 1 think I've been hearing both. I think there's been al leasl one advocale
- I think what I've heard is that all material should go through some restriction until it's decayed away to
some negligible value.

NRC is nol advocaling one scenario or the other. Whal we're lrying lo do is jusl gel
impul on whal you people think is the right approach or approaches thal we need lo consider.

MR. KIER: A quick follow-on. When you really stop Lo think aboul the cosl-benelit
analysis thal the ALARA philosophy invokes, I mean, exposure is exposure, dose is dose, radialion is
radialion. We are lalking aboul levels of nalural background belween 00 millirem per year and lhe
1000 millirem for the general public.

How much. as a sociely. are we willing lo pay lo prevenl or polentially prevenl one
millirem of addilional exposure. Thal's an awlul heavy economic burden when you stop and lhink aboul the
varialions thal are already oul there in sociely.

MS. STINSON: And that is one of our critical questions and a very good segue lo the
economic impacls discussion. What I don't want to do is gel out ahead of our plans to talk -- if this makes
semse Lo you all — lo lalk aboul the emvironmental impacts and the ccomomic impacls of these. and then do
the evalualive portion of this discussion.

Maybe il this helps us understand what the distinclions in various scemarios could be. now
we can lalk a little bit aboul environmental impacls and economic impacts and then come back and you all
can offer your advice., answer Bob's question, whal are your views as lo the approach NRC should take.

Does thal make sense? Unless people wanl Lo olfer more comments aboul the - and give

us more @ml]llig]lullemlmemlﬂ al]lMDmﬂl ll]ljese scemarios anm]l ]lnow lo struclure al“elrlmalhwes.
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Paul, did you have somelhing as well? Olkay. Starl with Arl and then Paul, and maybe
we ll move on.

MR. PALMER: At Palmer, ATG. A couple commenls. Jusl, first of all, in this,
somewhere there needs Lo be the diamond decision box thal is the does it meel unrestricled release criteria,
and 1 think that's whal you're lrying lo gel lo with that boltom box.

But whatever happens above thal. it cam go through as many do-loops as il wanls. as you
wanl. in the restricled process. [l can go ome len, 20 limes through the -- from licensee lo licensee lo
licensee. Thal's fine.

But al some point. you need that diamond box on the boltom and that's what I think

were really here lo lry lo gel to. That's what I'm critically interested in.

MR. MECK: In this model, again, because I didn'l pul the line in where regulalory
conlrol ends, this box, This conlrols box would be just above thal line, in my comcepl of this. So if the
regulalory conlrol bar was here, then there would be a conlrol box above thal line.

If the regulalory conlrol line was here. then there would be a control box above the line
here, just as it is in this unreslricled use case.

MR. PALMER: Bul regardless of - il immedialely proceeds lo the question, the yes/no
queslion of does the malerial meel unresiricled release criteria. You can have as many sleps prior lo thal as
you want. The critical question is. does it meet unrestricted release criteria. Once thal answer is yes - il's
a yes/no question. Once the answer is yes. il drops oul of the regulalory regiment. Il the amswer is no. it
musl go back inlo the restricled use pool.

MR. MECK: That gets back o my poinl thal these lwo poinls are the same and if the
regulalory box is up here, then these lwo poinls are the same.

MR. PALMER: Aud as a follow-on Lo thal, | understand that recyeling is just a lower
cosl means ol disposilioning malerial from decommissioning facilities. The only reason il exisls is because
the cost of disposal into low level rad wasle landfills. 1l the low level rad waste landlill cost was lower. you
wouldn't -- we wouldn't be looking al this because it wouldn't be economic, and I'm afraid that's whal's

going lo ]lnal]p:]px@!m with restricted use.
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Two pr@“ems with restricled use. Ome. we have e]mmugln lrouble llr@cl«ﬂ]mg down
radiography sources. radiator sources. radium needles. there's just a host of things that have been lost over
the last 40 years. | canmol fathom how you would have emough imspeclors either al the Federal or state
level 1o rack down bridge girders, where they actually wenl.

Secondly, The cosl is jusl going lo be fanlaslic. You're going lo have dedicaled lacililies
lrying to compele with the guy thal's cranking out a million miles of railroad track a year.

There's no way youre going lo be able lo economically put this restriction. this licensing.
the tracking requirements.

And on the other hand. I can'l see an archilecl specilying thal for even money, [ wanl lo
put radioactive girders in my skyscraper. I just don't see that decision being made.

SO ][ ]lnawe some, ][ guess, ]:m]mfrlalmelmﬂal]l qu@sﬂioms |l]l1a|l way.

MS. STINSON: @]l&aly. Thank you. Any other final? @Lay. Paul.
MR G]EN@A ]palml]l Gemoa, N]E]I ]I quess ][vm coming al il Wlmm, answering your

queslion, from a lwo-liered approach: thal, [irsl. you have lo assume thal ullimalely a decision has lo be
made lhal a malerial can be released or can'l be released.

And above that. if it doesn't meel that criteria, does thal mean it immediately has to go
lo a Barnwell or Envirocare like facilily, even if il has one alom more than the release criteria.

And intellectually. it scems like. well. no. there might be other opporlunilies. Now. what
I wanl lo poinl oul is they already exisl. This slructure up here, a nuclear power plant is al the Lop.
licensed operalion. The processor is GTS Duralech in the middle. 1 transler scrap melal from my facility
thal is conlaminaled above a free release crileria thal I already wse. which happens lo be mon-delect no
licensed malerial. which is trouble. problemalic. but I cam make thal decision loday. yes/no.

This malerial can go oul, this malerial can’l, I send il to GTS Duralech. They lake a
look al il they decon it. clean il. do whalever they wanl lo do lo il. If they can gel il clean under their
crileria, out it goes. If they canl. it can go inlo a melal melt batch and that will end up in a reusable
product for The DOE as a shield block and it will gel reused in a secondary applicalion.

“’ﬂnem the D@]E lakes a look al that in the @m&l, ﬂ]lwy ]pnrollna]l»]ly WJ'l]”l end up Al]is]pn;s]'umg] oﬂ‘
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il. because il will be volumelrically contaminaled. it will be difficult to deal with. Bul il could polentially
go ﬂ]lnroug]ln an inlinile cyc]l@ ol license conlrols.

And my point carlier was only that we don't have emough time lo talk about an infinite
number of permulalions. The real question is al the end of the day. Mike. as you pointed oul. al the end of
the day. when all of the half-lives have gone through and there's just a trivial amount left. you reach a
decision point. I'm saying that decision point is whal were here to lalk about and it doesnt matter how
many do-loops you go through. you ullimalely get lo the same place. Al whal poinl do I make a decision
thal is yes or no?

But I agree with you. Somehow were not communicating this point. that what were
lalking aboul is nol up here where the radioaclivily is high and dangerous, bul were lalking aboul a poinl
that is so low and trivial that there just isnt a risk to deal with.

MS. STINSON:  Good. Thank you. We are going lo move on in our discussion and I'm
wondering il - do we wanl lo - we're scheduled for a break shortly. Do you wanl lo lake a quick sirelch
break?

Why don't we take just a len-minute break. give you a chance to stretch and well come

]lmc]l& anmzdl |las”& al]l]muﬂ ﬂ]lw @mrvilmmlm@mlﬂa]l impacls. ][ ]lnawe ﬂ:fwe llli]”l. relurn al ﬂ:fwe alHe]r.

[R@cess.]
MR CAM]ER@N T]lnis ]pxalrhcu]lmr session is going lo be Sessmm N@. 7 on your agem(}la.

originally scheduled al 9:00 am. this morning, and il's whal are lhe polenlial heallh and environmental
impacls of various allernalive approaches.

Bob Nelson is going lo do a presenlalion for us and then we wanl lo go oul lo you lo.
first of all. make sure thal we amswer any questions you have on the lypes of tmpacts thal Bob is going lo
lalk aboul. or their magnitude, bul just as importantly, we wanl lo then go lo you lo suggesl other impacts
that we might not have thought about or magnitudes of impacts that we hadn't thought about.

We're going lo run lo 11:45. Checkoul lime for the holel is 1200, so although they say.
they ve said there is a grace time until 00, you may want to check out before 1200 anyway. So well

stop al quarler lo ]12@@ with this session.
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I'm going to turn it over lo Bob Nelson mow lo rum us through the health and
envirommental impacls.

MR. NELSON: Good morning. again. Yesterday, we discussed allermalives for conlrolling
the release ol solid malerials. In this session, well discuss polenlial impacls of the various allernalives.

For those of you who may be following in the issues paper. this session relales lo Issue 2,
Ttem A.

What are the polential health and environmental impacts thal should be considered?
First and foremost. the basis for NRC's consideration of any action related to release of comtrol of solid
malerial is prolection ol public health and salely and the emvironment. NRC will evaluate the impacts of
all allernalives being considered.

One of the allribules lo be comsidered is the polential radiological impact. The first step
is lo assess the polential dose lo an individual.

For each alternalive. we comsider the polential exposure from individual and multiple
sources: lor example, sleel girders in housing or office construclion, or melals used in common commercial
goods.

We use a lwo-slep process in examining how exposure occurs. Firsl, we look al how
people come inlo comlact with the released malerial. This is called a scenario analysis.

Then we examine how the biological impact s delivered: for example. through inhalation.
ingeslion or direcl exposure. This is called a pathway analysis.

One can look al this whole process as parl of a flow of malerial from the licensed aclivily
lo the genmeral affected environmenl. Much of this is explained in a drafl reporl, NUREG-1640. which is
explained in the earlier session.

In order Lo belter reflect the impacts of various allernalives. we also perform a colleclive
radialion dose assessmenl of populalion groups. and we've heard some discussion on this already this morning.

Collective dose allows a more common denominalor for comparison and as a measurement
lool thal we use Lo compare cosl-benelils of allernalives. It is mol used lo make health and salely decisions.

]ln@wewe]r.
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Other altribules for evalualing impacls Lo the envirommen! include those Lo biola — in
other words, animals — and land use. This is required by the Nalional Environmental Policy Acl.

We would include assessing impacls lo public use areas. wellands. preserved habilals.
endangered species, el celera.

Another altribule Lo comsider is the impacl of mining and processing of mew malerials to
replace recyclable melals that are instead disposed of al a low level waste sile.  Also. the incremental
conlribulion lo pollulion, possibly increased occupalional imjuries associaled with any of the allernalives.

Next slide.

The last slide continues this listing of allributes for health and envirommental impacts and
points oul thal allribules are mol mecessarily cul and dried, because lrying lo minimize one could be offsel
by an increased polential of amother.

Some of these impacls may be compeling. For example, the value of sending more
recyclable malerial to a low level waste disposal sile may be ollsel by imcreased pollution Irom more raw ore
processing. These are the Lypes of issues were brying lo examine in balancing the choices.

One of the altribules thal is typically difficull 1o quantify, bul plays a strong role in
decision-making. is environmental justice. We do nol wanl lo have one seclor of socicly bearing a
disproporlionate amounl of the burden in the allocalion of impacts: for example. il recycled malerial might
be prelerentially msed in low income housing.

Another concern is postponing lo the [ulure the dilficull decisions for ullimate disposilion:
for example, bridge trusses re-enlering unreslricled commerce when fulure demolilion lerminales al an
anthorized use sile. We've discussed this some in the previous session.

There are other impacts thal we have in common wilth non-radiological-driven decisions:
for example. occupalional injury. lramsporlalion. moise. road comstruclion thal might be associaled wilh any of
the alternalives weve discussed or amy of the alternatives you might suggest.

This concludes my briel presentation. Aller I respond lo any questions you might have on

the presenlalion, ][ suggesl we W@CMS on Lhe ﬂ::m”@wilmg queslion. W]lnaﬂl allribules and impacls do we need lo

aAlAlr@ss?
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MR CAM]ER@N T]l’nalm]l& you, B@]lv‘ ]L@ﬂvs W@“@w B@un's smlgg@sholm almNJl see liﬂ: ll]lje]re are

any questions thal you have on the impacls thal have been idenlilied up here. so we can clear those up
before we go om Lo other lypes of impacts thal you might have in mind thal we haven'l idenlilied. Allen?

MR. KIER: Alan Kier, NFS. 1 was wondering il you had looked al the impacl, the
economic impact on the gemeral comsumer [or the dillerent alternatives. For example. il a crileria is
established lhal sends more malerial to low level waste burial, nuclear power generalion costs obviously will
increase. Lhe consumer evenlually pays for thal in rale imcrease.

Have you looked al the tolal cost over a lilelime of this lype of aclivily om ulilily rales.
for example?

MR. NELSON: Aclually, we haven'l looked al any cosls yel. We're shill in the scoping
process. Lhals why were here loday. is to gel inpul on whatl types of things we ought to look at in the --
nol only the impacts. but also the cost-benefit analysis, which well discuss in the next session.

So I appreciate that inpul, bul we really haven'l done any of the analysis al this poinl.
We're still scoping.

MR. CAMERON: s the type of impact thal Allen suggested one thal we would look al
in lerms ol the economic impacls rather than this parlicular —-

MR. NELSON: [ believe il is. yes.

MR. CAMERON: All right. Thank you, Allen. Mike? Tony?

MR. LEMASTRA: Tony LaMostra, AISI. The comment or the bulleled ilem there

aboul the recycle replacing - nol on thal slide. but I guess the one belore il - recycle replacing raw
malerial produced melals is probably nol one thals thal valid when you look al the tolal quantily of the
malerials involved.

What y«mvm mal]ly 100]1{1‘111:113] al is m]p]la@]‘mg one mode of recyc]le with another source of
recycled malerial. as opposed lo the mining and the raw malerials. So all the scemarios that fall from that
may mol be valid.

MR N]E]LS@N ][ ﬂ]lnin]l( we heard ll]lualll comment in Sanm ]F]ralmmisc@, anm}l |l]lnal|l may llme brue.

T]lne poinl is thal even iw lill.s true, we slill need lo address that in the environmental impacl stalemenl and
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say that that's a fact. that. for example. the - and. again. I'm nol saying that this is true or not true or
agreeing with you, bul if il is lrue thal the amount of recycled malerial s so small that it would have a
negligible or imsignificanl impact on the mining industry, then we meed Lo say thal.

MR. CAMERON: And if you do have comments. specific comments like thal in your
wrillen commenls, thal would be very helplul 1o the stall. Terry?

MR. SIVIK: Terry Civie, AISI. T think you have to look from a health slandpoinl at
the cumulative effect of build-up of radicactive material over lime. If we're going to be pre-releasing
malerial, as you know, 46 percenl of the malerials used in the steel process are recycled. So over a period
of a number ol years. some of these - we lalked aboul hall-lives - some ol these malerials will have
hall-lives well beyond the 40-year period or so and there will be a lol of accumulalion of malerials, both
[rom these lacilities. as well as Irom the imported facililies.

So I think we have lo look al thal as a health effect evalualion.

MR. NELSON: I would agree with you. Thal is a limilalion of the analysis we've done
lo dale and something we have Lo do in this process. Thank you, however. for thal comment.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. Lel's go lo John. We've heard one commenl on the magnilude
of a parlicular impacl. Terry has jusl given us a suggestion for amother lype of impacl analysis thal has lo
be done.

MR ]KARNA]K To!my beal me Lo il W]}mn we -- ]EPA, this is J]@]lulm (Canrlmig, with ]EPA

When we did our cconomic amaﬂysﬂs, I had exp@cll@&l thal a ton of mcyc]le&l malerial wonld mp]lace a lon of
newly mined malerial, but thal. in fact, we found was mol the case, thal il merely shifled Lo a dilferent
amounl ol recycled malerial thal came inlo il. So we found. lo my surprise. the environmental impacl was
less tham I had expected.

I just wanled to menlion that both our lechnical support document and our economic
amalysis are bolh available on the EPA web sile, il you'd care lo lake a look al them. Il you'd rather have
me mail you a copy. | still have probably about 20 sels sitling in my secretary’s office and she is
desperalely Lrying to get rid of them. So if you'd like a copy. give me a business card and just wrile

]r@cyc]l@ ]r@]plo]r|l§ on il, allm(}l ]I.” selmd you a sel.
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MR ]KA]LMAN ]K@lm ]Ka]lmalm, NR‘C ][ ]l'na!‘v@ @ concerm jusl as Wanr as W]l’mlvs going lo

happen from the regulalory standpoint with all of this. [ wonder il this is nol going to be overly
burdensome. When I think of the possibilily of malerial gelling recycled. some of il going inlo bridges.
some ol il going inlo painl cams. some ol il going into shielding, and me. being in the posilion where |
might have lo send imspeclors oul every so oflen. go oul here and look al the bridge. go over here and look
al painl cans. go here lo look al shielding, to me. thal jusl seems like il could be a regulalory mightmare.

I tend to wonder if we might even be better off considering a possibility of I guess we'd
call il a monilored relrievable slorage of some sorl. where you take this malerial, segregale il. and slore il.
lel it decay lo cerlain poinls. and then be able lo pul il inlo use.

MR. CAMERON: Ken, I think you have perhaps suggested another alternative for the
stall 1o comsider. Bul as a general question, Bob, you might wanl lo lell us how will regulalory impacts,
such as Ken brought up. how will they be lactored inlo the decision-making process?

MR. NELSON: ['d like 1o answer both parls of Ken's — I think he made lwo comments.

We will = first of all. we have lo develop a cost-benelil analysis for cach of the
allernatives, and that will be in our regulatory analysis and well also do a summary of the cost-benefits in
the environmental impacl slatement. So thal will be dome. and regulalory cost is parl of the cosl.

Regarding your suggestion aboul a monilored relrievable storage. this goes back lo a point
I tried to make in the earlier discussion. Ultimately. whal were lrying to develop are release criteria. If a
licensee has malerial that are above the release criteria. it's clearly the licensees oplion Lo store that
malerial and allow il lo decay lo those release criteria. if that's feasible, given the hall-life of the material.

That's really an economic consideration that the licensee has to make, what they --
whether they hold the malerial for some period of lime and build a facilily o store il or whether they ship
it for disposal. Thal's really a question that I'm not sure whether that's within the realm of the rulemaking,

but lill.s cerﬂaimﬂy a consideralion.

MR. CAMERON: Thanks, Bob. Mike?
MR MAT]EA Mﬂﬂ(e Maﬂlm. Fr@m ][SR]I Smrﬂ ow a recommeuiﬂaﬂ]‘mn or a caulion w]lwlm
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presenling impact dala is. again. considering the audience. [ have heard individuals who will look al an
impact statement that says this exposure will cause one cancer in [0.000 additional and I've had
individuals do quick math and divide thal inlo a population of 200,000 and say. oh. 20.000 individuals
will be afflicted who are not now. and theyre allowed to go there because there's no explanation of what
this dala really says. Does il really allow you to make thal mathemalical extrapolation?

That's all they've gol Lo work wilh. So being able lo explain release dala and how il
allects the general populalion in a way thal the general populalion can understand il

MR. NELSON: I couldnll agree with you more. The communicalion of risk needs lo be
very clear. so thal inappropriale or incorrect conclusioms aren'lt drawn. such as the one you suggested.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you. How aboul other Lypes of impacts thal we may nol have
idenlilied so far? One ol the things that Bob had up there was emvironmental justice. It would be wuselul
lo gel people’s thoughls on how do you lactor thal imlo this lype ol silualion. Randy?

MR. CLARK: Randy Clark, Weslinghouse. Some of my [riends here were lalking
carlier and a queslion we jusl had amongsl us was were mindlul of the facl thal aller the invenl of nuclear
weapons and looking al the manulacturers of steel prior lo World War Il and alter World War Il and. as
we all know. as a resull of above-ground nuclear lesting. the nalural steel thal we make into girders and
steel products and all thal went through a quick change.

We had to go lo gel pre-World War 11 steel 1o do our whole body counters. for example.
lo gel very low Ilmc]l&gmunﬂls for accounling. Becanse we have a]l]reaxﬂy had. as a resull of nuclear weapons
lesting. inserted into the recycle process. if you will. I think it's cesium, ['m told il's cesium. into the steel
]pnrm}luclls.

And the question | have. so we already have a real life case of far more radioaclive
malerial recycled and introduced imto the steel industry aller the above-ground nuclear lesting and so 1
think by comparison. one queslion we mighl ask ourselves for comparison is whal cconomic and ecological
impact on lhe steel induslry, just focusing on the steel. nol strontium-90 and all thal. and the milk and the
olther things thal took place al thal time. bul just focusing on the steel and the economic impacl and the

eco]logflca]l impacl, what impacl did it have and was il sﬂg]ml’l]:ﬂc‘mmll or was ﬂ]msﬂg]mﬂ]:ﬂcalmﬂ.
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And. of course. were lalking about orders of magnitude far lower introduction of the cycle
of the standards thal we're talking about. by comparison.

MR. CAMERON: Thanks, Randy. I might ask Bob. il he could, 1o perhaps explain how
thal lype of concern thal Randy just expressed. how is thal laclored imto the envirommental impact stalement
process or the amalysis of impacls.

MR. NELSON: 1 suspect you could use il as a point of comparison, thal there was this
economic impacl whalever il was, as a resull of conlaminaled steel emlering the markel. and we project this
impacl as a resull ol additional recycled malerial. and draw [rom thal whalever conclusions can be drawn by
the comparison.

I don't know what — how those would weigh out. but that's an approach.

MR. CLARK: Randy Clark, again. As we said, al some very low level, Lhe sleel is
already contaminaled.

MR. NELSON: I understand thal.

MR. CAMERON: So il might be some sorl of a baseline thal may be useful, we don't
know until we look al il

MR. NELSON: Right. You say if there was X dollar impacl as a resull of conlaminaled
sleel entering the markelplace as a resull of falloul. and we project this economic impact from recycle,

compare ﬂ.]lll@ lwo nmlm]l])@lrs.

MR. CAMERON: All right. Lel's go to Norma.
MS R@G]ERS No]rmal Rogem, Allied Sigm}a]‘. @n environmenlal juslice, have you

considered in your impact -- you're talking about releasing material that would go to landfills or disposal
under olher circumstances thal we have loday. or perhaps changing thal in some manmer.

So whal is the environmental impact of all this malerial. inslead of going lo recycling or
olther uses. going directly to landfills and whal is il going lo do lo the volume lo landlills, plus the polential
[uture problems thal may develop al the landlill itsell.

MR N]E]LS@N r][‘]ljaﬂlvs an ]'lm]pad w@va}l ]l'nav@ lo ﬂ&l&lrem‘ We ]l'nﬂvelnvl, as ]I menh@ne&l

]l];@ﬂ:mre, r@a”y ]lm‘v@!mvﬂ looked al any impacls al [l]lm‘ls poinl. W]}na’l we.re. again, lrying lo do is ﬂxﬂenﬂl‘lﬂ‘y those
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calegories or Lypes ol impacls thal we need lo address. such as the one you have suggesled.

MR. CAMERON: 1 guess the suggestion is thal, maybe il's an obvious poinl. bul
something thal we need lo lake a look al thal am alternalive thal we have thal increases sile-specilic
disposal lypes ol consideralions. may have more an envirommenlal jusltice impact than another lype.

It sort of ties into one of Gwen's points thal she made yesterday about whal's going to be
the impacl on dﬂsp@s@ﬂ. will there be more pressure or less pressure for dlﬂs]posal. So thal's a very g@mﬂ poinl.

MR. RANDALL: Dale Randall, with the State of Maine. I'd just like lo poinl oul thal
I think this discussion has verified that there's a lot of policy type issues associated with this maller and as
such, | would urge the NRC 1o provide as much lalilude as possible for agreement slales in ils
implemenlalion.

MR. CAMERON: Thal's a good process point. Agreement slale - as much agreement
stale input as possible. Bob, I don't know if you want to comment on process at all in regard to thal.

MR. NELSON: 1 think he was also addressing the level of compalibilily that might be
assigned lo the rule. il 1 inlerpreled the comment correctly. Giving slales more lalilude means providing the
mosl — a level of compalibilily and allows them lo implemenl changes or varialions lo the rule.

MR. CAMERON: Have we had any discussion al all aboul polential compalibilily
levels? Nob yel.

MR. NELSON: I don't think so, mol —

MR. CAMERON: Okay. Lel's go lo Tony, and then well come up 1o Bob. You wanl
lo follow up on this? Tony. wail a minute. Well let Bob talk here.

MR. MECK: Bob Meck. NRC. It scems lo me thal on the agreement slale and lalilude,
whal we need lo do is lo look al the impacls of various alternatives for the latitude. Compalibilily issues
arise when you think of inlra or imlerslale commerce and we look al thal impacl versus the impact of a lot
of lakilude.

So. yes. | agree, and I'm jusl elaboraling a lillle bil aboul how we would approach thal.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. Thank you, Bob. Tony?

MR. LEMASTRA: Tony LaMosira, AISL. A response lo Randy. Il wasn'l cesium,
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because cesium won'l end up in the steel. Its primarily cobalt. ruthenium and some of the more metallic or
al least alloy malerials.

There definilely was conlaminalion. When you look al the relative level thal is present
loday, il's generally non-deleclable. As an example. some slabs were rolled for Argonne Nalional Labs,
that's looking at the - al a project where theyre going to basically be developing a detector made oul of
steel plates. and they wanted lo look at those for contamination so that it wouldnt confuse what they were
really lrying lo measure, and planls just submilled samples. and most of il mel their specificalions for a very
low level.

Where you have problems are om some of the more crilical things. like shielding for low
level delection and whole body counling and some of the more semsilive malerials. like film.

MR. CAMERON: Thanks for that clarilication, Tony. We've been lalking in a gemeral
sense aboul these lypes o impacls. Maybe il would be uselul -- and Norma sorl of got us om thal track —-
lo think aboul some of the allernalives thal were presenled mol omly yesterday, bul earlier loday. and talk
aboul the lypes of environmental and health impacts that they might have.

I wondered il anybody had any thoughts aboul any of these altermalives and whal Lypes of
health impacls might arise from them. unrestricled use. restricled. whalever.

Frank. did you have a comment?

MR. CARDILE: Frank Cardile. NRC. To feed on what Chip was jusl saying, one of the
drivers in the way the license lerminalion rule wound up was this issue of mulliple sources. I think the
first slide that we had up here. which I'd put back up. if I could but I can't do both at the same time. but
lalked aboul both the dose [rom an individual source. like a one millirem limil or whalever the limil that
you mighl have, and also mulliple sources.

So as food for thought, both today and in your thoughts aboul unrestricted use and also in
wrillen commenls thal you send in, bolth lo licensees and also lo people from the steel industry. as lo how
these -- how - when we lalk aboul mulliple sources in the license lermination rule. we lalked aboul a lixed
sile and a personm being exposed perhaps lo that lixed sile. and whal other sources might thal person be

expos@(}l lo.




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

255

Multiple sources here is a little bit more interesting. You're talking aboul a variety of
malerials thal can be made, dilferent end uses thal can be - malerial can be made oul of.

So I guess the question I'd like 1o have bolh the sleel induslry lype people and the other
licensees. some of the license lype people. lo give some inpul Lo us om is the way in which multiple products
could be made oul of released malerials.

MR. CAMERON: Thanks, Frank, for adding that. 1 donl know il il would be wuselul,
also, for those of you who have been imvolved om the inlernaliomal [romt om this, Gwen and others. are there
any lessons for the NRC's analysis of health impacts from what's been dome on the inlermatiomal level
already? I'm mol aware of whal has been done. bul does amybody have anylhing lo oller Irom that
perspeclive?

MS. BOWER: Gwendolyn Bowers. Stale Deparlment. 1 don'l think there is anything al
this point that would be really relevant to this discussion. in the advamced level that were talking about.
Theyre dealing al a very dilferent level. So I don'l think il would be applicable.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you. Any commenls aboul impacls, health impacls of some of
the alternalive thal we've lalked aboul? I think Tom and then Norma.

MR. HILL: Tom Hill, from Georgia. Omne of the questions thal you had in Issue 2.
whichever, was what are the -- what's the potential for a single facilily receiving material from multiple
release poinls. as lar as scrap goes.

One of the things that we have seen wilh nalurally occurring material is thal a lol of
scrap can be collecled by small mom-and-pop operalions, sold lo bigger scrap, recyclers, more regional basis,
they go lo processors.

So I think the polential is there for a processor lo gel scrap from mulliple different
release poinls. So thal thal should be considered. Thal's kind of parallel Lo whal you were asking. Frank,
bul from whal we have seen there, one reprocessor could be gelling serap [rom mulliple localions from

oulside their slale or region.

MR. CAMERON: T]lmlm]l&s, Tom. B@ﬂn, any commenl on that from a stalf poinl of view?
@Lay‘ Norma?
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MS R@G]ERS No]rmal R@g@rs, gelmelra]l puMM this Lime. T]lne ﬂ]lnimg that ]I see is my

parenls ask me queslions every lime somelhing comes on the news or they read il in the mewspaper or amy
media publicalion. and on some ol the alternalives thal have been discussed. the public perceplion of their
health and the environment. thal. lo me. is going lo be a very real concern Lo them.

They are going o have cerlain ideas aboul lhis and we slarl saying. well, you're going lo
have recyclable malerials oul here and as you lalked about the steel Irom pre-World War 11 or mol.
everyone is saying, well. were already so polluled, were already so polluled, now you're polluling me more.

So when | go inlo my parenls and [ say, well. were going lo release some scrap melal
from our facility or something or they read about this, they're going lo say. wail a minute. | don't want that
oul here. So the perceplion of whal's Lthere is going lo be very real, | think. The genlleman from the EPA
and | were lalking aboul thal carlier.

I just think thal some of your allernalives. thal needs lo be looked al.

MR. CAMERON: So I guess there's lwo poinks there. One of them goes back Lo perhaps
Mike's point about very good use of risk communication and [ guess perhaps the more direct point for issue
for Bob and the stall is how is perceplion of risk faclored imlo. if il is al all. into the preparation of the
environmenlal impacl stalemenl. Is thal right. Norma? Okay.

MR. NELSON: Well. T guess I don'l know precisely the answer lo thal question. [ think
that the — il the perceplion resulls in a quantiliable impact, then we have lo address thal, I guess. either in
a -- I'm brying to think what - while I'm talking -- what that impact might be. but I'm nol gelting there.

But if there were. il thal perceplion resulted in some impacl. whelher il be cost or other
impacl, then we would have to address il. [ think that the communication of risk. however, has lo — we
can'l rely on that document to make thal communication. The gemeral public is probably not going to sit
down and read am environmental impacl slalemenl.

They're going to listen to what is said in meelings such as this and draw conclusions from
thal, [ think. more so than this document thal we produce.

So I think il's imporlant for us in vemues such as this lo be very clear aboul whal —

several ll]lulilmgs. @me is whal the silmalion is l@mﬂay. because malerial is Lleli]mg released Il(wrlaly and 1'1|l'§ nol a --
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it's - so that's the starting point. You have lo understand — the public has to understand what the current
silualion is, and thal then comparing the current silualion lo allernalives and then clearly describing what
those alternatives might resull in.

There may be a misconceplion thal malerial is nol being released loday and that what is
altempled here is Lo allow such release. Malerial is being released loday under a framework that is mot
entirely clear and cerlainly isn'l set out clearly in regulation.

So I think thal whole message has lo be communicaled beller, slarling with whal's the
silualion loday.

MR. CAMEROYN: Okay. Thanks, Bob. On the point of how perceplion might resull in
a quanlilalive health tmpacl, I think theres only been one case om thal. I donl know il Stu wanls Lo lalk
aboul the issue thal was raised in the TMI case.

MR. NELSON: Lel me back up, because something jusl came lo mind.

MR. CAMERON: Al right.

MR. NELSON: II the perception thal release of malerial inlo a parlicular product slream
would make thal producl stream less desirable and il you could quanlily thal ecomomic impacl — lel's say
prelerentially. this lype of recycled malerial gels inlo this producl slream. ['m hypolhesizing. And then
because of the perceplion thal there is radicactive malerial in this parlicular producl slream. thal product
stream will become less commercially acceplable and, therelore, this indusiry will be ecomomically impacled.
Then you have lo address thal and thal economic impacl on thal industry would have lo be addressed as
parl of the analysis.

MR. CAMERON: And you may have hil on a poinl that Terry was going to talk 1o
righl now.

MR. SIVIK: Terry Civie, AISI. Yes. I think thal's exaclly right. I was going lo
louch on that. but I was thinking that what Norma was suggesting doesn't fit in environmental impact or
economic impact. [l's a whal are the policy comsideralions and consequences of action type things, and
public perception would be under thal. and you can't assign a dollar value lo thal or you can'l say that

]pxml]l];]llic perceplion is going lo resull in some adverse environmenlal impacl.
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But it is a consideration thal [ think she was lrying lo sugges! thal needs lo be up there
as almost as equal as the other ones.
MR. NELSON: 1 agree thal il needs lo be considered. [ was lrying lo pul il within the
— lrying lo address il within this formal analysis framework. Clearly. any decision has some policy and
public receplive lype impacls, and those have lo be comsidered by the people making the decision.
I was trying lo gel this specilic concern inlo some amalylical form. becamse il was brought

up in the conlext @ﬂ: this environmental anmal]lysjs.

MR (CAM]ER@N @]l(aly. ]Leﬂvs go ]Lualc]l& to No]rmal, anm«}l |l]l'n@1m w@v“ qgo lo ]Flralm]l& (Cﬂlrlﬂ]'l]le‘
No]rmal?

MS. ROGERS: Norma Rogws. 1 agree with your slalemenl aboul the impacl. The

reason 1 m bringing it up on the environment and health impacts is that as a -- when [ talk to the general
public or when I'm talking with my parents. as | used the example, the health and the environment is what
they always talk to me about. They always say. well. my health or I don't want the pollution in my yard. I
don't want my grandchildren having to walk over this material.

And the public perceplion is prelly real. since we do nol build nuclear power plants
anymore.

MR. CAMERON: Thanks, Norma. lor thal [ollow-up. Frank., do you wanl Lo add
somelhing lo this conversalion?

MR. CARDILE: I would only add thal Lo assisl you and Lo assisl everyone and lo assist
ourselves in answering Lhese queslions, il's mol jusl a perceplion issue, bul il's an issue lhal we need lo do a
sound environmenlal amalysis of quanlilies of malerial, how much malerial is really going lo be oul there
how many of lhese producls can be made, all of those.

I think we've lalked aboul the facl thal the amounl of malerial we have is small
compared lo the lolal quantily of sleel thal's being manulactured. So, again, | go back lo requesting
commenl and inpul and suggestions [rom the variely of the people thal are here loday. Lo help us o develop
a good environmenlal amalysis. Lo say. all right. this is the lype of exposure thal you polentially could be

exposed to. lo ma]l(e it c]le‘anr in a d@clumeml Mmll ll]lnlis is Mﬂe rem]lﬂy um]: whmll we are -- al ]leasﬂ ﬂ]lne llmsﬂ
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analysis we can do of whal you might be exposed lo.

Then we go Irom there and then the policy-makers cam lake over and say this is what
were going lo do. this, this and this. But we need to supply both our decision-makers and your parents and
everyone you lalk lo wilh, okay., we can amalyze il and these are the malerials thal you might be exposed to.

It's not all your spoons and forks. it's only two of them or something.

Bul we need lo give a good amalysis of the silualion.

MR. CAMERON: Thanks, Frank. for reminding all of us of the imporlance ol gelling
the comments into NRC on lypes ol impacls, magnilude ol impacts. Lo help them do the analysis.

In that regard. I just wanted to see if there are any comments on Terry's suggestion earlier
about the need to look al cumulative impacts. Bob Nelson indicaled that thal's something that were going
lo need lo do.

I wondered il anybody had any commenls on how do you look al cummlalive impacls in a
siluation like this. [ don'l know. Terry. il you wanl lo say anything more than you already have on thal.

MR. SIVIK: Terry Civie, AISL. T think the NRC could look al that based upon the
number of 46 percent. That's a number that I use and I think Ray threw out the same number as how
much ol the malerial is recyclable in their amalysis. and lake a few of the radionuclides and as they would
be presenl in the comcentralions thal they would be and doing hall-life calculations of those. as well as the
stalistical analyses on the cumulalive addilions of the same nuclide over a period of len, 20, 40. 60 years.
because. again, we have lo look al thal down the road. will we be concenlraling the malerials.

Also. looking al the wasle slreams, loo. because they concenlrale more so than the - in
the product themselves, bag house dusl, bag house malerials. how long will thal stull be accumulaling in that
bag house, what's the polential for exposure there, how often are the bags changed in the bag house and the
dusl go through the system, because workers will be exposed 1o thal. Those are higher concenlralions.

MR. CAMERON: Thanks for that. Bob. do you wanl lo say anylhing before we go Lo
Paul. and then over lo Tony?

MR. NELSON: No. I think thal was a good commenl. Thal's the kind of thing we need

o ]loo]l& al ik
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MR (CAMJER@N (G]r@aﬂl. ]L@ﬂvs go lo Pau]l Gelmoa, anngl |l]l'11<elm Wev“ go lo Tolmy ]LEIMJDSH.II‘EL
MR G]EN@A ]palml]l G@lmoa, N]E]I J]usﬂ ]l])elrmre M'Jm Saln ]Flramwl‘lscnﬁ er]l&s]l’n@]p&, we Colm\velmezdl

lwo small focus groups of members of the public and allowed them 1o read information on the pros and coms
of this approach. and. of course. this is jusl a very limiled sampling, bul we gol some real imsighls right
away. and [ think il relales lo whal you're saying here.

The concerns are, ome, is this going lo be sale; lwo, is il going lo accumulale in the
environment. [f were going lo start doing this, and thal was envisioned. were going lo start doing
somelhing, they doml understand thal something already goes on and this is jusl a dillerenl way of qualilying
il: so il this goes on, will il build up in the environmenl. causing addilional risk: will there be risk —- are
you going lo evaluale nol only the risk lo me immediately, bul the chronic, acute risk, bul also the chromic
risk over my enlire lile: are you going lo address exposure from mulliple sources: il melal is recycled. am 1
going Lo gel exposed from lhe melal in my car: if concrele is recycled, am I going Lo gel exposed from
concrele under the road: if whalever other malerials are recycled. am | going lo gel exposure from ground
waler or whalever from thal.

So there's the idea thal there is a cumulalive source [rom an individual source and there's
also they want lo be assured thal you're looking at all of the different exposure pathways and accumulating
those. so that there wouldnt be an individual or a group of the public thal's going lo be exposed to many
dillerent approaches.

And the real thing that they wanl is lrusl and confidence in the regulator that these
malerials are going to be sirictly conlrolled. that all of those diflerent aspects are going lo be comsidered and
incorporated inlo these controls lo ensure thal theyre safe. and. also. that they understand that people make
mislakes, have in the pasl, and some people may even be lempled Lo bend or break the rules for an
economic advanlage. So lhere does need 1o be penallies imposed on people who would break the rules and
conlrols thal you impose.

I believe that with those concerns addressed credibly by a Federal regulalor thal stromgly
stands behind the evalualions they make, then there will be lrusl and conlidence moving forward. Il amy of

those ﬂ]lnﬁmlgs are ]lalc]l&!i!mg, you will lose thal trust and coxmh«}lemce‘
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MR (CAM]ER@N T]lnalm]l&s, ]pam]l‘ ]I|l raises Lhe issue, ][ dmm.Il think germane lo |l]l11'1§, it

raises a ]l@ll 0ﬂ: issues germane lo Mﬂl’ls. llmull llne wlm]le issue nﬂ: enﬂ:nmemenl mndl -cnmp]ll’lam-ce aumdl lm\w Uml ]p]lalys

inlo the ]pm]lm]lfm acc@pllalu»i]liﬂy @ﬂ: this is imporlanl. Tmmy?

MR. LEMASTRA: Toxmy‘ ]LEIMIDSH.II‘H. AISL Two ﬂﬂnﬁmgs that relate to both environmental
impacl and also the assumplions used in NIU]R]EG—]I64@

One is that theres a definite difference belween a basic oxygen process and an electric arc
Furnace.  With the electric are Turnace, most - [ believe almost everybody uses bag houses. With a basic
oxygen process. you bypically don'l. except for some of the downstream processes. like ladle metallurgy. but in
the actual melting and relining, because of the lemperalures thal are involved. they lypically will use other
processes, like scrubbers.

What this means is thal you have a much higher probabilily of mot collecting the
malerial in a confined space that's caplured. Unless that melt is identified. you have more of a probability
of the malerial being released lo surface walers.

The second is that the NUREG-1640 1 don'l think look inlo consideralion the recycling
that goes on in BOF shops using what's called sinter, which is an iron-rich dust that is essentially recycled
back and back and back. So you can have this concepl of concenlralion going on in the process. just from
the differences belween the two differenl lypes of sleel-making.

MR. CAMERON: Thanks, Tony. for thal very specilic inlormalion. One thing thal [
wanted o ask the group. and it sort of Lies into some discussions thal weve had some suggestions. I think,
that Terry made aboul sorl of lailoring your regime lo perhaps the lype of end mse lype of malerials.

How closely does the stall have 1o look al the impact on what I believe are called
sensilive populaltions. children, older people? In other words. il there is a cerlain lype ol product that
might end up in commerce, and this goes to Paul's point about the public perception om this, I think that
one thing we hear is are our children going lo be playing with toys thal are made of radioactive malerial.

How does this whole sensilive populalion idea gel laclored inlo the amalysis of health
effects? Bob. I don't know if you have anything lo say on that gemerally before we hear from others. Do

you?
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MR. NELSON: T don'l. no.
MR. (CAM]ER@NZ Alﬂly commenﬂ on -- J]O@]”l@?

MS ]K]EY ]['m J]O@”@ ]K@y, ﬂ:]rom ll]lne Sllaﬂle @ﬂ: Telmlmesse@. T]Ll@ mm]ly caulion ][ ‘w@ml]lrl give

you, youre going lo walk inlo a lwo-sided house with thal one or a two-sided something issue with that one.

On the one hand. if you don't examine those very semsilive populations and those very
sensilive producls, people are going lo say you didnl comsider il. On the olher hand, i you do consider il,
the problem we run inlo is thal we did comsider those very sensilive populalions, those very semsilive
products, and now people are saying, well. thal's where you've approved it lo go.

So il's really hard lo mow say, well. no. we don'l think il's going lo go lhere, thal was jusl
the worsl case amalysis. and we really run into some dillicully with thal.

MR. CAMERON: So thal's a caulion, I guess. in lerms of doing a worsl case analysis
and then people will assume that thal's whal is going to happen. Bob, whal's the role of worst case amalysis
in our impacl slalemen! process’

MR. NELSON: Well, we don't look al worsl case. We look al reasomable scemarios. bul
nol necessarily the worsl case scenario.

That type of bounding analysis is nol required in an EIS. We Lypically look al the
critical group thal's going lo be exposed and if the -- and use thal as the point of analysis. The critical

group is mol necessmrli]ly the worsl case group.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you. Paul?
MR G]EN@A ]paml]l G@lmoa, N]E]I A perspeclive on the crilical group or, excuse me, the

sensilive group in the counlry relaled Lo radioaclive material.

It's important that we have to understand that there are semsitive groups in the United
Stales for a variely of factors. Cerlain people are allergic lo certain things. People die from bee slings and
so forth.

It's quite a challenge lo regulate sociely lo prevent any impact to those folks. It's even
more dillicull when you lry lo consider semsilive populalions. as some people would care lo deline them.

Now, ll]lne NR(C ]lms al]llr@a&ly mﬂ&le il c]leﬂlr ﬂ]lnaﬂ Mne unll»mrn Weﬂus is a raﬁl]’m-s@ns]’lh‘v@
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individual and deserves special proleclion in the occupalional world, and you've already imposed thal. It's
nol clear lo me thal in evalualing your 100 millirem standard for public health that you have clearly
arliculated thal thal is sale for all members of the public. semsilive. umsensilive or whalever, and thal might
be worth evalualing in this analysis.

The concern you have. whal you gel lo in this argument is thal four oul of five of us are
going to gel cancer and three out of four of us or two out of four of us. | dont know what the numbers are
anmymore. are probably going lo die of cancer. Some members of the public are more semsilive lo cerlain
cancers because ol gemelic predisposilion.

You're never going to empirically determine if radiation at any level had an impact on
thal, because of the problems epidemiologically.

So youre inlo a very dillicull and challenging area al the levels were lalking aboul.
Somehow you're going lo have Lo deal with thal and make some evalualions and I'm sure olher agencies are
thinking about thal, but thal's going to be real difficult to deal with. because the facts just really aren't
there.

If there are effects. we know theyre very. very. very low. but we may never know what
they are.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you, Paul. A]myllm&ly else have mmy“njlmg on health and

environmenlal impads? ][ think we have ]p]r@]lmal]l»]ly ]px]lemﬂly ow Lime, ﬁ Bo]l» is wi”]’mg, lo lry lo move inlo the

presentalion on ics.

MR. NELSON:  Sure.

MR. CAMERON: [s that okay with everybody? Just go om in there. Again. we have a
— at 1145, well close off, wherever we are. Il we need Lo come back aller lunch and starl on economic
again, well do this, but that will give you lime to check out. All right. Bob.

MR. NELSON: For these of you following the issues paper, again. this follows Issue 2.
liem B.

][ wanl lo rrl!ismuss. in this ]:li]um]l session, cns‘l-lﬁene\rﬂ c@msﬂdlermh@ns. ]Fﬂrs‘l @ﬂ: m”, w]luy

comsider economics and c@sﬂ-u)@m@hﬂ? ]Fem}lelra]l agencies musk comsider cosﬂ-unemeﬂ:ﬂll in their evalualions @ﬂ:
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allernalives for Federal rules.

Executive Order 12291 direcls all Execulive agencies Lo prepare a regulalory impact
analysis for all major regulalory actions. It should be noled that the Executive Order directs thal aclions
should nol be undertaken unless they would resull in a posilive mel value lo sociely.

NRC's guidance lor such analysis is found in the NUREG that's listed on this slide. This
documenl goes inlo some delail addressing allributes and how lo prepare envirommental analyses.

This analysis provides a lool lo help balance health. salely and environmental impacts
wilth the cosls required lo achieve or preserve them. The next slide addresses some of these economic
impacls.

First. radiological surveys will play a key role in verilying thal permissible levels have
been mel. Surveys would be required prior lo release of malerial. In addilion, those industries which may
receive released malerial may wish lo survey malerial prior lo accepling il. Survey cosl elemenls include
the inslrumenlalion used. the labor employed. lraining of stall. analysis of results. and any lollow-up
aclivilies thal may resull from the application of the survey.

Many of the allernalives will have an cconomic impacl on cerlain commercial seclors.
Scrap dealers and those induslries would need lo lailor their operalions accordingly. I tolal prohibition
were the ullimale regulalory slralegy. then scrap dealers and melters would need lo strongly invesl in
deleclion lechnologies lo preserve a radiological clean bill of health.

The cost impacl may impact manulacturing process. This is mosl keenly observed in the
polential for responding lo false conlaminalion alarms or for rejeclion of malerials al the melter. scrap yard.
el celera.

We've already discussed melal replacement cosls, so I won't gel into that again. So well
go Lo the next slide. which conlinues the list of polential cost impacls.

Depending on the alternative. it could also have an impact on disposal. The tradeoll 1s
whether these malerials should be senl 1o a public landlill or a low level wasle disposal lacilily. or meither,
such as recycling or reuse.

T]lne]re are a]ls@ cosls Wm" @ﬂ]ln@lr imm]lmlsﬂ]rjes |l]lm|l may llm ﬂmpacﬂea}l‘ ]Fmr examp]le, |r]'1]lm amuﬂ
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cerlain eleclronic producls. which might have o re-tool Lo avoid exposure lo sensilive - because of their
semsilivily.

Another concern is the polential for buildup of radicaclive malerial in commerce over
lime, and weve already louched on this on the earlier discussion.

Additionally, we need 1o look al socioeconomic impacls: for example. any jobs lost or
crealed by an allernalive, any qualily of life issues, whether there are impacls such as addilional noise tralfic
or other impacts thal we may have lo look al.

A queslion for you is whal olher cosls thal we haven'| enumeraled here should be
comsidered.

On the next slide, Il brielly discuss whal goes inlo a cosl-benelil analysis. Simply, lor
each allernalive, we evaluale polenlial heallh, safely and environmenlal impacls and weigh the cosls required
lo achieve or preserve them: whal benelils come from each allernalive: whal delrimenls, including cosls, result
from each allernalive: and, looking al those, whal allernalive besl serves the counlry as a whole.

Elfectively, we need lo select an allernalive thal yields a nel posilive value Lo sociely.

This concludes my briel presenlation on cosl-benelil. ['d like lo suggest thal we focus our
discussion on the following question in relalion lo cost-benelil. Basically, whal cosl-benelil consideralions do
we meed Lo address?

MR. CAMERON: Thanks, Bob. Thal's a helplul overview lo this. We've had some
discussion in the previous session aboul cosls and economic consideralions and a liltle bil yesterday. bul this
is a chance lo really gel into more delail. This is a helplul overview of some of the kinds of things NRC
will look al.

It would be very helplul to hear Irom you following up on this prod lo you. what
comsideralions, whal cost-benelil consideralions should the agency be looking al here. and you might give
some thoughl of some parlicular nol just Lopics. perhaps particular industries. directly or indirectly. issues or
aspects of this maybe thal haven't been caplured yel either in the presentation or comments that have been
made thus far.

So ]leﬂvs open il up ﬂto]r a liltle bit here. M]’l]l&@, step up lo the m]’lmop]}mm@‘
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MR MAT]EA Mli]l&@ Maﬂm, ﬂjlrom ][SR][ @m@ Oﬂ: the Mnjlmgs thal we have seen ]ln]'lsﬂmrjca”y

in cosl-benelil analysis is whal are the pros and coms il you do il this way and whal are the pros and cons
if you don't do it this way.

But in considering this issue. I think you should consider what would be the cost. let's say.
lo nol only the general public. bul lo industry il you sel a level. bul mistakes happen. thal malerial thal is
supposed lo be released is released al levels higher than whal you sel: then whal happens downstream: whal
are the cosls, therefore: and, maybe even a slep further, how do you remediale when thal happens.

Because there's industries here right now that have been the brumt of mistakes and have
had to also shoulder the burden of the costs. Bul if you were Lo release things, authorize things for release
and the authorized enlily makes a mistake, then nol only whal are the costs associated, but how do the costs
downslream gel relieved because someone upstream made a mistake?

MR. CAMERON: I think thal's — so youre addressing the — a mislake and nol an
inlentional violalion, someone making a conscious decision lo release above the levels. s that right. Mike?

An accidenl and then a scenario of whal would lranspire.

MR. MATEA: 1 think we're looking al bolh, becanse — and lel me just equale the
currenl scenarios. Right mow. there cam be am accidenlal or an intenlional mistake and mamy limes the
worsl case scenario is Lhal the sleel mill or recycler will have millions of dollars of damage and the person
who made the mistake. inlenlionally or accidentally, will have thousands of dollars worth of penalties.

So the bollom line is the induslry gels penalized and has lo bile the majorily of the
cleanup or remedialion cosls.

MR. NELSON: [ think thal's a valid commenl and somelthing we have lo consider.

MR. CAMERON: Thanks. Other commenls, suggestions aboul cost-benelil?

MR. ETHERIDGE: John Etheridge. with Entergy. I think in addition Lo some of the
other cost-benefil analysis thal you're considering here, you also need to comsider the replacement cost when
exisling disposal capacily under 10 CFR 61 is exhausted.

We've already seen. in the Uniled Slales loday, in lrying lo develop mew capacily, we've

spenl over $7@@ million in brying lo do thal. ][|l could be a substantial amount ow money and s]lmu]l:]l be
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considered in your analysis.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you. Tony?

MR. LEMASTRA: Jusl to pul some balance on cosls. Yeslerday and loday, we've heard
of the high cost of disposal. the high cost of dealing with the malerials. Typically. the cosls run in terms of
mﬁ”mms @ﬂt rrl@”‘mrs or ]Lnumdlredls @]: mﬂ]”lﬂmms @\F Hl@“@rs.

One of the problems that the steel industry and the other melals industries are lacing is
that. again, gelling back to the perception. and I'll give a concrele example. Right now. aluminum
dominales the beverage can markel. whether it's beer. soda or amy other kind of small beverages. it's going Lo
be in an aluminum can. Plastics would love lo take over that market. and you're looking in multiple
billions of dollars.

The steel industry today dominates the food can industry. Aluminum would love Lo lake
over that the way they have laken over the beverage can induslry. and. again. you're talking of a billion
dollar or mulliple billion dollar induslry.

IF the perceplion causes a shill in markel or the aulomobile industry. where you have
compelilion between steel. aluminum and plastic, if the perceplion causes shifls. you're looking at multiple
billion dollar losses in production and in the cconomic health of the country.

So thal's really where the melals induslry is coming from. They're nol lalking aboul
millions or hundreds of millions. Theyre lalking aboul billions and many, many hundreds of thousands of
jobs thal are polentially al stake.

MR. NELSON: [ appreciate thal elaboralion, because it follows on a discussion thal we
had just a few minules ago in the other session. and thal's helpful to point those impacts out.

MR. LESNIK: Lel me go to Randy, but also ask you lo do some thinking aboul --
yesterday we lalked aboul imslrumenlation and is there a componenl of thal thal relates lo this. Also.
yesterday, we lalked aboul lrans-boundary aspects of lhis issue. both within the Uniled Slales. belween slales.
and then belween countries. [Is there a component of thal thal might weave inlo the cosl-beneflil amalysis. as
well?

MR. CLARK: Rﬂu&ly C]lﬂll‘]l&. with Weshngﬂmus@ One of the ways that we lry lo be cost
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elleclive in our business ol deconlaminalion and decommissioning, which is one of the big aclivilies we have
ol excess lacililies, some ol which have a radioaclive hislory wilhin the buildings and the equipment thal's
within them. is thal we do. in some cases, assels for services conlracts with companies, as Qak Ridge does,
also, with companies in order lo ellectively use the value of the assels thal are there, many of which are
historically radiologically clean, have no historical radiological history.

And along with those conlracls, we have equipment thal has low level conlaminalion thal
can be cosl-ellectively cleaned up by a conlractor. while working under our licenses and our regulatory
process.

We basically then lry lo recover the value oul of thal and help offsel our cleanup costs
and effectively save the laxpayer money in doing so and pulling logether the processes weve talked about
loday. the new standards and the more systemalic way of doing business is very important. There are very
positive benelils Lo going Lo some of these new standards.

The cost ellective side of thal. as we have menlioned belore, is very imporlant lo us.
because the process by which we do release materials has Lo be a cosl-elleclive process and thal means thal
things thal we historically found are very uselul in this process - for example. giving some kind of credil
or graded approach lo hislorically clean equipmenl, equipment thal's been measured many limes in the pasl,
has been found o be clean. we have historical data lo back thal up -- thal thal mol have lo go through as
rigorous a process perhaps as malerial which we know lo be conlaminaled.

That perhaps in this whole process. there is a graded approach that still goes Lo some rem
standard that weve lalked aboul. rem per year. one rem per year or ten rem per year or whalever it is.

But wed be able to come up with a graded approach that does that in a cost-effective
manner, slill achieving the objectives thal the Commission and others would like lo achieve, because we. like
everyone else, foremost in our mind is we don'l ultimately have to recycle the first piece of equipment.

Our primary goal is the health and protection of the public and the employees and the
environment., and thal's our number ome priorily, always has been. and we wouldn't recycle the first piece if

we ﬂ]lnoug]lnﬂ there was any risk lo that ]l»y any of these processes.

MR. CAMERON: Ave you suggesling, Ram}ly, that this gra&le&l a]p]plma«:]ln can be costed
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oul?

MR. CLARK: I think so. in some way. al least for us lo know whal il is. [t has Lo be
practical, has to be implementable, that we don't have lo gel in -- that perhaps we can do a number of case
examples where we know thal we have maybe 50 or so cases thal have been analyzed in lerms of being used
and exposure and we know thal this particular example fils case number 27 and find some way lo facililale
relaling measuremenls on a hand-held instrument. which is where we ullimalely would like 1o go. lo dosage
and have enough scienlilic dala lo be able to meel the objective of dose lo an individual in a worsl case
scemario, wilhoul having lo go through a very exhauslive analysis.

Do that analysis up [ronl. where possible. on a case by case — on a case basis. thal you
can then reler lo as like a malrix. Some way lo expediale. simplily the process. make il easy lor the person
in the field to do. where I don't have lo go get a Ph.D. to do the analysis and wrile a research paper on
cach ilem | wanl Lo release.

MR. RANDALL: This is Dale Randall, with the Stale of Maine. I wanled lo point oul
that in looking at the cost-bemefil analysis here. the two oplions aren't necessarily free release or disposal.
You do have a decommissioning rule in existence thal allows 25 millirem per year Lo lhe average member

oﬂ: the crilical group, and thal m]’lg]]m well be the ]pa“nway |r01r maﬂer]’la]ls that EHI‘E!EI‘". s]’nm]p]ly |r1ree released.

MR. NELSON: I'm nol sure | understand the commenl.

MR. RANDALL: I'm saying thal the malerial may aclually leave through a license
lerminalion process. rather than being [ree released prior lo the lerminalion of the license.

MR. NELSON: IF the material - if the licensee currently holds a license, then the
malerial would be released under —- and were lo leave the sile, then the concept is thal the licensee would
have lo meel the clearance levels, the release levels established by this rule.

MR. RANDALL: But if there is no enlily in exislence lo ensure those malerials remain
on-sile aller license Lerminalion, them il is, in ellect free release.

MR. NELSON: I think I'm lollowing you. Whal youre saying is thal aller license
lerminalion, youve elleclively made a -- you've made a release decision. Al license lerminalion. you ve

mm}le a r@]l@as@ Al@«:jsimm. Ymu.]re ]leawfumg - ‘w]lmﬂe\velr is ]leH ll]lue]re is ]re]leasefrl ﬂ:]mm ]r(egau]lalﬂmry colm|l]ro]l.
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MR. RANDALL And I think that should be brought to bear in the cosl-benelit
amalysis, because the lwo allernalives are mol simply disposal or [ree release via the condilions of this rule.

MR. NELSON: That is true. We need 1o bring -- have a nexus or connection belween
the decommissioning rule and the clearance rule. That's something that needs to be -- that needs to happen.

MR. LESNIK: You're saying thal oughl lo be woven inlo the cosl-benelil analysis, as
well.

MR. RANDALL:  Ves

MR. LESNIK: Lel's go to Norma. and then Paul.

MS. ROGERS: Norma Rogers, Allied Signal. On the survey. as you've said belore, we
are already essentially releasing malerials and we already have in place survey equipmenl, procedures, ol
celera, lo do thal.

And my queslion or commenl is thal there is expense in changing all of those procedures.

There is expense in looking al the various radionucleii involved and whal we already have in place.
equipmenl lhal's already lhere. and are you changing wilh this dose. is thal going lo change il will il make
it lower depending upon the radionucleii thal's invelved. and the alternative that you use.

Is there a cosl there, because were going lo have lo change oul all the survey equipment
that's already in hand. as well as just the physical cost of doing it?

MR. NELSON: [ think there is a delinile cost elemenl in surveys. We don'l have a
prolocol for surveying, for example. volumelrically contaminaled material. That would have o be developed
and there would be some cost of —- jusl with thal example - of implementing thal prolocol.

It might mean additional training. il might mean diflerenl or more semsilive equipment.
I'm just using that as an example. mol lrying to say that's the only element. Thal's just an example of one
cosl elemenl thal wed have lo look al.

MS. ROGERS: A lollow-up. Norma Rogers. We already have some case-by-case
silualions in place and there can be substantial cosls. Are you going lo leave the case-by-case places in
place or are you going to change those and what's the cost going to be? Because we have something we

al]l]reau&ly have clearance to do. Are you going lo g]lram”aﬂ]lner thal or are you going lo incorporale thal inlo
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the new and we have lo starl all over again?
MR. NELSON: I'm nol going lo answer your question, other lhan lo say lhere are
cerlainly areas we have Lo look al Irom a cost slandpoinl.
MR. LESNIK: Paul, lel's go lo you, and then were going lo swing over lo Allen, and
then John Carnig.

MR. GENOA.: Yes. real qm’m]l(]ly. Paul Gem@a, NEL 1 guess I wanted Lo pﬂggy—umc]l(

onlo the commen! aboul decommissioning, because | think thal is a logical extemsion ol this.

First of all. the decommissioning rule on license lerminalion is for buildings, equipment
and soil. So il would nol include a lol of the day-lo-day malerials thal would be cleared oul of a facilily.

It would include lools and equipment like thal, large in-place equipment I think il covers.

But fundamentally, faced with a decision lo decommission in a world thal did nol allow release. lor
imslance. il one of the allernalives were malerials [rom cerlain designaled areas within a facilily would have
lo slay lhere and could mol ever be [ree released, lhen your equalion is, well, if | can'l do anylhing else,
then. in facl, | either send them for disposal or [ leave the building inlact and free release the building in
some lashion.

OF course. that's where youve got a disconnect between the standards of whatever you
choose lor clearance and the existing 25 millirem, and il you couldnl do il Lo 25 millirem, then you'd be
forced Lo go inlo a restricted release scemario and impose imslilutional conlrols.

So there are quile a few impacls as you carry thal logic oul and they should probably be

lilmco]r]pxo]ralﬂm}l.

MR. LESNIK: Thanks. Allen?

MR. KIER: Allen Kier, NES. Firsh. I would like lo comment that I do agree with
lrying lo develop a naliomal comsemsus slandard for release criteria. My concern is al whal level do we pick
that release criteria to be.

IF it goes below reasomable values. we starl, as | commenled earlier. impacling monelarily
how we do business. What I'm thinking aboul is we discussed an earlier session on this Lool

Jecﬂsﬂ@m-maﬂdmg process, where we delermine ]po]pxml]lalﬂjolm Jos@, person rem ﬂto]r Alﬂﬂ:ﬂ:e]relmﬂ allernalives.
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I was wondering if the Commission had also developed or looked al establishing a dollar
per person rem value. Taking a look al the tradilional ALARA concepls of you lake an aclion and reduce
a dose. the cosl associaled wilh reducing thal dose. does il break even or do you save money, il we look al it

ﬂtlr@m a Al@”alr per persom rem saw@(]l?

MR. NELSON: Ves, we do. That's addressed in the NUREG that we had up on the slide,
0058. We use a value of $2000 per person rem in the analysis. The basis for that is in that NUREG, if
you want o lake a look at thal. but that's basically the metric that we use. Don. did you want o say
somelhing?

MR. KIER: Just one quick additional comment. So that will at least be one of the tools
that we will look at when we look al one rem, or one millirem or I millirem.

MR. NELSON:  Ves. defimitely.

MR. KIER: Thank you.

MR. LESNIK: A helplul clarification. John Carnig.

MR. KARNAK: John Carnig, EPA. 1 keep hearing 25 for the D&D regulation. My
underslanding s Thal's 25 plus ALARA.

MR. NELSON: That's correct.

MR. KARNAK: Okay. Thank you. The second point is I'd like to - although I
appreciate Paul having clarified the point. I'd like to hear it from NRC, about whether or not material can
be lelt on-site and can be released as parl of the D&D procedure as opposed lo being cleared under a
clearance rule separalely al a dilferent level.

I guess my question is. was Paul's characterization correct thal anything short of the

]bmui]ldlilmg and the land j|lse” and other permanenl ﬂﬂnﬁmgs camnol be a parl nw the clearance al 25’ ]p]lus

ALARA.
MR N]E]LS@N ]['m nol H:OHO‘WI'UHIQ] the queslion. ]Leﬂ me ﬂ:ilrsﬂ slale thal the license

lerminalion rule or Jecommissioning rule as]px]px]lj@s lo soils and struclures. rﬂmﬂ’s the a]p]p]l]'maﬂ]‘mn oﬂ‘ the ]l]'lcense
lerminalion rule. Aml the license terminalion rule envisions thal the soils and struclures will remain al the

sile and because @ﬂ: ll]luaﬂl, ﬂ:m" exam]p]le, in the strucltures, the scenario, the d]rl'wfumg] scenario was Lhe L:luﬂ]lmﬂﬂ]mg
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occupancy scenario.

The mexus or conneclion | was lalking aboul belween the license lerminalion rule and the
clearance rule is thal aller you decommission a sile and building in place. sooner or later. that building is
going lo come down.

But the scemario is different when the building comes down. because it's going lo be torn
down and as a process, the material is going to get diluted and so you -- first of all. you're mol going lo
have the building occupancy scemario anymore. You're going to have a much different scenario. a much
dillerenl exposure scemario, which would result in a much smaller dose.

The question is, is there an equivalence belween those values used on the license
lermination rule and crileria established for clearance. That's the connection | was talking about.

Now. theres another scenario that is happening loday. where, in the process of
decommissioning, licensees are learing down buildings as lhey go and lhe way il's done loday is thal if the
licensee meels the release crileria under the decommissioning rule - in other words, the decommissioning
crileria. then they can lear down thal building and [ree release il.

MR. LESNIK: John, did you have a particular caulion or an angle on this or an insight
that —

MR. KARNAK: Since the issue came up aboul whelher or nol malerial - whether
anything other than the building and the land would be covered under the D&D release. I just wanled to
make sure we were clear on Lhal.

MR. NELSON: It's building and struclures is whal the decommissioning rule covers.

MR. LESNIK: 1 wanl lo ask Bill House, il he's here, is there anylhing aboul kind of the

industry thal you're here lo represent. kind of the waste management industry. is there anything around
cosl-benelil thal might be laken inlo accounl.

MS. ROGERS: Norma Rogers, Allied Signal. 1 just have a question aboul this. 1
really do mol understand. Am I going lo have some of my malerial polentially penalized because il has lo
go lo wasle disposal because I'm mol decommissioning? This is jusl through my process, bul il's the same

Lype malerial thal wouul nol have lo go lo wasle Iﬂﬂsposal ﬂw il were a Iﬂecommﬂssﬂouﬁmg silualion.




10
il

12

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22
23
24
25

274

So I'm paying lo bury the malerials, thal il I decided lo shul down the whole plant and
say were going lo decommission, | don'l have to bury il anymore and I've got a cost-benefil actually there.

I don't know. I'm asking the question.

MR. NELSON: 1 think that gels back 1o this connection I was lalking aboul belween the
exisling license lerminalion rule and any release crileria thal we come up with. We have lo look al the
situation youre describing. where you have a building and. under one scenario. if | decommission the
building to meel the license lerminalion rule and gol my license lerminated, I could then lear it down and
release il.

But if I chose nol lo have my license lerminated and wanted lo rubbleize the building.
well, I canl do thal because il doesn’l meel the release crileria under the clearance rule.

So under one scenario, | meel il, bul | don'l wanl lo go lo thal scenario poinl. I wanl Lo
release il now. So there has Lo be -- we have lo look al the compalibilily of the numbers thal we derive.
We have to clearly look at thal.

MR. LESNIK: T]lmlm]l&s, Bob. ]Bﬂ]l]l. I didn't mean 1o pul you on the spol. but 1 know

you re wearing several hals, folks from the solid waste, hazardous waste, low level wasle. Almy i]msnig]lnﬂs y@mlvwe
gol al]lnomﬂl, as ﬂ]lney ]px]mc@m}l with cosll—helme]:ﬂ on Mmis. l]lney pursue llnaﬂl anmal]lysfls. pﬂrlllicml]lanr almg]]les erom that

limlushy.

MR. HOUSE: Bill H@us@, Chem Nuclear Sysﬂems. I'd ]p:]m]lmMy give the same response

that the steel industry has given and the scrap melal industry with respect lo soils. The volumes were
lalking aboutl here. il they were lo end up in a solid wasle arema. il would be a minor impact to thal whole
induslry because the volumes are so large there.

With respect lo low level waste disposal. and disposal versus release decisions im general.
il's going lo be highly dependenl on where we sel thal dose limil. Economics are going lo drive. wilhin the
bounds of legal and regulalory issues. lo a greal extenl. whal decisions are made by the indusiry.

II' we drive this thing up lo 100 millirem. for example, and thal's an accepled public
dose. maybe we drive things back lo lradilional low level wasle siles versus a landfill scenario. similar to

]Emwfumcanre. T]lne!m you gel inlo a silualion that J]o]hlm is ﬂa]l]l&]’llmg a]l])m.ﬂl, where you eal up the two remaining
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disposal sile, remaining capacilies and are stuck with no place for the higher concentralion wasle.

MR. LESNIK: Thal's a very valid poinl and something we have lo look al. Other
commenls aboul cost-benelil?

MR. REITLER: Ed Riteler, Westinghouse. Over the last lwo days, there have been
several comments relaled o both the health and economic impacts related to the possibility of industry's
dumping malerials on the environmenl.

The only thing I would ask the NRC 1o do there is lo - when they look al the scenarios.
lo delermine whether thal is a possibilily, and there are cerlain ways you could handle that. You could — 1
menlioned Lhis yeslerday. You could incorporale ALARA inlo any screening levels thal you come up with
or you could idenlily any exceplions thal might result in dumping and handle those on a case by case basis.

But a lot of the fears of the public. whether it be perceplion or markeling lrends. we
don't want that to happen and dumping may cause that to happen. So just look at that.

MR. TURNER: Ray Turner. David Joseph Company. In responding lo the slide on
ecomomic impacl on scrap melal and other industries. replacement of melal production. the tmpacls of mining
and processing ol new melals o replace the melals senl Lo low level wasle. we seem lo be cenlered. in Lhe
last few moments here in the comversation. about structures and buildings and that's what were talking
aboul. We're talking about carbon steels.

As of the year 2000, according bo our — we keep a prelly close pulse on the induslry,
because that's our busimess, but as of the year 2000, recycle scrap metals and alternative iron sources, there
is a lour lo live million lon per year over-supply already.

So I don't think you're going lo have lo — il you donl, youre only lalking a thousand
loms or so a month lo begin with. You're not talking about something thal's going lo force you to go out
and mine some more melal lo replace that 300,000 tons of recyclable buildings and carbon steel spread oul
over 30 years. [ don't think theres any impact there.

On the other hand. on the issues of non-ferrous metals. like nickels and copper. I haven't

heard the lolal quanlily: neither have ][ heard the term 0|r the lrecyc]l]'umg or Al]'ls]px@sa]l or whalever wevlre going

lo Alo ]ljelre.
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M ll]lnaﬂl's going lo be s]p]re‘ml oul over 3@ years, a]ls@, then cerﬂaﬁm]‘y that economfmal impacl
would be minimized. Bul 1'1\‘: thal nickel or copper suu]p]p]ly is sﬂgnﬂﬂ:ﬂcam}ﬂ and in invenlory and is ]p]lacefrl inlo

the ]pm]lm]lflc mainslream @W mecyc]l!i!mg, il would have a «Jlewalsllah!mg impacl on the nickel and copper ]pnroduce]rs
or markelers in The US llm]laly.
MR N]E]LS@N YOM mean iw il showed up as a ]lum]p sum?

MR TURN]E]R Sln-c]l{pﬂ]ledl or mﬂumpe(ﬂ. as o]p]poseﬂl lo spremﬂl‘mg il oul over Lthe enlire 3@

years or whalever the lerm is going lo be. Yes. Il it was lump sum recycling. nickel and copper would be
much more volatile. I don't think youre going lo see any economic impact as far as the price of scrap
melals or mining ol new sources om carbon steel.

MR. NELSON: So you're saying thal mickel and copper are more volume —- thal are
volume-sensitive. whereas iron isn't.

MR. TURNER: That's correcl. Theyre lraded in much smaller volumes, bul theyre also
Iraded in cosl per pound as opposed lo cost per lon. Bul exlremely smaller volumes than carbon steels.

MR. NELSON: That's very good inpul. Thank you very much.

MR. LESNIK: Any other last comments before we break so you can check oul of the
hotel. aboul cost-benelit? Is there anything you would wanl to raise? If you have something aller lunch —
lel's break lor ome hour.

MS. STINSON: I think whal we're going Lo lry lo do this allernoon. il you're willing. is
lo mine the experlise. lo use a phrase. of this group lo lake a slightly dilferent twist on the summary
discussion. We have one more discussion period slaled. which is whal are the pros and cons of various
alternalives.

We're kind of gelling into that in this whole discussion. So I would ask you to think
aboul a slightly dillerent Lwist to thal question, which is whal is il going — from your point of view, whal
do you see the NRC's greatest obstacles and opportunities in implementing some of these altermatives. what
are some ol the implemenlation factors thal they should be comsidering.

So obstacles and opportunities and faclors in implemenlalion, and kind of -- maybe we

could kind um]: have a comparalive discussion. Wehwe been llal]”ldlmg] al]lnomlﬂ, we”, iw you do this scenario, these
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are the likely impacls on environmental or economic side, whal il they pursue one versus amolher and lry lo
do some comparalive examinalion on implemenlalion.

Well probably take just about an hour of discussion on that and amything else you want
lo lalk aboul. and [ would imagine we'd be oul of here by 200. [s that sale to say? So yom can plan
accordingly. if you can make lravel adjustmenls. So back here al quarter to 1:00. Thanks.

ﬂ:“r]llmrcmupoml. MM‘ mcchm}g was lrcccss@rl. lo reconvene al ]12415 p.m., ll]llis same Al‘ﬁly.]
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AFTERNOON SESSION
[1257 pm.]

MS. STINSON: Lel's gel started. il we can. We've lost some [olks. Lel me just say thal
we have a member of the puuﬁc inleresl communily here, Glenn Carroll, from Georg}]‘lam Agmmsﬂ Nuclear
Energy is going lo come in and read a stalement that | think is signed by quile a number of her colleagues.

I don't think it's very long. and she may have other -- she may stay and have other comments lo make, et
celera, but shell be joining us shortly.

What we thought wed do for the remainder of our lime logether is talk about amy
implemenlalion issues thal you all can raise for the NRC 1o consider. Again. keeping in mind. this is all
pre-decisional for them. They have nol only nol decided aboul proceeding with the rulemaking. they
haven't decided about proceeding with amy particular alternative. but need to complete a thorough analysis
of nol only whal il would mean lo do a rulemaking or nol. bul also whal it would mean lo do a
rulemaking under the various scenarios that weve been talking about.

So with that in ml’l]ma!l. w]Lny Jomvﬂ we jusl open il up and see 1'1]: any]hody has any Mmug]]lﬂs

to kick OH the discussion. Yes. T@m.
MR H]HUL ’]rom H]’l“. |r1r0m Georg]]’la‘ M lmoll»mﬂy E]lse is going lo slarl @Mnelrs, ]I will do

the agreement stales comments, that | think I would be remiss not to. and further the discussion this
morning Irom the compalibilily perspeclive.

From what I have seen and heard here. I'm sure there are some issues thal may be
inlerslale commerce relaled and. therelore, some slrict compalibilily may be seriously comsidered. But 1
think as usual. the agreement stales would be looking lor [lexibilily in the rule and the opporlunily lo be
more reslriclive il their parlicular stale had thal need. So Il gel thal on the record.

I don't think that's anything new to NRC as far as the analysis and review goes. but do
work with the agreemenl slales in this issue, please.

MR. MECK: Bob Meck. from the NRC. One of the things thal comes up is the
awareness Lhal the agreemenl slales regulale norm or al leasl some of them do. and thal those norm standards

are I]lliﬂ:ﬂ:@]r@mlﬂ er@m ag]lr@@m@lmﬂ slale lo ag]lreemelmﬂ slale. Alm}l SO ﬂ]lne qmlesﬂliolm is, liﬂ: ﬂ]lje NR(C ]lnals some sorl Oﬂ: a
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dose level, whal ramificalions would thal have with respect Lo the things that the NRC does mol regulale or
the agreement states don'l regulate under their relationship to the NRC and the relationship of the norm
and the variabilily thal thal might be [rom slale Lo slale. That's kind of a scattered comment. but I
think — I hope you gel the gisl.

MS. ROGERS: Norma Rogers, Allied Signal. I would just like Lo stale thal some of the
case by case silualions thal exisl loday already. a lol of lime. elfort and expense has been put inlo those
silualions by the licensees thal have them.

I would like to encourage the NRC to remember thal and look al thal in a
grandlathering lype silualion when il comes lo these lype malerials. so thal we do mol have Lo reinvest a lol
of resources bo show, again, thal malerial is okay.

MS. STINSON: What other issues. what other implementalion problems can you see in
converling lowards a — in the direclion of a rulemaking? Obstacles or just things that the NRC is going
lo have Lo address. Paul?

MR. GENOA: Paul Genoa, with NEI.  One of the things thal was menlioned earlier
yesterday was the recenl exislence of an induslry consensus standard by the American Nalional Slandards
lustitute, ANSI. that has established a standard thal covers a full range of malerials.

One of the obstacles I see currently is that while NUREG-1640 establishes a very fine
comstrucl for developing some relalive comcenlralions in dose and some scenario silualions. il only covers a
range of malerials and although il appears thal our conversalion is locused on steel for 80 percent of the
discussion, I think steel recycling probably represents about ten or 20 percent of the problem and thal there
are many olher malerials thal we deal with every day. and steel is nol the biggesl ome.

So I guess | see an obstacle in thal you will need lo do quite a bil more lechnical basis
lo cover all the other malerials that are needed in a comprehensive release standard.

I would jusl encourage you -- of course, weve mn]ly seen eanr]ly mﬂraﬂls. because the document
is mol yel oul, bul ][ would encourage the NR‘C lo consider @sﬂa]l»]l]’ls]lmimg a rule and ]pe!r]lm]ps, ﬁ ANS][ does
cover all the malerials adequalel vy that thal might be an a lmam]ln lowards im, ]lemenﬂaﬂ]‘mn lo be a]l»]le lo

a Y 9 Pp P

amhm”y ]I‘/EW@]I‘ lo an exisling slandard in impﬂememﬂaﬂmm space, one that covers the whole range @W maﬂelr]’m]ls
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of interesl.
Thank you.
MS. STINSON:  Ves.
MR. TURNER: Ray Turmer. David Joseph Company. I would like to suggest that if

W@']l"@ llal”&jlmg aboul — whether ]'1|lvs |F1r@@ release or restricled release inlo Lhe lrecyc]ljlmg im}lmlslhry and we
evalualed paﬂ]}nways, or the NRC has evalualed ]pﬂ“nways in the electric are furnace scenarios and basic
oxygen Flu]rmmc@, or B@]F, scemarios, I'd like 1o suggest ll]lney qgo further and look al m\l]pxo]las and induction

ﬂ:murlmame, I[]ln@ oﬂ]lnelr ﬂypes Oﬂ: ﬂ:ml]rlmames |l]ljal|l Comlul r@cyc]l@ |l]lm|l |ly]pxe mlr mﬂﬂelr]'la]l, as WQ]HL

MS. STINSON: Good. Thank you. What else? Other amaﬂysﬂs that should be
comp]lellm}l? Paul?

MR G]EN@A ][ olm]ly did the ]Lm]”:way raise because ][ rrlmn.l know ﬂﬂ: ﬂl.s other axnax]lysl’ls. ][

guess. But if were asking for input on what the NRC needs to think aboul in moving forward. particularly
in the idea of public communication of information. I think it's extremely important how the issue is
[ramed.

We heard yesterday. in a discussion of the broad scope of NRC aclivilies and how this lils
in, we heard words like 100 millirem slandard has been delermined lo adequalely prolect public heallh and
salely. Thal's nol going lo cul il.

The public doesn? want to hear adequate. They want to hear definitive. If I set this
standard, it is clean and il is protective public health and safety. period. If you cant gel up and say that.
don't go forward.

So I think that whatever this malerial is called, once il is cleared. il has lo be called
clean. it has to be called safe. whatever. And if we hedge on that and if we don't believe that. then you
can'l go forward, and | think thats really important.

I think for len or 15 years, we've had a sorl of nebulous response lo the regulalions. We
don'l see thal oul of The EPA. They sel a standard, live parl per million lead is hazardous, 4.99999 is nol
hazardous. We need to have the same thing here. It either is or it isn't.

MS. STINSON:  Dale?




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

281
MR. RANDA]L]L: ]D)a]le Ram&la”, 'W]i'l.]l’ﬂ Il.]l’]l@ SII.HH.E 0|F Mﬂ]’llﬂﬂ‘ ]I \W@Ml]llﬂ OIﬂ]ly commenﬂ Mnaﬂ

under the present regulation -- namely, the 5000 dpm per hundred cenlimelers squared. perhaps I'm
incorrecl in calling il a regulation — obviously a dillerenl measurement lechnique is being applied and if
the NRC were lo go lorward, some thought should be pul lo volumelric counting standards and maybe some
guidance in situ gamma spectroscopy and other lechmiques that are available today thal weren't when SI07

came oul.

MS. STINSON: Whal other comments? Go ahead.

MR. LEMASTRA: Tony LaMostra, AISI. On thal issue of volumelric delerminalions,
just be aware of small sample size, il you do in silu measurements, thal you may nol have uniformily
throughoul.

So i you re ]loo]l«jng al a ome—u)y—oxme je”y delector or a ome-inch diameler, rather,
jelly-deleclor, you may find hol spols even volumelrically throughoul your mass. So whalever prolocols are
developed. you're going lo have lo look al good sampling lechnique and good slalislics.

MS. STINSON: What about any other implementalion suggestions or concerns thal you
have regarding dillerenl scemarios. sorl of gelling al the comparalive discussion a liltle bil?  Restricted -
some ol the restricled release issues thal we lalked about carlier and dillerent slices of thal versus pursuing
an unreslricted release scenario. A]my commenls on re‘m”y comparing any of them?

This is kind of your linal chance lo weigh in with some advice lo the agency lor this
meeling anyway; cerlainly nol your final chance in the process. Anylhing?

I see Glenn Carroll in the back. I don't know il this would be a good lime. Would you
like 1o - Il inlroduce Glenn Carroll. She's President, CEO, Organizer of Georgians Against Nuclear
Energy.

Il let you introduce yourself further. Glenn.

MS. CARROLL: My name is Glenn and I'm with GANE. Georgians Againsl Nuclear
Energy. and I'm bringing a message from 125 enlilies thal signed a leller laying oul as clearly as we can
our posilion and why we have chosen nol lo parlicipale in Lhis meeling.

]Le“elr lo the Um]’lﬂe&l Sﬂaﬂeg Nuc]lealr Reguﬂaﬂory Comm]‘lss]’mm, against radioaclive lrecyc]lilmg
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and release.

To the United States Nuclear Regulalory Commission. The environmental and public
interest communities are declining lo participate in the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Atlanta
rulemaking workshop for lwo reasoms. Firsl. the concepl of release of radioactively conlaminaled malerials
into the markelplace is uncomscionable, morally abhorrent. and contrary to the NRC's mission to protect
public heallh and salely.

Second, we lold you that in 1990, with the BRC, below regulalory concern, hearings. and
again in 1993, when we parlicipated in the NRC rulemaking procedure which established the
decommissioning crileria for nuclear power plants.

The linal decommissioning standard flies in the face of input the NRC was given by
public inlerest groups and the American people, lo allow zero release above preexisting malural background.

In fact. by the NRCs own estimates. thousands of people could die if NRC standard is used.

I'm going to make anm aside. Thal's a pretty wild claim. and weve footnoled. weve
documented and worked oul the basis for thal figure. So lhere are copies of the leller, if you wanl lo check
thal oul.

Our position remains. Wheres Don? [ want to look at Don. Don. Qur position
remains, the NRC's enlorced standard musl be lo conlain radioaclive wasles, isolale them [rom the
environmenl.

Two other conlroversial and environmenlally unacceplable practices are showcased in the
currenl NRC process: dumping of so-called low level radicactive waste and dismantling and landfilling of
used muclear power plants. the source o massive amounls of conlamimaled melal and soil.

We share a common concern for the high volume of contaminaled melals, materials and
carth thal have been spoiled for other uses by the nuclear industry. It is high lime our species faces the
grim realily of muclear wasle and comes lo lerms with il.

There is no known sale level of exposure lo radiation. Lel us nol be seduced by
shorl-lerm economic concerns, lo make decisions thal can wreak irrevocable damage in the gene pools of

every species of animal and ]px]lamlﬂ on our carth.
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The honorable nuclear work now is lowards Alevelo]pmay and ﬂmplemeuhng ellective
lechnologies for muclear wasle conlaimmenl. We call on the NRC to prohibil the release of radioactive
malerials and wasles lo the markelplace and the environmenl.

Please enter these comments into the Nalional Environmental Policy Act record.

This letler was on the inlernel for three days and received 125 signers. Nearly 100
groups al the local and naliomal level signed. 12 inlernational groups. and although we weren'l even
soliciling individual signers, 16 people came oul of the woodwork and designaled themselves as backing this

slalemenl.

Thank you.

MS. STINSON: Thank you, Glenn. And Glenn also broughl copies of this and, Milke,
maybe you can distribule those around.

Glenn, I'Tl just say that a number of the issues and topics thal you've raised and the
concern ol public perceplion came oul throughout the discussion and is of concern lo many folks in this
room, and whal were doing is preparing a - were laking the [lipcharl noles [rom every session and quickly
lranslating them into a document. It's just meeling highlights. which we will distribute to everyone. so --
and really everyone who has sorl of been imleresled in and imvolved in this issue or inlerested, bul
boycolting this particular discussion. so it1l get broad distribulion, and then there is a meeling summary.

So you call can see for yourselves whal other inlerest groups are raising concerns similar
lo yours and il really kind of — the public concern thal is expressed oul there culs across all. and everybody
lakes a dilferenl view of il. bul il really culs across all inlerest groups.

Okay. What other issues would you like lo raise or implemenlalion questions. anything
else really that you'd like to raise before we close this afternoon? Mike?

MR. LESNIK: 1 would like 1o address bwo comments. One, I'd like 1o address lo Glenn,
as well as lo those thal are in here. And thal is. historically and up lo this poinl. the Institule of Serap
Recycling Industries. which is the trade associalion Thal represenls scrap recyclers, both in the Uniled Stales
and abroad. as well as a number of manulacturers. has had a posilion. a very gemeral posilion. in thal

]ram]lfmmdﬂwﬂy d@esm.ﬂ Lxe]lmmg in the scrap recyc]lfnmg skream.
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That posilion came aboul because of the years of battles thal the recycling and the steel
industry has had with orphan source malerial. as well as malurally occurring radioaclive malerial. gelling
inlo the recycling slream.

So il's always been a concern thal this malerial thal was never designaled lo gel inlo the
recycling stream has gollen there and has complicaled the livelihoods. as well as the product of many
companies; has forced many companies lo purchase radioaclivily deleclors. simply Lo prolecl the companies,
their employees. and their producl.

The discussion now with these issues is going - is looking at a couple of issues that 111
simplily. because thal's how we besl understand them. One is, is there ever some level Thal's above zero of
radioactivily thal can be a part of the recycling stream. Thal's a reason why were participating in these
discussions and the reasom why we haven'l laken a position on this. other than the position ['ve alluded to.
because we wanled Lo hear all of the facts, listen Lo all of the concepls. nol only the sciemce. bul the
concermns.

One of the issues thal has been of concern is thal we've lislened 1o The scienlisls al bolh
the NRC and the EPA, two enlilies who have been lremendous friends of the recycling indusiries and who
have responded in areas such as generally licensed sources and beller conlrol and orphan sources and how Lo
gel them oul of the hands of the recycler.

But weve also listened Lo the comcerns of representatives of many emvironmental groups
and the one problem thal we have is thal in listening lo both sides. al least we have been hearing some
common ground. We've been hearing thal there are some areas where there are some agreements. althongh
when we hear public stalements and read material that's been published. theres indication that there isn't a
common ground.

And the other concern thal we have is that for the recycling industry to really be able to
pul our thumb on a posilion. il would greally bemelil to hear the nuclear representalives make a poinl and
have it rebutled by the environmental industry, and have the environmental industry make a poinl and have
il addressed by the nuclear indusiry, so that we can hear both sides in the same room, rather than hearing

ﬂ]lnem in Alﬂﬂ:ﬂ:e]relmﬂ ﬂ:m"mlms.
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I think we - and I'm speaking for myself -- understand why many entities in the
environmenlal arena have wanled lo mol allend these meclings. We understand your concerns and your
reasons lor doing thal.

What [ would ask is. is it possible thal al some poinl, maybe nol under the auspices of an
NRC meeling or an EPA meeling or even an environmenlal meeling, bul in lhe auspices of can we hear all
parlies discuss the issues, so thal we could come lo some conclusion and maybe others can come lo some
belter conclusion. because il's the age-old argument that if you listen lo two people discuss the same issue.
bul you hear them al different limes. they both make semse. and in some cases. they may be saying the same
thing: in some cases, they may be saying lhe different things.

But wntil you can hear them address cach other is il possible Lo say I understand whal
our posilion should be because I've heard the issues debaled.

And so whal we would ask is hopelully all sides could agree Lo such an exchange ol ideas
in persom, one-on-one, so thal we can hear the debale and we could then beller understand whal are the
common points. whal are the dillerences. and make a beller informed linal decision on where the scrap
recycling induslry needs to fall lo.

MS. STINSON: I can well imagine thal there are other inlerest groups who are also not
here thal are in the same position. As Meridian discussed the development of these workshops with many
olther interest groups. such as solid wasle oflicials and the unioms. thal they did nol feel they knew the issues
lo a degree thal they were complelely up to speed. and yel there is this inlense public debale going om in
the media and elsewhere. and people are talking lo the same issues and yel past each other in some
inslances. and Lhere are some real, real dilferences and whal are the basis of those differences.

So il sounds like whal youre suggesting, Mike, is the crealion of some kind of a forum
where all parlies can agree thal they will sit down logether and lace-lo-lace address those issues. and I think
it would be helpful to gel more of peoples thoughts al some point aboul how lo comstruct such a thing. It's

nol an easy Mnilmg lo do on this issue.

“I]lnaﬂl @]lS@, ]palml]l?

MR G]EN@A Pa‘m]l (G(E]mfﬂ)‘ﬂl. N]E][ ][ ]lneam anm}l Mm&l@rsﬂam&l @ ]l@ﬂ @W w]l’naﬂl y@uvlre saying almﬂ
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we had ﬂnoped that ﬂﬂnr@ug]}n the pquc wor]l&s]lm]p process, such an opporlunily would be created. It appears
there are some obstacles there. If there were crealive solulions thal we could gel pasl lo ]lmr]'umg parlies
ﬂogeﬂ]lnelr, we woulld parlicipale or w@vz&l cemﬂaim&]‘y think about il, and we have Mmug]]lnﬂ aboul how lo do such

a ﬂ]lning.

MS. STINSON:  Rick?
MR BUTT@N ]I ]lw]lj@‘v@ Mn@lr@vs a UN, Unﬂ@&l Naﬂjom}s commillee ll]luaﬂlvs ]lnee!m ﬂ:mrmm}l or

]l];elilmg ﬂtormem}l lo discuss the same issue, p@ssﬂ]l)]ly meeling later this month in Genewa. ][ think. ][ also believe
that the ]EM]I‘O][J!@@HHI communily is dehalllilmg the same issue, and | would encourage the NRC 1o al least

ﬂ:o]rwanml ﬂ]ln@ lresml“s oﬂ: ﬂ]llese meeﬂim}gs lo ll]ljose commillees ﬂ:mr ll]ljeli]r ]r@ﬂ:@]relmce, as we”.

MS. STINSON: Thank you. Don?

MR. COOL: Don Cool. with NRC.

MS. STINSON: In the back.

MR. COOL: 1 think probably il is worth taking just a momenl and lelling me reaffirm,
from the Commission's standpoint. that our desire is. in fact, to have the exact dialogue thal weve been
lalking aboul here for the last few minutes. Qur original hope and desire was that this sel of workshops
would, in lacl, be thal kind of lorum. where thal kind of dialogue and back-and-lorth and understanding
could lake place.

I guess | remain oplimistic. with lwo workshops yel lo be held. thal thal is a possibilily
thal can occur even wilthin the meelings that have already been envisioned. However, | would expect that if
thal's nol the case. that we would still be very open and interested in having these kinds of discussions as
we proceed through the process. because this sel of four meelings is nol a slarl and a linish.

It is a starl. [t is a slep in a process Lo delermine whal to do. how lo do il and whal ils
implicalions are.

I Tally expect that there are going lo be other opporlunilies. perhaps many other
opporlunilies as we move through this particular process lo Iry and have those discussions. And al least
[rom the standpoint of the stall, if there is an opporlunily in other forums, whether the steel manulacturers.

N]E][. some @]: the cilizen or environmental groups or nllners. w]ln!‘l-c]ln wouml nol carry the imprimalur oﬂ‘ an
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agency's meeling or something else. which might facilitate that dialogue. wed be quite interested in
examining thal issue and presuming thal we had an appropriate legal basis from some of the other
comstrainls thal | have lo deal with in lerms of how the agency conducls ils business. parlicipaling in thal
process.

MS. STINSON: Okay. Thank you, Don. Any other final comments? Okay. Thanks
everyome lor your parlicipalion. You will receive. immedialely aller this meeling, highlights. as well as a

]lﬁsﬂj!mg] of everyone who did altend.

NUREG-1640. anybody who wanls lo pul a big check mark by their name can gel a copy
of NUREG-1640 mailed to them. We really apologize they weren'l here.

MR. LESNIK: Leave that on the front table there maybe.

MS. STINSON: Put it right here. Thanks everybody, safe travels home.

[“I]Ilmr@mlpmm, al ]125 P.m., MM" m@@ﬂim}g was Colmc]lu«}l@&l.]




