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Dear Mr. Jankovich:

The Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI)' thanks you for the opportunity to participate in the September

29-30, 2008 public workshop on the security and continued use of Cesium-Chloride sources. NEI

appreciates that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) granted industry's request to extend

the public comment period to October 15, 2008, to allow consideration of the vast amount of

information presented and discussed during the workshop. We commend NRC management and

staff for a well organized and very productive workshop which facilitated the exchange of

information and encouraged a wide variety of views and inputs for further consideration by all

involved.

On behalf of the many industries that routinely use Cesium-Chloride sources for medical, research,

industrial, and calibration purposes nationwide, NEI respectfully submits the following information in

response to the questions contained in 73 Federal Register 44780, dated July 31, 2008 for your

further consideration. General comments are briefly discussed below with specific responses to the

NRC questions contained in the enclosure to this letter.

NEI is the organization responsible for establishing unified nuclear industry policy on matters affecting

the nuclear energy industry, including the regulatory aspects of generic operational and technical issues.

NEI's members include all utilities licensed to operate commercial nuclear power plants in the United

States, nuclear plant designers, major architect/engineering firms, fuel fabrication facilities, materials

licensees, and other organizations and individuals involved in the nuclear energy industry.
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As a next step, we look forward to reviewing the staff's "options paper" scheduled to be submitted
to the Commission during November 2008 and, as such, respectfully request that the paper be

released immediately to the public upon issuance rather than adhering to the standard 10-day
holding period.

General Comments:

1. Thousands of sources and devices containing Cesium-137 are licensed by the NRC and
Agreement States for routine use in a vast array of applications that are critical to

maintaining this nation's high standard of medical care, and worker and public health and
safety. As such, a critical distinction should be made between applications which currently
depend on the availability of the higher risk dispersible and soluble cesium-chloride (CsCI)
form of Cs-137 (e.g., blood irradiators, biological/medical research) versus other forms of

Cs-137 that are used routinely in other applications and pose much less risk (e.g., check
sources for radiation detection instrumentation).

2. It should be noted that "increased control" security requirements for Category 1 and 2
quantities of Cs-137 sources were implemented by licensees nationwide-and in some cases

at high costs to the licensee--as required by NRC Orders and comparable Agreement State
requirements. These requirements. include the mandated increased controls for sources,
personnel security requirements and device enhancements to help further ensure the safe
use, storage, transfer, possession and receipt of these higher risk sources.

3. Any additional security requirements applicable to CsCI or other radioactive sources should

be promulgated through a public rulemaking process which allows for public comment and
requires a thorough cost-benefit analysis under the Administrative Procedures Act. Such an

analysis should also include a determination of the risk of the continued use of CsCI sources
relative to other hazards.

4. Any decision to ban the continued use of CsCI sources must be made in the context of the
domestic and international implications of such a decision. For example, CsCI sources are
only produced at the Mayak reprocessing facility in Russia; however, they are used
worldwide. Thus, any decision to discontinue their use domestically will only increase their
availability in countries with potentially less regulatory structure and security, thereby posing

an increased public health and safety risk worldwide; particularly since no viable domestic
long term storage or disposal option exists today.

5. While an alternative form of CsCI may be proven in the future to be technically feasible (e.g.,
vitrified or pollucite), forsome uses, the availability of either Federal funds or a government-
industry cost sharing program is needed to encourage and sponsor research and
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development needed to identify a viable, lower risk form of Cs-137 or other radiation source
priorto any decision to ban and replace CsCI sources as currently licensed and used safety
each day in this country.

6. At present, there are critical unresolved source storage, disposal and transportation issues
that would need to be fully vetted with all stakeholders and resolved prior to any decision to
ban and replace CsCI sources used domestically. For example, most stakeholders at the
workshop indicated that they do not today, nor would they in the future, have space
available to store unwanted CsCI sources that would continue to be subject to increased
control requirements. Also, such sources would be extremely costly to transport, assuming
that a long term storage or disposal option were available.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on this important matter. We also look forward
to the prompt public release and review of the staff options paper for Commission consideration,
and encourage NRC to conduct additional public workshops as it further considers a path forward on
how to ensure the continued safe and secure nationwide use of CsCI sources.

If you have comments or questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me at
fmkanei.org; 202.739.8126.

Sincerely,

4.~ A"V:aV
Felix M. Killar, Jr.

Enclosure

c: Mr. Michael T. Lesar, ADM/DAS/RDEB, NRC
Mr. Andrew N. Mauer, FSME/DMSSA/SSSB, NRC



ENCLOSURE

Specific Responses to the Questions in 73 Federal Register Notice 44780
Dated July 31, 2008 Regarding the Security and Continued Use of

Cesium-Chloride Sources

ISSUE NO. 1 - ALTERNATIVES TO THE USE OF CESIUM CHLORIDE (CsCI) SOURCES:

Issue No. 1.1: Feasibility of the Use of Other Forms of Cs-137

Q1.1-1: Are manufacturers currently considering the use of other forms of cesium (other
than CsCI)? If yes, what are such considerations?

According to statements made by source manufacturer representatives during the workshop,
some research is ongoing that indicates, in theory, that it is possible to develop a viable
alternative form of Cs-137. However, this determination is several months away and this
time line does not include the years necessary to prove the technology and bring it to
market, assuming that its form would be acceptable to NRC or other relevant Federal

partners. In addition, it is conceivable that the associated development, marketing and
related costs could be prohibitively large.

In addition, the only CsCI source manufacturer in the world is located at the Russian Mayak
reprocessing plant and additional agreements between the U.S. and Russia would be needed

to determine if Mayak would be willing and able to modify its existing manufacturing
processes to accommodate a new source alternative.

Q1.1-2: Is the use of other forms of cesium feasible? If so, please describe desired
methods and discuss any benefits or obstacles (e.g., intended function of source, costs,
timeframe).

As discussed above, in the absence of a viable alternative form of CsCI, it is impossible to

determine whether the use of CsCI alternatives would be feasible from a practical, technical,
or cost perspective. Such a determination will take years, assuming that resources are
available now to address the many issues which are outlined in this series of questions and
were discussed during the workshop.

Q1.1-3: (a) Would the effect of density loading with different forms of cesium preclude

their use in existing devices? (b) Would it require modification of existing devices?

Additional discussion with source manufacturers is needed to fully explore the potential for
"density loading" with different forms of cesium, the feasibility of placing such alternative
sources into currently installed devices, future source and device specifications, as well
facility needs such as space, shielding, etc. Based on discussions during the workshop, it



appears that existing devices would need to be modified. Also, if the density loading is not
equivalent to the existing CsCI sources, irradiation time would increase, throughput would

decrease and potential costs to the health care delivery system would likely increase.

Q1.1-4: Is it feasible that high-activity (e.g., IAEA Category 1 and 2) cesium sources will

be available in alternative forms? If so, what is the estimated timeframe for
manufacturing?

As stated by source manufacturer representatives during the workshop, it would require
years to identify a viable alternative form of a high activity cesium source, determine
whether it is technically acceptable to meet the needs of current users and be accepted by

the regulator, developed further for routine use, and brought to market. Estimated times
were generally from 8-10 years, assuming resources were made available now, based on
workshop discussions.

Q1.1-5: Since all the CsCI is manufactured in Mayak, Russia, is it known if the cesium

source producer can modify its production process?

It is unclear whether the source producer can modify its production process at this time
based on the workshop discussions. Additional U.S. government interaction and, more
specifically, NRC management and technical staff discussion with Mayak representatives is
needed to further determine whether Mayak would be able and willing to modify its
processes, as well as the timeline for doing so.

Q1.1-6: Would other entities (in the U.S. or worldwide) engage in manufacturing
sources with alternative forms of Cs-137?

Additional discussion with source manufacturers is needed to determine whether
manufacturing other forms of Cs-137 is technically possible, feasible, cost effective, etc.
Clearly, extending the production capabilities of existing source manufacturers is more cost

effective and efficient than relying on a new, yet-to-be developed manufacturer. Federal
incentives could be a factor in the availability of able and willing manufacturers. Also, the
Department of Energy could provide funding to its laboratories for research and
development in partnership with existing source manufacturers and possibly, Mayak as
discussed above.
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Issue No. 1.2: Feasibility of the Use of Isotopes Other Than Cs-137

Q.1.2-1: (a) Can Cobalt-60 (Co-60) be substituted for radioactive CsCI for any
applications? (b) If so, what types of applications? (c) If not, why not?

As NRC has stated; almost all of the self-shielded irradiators, instrument calibration, and
biological/medical research work rely on CsCI sources because of the properties of Cs-137,
including its long half-life, low cost, and moderate shielding requirements relative to other
radionuclides. Also, the compressed powder form of Cs-137 (CsCl) is used because of its
high specific activity (high gamma emission per unit volume) resulting in relatively very small
sources by volume.

Based on workshop discussions, it appears that Co-60 is not an effective substitute for most
of these applications due to several reasons such as its shorter half-life (5.27 years versus
30.17 years for Cs-137), effective energy (1.17 MeV versus 662 keY for Cs-137), and
additional source and room shielding requirements. There was some indication by workshop
participants that it is conceivable that a Co-60 source could be used to irradiate large
animals but could not be used for cell, tissue or most animal irradiation. Also, most CsCI
irradiators are located on upper floors of a facility for security reasons. However, the added
weight necessary for shielding a Co-60 device would cause these devices to be moved to
ground or basement levels of facilities. The move itself would require significant facility

costs for no additional, and perhaps a detrimental safety and security benefit.

It was clear from workshop discussions that it is imperative from a public health perspective.
that certain users, such as the biological/medical research community, continue to have
access to CsCI sources for cell, tissue, and animal irradiation to sustain ongoing research
where data is routinely collected, analyzed and correlated with existing and historical data.
One commenter indicated that certain critical medical research is based on a 30-40 year data
collection period where researches would not be able to correlate historical and future data if
the irradiation source were altered. Therefore, any disruption in the availability of CsCI

'irradiators used for these purposes would potentially result in the loss of critical biomedical
research information and possibly cessation or delay in ongoing research for life threatening
diseases and condition. In addition, such data alterations could result in prolonged or
additional review and approval by the U.S. Food and Drug Administration as part of the
process for bringing new drugs and medical treatments to the marketplace, thereby
increasing medical costs.
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Q.1.2-2: Can the shielding challenges for Co-60 be addressed by switching from lead
shields to more effective tungsten or depleted uranium shielding?

It is doubtful that the shielding challenges for Co-60 can be addressed by switching from
lead shields to tungsten or depleted uranium shielding due to: 1) the costs associated with

tungsten and the long lead time to procure it; 2) the specialized manufacturing of depleted
uranium; 3) the NRC or Agreement State authorization needed to posses depleted uranium;

4) its potential unavailability due to military use; 5) its high weight; and finally 6) the overall
negative public impression on the hazards associated with the use of depleted uranium.

Q.1.2-3: What are the attendance risks associated with Co-60 source transportation?

Compared to CsCI sources, Co-60 sources are larger and heavier when packaged and they
require more shielding and more frequent source replacement due to the much shorter half
life (5.27 years for Co-60 versus 30.17 years for Cs-137). As such, more source shipments

would be needed, thereby increasing the probability of accidents, not to mention the very
high costs of source shipment, and the lack of an adequate number of certified
transportation casks and viable long term storage and/or disposal option.

ISSUE NO. 2 - USE OF ALTERNATIVE TECHNOLOGIES

At present, viable alternative technologies to the use of Cesium-Chloride (CsCI) in mostapplications
used today, do not exist. According to stakeholder comment during the workshop, the one

application where an alternative to CsCI, in theory, could possibly be used is the use of X-ray units
to sterilize blood. However, it should be noted that stakeholders expressed serious concerns
regarding significant disadvantages such as increased maintenance and "down time" of the X-ray

units as compared to the CsCI irradiators, increased irradiation times, facility space constraints, costs
of additional room shielding, etc.

Q.2-1: Are X-ray generators already commercially available as substitutes for

applications that do not require gamma rays with Cs-137 and Co-60?

Yes, X-ray generators are commercially available and used to a limited degree now and,
according to one manufacturer at the workshop, are readily available for low volume, low
throughput uses. However, it should also be noted that some users indicated that the X-ray

units had been removed due to a higher rate of unreliability (35%), higher frequency of unit
replacement (5-10 year life span versus 30-40 year life span), periodic calibration and
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dosimetric assessments (twice yearly) and higher life time operating costs due to electricity
costs and the need for cooling water, as well as additional training required for operators.
On the contrary, CsCI irradiators require very little preventative maintenance and dosimetry
assessments on an annual basis.

Q.2-2: Are X-ray tubes cost-effective considering the initial cost, operating costs, and
requirements for more maintenance for periodic calibration and replacement than
radioactive sources?

No, X-ray tubes are not cost effective when compared to radioactive sources such as CsCI
for the reasons stated in the answer to Q.2-1 above. In addition, the lower throughput,
average "downtime" of the unit, additional worker training costs, and other less tangible
costs make X-ray tube units less cost effective than source irradiators.

Q.2-3: Is there any indication that the performance of the alternatives will change
(improve or worsen) with respect to Cs-137?

No, there is no reason to expect improvement in the alternatives at this time. Additional
discussions with X-ray generator and source manufacturers may provide additional
information on this topic.

Q.2-4: Regarding the availability of alternative technologies, (a) what is the timeframe
of future availability of each alternative, and (b) what is the cost for each of the
alternative technologies (capital costs, operation costs, cost to users)?

There is not sufficient information and evidence available at this time to provide an accurate
estimate of such costs. However, workshop participants indicated an estimate of 3-5 years
to verify feasibility of the technology plus 1-2 years for engineering studies plus 3-5 years to
bring an alternative source to market. Due to these unknowns, it is not possible to estimate
the costs of any alternative at this time but additional discussions with manufacturers could
provide useful insights and information.

ISSUE NO. 3 -POSSIBLE PHASE OUT OF CsCI SOURCES

Issue No. 3.1: Potential Rulemaking Issues and Justification for Regulatory Change

Q.3.1-1: (a) What would be the medical consequences if CsCI was to be banned for
medical (e.g., blood) irradiators? (b) What would be the impact to existing and future
biomedical research using these devices? (c) Can alternative technologies be used for
medical applications and/or biomedical research (research on animals and tissue?)
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It is important to note that the medical community has stated that CsCI blood irradiation to
eradicate graft-host transfusion virus is 100% effective, the virus is 100% fatal within 1-2
weeks of a human being exposed to it, and there is no available effective alternative at this

time. Also, the sustainability of certain existing and future biomedical research, using CsCI

sources, on such life threatening diseases as cancer, is entirely dependent on the continued
availability of CsCI sources for cell, tissue and animal irradiation. Researchers must continue
to have the ability to correlate decades of research data where the samples were irradiated

with the same radioactive source, in this case, CsCI. Therefore, the potential consequences
of such a source ban at this time are completely unacceptable to the research and medical
communities and, quite possibly, the public at large.

X-ray tubes or generators can, in theory, be used for limited applications such as large whole
animal irradiation and possibly blood irradiation such as that performed at centralized blood
banks. However, they are not widely used at this time for a variety of reasons, and as
stated in the response to questions under Issue 2, the increased irradiation times and costs
associated with the use of X-ray units and Co-60 sources makes their use undesirable and, in
some cases, prohibitively costly.

Q.3.1-2: What would be the consequences if CsCI was to be banned for irradiators that
are used for industrial and calibration purposes? (b) What is the impact on existing
American National Standards Institute (ANSI) standards and licensee conditions that
require the use of Cs-137 calibration purposes?

As stated by representatives of the commercial nuclear power plant, and Federal and State
government representatives including the Department of Agriculture and State of Florida
during the workshop, there would be significant impacts across the nation if CsCI sources
were no longer used for industrial and calibration purposes. These calibration sources are
routinely used, both domestically and internationally by almost all categories of licensees to
calibrate literally thousands of radiation detection instruments, thereby helping to ensure
that radiation standards for workers and the public are met. Calibrated instruments are also
routinely used by State and Federal workers when conducting routine or reactive inspections
and event response. Finally, emergency response workers including hazmat teams routinely

use radiation instrumentation which is calibrated with CsCI sources. CsCI is truly the "gold
standard" in many applications and cannot simply be banned without careful coordination
with all affected parties. In this regard, NEI also agrees with the presentation and

statements made by the representative from the American National Standards Institute.

All current licenses issued by NRC or an Agreement State that require the use of CsCI
calibration sources would need to be modified or amended to allow for viable--yet not in

existence today--alternative sources or technologies to ensure compliance with relevant
radiation safety standards, e.g., 10 CFR Part 20.
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Q.3.1-3: What would be the economic consequences to users if CsCI was to be banned?

There are several economic consequences that would need to be estimated and considered
in any cost-benefit analysis performed prior to making a decision to ban CsCI sources. They
are: 1) all costs associated with a viable alternative (purchase, shipment, installation,
maintenance, repair, replacement, eventual disposal); 2) the cost of CsCI source removal,
transportation of the removed CsCI source and disposal of the removed source; 3) the
"downtime" during source removal and replacement; 4) the potential cost of room
modification, relocation and additional shielding for the alternative; 5) the cost of training to
workers on the new alternative; 6) potential decommissioning of facilities if the cost of the

alternative was prohibitive; 7) the potential increased cost to the medical community for
longer irradiation times, longer wait times for irradiated blood, etc.

Q.3.1-4: What would be the economic consequences to vendors if CsCI was to be
banned?

The vendors would experience some of the same life cycle costs as described above since

they would have to modify existing facilities and equipment to accommodate an alternative
irradiation source. Additional discussion with vendors would likely provide additional insights
and information on this matter.

Q.3.1-5: (a) Should the NRC discontinue all new licensing and importation of these
sources and devices? (b) What is the regulatory basis? (c) Who (NRC, DHS, or jointly)
should conduct the risk analysis?

No, NRC and the Agreement States must not discontinue all new licensing and importation of
CsCI sources and devices until it is absolutely clear that a viable and acceptable alternative is
available to the marketplace.. Even then, some time would be needed to ensure that all
"bugs" had been worked out and there was not the potential for one user community to be
adversely impacted by the unavailability of the CsCI sources where the impact had not been
assessed.

Industry firmly believes that a decision to discontinue the availability of CsCI sources would
have such a potentially significant impact to the regulated community, and the international
community, that the decision making process should only be conducted through the public
rulemaking process mandated by the Administrative Procedures Act (APA). The APA calls for

a detailed cost-benefit analysis which, in this case, should include a risk analysis placing the
risk of the continued use of CsCI sources relative to other hazards. The risk analysis should
be conducted by NRC in consultation with its Federal and State partners and with significant
opportunity for public input.
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Issue No. 3.2: Transportation and Storage Issues Associated with Removal of CsCl
Sources from Licensed Facilities

Q.3.2-1: (a) Are there transportation packages available for transportation? (b) Who
should bear the transportation costs?

Currently, there are not adequate numbers of NRC certified casks available to ship the
number of CsCI sources currently in use today. Industry encourages NRC and the
Department of Transportation to ensure that all necessary safety reviews of-cask certification
applications are done thoroughly but expeditiously. The costs associated with ensuring an
adequate number of certified casks for shipping CsCI should essentially be borne by the
Federal government if a national security basis can be demonstrated.

Q3.2-2: (a) How could the current CsCI sources be disposed given that CsCI is defined as
a "Greater Than Class C" source and currently has no disposal mechanism in the U.S.?

Without legislative changes, there does not appear to be a disposal option available. It was
indicated during the workshop that the Department of Energy (DOE) plans to issue a Notice
of Intent for an environmental impact statement (EIS) on GTCC in 2009 and that the earliest
a disposal option could be available is 5-10 years after the issuance of a Record of Decision,

which is preceded by the final EIS.

Q3.2-2. (b) If disposal was made available by DOE, what would be the cost of disposal?

It is not possible to provide such a cost estimate at this time; however, additional

discussions with DOE should be conducted.

Q3.2-3. (a) Where could the decommissioned sources be stored? (b) What disposition
options are needed in the United States?

Many stakeholders indicated during the workshop that existing facilities do not routinely
have space to store CsCI sources not in use but subject to increased control requirements.

States, who sometimes must take possession of licensee sources, also do not have existing
space to store all or a large portion of CsCI sources that would need to be stored until an
appropriate disposal option was identified. The most viable option is for the Department of
Energy to take possession of such sources and store them on an existing secure DOE site.
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Also, for CsCI sources used abroad, the U.S. must allow the return of these sources to
manufacturers, and perhaps provide incentives to do so, so that CsCI sources are not
intentionally or inappropriately stockpiled in less developed countries with potentially less
security measures in place to protect the stored sources.

Issue No. 3.3: Consideration of Government Incentives and Voluntary Actions by
Industry and Manufacturers

Q.3.3-1: Should the Federal government issue incentives to implement replacement?

Yes, in cases where it has been demonstrated through a detailed cost-benefit analysis that
includes a demonstration that patient care and research are not unacceptably negatively
impacted by a decision replacement, the Federal government should provide financial
support if the source replacement is based on national security concerns. Also, some
consideration should be given to "grandfathering" existing units if it is determined by the
Federal or its State partners that adequate security measures are in place now (e.g.,
commercial nuclear power plants) or could be readily and cost effectively improved with
relatively minor initiatives.

Q.3.3-2: (a) Are there feasible incentives to shift users away from radioactive CsCl for
users? (b) Manufacturers?

In some cases, it is possible that attractive incentives could be identified. to cover the costs
of: 1) source removal, transport and disposal; 2) a replacement unit (X-ray units are
significantly more expensive and licensees with a relatively new CsCI source would be
reluctant to remove the source); and 3) possibly increased room modification, relocation and
shielding costs. However, it was noted during the workshop that there are security
implications of replacing a CsCI blood irradiator with an X-ray unit. Specifically, the blood
irradiators are typically no longer located on a facility's ground or basement level (post
9/11/01) yet the shielding required by an X-ray unit could not be supported by the upper
floor structures and thus would need to be moved back to a ground or basement floor. This
would be a costly, and for some users, potentially cost prohibitive impact-much less the
lack of available space in most users' facilities. Finally, additional discussion with
manufacturers is needed to determine if there are feasible incentives to shift users away
from CsCI sources.
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Q3.3-3. (a) What incentives should the Federal government provide to licensees to
decommission their existing sources or devices because the devices still have use value?

Industry encourages the Federal government to facilitate an acceptable disposal pathway to

provide an incentive for proper storage, transportation and ultimate disposal. Any incentives
to CsCI source users should be a direct reimbursement and not some other less direct
incentive such as a tax benefit. Financial assistance could be critical in many clinical facilities

and research applications since they bear several major expenses such as procurement of
the new equipment, removal, packaging, safe transit and disposal of the CsCI source,

decommissioning of the device and room, and often the older buildings may require partial
demolition and reconstruction to remove the old source.

Q3.3-3. (b) For licensees that are defined as "not-for-profit" (e.g., hospitals), what type
of incentives could be made available to change technologies?

Additional discussion with representatives of such facilities would reveal necessary

information regarding whether there are differences in the type and amount of incentives
that would be of benefit to non-profit versus for-profit facilities.

Q3.3-4. How can the Federal government compensate licensees when they are forced to

decommission these sources? Should compensation include the cost of the replacement
technology? Decommissioning?

As discussed in related questions, the Federal government should provide some financial
incentive to licensees if they required, for national security reasons, to decommission these
CsCI sources. Compensation should include all reasonable costs such as the replacement

technology, source removal, storage, transportation, disposal and other related costs as

agreed to in advance of the decision to remove the source.

Issue No. 3.4: Impact of Potential U.S. Changes to Regulating CsCI on the International
Community

Q3.4-1. How can the U.S. prevent recovered sources from decommissioned devices (or

the devices themselves) from being sold outside the U.S.?

A readily viable solution to this possibility does not exist at this time since the only CsCI
manufacturer is in Mayak Russia and the U.S. is not in a position to monitor or control where

such sources are distributed around the world. As such, it may be futile, from a practical

perspective, for the U.S. to ban the export of such sources although it would serve to send

the message that the U.S. is attempting to control the further dissemination and distribution
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of CsCI sources located within its borders. Also, U.S and Russian relations would need to
address this important topic.

Q3.4-2. (a) If the U.S. decides to ban the use of CsCI sources, should the U.S. have a
position in denying or eliminating after-market sales of CsCI irradiators outside the U.S.?
(b) Would this be potentially denying medical care to developing countries?

Any consideration by the U.S. to ban the use of CsCI should not be done in isolation.
Consideration on the impact of the ban on other countries should also consider the fact that
many countries do not have adequate electrical capacity and may not have adequate water
supplies for cooling an x-ray irradiator for use as a CsCI alternative. In some cases, the use
of a CsCI irradiator is the only device available for providing medical care in developing
countries. The U.S. should continue to work with the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) and its member States to identify viable approaches to discourage the use of CsCI

sources and suggest or identify viable alternatives that would be attractive to less developed
countries.

Q3.4-3. What should the role of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) be in

assisting the U.S. in ensuring the safe and secure use of CsCI sources and devices?

The role of the IAEA should continue to be in the role of standard setting, recovery and
return of sources in developing countries, assay of recovered sources and education of the

potential threat. As state above, IAEA could assist in identifying alternatives that would be
attractive to and viable in less developed countries.

ISSUE NO. 4--ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR ENHANCED SECURITY OF CsCI
SOURCES

Q4.1. Should the NRC and Agreement States require more stringent security measures
than those currently mandated (e.g., should additional requirements be implemented
for IAEA Category 1 and 2 sources)?

No, not at this time. Industry has implemented the additional increased controls imposed by
NRC Order (and by Agreement State legally binding requirements) and, in some cases at
great costs, and believes that these measures have been effective in increasing security of

the higher risk sources. Industry strongly encourages NRC and their Federal and State
partners to use the public rulemaking process to consider imposing any additional security

requirements in the absence of a significant national security threat.
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The NRC with its federal partners, the Department of Homeland Security and the
Department of Energy/National Nuclear Security Administration have conducted research
and found a method to further enhance the security, of CsCI sources in blood irradiators. The
enhancement would significantly delay the removal of sources from the device allowing law
enforcement additional time to intercept and prevent the theft. The upgrades to the devices
are currently being conducted throughout the United States and it is anticipated that this
activity will be completed for all irradiators by 2010. Although the cost for the upgrades is
being born by the federal government, there is still an impact for the licensee on downtime
for the installation. It is also important to note that these upgrades are voluntary on the
licensee.

Q4.2. Should the NRC and Agreement States require more stringent security measures
for lower than Category 2 CsCI sources and devices (e.g., Category 3 sources)?

No, as stated in NEI's letter to NRC on the proposed rulemaking to expand the National
Source Tracking System to below Category 2 sources, industry does not support the
expansion at this time.

Q4.3. Would additional security requirements for CsCI create a disincentive for owning
them?

Without discussion on specific security enhancements under consideration, it is not possible
to identify disincentives at this time but clearly, for some users, costs would be a significant
factor of whether to own and use a CsCI source.

ISSUE NO. 5--ROLE OF RISK ANALYSIS IN POTENTIAL FUTURE CsCI REQUIREMENTS

Q5.1. (a) How should the NRC determine the economic and social disruptions/impacts
to the public, licensees, and the environment? (b) How should these factors be
measured in decision making?

As stated previously, a comprehensive risk analysis should be conducted by the NRC with
input from its Federal and State partners and the stakeholder community. Once the generic
risk analysis is conducted, there should be no need for a specific licensee to conduct any
further risk analysis for the use of the sources.
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