
 
 

December 13, 2007 
 
 
 
MEMORANDUM TO:  George Pangburn, Deputy Director 

Office of Federal and State Materials 
   and Environmental Management Programs 
 
Robert J. Lewis, Deputy Director 
Division of Materials Safety and State Agreements 
Office of Federal and State Materials 
   and Environmental Management Programs 

 
Karen D. Cyr 
General Counsel 

 
Steven A. Reynolds, Director 
Division of Nuclear Materials Safety 
Region III 

 
FROM:                                    Kim K. Lukes, General Scientist /RA/ 

State Agreements and Industrial Safety Branch 
Division of Materials Safety and State Agreements 
Office of Federal and State Materials 
  and Environmental Management Programs 

 
SUBJECT:   MINUTES:  NOVEMBER 14, 2007, MARYLAND MANAGEMENT 

REVIEW BOARD (MRB) MEETING 
 
 

Enclosed are the minutes of the MRB meeting held on November 14, 2007.  If you have  
 
comments or questions, please contact me at (301) 415-6701. 
 
Enclosure:  Minutes of the Management 
                      Review Board Meeting 
 
cc: Roland Fletcher, Program Manager 

Maryland Radiological Health Program 
 
 Stephen Pattison, Assistant Secretary 
 Maryland Air and Radiation  
   Management Administration 

 
Karen Beckley, Nevada 
Organization of Agreement States 
  Liaison to the MRB 
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MINUTES:  MANAGEMENT REVIEW BOARD MEETING OF NOVEMBER 14, 2007 
 
 
These minutes are presented in the same general order as the items that were discussed in the 
meeting.  The attendees were as follows: 
 
George Pangburn, Acting Chair, FSME   Janice Owens, DMSSA    
Robert Lewis, Acting MRB Member, FSME  Duncan White, DMSSA 
Karen Cyr, MRB Member, OGC   Kim Lukes, DMSSA 
Ray Manley, MD    Aaron McCraw, DMSSA 
Barbara Park, MD   Diana Diaz-Toro, OEDO   
Roland Fletcher, MD   Kimyata Morgan Butler, FSME 
Jack Ransohoff, Neutron Products, Inc.  Bill Ransohoff, Neutron Products, Inc. 
 
By Teleconference: 
 
Steven Reynolds, MRB Member, Region III  Donna Janda, Region I 
Karen Beckley, OAS Liaison, NV   Shawn Seeley, ME    
Alan Jacobson, MD  
 
1. Convention.  Mr. Aaron McCraw convened the meeting at 1:33 p.m.  He noted that this 

Management Review Board (MRB) meeting was open to the public; two members of the 
public, representing Neutron Products, Inc., participated in this meeting.  He then 
transferred the lead to Mr. George Pangburn, Acting Chair of the MRB.  Introductions of 
the attendees were conducted. 

 
2. Maryland IMPEP Review.  Mr. Duncan White, team leader, led the presentation of the 

Maryland Integrated Materials Performance Evaluation Program (IMPEP) review results 
to the MRB.  He summarized the review and noted the findings.  The on-site review was 
conducted by a review team comprised of technical staff members from the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) and the State of Maine during the period of August 20-24, 
2007.  A draft report was issued to the State for factual comment on September 19, 
2007.  Maryland responded on October 3, 2007, by e-mail from Mr. Ray Manley, Chief, 
Radioactive Materials Licensing and Compliance Division.  Based on the response, the 
State had no comments or suggested changes.  Mr. White indicated that there were 
three recommendations in regard to program performance from the previous IMPEP 
review in 2003.  Mr. White noted that the review team was able to close these 
recommendations based on the current status of the recommendations.    

 
Common Performance Indicators.  Ms. Donna Janda presented the findings regarding 
the common performance indicator, Technical Staffing and Training.  Her presentation 
corresponded to Section 3.1 of the proposed final IMPEP report.  The review team found 
Maryland=s performance with respect to this indicator to be Asatisfactory@ and made no 
recommendations.  Ms. Karen Cyr addressed the State’s staff shortage of two individuals 
and questioned if this loss of staff is a growing problem in the Program.  Mr. Roland 
Fletcher responded that the loss of two staff was a unique situation; one individual was in 
the National Guard and the other individual was a recruiting glitch.  Mr. Ray Manley 
indicated that the Program recently hired another license reviewer to help address the 
licensing backlog.  Mr. Manley also indicated that, if needed, inspectors could assist in 
licensing.  Ms. Cyr recognized the hardships that many States have in regard to staffing. 



2 

Mr. George Pangburn commended the State for allowing five of its staff members to 
attend the NRC’s Security Systems and Principles Course.  The MRB agreed that 
Maryland=s performance met the standard for a Asatisfactory@ rating for this indicator. 
 
Mr. Shawn Seeley presented the findings regarding the common performance indicator, 
Status of Materials Inspection Program.  His presentation corresponded to Section 3.2 of 
the proposed final IMPEP report.  The review team recommended that Maryland’s 
performance with respect to this indicator be found Asatisfactory@ and made no 
recommendations.  Mr. White noted that there were a few Notices of Violation (NOVs) 
issued to licensees beyond the Division’s goal.  Mr. White noted that some of these 
NOVs required further legal review, which increased the time for issuance to the 
licensees.  Ms. Cyr provided a follow-up question regarding NOVs and asked the State if 
feedback is provided to the licensees right after the inspection.  Mr. Manley confirmed 
that following an inspection, feedback is provided to the licensee.  Mr. Steven Reynolds 
questioned the State if the NOVs that were issued late had any impact on licensees from 
taking corrective actions.  Mr. Manley confirmed that the late-issued NOVs had no impact 
on licensees’ taking corrective actions because licensees are required to sign a form at 
the completion of the inspection that commits licensees to initiate corrective actions.    
Mr. Pangburn commended the State for its ability to conduct pre-licensing visits. The 
MRB agreed that Maryland=s performance met the standard for a Asatisfactory@ rating for 
this indicator. 

 
Mr. Seeley also presented the findings regarding the common performance indicator, 
Technical Quality of Inspections.  His presentation corresponded to Section 3.3 of the 
proposed final IMPEP report.  The review team found Maryland=s performance with 
respect to this indicator to be Asatisfactory@ and made no recommendations.  The MRB 
agreed that Maryland=s performance met the standard for a Asatisfactory@ rating for this 
indicator. 

 
Ms. Janda, for Mr. James Mullauer, presented the findings regarding the common 
performance indicator, Technical Quality of Licensing Actions.  Her presentation 
corresponded to Section 3.4 of the proposed final IMPEP report.  The review team found 
Maryland=s performance with respect to this indicator to be Asatisfactory@ and made no 
recommendations.  Mr. Robert Lewis inquired about the State’s license application 
process.  Mr. Manley indicated that no licenses are issued at the conclusion of a pre-
licensing visit with an applicant.  Ms. Cyr questioned if the State has ever had to perform 
a second visit with a license applicant.  Mr. Manley indicated that the State has 
performed second visits, but stressed that no licenses are issued during a pre-licensing 
visit.  Mr. Manley also addressed Ms. Cyr’s additional comment about the time period for 
reviewing license applications.  Mr. Manley noted that the State includes information on 
their web site about pre-licensing visits and the approximate timeline for processing a 
license application.  Also, Mr. Manley stated that because Maryland is a fairly small State, 
the pre-licensing visits are not burdensome and does not extend the license review 
period.  Mr. Reynolds noted the review team’s recommendation to the State, to list 
neurosurgeons and medical physicists under a separate license condition to avoid 
confusing them as authorized users of gamma knives, would be very helpful to licensees. 
The MRB agreed that Maryland=s performance met the standard for a Asatisfactory@ rating 
for this indicator. 
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Mr. White presented the findings regarding the common performance indicator, 
Technical Quality of Incident and Allegation Activities.  His presentation corresponded to 
Section 3.5 of the proposed final IMPEP report.  The review team found Maryland=s 
performance with respect to this indicator to be Asatisfactory@ and made no 
recommendations.  Mr. Reynolds inquired about the State’s response to events.           
Mr. Manley indicated that the State determines, on a case-by-case basis, which events 
merit an on-site visit; however, the State tends to perform on-site visits for most events 
and prefers to continue this practice.  The MRB agreed that Maryland=s performance met 
the standard for a Asatisfactory@ rating for this indicator. 
 
Non-Common Performance Indicators.  Ms. Janda presented the findings regarding 
the non-common performance indicator, Compatibility Requirements.  Her presentation 
corresponded to Section 4.1 of the proposed final IMPEP report.  The review team found 
Maryland=s performance to be Asatisfactory@ and made no recommendations.  Ms. Cyr 
inquired about the State’s fee regulation process.  Mr. Fletcher indicated that the 
rulemaking process for fees is similar to the adoption of any other regulation.                    
Mr. Fletcher also indicated that for budgeting purposes, the State has to be proactive in 
evaluating their fees for the upcoming years.  Mr. Fletcher was able to address             
Mr. Pangburn’s question regarding the fees schedule impacting salaries by indicating 
that the State’s process of evaluating the years ahead is the reason why the fee 
schedule has not impacted salaries.  Mr. Lewis asked the State about the status of its 
transportation regulations, and Mr. Manley indicated that the regulations were under 
review by the NRC at the time of the IMPEP review.  The MRB agreed that Maryland=s 
performance met the standard for a Asatisfactory@ rating for this indicator. 
 
Mr. White, for Dr. John Jankovich, presented the findings regarding the non-common 
performance indicator, Sealed Source and Device (SS&D) Evaluation Program.  His 
presentation corresponded to Section 4.2 of the proposed final IMPEP report.  The 
review team found Maryland’s performance to be “satisfactory” and made no 
recommendations.  The review team also identified two good practices.  One of the 
practices was Maryland’s use of a “completeness review checklist,” which delineates in 
great detail the specific issues that must be addressed in the registration certificate, and 
a “concurrence review checklist,” which helps ensure that the concurring SS&D reviewer 
does not miss the significant issues when completing the casework.  The second 
practice was Maryland’s development of an “Event Flow Chart,” which helps identify 
major issues involved in the event evaluation process.  Ms. Cyr questioned if the 
identified good practices may have other applications outside of its use for SS&Ds.      
Mr. White responded that the checklists could be applied for other situations, however, 
the “Event Flow Chart” was specifically designed for engineering-related cases.            
Mr. Reynolds continued the discussion on the “Event Flow Chart” by questioning if the 
State considered “safety culture” in its development of the chart.  Mr. Manley indicated 
that the State developed this chart as a trigger mechanism to perform a safety 
evaluation, and Mr. Manley invited any suggestions for improvement on the chart from 
the NRC.  The MRB agreed that Maryland’s performance met the standard for a 
“satisfactory” rating for this indicator and approved the two good practices.    

 
MRB Consultation/Comments on Issuance of Report.  Mr. White concluded, based 
on the discussion and direction of the MRB, that the Maryland program was rated 
Asatisfactory@ for all performance indicators reviewed.  Accordingly, the review team 
recommended, and the MRB agreed, that the Maryland program was adequate to protect 
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public health and safety and compatible with NRC’s program.  Based on the results of 
the IMPEP review, the review team recommended, and the MRB agreed, that the next 
full IMPEP review take place in approximately 4 years. 

 
Comments.  Mr. White noted that this review was Maryland’s best review of the last 
three reviews of Maryland and congratulated the State.  Ms. Cyr, Mr. Reynolds, and      
Mr. Pangburn commended the State for all of its Program improvements.  Mr. Reynolds 
congratulated the State for no longer having its Program funded through general funds.  
Mr. Reynolds noted the difficulty of accomplishing this and noted that he believes that 
this will make the Program even better.  Both Messrs. Ransohoff, representing Neutron 
Products, Inc., provided comments on Maryland’s regulation of Neutron Products, Inc.  
Mr. Seeley indicated that he greatly benefits from the IMPEP process and welcomes the 
IMPEP team when it is time for the Maine review.  Mr. Seeley also encouraged Maryland 
staff to participate on future IMPEP reviews because they are now fully staffed and can 
learn from the process.  Mr. Fletcher noted his appreciation for the thorough and 
professional review that was conducted by the IMPEP team.  Mr. Fletcher indicated that 
the results identified in the IMPEP report were well earned and deserved by his staff.   
Mr. Manley re-emphasized the professionalism of the review team and noted that the 
IMPEP review is a learning process for the State.  Ms. Park noted her appreciation for 
the IMPEP review team’s SS&D expertise, as she was able to learn more about the 
SS&D process.  Mr. Fletcher provided his thanks to the IMPEP review team and also 
thanked Ms. Beckley for her participation as an Organization of Agreement States (OAS) 
Liaison.  Ms. Beckley congratulated the State for a good program and appreciated the 
opportunity to participate as the OAS Liaison for the first time.       
 

3. Precedents/Lessons Learned.  The MRB established no new precedents to be applied 
to the IMPEP process during this meeting. 

 
4. Good Practices.  There were two good practices identified during this review.  These 

good practices included Maryland’s development of a ‘completeness review checklist’ 
and a ‘concurrence review checklist’ for SS&D reviews and an “Event Flow Chart” for 
evaluation of SS&D events. 

  
5. Adjournment.  The meeting was adjourned at approximately 3:10 p.m. 
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