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Materials Inspection Working Group Final Report 
 
 
Executive Summary 
 
In the fall of 2010, the Division of Materials Safety and State Agreements (MSSA) in the Office 
of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs (FSME) chartered a 
working group to conduct a re-evaluation of the nuclear materials inspection program to assure 
its continued effectiveness, efficiency and focus on safety and security.  The Materials 
Inspection Working Group (WG) included representatives from NRC Regions I, III and IV; the 
Agreement States of Massachusetts, North Carolina and Pennsylvania; and MSSA.  The WG 
met three times between November 2010 and May 2011 and used the following methods in 
evaluating the inspection program and making findings and recommendations:  review of 
documents and operational data; staff briefings; extensive stakeholder interviews; group 
discussion; and professional judgment.  The charter for the WG is included as Appendix A to 
this report. 
 
The WG found that the nuclear materials inspection program as currently configured and 
implemented by NRC and the Agreement States is sound.  That is, it is meeting its objectives of 
assuring the safe and secure use of radioactive materials in an efficient, effective, risk-informed 
and performance-based manner.  The WG and the interviewees had general consensus that the 
inspection approach in IMC 2800, including the focus elements, is effective and addresses the 
right things at the right level of detail.    The WG and those interviewed considered that the 
inspection frequencies were appropriate, taking into account the budget constraints that the 
inspection program is under for both the NRC and the Agreement States.  There was no trend in 
the interviews, the WG discussions or the review of operational data that there is a group or 
groups of licensees whose inspection frequency is in need of adjustment in the near term, with 
the exception of Priority T licensees.  
 
Although the WG members and the persons who were interviewed as part of this effort identified 
a number of ways in which the program might be improved, they found no significant 
weaknesses or fatal flaws that would warrant more ambitious changes.   Accordingly, the 
recommendations that the WG developed are limited in scope and, if adopted, are not expected 
to require any significant level of resource commitment on behalf of NRC or the Agreement 
States.   The WG sought, in Section 4 of this report, to provide a ranking of the most significant 
recommendations to assist program managers in determining which, if any, of the 
recommendations to adopt.    
 
Following is the list of the MIWG’s recommendations in the order in which they may be found in 
the report. 

Recommendation 1:  FSME should work with the Office of Enforcement (OE) to reinstate 
delegation of authority to the Regions to issue Severity Level III escalated enforcement actions 
for materials licensees. 
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Recommendation 2:  To assure that new licensees fully understand the commitments and 
responsibilities of holding an NRC materials license, there should be an increase in licensee 
interactions and guidance both during the licensing process and during the initial inspection. 
Specifically, license reviewers should go over each commitment with the licensee prior to 
issuing the license, at a minimum by phone, and inspectors should again go over license 
commitments during the initial inspection.  FSME should provide additional direction to this 
effect in a future revision to IMC 2800 and upcoming revisions to NUREG-1556.   
 
Recommendation 3:  In general, inspections should remain unannounced.  However, regional 
managers should have greater flexibility to announce inspections to assure that key licensee 
personnel are present and/or that licensed activities are actually being conducted on the day 
that the inspector would be at the site.   Specifically, in a future revision to IMC 2800, Section 
2800-05, Basic Requirements, FSME should include a fourth item added under exceptions to 
performing inspections unannounced to allow for consideration of resource efficiencies or 
inspection effectiveness as a basis for announcing inspections.  In any case where an 
inspection is announced, discretion should be used in determining how far in advance of the 
inspection that notice is provided to the licensee. 
 
Recommendation 4:  Guidance contained in IMCs and MDs for conduct of reactive inspections 
should be revised and updated to reflect fact-of-life changes and to assure consistency between 
IMC 2800 and other IMCs.  Ideally, one IMC would be prepared to consolidate reactive 
inspection guidance in one location incorporating and updating provisions of IMC 1301, 1302, 
etc. 
 
Recommendation 5:  The WG recommends that all priority T licenses should be made priority 5, 
consistent with the recommendation made in the NIST Lessons Learned Working Group Report.  
Although this will increase the number of inspections each year, that increase (approximately 10 
per year across NRC, assuming the inspections are phased in over time) will have no 
appreciable resource impact. 
 
Recommendation 6:  The WG recommends that FSME communicate to the Regions the 
flexibility existing and contained in IMC 2800 06.05, “Other Changes in Inspection Interval,” to 
extend or reduce inspection frequencies to achieve efficiencies in the use of inspection 
resources.  In communicating this flexibility, Regions should be advised to contact the licensee 
before extending the inspection frequency to assure that the program has not undergone any 
significant changes since the last inspection.  
 
Recommendation 7: The WG recommends that Security and Safety inspections should be done 
together and, in the longer term, a revision to IMC 2800 should be made to add/modify the focus 
elements to integrate fully security and safety into one overall inspection.  
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Recommendation 8:  FSME should consider revising IMC 2800 Section 07.04(b)(2) to allow 
greater flexibility concerning an inspection of the main office of a multi-site licensee.   
Specifically, in cases of multi-site licensees where the main office is in an Agreement State 
(AS), the WG recommends consultation with the AS regulatory program regarding licensee 
performance to determine if an inspection of the main office is necessary (not required).  
 
Recommendation 9:  To be able to achieve the goals in the current IMC 2800 for inspecting field 
office locations of multi-site licensees,  version 2.0 of LTS  should be revised to be able to track 
each site (field office or location of use listed).  The WG recognizes that this system is 
scheduled to be replaced in the fall of 2012 by WBL.  If FSME determines that revising LTS to 
address field office locations is impractical in that time frame, the WG recommends that FSME 
assure that WBL have the requisite capability to track those sites.  
 
Recommendation 10:  FSME should give consideration to adopting a tiered fee structure for 
licensees with multiple sites to provide greater equity in fees and better reflect the costs of 
inspecting multiple sites under one license.   An alternative to that approach would be to license 
each site or bundle sites in one license based on distance or State.   
 
Recommendation 11:  The WG considered the OIG recommendation to “…reevaluate and 
determine the frequency of security inspections based on a risk-informed approach.”  The WG 
concluded that the Agency has incorporated reasonable and prudent risk insights into its 
development and implementation of the materials security inspection program and recommends 
that in the absence of a change to the threat environment that the security inspection frequency 
default to the safety inspection frequency. 

 
Recommendation 12:  When the Safety Culture Policy Statement is issued by the Agency, the 
WG recommends that it be implemented for materials licensees as a discussion point during 
licensing, a discussion during the initial inspection, and through inspection entrance and exit 
meetings.    
 
Recommendation 13:  The WG recommends that efforts be continued to assure that  generic 
communications addressing specific issues are sent to appropriate classes of materials 
licensees.     
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1.0 Introduction/Background 
 
The nuclear materials inspection program assesses licensee performance to determine whether 
licensees are using radioactive material safely and securely and in compliance with its NRC 
license and regulations.  It is a risk-informed, performance-based program with emphasis on 
timely and thorough response to incidents, events and allegations.  The program is defined in 
Inspection Manual Chapter (IMC) 2800 and related Inspection Procedures (IP) and within NRC 
is largely carried out by the NRC Regional Offices in their respective Divisions of Nuclear 
Materials Safety (DNMS).  Oversight of the program resides within the Division of Materials 
Safety and State Agreements (MSSA) in NRC’s Office of Federal and State Materials and 
Environmental Management Programs (FSME).    IMC 2800 also serves as a basis for the 
inspection programs of the Agreement States which have responsibility for over 85% of the 
materials licensees in the United States.    
 
The nuclear materials inspection program has undergone significant fact-of-life changes over 
the past decade.  These include, but are not limited to: 
 

• Development and implementation of Orders, additional security measures and increased 
controls in response to the events of 9/11 which are inspected 

• Application of risk insights to the program leading to changes in inspection frequency 
and a more performance-based approach to inspection  

• Development and implementation of the National Source Tracking System 
• A significant increase in the number of Agreement States and a concurrent reduction in 

the number of NRC materials licensees 
• Redefinition of byproduct material to include Naturally Occurring and Accelerator-

Produced Material 
 

In addition, the NRC staff recently identified lessons learned from events at VA-Philadelphia and 
the National Institute for Standards and Technology at Boulder, CO which have programmatic 
implications. The NRC Office of Inspector General (OIG) also recently completed an audit report 
on oversight of irradiator security which contained recommendations for the materials inspection 
program.   At the same time, incremental additional demands have been placed on materials 
inspectors and they have been increasingly challenged to conduct the routine program with the 
resources available.  In light of these factors, FSME management determined that a systematic 
re-evaluation of the materials inspection program was warranted to assure its continued 
effectiveness, efficiency and focus on safety and security.   
 
FSME charged the WG of NRC and Agreement State managers and staff with conducting this 
re-evaluation and making appropriate findings and recommendations.  The last comprehensive 
review of the materials inspection program was conducted in 2001.  At that time the Phase II 
Byproduct Materials Program Review, as it was known, looked critically at the entire materials 
program and made findings and recommendations.  With respect to the inspection program, the 
Phase II group considered the risk study documented in NUREG/CR-6642, operational data 
including extensions of inspection frequency and events data, as well as enforcement data in its 
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work.  The results of the Phase II review as they affected the nuclear materials inspection 
program included, among other things, a re-ranking of inspection frequencies based on 
operational data,  changes to the inspection procedures to focus on the most risk-significant and 
performance based elements, and streamlining the inspection preparation and documentation 
processes.  These recommendations were in large measure incorporated into the inspection 
program and are reflected in IMC 2800 as it is currently structured.   
 
The WG was tasked with and conducted its work in a revenue-neutral manner; that is, any 
recommendations for significant program enhancements that would require additional resources 
would need to be paid for by offsetting program reductions.   
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2.0 Methodology 
 
 
The charter for the WG was developed in the fall of 2010 and approved by the Director of MSSA 
as well as by the Chair of the Organization of Agreement States (OAS).  MSSA and OAS alond 
with the Conference of Radiation Control Program Directors (CRCPD) reached out to the 
Regions and the Agreement States to identify WG members who had extensive experience with 
the materials inspection program.  Each of the NRC Regions that have materials licensing and 
inspection programs identified a team member as did the Agreement States of Massachusetts, 
North Carolina and Pennsylvania.   
 
The WG met three times, in November 2010 and in January and March 2011.  The WG agreed 
on six areas of focus during its review: 
 

• Inspection Approach 
• Inspection Frequency 
• Risk Insights 
• Licensee Performance 
• Assessing Quality 
• Resources 

 
The methodology agreed to by the WG included briefings by MSSA managers and staff 
members on inspection program initiatives; review of key documents including IMC2800, IP’s 
and recent Lessons Learned reviews;  OIG Audit Report on Oversight of Irradiator Security; 
Nuclear Materials Events Database (NMED) events data; enforcement data; License Tracking 
System (LTS) data,  Phase II Byproduct Materials Review Report; budget information;  
interviews with key stakeholders in the Agreement States and NRC Regions and HQ; 
professional judgment and group discussion.  The interviews were structured along the six focus 
areas identified above and used questions that were derived from the charter.    
 
The WG also agreed to use consensus decision making in its process of making findings and 
recommendations.   
 
Finally, the WG conducted its work under an assumption of flat budgets for foreseeable future 
for the NRC nuclear material inspection program, so that any significant increases in inspection 
effort would have to be offset by a corresponding decrease somewhere in the program.   As a 
result, the WG looked for practical ways to improve the program within that constraint and not to 
make a large number of recommendations that were not capable of being implemented now or 
anytime soon.  The WG considered that this was also important to the Agreement States, many 
of which are facing significant budget and/or staffing challenges that would limit their ability to 
make substantive program changes,  
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3.0 Focus Areas   
 
3.1  Resources  
 
Current State 
 
The NRC 2011 budget contains approximately 190 FTE for the nuclear materials users 
program.  The Oversight product line is one portion of that overall materials budget and totals 
approximately 55 FTE.   Oversight includes the nuclear materials inspection program and a 
number of other activities, but for purposes of this evaluation the WG focused on the following 
planned accomplishments and their respective FY11 budgeted resources: : 
 

• Routine Inspections and Closeouts    18.3 FTE 
• Reciprocity Inspections       1.2 FTE 
• Reactive Inspections and Incident Response     1.4 FTE 
• Support for Allegations and Investigations     4.7 FTE 
• Support for Enforcement       3,5 FTE 

 
29.1 FTE 

 
 
These resources are provided almost exclusively to the Regions for implementation of the 
routine materials inspection program and are generally determined based on the number of 
NRC licensees, the projected number of inspections, and a labor rate for the average 
inspection.   
 
Over the last decade, the number of NRC licensees has declined by over 40% from  
approximately 5000 licensees in 2001 to approximately 2900 licensees in 2011 as more States 
(Wisconsin, Pennsylvania, New Jersey and Virginia) have become Agreement States.  
Correspondingly, as these States have become Agreement States, overall resources for the 
materials inspection program have declined.    
 
The labor rate for routine inspections and closeouts has remained largely the same over this 
period at .014-.015 FTE per inspection,  or approximately 17-18 hours based on a 1200 direct 
hour FTE.  That labor rate includes time involved for preparation and documentation, actual 
onsite inspection time and travel.  It does not include time for escalated enforcement or support 
for allegations and investigation activities; as noted above resources for those activities are 
provided separately.  
 
For FY11, FSME projected completion of 930 nuclear materials inspections, which includes 
routine inspections per the IMC 2800 frequencies, Increased Control inspections, closeout 
inspections and some number of reactive inspections.   Typically the Regions have conducted 
more inspections than the budget has called for, reflecting higher numbers of reactive 
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inspections, additional inspections for licensees in States about to become Agreement States 
and other fact of life considerations.  For example, in FY09 and FY10, 1091 and 1062 
inspections were conducted, respectively. Operating plan targets in terms of completed 
inspections for those years were 930 inspections each. 
 
Budgeted resources for support for enforcement and for support for allegations and 
investigations are developed based on review of previous expenditures and interactions 
between the program office (FSME) and Regional managers.   
 
The above is a characterization of NRC inspection resources only.  Agreement State labor 
rates, FTE productive hours and overall costs for the inspection programs are not determined or 
reviewed by NRC and may differ significantly based on local conditions and practices.  
 
 
Discussion 
 
The WG was tasked in its charter with considering the subject of resources available to the 
nuclear materials inspection program.  The charter raised the following questions to help 
determine the need for change and what that change might look like: 
 

• Are the resources provided for the program sufficient? 
 
• Are they being appropriately utilized and, if not, what adjustments should be made? 

 
• What are the indirect program requirements that keep inspectors out of the field and how 

might we better address them? 
 
 
The WG considered the budget information discussed above as well as the results of 
stakeholder interviews.  During the interviews, stakeholders were asked their thoughts about 
whether NRC budgeted resources were sufficient to conduct the program, whether they were 
being appropriately utilized, and about what program activities, if any, take away from 
inspectors’ time to be in the field.   
 
With respect to the first question, there was a strong delineation between the views of NRC 
managers and NRC inspectors.  Managers for the most part considered that budgeted 
resources were sufficient to conduct the program, while inspectors frequently offered the 
opposite view.   Inspectors were particularly concerned about the demands placed on them by 
coordination of escalated enforcement cases, allegations, and indirect requirements such as 
mandatory online training.  Loss of administrative support was also frustrating to inspectors, 
who felt that they now had to take on functions that were not a good use of their technical and 
regulatory skills. 
 



Materials Inspection Working Group Page 11 
 

The 2001 Phase II report noted that actual inspection costs were approximately 23 hours per 
inspection, based on agency time reporting data from FY96-98.  The report recommended ways 
to reduce the inspection labor rate which were built into the budget in subsequent years.  The 
WG examined actual costs for NRC materials inspections conducted in the period ten years 
later (FY06-09) and noted that they were approximately 20 hours per inspection.  This is 
noteworthy for two reasons:  actual inspection costs for this period were lower than they were a 
decade earlier, but they were higher than the budgeted labor rate that was in effect for  most of 
that decade.  FSME has taken steps to address the latter point by raising the labor rate to .018 
FTE (or nearly 22 hours) in its FY12 budget submittal. 
 
Agreement State managers and staff who participated in the interviews noted, not surprisingly,   
that they are under significant resource constraints: in budget, in salaries and in staffing.  For 
these reasons attracting and retaining qualified staff is a significant challenge for many of the 
States.  This type of challenge has been noted in numerous IMPEP reviews over the past 
several years and remains high in FSME’s oversight of Agreement State programs.  In 
responding to this resource challenge, Agreement States have frequently developed and 
implemented innovative approaches to inspection which are discussed in Section 3.3 below. 
 
On the second question, most of those interviewed who responded, responded in the 
affirmative. That is, they felt that the resources that they had were being appropriately utilized. 
Several noted an erosion of inspector time through accretion of tasks for inspectors to address 
while onsite or later.  Examples included recent Temporary Instructions which add significantly 
to the inspector’s onsite and followup responsibilities without apparent corresponding budget 
adjustments (see, for example, Temporary Instructions 2800-039 and 2800-040).  There were 
also a number of individual concerns noted ---lack of administrative support; growth in 
mandatory, non-technical training; eTravel---but with one exception noted below there was no 
consensus.   
 
Only one concern emerged as a consensus view by most of the NRC subjects interviewed and 
that was the time and effort spend in coordination and processing of escalated enforcement 
cases.   More than half of those interviewed indicated that preparation and coordination of 
escalated enforcement cases (and to a lesser extent, allegations coordination) were significant 
impacts on their inspector resources and efficiency and that the enforcement process needs to 
be revamped.  In particular, individuals cited the inspector time spent in preparing for the 
Regional enforcement panel, the Office of Enforcement (OE) enforcement panel; making 
followup changes to the documentation; and coordinating their approval and multiple 
concurrences,  as tasks that take away from direct inspector effort.     
 
The WG discussed these views and noted that the Phase II group made a similar observation 
10 years ago.  At that time the Phase II report noted that: 
 

“From 1993 to mid-2000, the Regions were delegated authority to process cases 
involving Severity Level III violations or problems, provided no wrongdoing was 
identified.  In conjunction with changes to the Enforcement Policy, OE withdrew this 
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delegation and required that all potential escalated enforcement cases be paneled with 
OE, the appropriate program office and OGC.  The change in delegating Severity Level 
III casework to the regions was done, in part, to ensure consistency in application of the 
Enforcement Policy after several changes were implemented.” 

 
In its final report, the Phase II group recommended that authority to issue Severity Level III 
violations should be re-delegated to the Regions with the exception of those cases involving 
wrongdoing.  The WG considered this recommendation and concluded that in light of the 
discussions with NRC managers and inspectors as part of this effort, that it continues to make 
sense.   It would, at least from the perspective of the materials program, reduce burden on 
inspectors and allow their time to be spent more productively in the field.    
 
The WG notes that on April 28, 2011, OE issued interim enforcement guidance for 
dispositioning violations of security requirements for portable gauge licensees.  This guidance 
provides a graded approach in citing violations in which portable gauge licensees have one of 
the two required independent barriers in place.  This graded approach would allow for the 
Regions to cite such violations as Severity Level IV violations under certain conditions, which 
would reduce the escalated enforcement workload in the Regions substantially.  The WG 
believes that even in light of this change in policy and its potential reduction on enforcement 
workload, the recommendation to re-delegate SLIII materials violations has merit.  
 
 
Findings and Recommendations 
 
The WG concluded that at least within the NRC, the inspection program is adequately 
resourced.  (The resource situation within the Agreement States varies from State to State as a 
function of individual budgets and priorities.)  The enhancements to the inspection labor rate in 
the FY12 budget will help to assure that, especially in light of increased demands on inspectors.  
The WG notes that there is an ongoing challenge to FSME to assure that addition of items for 
inspectors to follow up on during the routine inspection does not erode the labor rate over time.    
 
Based on the considerations above, the WG makes the following recommendation:    

Recommendation 1:  FSME should work with the Office of Enforcement (OE) to reinstate 
delegation of authority to the Regions to issue Severity Level III escalated enforcement 
actions for materials licensees. 
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3.2  Inspection Approach  
 
Current State 
 
The NRC nuclear materials inspection program consists of two types of inspections – routine 
and reactive.  Most inspections are routine inspections conducted on a priority that is based on 
safety significance.  Inspection priorities vary from 1 (once per year) to 5 (once every five 
years).  These inspections are typically performance-based, risk-informed inspections that 
review portions of all major areas of a licensed program such as scope of program, uses of 
licensed materials, employee training, dosimetry use, surveys, leak tests and inventory, waste 
disposal, etc. 
 
Reactive inspections are the highest priority of inspection and are conducted as a result of 
events or incidents involving licensed materials, allegations or other circumstances in which 
inspection is deemed warranted.  These types of inspections typically focus on gaining an 
understanding of an event, the licensee’s response to the event and determination of 
contributing factors and root causes.  Reactive inspections are also conducted in response to 
NRC directives such as Confirmatory Action Letters or Orders.   
 
IMC 2800 also contains guidance for conduct of special inspection activities, which include 
inspections of expired or terminated licenses, significantly expanded programs, licensees 
operating under reciprocity, Master Materials Licensees and others.   
 
NRC materials inspections are risk-informed and performance-based.  Inspectors are trained to 
observe licensee activities as much as possible and interview as many licensee employees and 
contractors as possible.  Less emphasis is given to records review although some is necessary 
depending on what is noted during observations and interviews.  Management attention to, and 
involvement in, the licensed program is also evaluated by the inspector to ensure that an 
adequate emphasis on health and safety is provided. 
 
Most NRC materials inspections are conducted on an unannounced basis.  However, allowance 
is given through policy for inspections to be announced.  Most commonly, initial inspections are 
announced to ensure 1) the new licensee has actually initiated licensed activities; and 2) make 
efficient use of the inspector’s and the licensee’s time and resources.  Reactive and special 
inspections may be announced in order to ensure appropriate personnel are available for 
interview (i.e., security inspections).  Other routine inspections may be and often are announced 
due to considerations such as geography and travel costs (i.e., those inspections performed in 
Guam, American Samoa, Hawaii, Alaska or other remote locations.) 
 
IMC 2800 is the primary governing document for materials inspections.  Several inspection 
procedures are maintained under MC 2800 that address more program-specific elements and 
are primarily divided by discipline (i.e., medical, industrial or academic).  Each Inspection 
Procedure contains essentially the same focus elements for inspectors to review in each 
program.  The primary focus elements are: 1) Security and control of licensed material; 2) 
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Shielding of licensed material; 3) Comprehensive safety measures; 4) Radiation dosimetry 
program; 5) Radiation instrumentation and surveys; 6) Radiation safety training and practices; 
and 7) Management oversight. 
 
Most routine inspections are documented using NRC Form 591.  Part 1 of Form 591 is issued to 
the licensee following an inspection which there are no violations (clear), non-cited violations 
(NCV’s) or Severity Level IV violations that are not willful or repetitive.   Part 1 can also 
document that corrective actions were taken and have been effective for violations identified 
during previous inspections.  Part 2 of Form 591 is available for expanding on findings 
documented in Part 1 and can be issued to the licensee as needed.  NRC Form 591, Part 3 is 
used to document the details of the inspection and serves as the inspection report.  Part 3 is not 
normally issued to the licensee but becomes part of the NRC inspection folder for future 
reference.   
 
Another method for documenting inspection results is with an Inspection Record (Enclosure 6 of 
MC 2800).  This format is typically used for some special inspections and other inspections 
where several non-escalated violations need to be documented.  A third method of 
documentation is the narrative report using the MC 0610 format.  This type of report is required 
for all team inspections, reactive inspections and cases involving potential escalated 
enforcement.   
 
Discussion 
 
The WG was tasked in its charter to review the overall approach of the nuclear materials 
inspection program.  More specifically, the charter posed the following questions for the WG to 
explore and consider in determining the need for any changes in approach and what those 
changes might look like: 
 

• Is the inspection program looking at the right things—i.e., the focus elements in IMC 
2800 and IP’s---and in sufficient depth to assure safety and security in the use of 
radioactive materials? 

 
• If not, what adjustments need to be made? 

 
• Does the use of Form 591 continue to make sense? 

 
• Beyond the routine inspection program, are our reactive inspections in response to 

events appropriate? 
 
• What is the proper role of the inspector with respect to the licensee? 

 
Overall, the consensus of those interviewed and the WG was that the inspection approach was 
well established and that inspections are focused on appropriate safety significant elements. No 
significant concerns were raised by interviewees regarding the routine inspection program.  The 
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focus element approach in IMC 2800 was felt to be best for experienced inspectors, while 
newer, less-experienced inspectors could benefit from the use of a “checklist” approach, to 
ensure that the significant safety matters were being properly addressed.  The use of such 
checklists could also support inspectors when a long time elapses between inspections of a 
given licensee.   There are seven focus elements currently in IMC 2800, and many of those 
interviewed felt that the topic of materials security either be added as another element or that 
the narrative be rewritten to address this in the existing elements.  Some offered the view that 
review of complex programs (principally medical, with HDR and GSR, where a greater review of 
documentation is required) may not be adequately addressed within these focus elements.   
 
In addition to considering the views of stakeholders, the WG also reviewed the most recent 
NMED report which was issued in February 2011 and a special report of events by program 
code over the past 10 years.  These reviews indicated no statistically significant trends in events 
data for nuclear materials licensees that would warrant a change in inspection approach.  The 
WG also considered the findings and recommendations of the VA and NIST Lessons Learned 
reports and found no recommendations which would fundamentally alter inspection approach.    
 
Some of those interviewed were concerned that the risk-informed, performance-based approach 
of NUREG-1556 guidance and that contained in IMC 2800 may go too far and lead to safety 
significant items being overlooked and/or to licensees not fully understanding the commitments 
inherent in having an NRC materials license.   The use of the NUREG 1556 series of guidance 
documents may lead to inadequate procedures being developed and used by licensees without 
prior NRC review.     For example, an applicant could state that a procedure had been 
developed, but an inspector may find that the referenced procedure would contain omissions or 
not use good health physics (safety) practices.  Were procedures to be required as part of the 
licensing process, a greater emphasis on safety and security over radioactive materials use 
might be gained.  The WG and some interviewees noted that many Agreement States address 
this type of concern through hand delivery of a new license and discussion of its terms with the 
prospective licensee.   
 
Most interviewees agreed that unannounced inspections were valuable and should remain as  
primary policy.  Most also favored the continued usage of announcing certain inspections such 
as initial inspections and other inspections as resources deemed necessary, although, with the 
latter, discretion should be used in not announcing too far ahead. 
 
In general, most interviewees supported the use of NRC Form 591, especially for clear 
inspections.  Fewer favored it use for inspections with identified violations.  Many of those 
interviewed were from Agreement State programs and were either not that familiar with Form 
591 and/or did not have a similar alternative for use in their states. 
 
With regard to flexibility of the inspection program, most interviewees find it to be adequately 
flexible to respond to changes in the industry.  Some considered the program to be more flexible 
in the past and favored a return to that approach.  This was considered especially important in 
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light of flat budgets which force managers and inspectors to seek to do more with less 
resources.   
 
Many of the interviewees indicated that, although the approach to reactive inspections was 
adequate, some improvement in the guidance used by inspectors in this area was warranted.  
Many felt that the guidance for reactive inspections was either old and outdated and/or was 
cumbersome and confusing.  Specific examples that were cited include IMC 1301 (last updated 
in 2000) and Management Directive 8.10 (last updated in 1994).  Similar recommendations 
were made in Section 3.7.2 of the VA Lessons Learned Task Group Report and the WG is in 
agreement with those recommendations. 
 
Virtually all of the interviewees agreed that the role of the inspector should be independent and 
fair and should never be adversarial.   Opinion diverged more with regard to the inspector’s role 
as an advisor/consultant.  Although most agreed that the inspector should never really be a 
consultant, per se, there were times when a more advisory role was warranted, especially 
during pre-licensing process and initial inspections.  As a new licensee gains experience in their 
program, the advisory role of the inspector should lessen. 
 
In the area of inspector training, many of the interviewees indicated that training inspectors to be 
generalists was the best approach.  Many felt that specialist inspectors are good to have if 
resources allow for it, but many individual programs do not have the resources to support in-
depth specialization.  The overall consensus seemed to be that training should focus on 
development of generalist inspectors who are able to inspect virtually any materials licensee 
and that development of specialists will tend to occur over time, based on education, experience 
and individual interests. 
 
  
Findings and Recommendations 
 
Considering the results of interviews, document reviews and discussions among MIWG 
members, the WG found that the current nuclear materials inspection approach is adequate, 
that inspectors are looking at the right things and in sufficient depth, and that the inspections are 
being done on a performance-based, risk-informed approach.  Taking into account the concern 
discussed above regarding performance-based approach leading to items potentially being 
overlooked, the WG has the following recommendation  
 
Recommendation 2:  To assure that new licensees fully understand the commitments 
and responsibilities of holding an NRC materials license, there should be an increase in 
licensee interactions and guidance both during the licensing process and during the 
initial inspection. Specifically, license reviewers should go over each commitment with 
the licensee prior to issuing the license, at a minimum by phone, and inspectors should 
again go over license commitments during the initial inspection.  FSME should provide 
additional direction to this effect in a future revision to IMC 2800 and upcoming revisions 
to NUREG-1556.   
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The WG also found that the inspection program should continue to rely on performing 
inspections on an unannounced basis.  However the WG also concluded that having greater 
flexibility to announce inspections would be beneficial, particularly from a resource perspective.  
In cases where inspections are announced, lead time in announcing the inspection should be 
minimal, and done so as not to disrupt licensee business.  Accordingly, the team made the 
following recommendation to be included in a future revision of IMC 2800: 
 
Recommendation 3:  In general, inspections should remain unannounced.  However, 
regional managers should have greater flexibility to announce inspections to assure that 
key licensee personnel are present and/or that licensed activities are actually being 
conducted on the day that the inspector would be at the site.   Specifically, in a future 
revision to IMC 2800, Section 2800-05, Basic Requirements, FSME should include a 
fourth item added under exceptions to performing inspections unannounced to allow for 
consideration of resource efficiencies or inspection effectiveness as a basis for 
announcing inspections.  In any case where an inspection is announced, discretion 
should be used in determining how far in advance of the inspection that notice is 
provided to the licensee. 
 
The WG found that the use of Form 591’s as a means of documenting inspections continues to 
be effective and had no recommendations for changes in IMC 2800 in this regard. 
 
The WG concluded that the threshold for performing reactive inspections in response to events 
is appropriate and that Regional managers have sufficient flexibility under the program to make 
risk-informed and resource-informed decisions about when to and when not to perform reactive 
inspections.   Based on comments from the interviewees and the WG members, the WG found 
that the guidance for these types of inspections is in need of updating, at a minimum to reflect 
fact-of-life changes such as the existence and responsibility of FSME in the materials program, 
as well as to assure consistency between the various guidance documents for reactive 
inspections.  Accordingly, the WG made the following recommendation: 
 
Recommendation 4:  Guidance contained in IMCs and MDs for conduct of reactive 
inspections should be revised and updated to reflect fact-of-life changes and to assure 
consistency between IMC 2800 and other IMCs.  Ideally, one IMC would be prepared to 
consolidate reactive inspection guidance in one location incorporating and updating 
provisions of IMC 1301, 1302, etc. 
 
The WG also found that with respect to training, the role of the inspector with respect to 
interacting with the licensee was clear and that training of new inspectors should focus on 
development of broad-based generalists capable of inspecting virtually any materials licensee.  
The WG had no specific recommendations regarding training. 
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3.3   Inspection Frequency  
 
Current State 
 
The frequencies of NRC inspections are defined in IMC 2800.  As noted in the introduction, the 
current frequencies were the result of implementation of the 2001 Phase II recommendations 
which were developed based on operational data, risk, and resources.   
 
The inspection frequencies in IMC 2800 are linked to the licensee’s program code and priority.  
Each program code designates a particular type of licensee and the program code is given a 
priority code of 1, 2, 3, 5, or T.   The priority code, except for the T priority code, corresponds in 
years to the frequency at which a licensee is inspected.  For example, the program code for an 
industrial radiography company that works at temporary jobsites is 03320, and the 
corresponding priority code is 1.  This means that this licensee would be inspected every year.  
IMC 2800 states that the inspection date for priority codes 1, 2, and 3 may vary around their due 
date by +or -  25 percent.   Therefore, in this case the radiographer could be inspected between 
9 and 15 months of their last inspection and not be considered overdue.  As another example, 
the program code for a portable gauge licensee is 03121, and the corresponding priority code 
would be 5.  This means that this licensee would be inspected every 5 years.  IMC 2800 states 
that, the inspection date for priority code 5 licensees and telephonic contact of priority T 
licensees may vary around their due dates by  1 year.  Therefore, in this case the portable 
gauge licensee could be inspected between 4 and 6 years of their last inspection.  The T priority 
code was given to low risk licensees that had program codes that corresponded to uses of 
devices like gas chromatographs and x-ray fluorescence analyzers.  The T priority code 
indicates that the licensee would be contacted by telephone every 5 years, + or – 1 year, and 
asked certain questions about their radiation safety program to evaluate whether or not an 
onsite inspection was warranted. 
 
The number and type of NRC licensees in these various frequencies as of January 2011 are as 
follows: 
 
 
Inspection 
Priority 

Number of 
Licensees 

Representative Licensee Classes (not exhaustive) 

1 84 Industrial Radiographers—Temporary Job Sites 
2 228 Medical Broad Scope, HDR, Nuclear Pharmacies, Gamma Knives, 

Industrial Radiographers—Fixed Sites, Panoramic Irradiators 
3 536 Academic Broad Scope—Type A, Medical Institution—WD Required, 

Medical Private Practice—WD Required, Well Logging, Nuclear 
Laundries 

5 2019 Academic Broad Scope—Type B and C, Medical Institution—no WD 
required, Medical Private Practice—no WD required, Self Shielded 
Irradiators, Fixed and Portable Gauges 

Telephone 52 Gas chromatographs, x-ray fluorescence analyzers 
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Agreement State programs must inspect on frequencies at least as often as those in IMC 2800. 
Information found from a review of IMPEP questionnaire responses indicated that a number or 
Agreement States choose to inspect more often than NRC does.  However, many stay with the 
IMC 2800 frequencies.   Some of the more common licensee classes inspected more frequently 
by Agreement States are Nuclear Pharmacies, Medical Broad Scopes, Medical Private 
Practices, and Academic Broad Scopes.   The rationale for more frequent inspections was often 
not stated, other than to say public health and safety.  The WG spoke with some Agreement 
State managers who identified various approaches that allowed them to inspect more frequently 
than NRC despite resource constraints on their programs.  These approaches included 
decentralized inspection staff  (which reduces travel time), enhanced use of Information 
Technology for the individual inspector in the field and more efficient FTE utilization. 
 
 
Discussion 
 
The WG was tasked in its charter to review the current inspection frequencies and determine if 
the frequencies needed to be modified.  In particular, the charter asked the following questions 
to help ascertain the need for change and what that change may look like: 
 

• Are we in touch with licensees on a sufficient frequency, taking into account the risks 
posed by the activities that they are licensed to perform?  

  
• Should we build some degree of randomness into our inspection program? 

 
• How should we consider security risks in determining the frequency of our inspections?  

  
• Should safety and security inspections be done separately and on a different frequency 

or should we seek to integrate them? 
 

• How should we address inspection of licensees that hold multiple licenses or ones that 
have multiple field offices? 

 
The Phase II Report was the most comprehensive report to date in terms of realigning the 
frequency of materials inspections.  The report used NUREG-6642, “Risk Analysis and 
Evaluation of Regulatory Options for Nuclear Byproduct Materials Systems” to determine 
relative inspection priorities for various program codes based on maximum risk.  The Phase II 
group also reviewed operational data for insights on licensee performances.  The operational 
data reviewed included inspection scheduling data in LTS, historical enforcement data, and 
event data.  The Phase II report recommended that future modifications to inspection 
frequencies also use current risk information and operational data.  The WG agreed with this 
recommendation and reviewed current risk information and operational data (LTS, enforcement, 
and NMED).  The WG also reviewed responses from interviews of inspection personnel and 
other key stakeholders that were germane to inspection frequencies.  The WG determined that 
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NUREG-6642 still provided the best insights on risk, and concluded that, absent a compelling 
basis from operational data, the relative inspection priorities for various program codes did not 
need to be changed.  A review of the operational data and the interview responses did not 
provide the working group with definitive reasons to change the frequency of any specific 
program code.  In addition, the majority of those interviewed believed that the current 
frequencies for inspections were appropriate.  Although some Agreement States inspect certain 
licensee types at more frequent intervals than NRC, there was no consensus on making 
changes to the IMC 2800 frequencies.  Therefore, the WG concluded that the inspection 
frequencies (priorities) should stay as written in IMC 2800. 
 
During the review of a special report on NMED data from the last 10 years, the WG noted that 
the results provided were only for NRC events.  The reason the data was only for NRC events 
was that the event data had been requested by program code, since program codes directly 
relate to the inspection frequency (priority).  The WG noted that the Agreement States are not 
required to provide program codes in event reports since there is no consistent set of program 
codes outside the NRC.   The Agreement States have responsibility for over 85% of the 
materials licensees in the United States, and without the consistent use of program codes by 
both the NRC and the Agreement States for event reports, it can provide a challenge in the use 
of NMED data to change inspection frequencies or make detailed comparisons on event 
frequency. 
 
As noted above, IMC 2800 states that the inspection date for priority codes 1, 2, and 3 may vary 
around their due date by +or -  25 percent and, the inspection date for priority code 5 licensees 
and telephonic contact of priority T licensees may vary around their due dates by 1 year.  The 
WG and the interviewees view the window of inspection opportunity provided by IMC 2800, 
coupled with unannounced inspections, as providing a degree of randomness or variability to 
the inspection process.  However, a number of those interviewed believed there should be more 
flexibility to perform inspections outside of the prescribed window in IMC 2800 to assure that the 
inspection program is not too predictable and to improve efficiency and effectiveness of the 
program.     
 
IMC 2800 in Section 06.04, “Reduction of Inspection Interval,” allows the inspection interval to 
be reduced because of poor performance, but notes that the inspection interval shall not be 
extended beyond that specified by the priority system indicated in IMC 2800.  However, IMC 
2800, Section 06.05, “Other Changes in Inspection Interval,” states that, “At the discretion of 
regional management, other changes in inspection interval may be made to achieve efficiencies 
in the use of inspection resources and to reduce regulatory impact on the licensee.”  The WG 
believes that this section adds enough flexibility to the program to perform inspections, on a 
case by case basis, outside of the prescribed window and recommends that FSME/MSSA 
communicate this flexibility to Regional managers.   
 
Priority T licensees are low risk licensees that are not inspected, but are contacted by telephone 
every 5 years (+or- 1 year) to evaluate their radiation protection program.  The NIST Lessons 
Learned Working Group recommended that Priority T contacts be eliminated, because it 
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determined that the lack of NRC’s physical presence at the facility since 1992 contributed to the 
NIST-Boulder event.  WG interviewees generally considered that telephone contacts should not 
be a substitute for onsite inspections, but could be useful for keeping in contact with licensees 
between onsite inspections.  The NIST working group noted that the NRC has approximately 50 
Priority T licensees in its jurisdiction, and integrating them into the inspection program would not 
have a significant impact on cost to the agency.  The WG agrees with the NIST Lessons 
Learned Working Group report recommendation and, assuming that these inspections were 
phased in over time, it will only increase the annual number of inspections by approximately 10 
per year across NRC with no appreciable resource impact. 
 
The majority of the IC licensees have a security inspection that is at or near the 
recommendations from various working groups based on the health and safety frequency being 
equal to the security frequency.  Therefore, MSSA has initiated a pilot program (TI 2800/040) 
that will focus on self-shielded irradiators and other irradiators with less than 10,000 curies that 
are a Priority 5 from a safety risk.  The expected completion schedule for this TI is 12 months 
from the date of issuance (March 07, 2011), and the TI may be extended into 2012 to obtain 
more inspection data points if needed.  Additional thoughts regarding this frequency, especially 
in light of the OIG recommendation, are contained in Section 3.4, Risk Insights, below. 
 
Interviewees overwhelmingly indicated that safety and security inspections should be inspected 
at the same time.  The reasoning centered mostly on the efficiencies gained by doing them both 
at the same time, and the fact that security in some form has always been a part of the safety 
inspection process.  Many of those interviewed, as well as the WG itself, considered that the 
topic of materials security should be more fully integrated into the inspection program either as a 
new focus element or within the construct of the existing focus elements.   The WG noted that 
some individuals indicated that although they do the inspections at the same time that currently 
they issue two different inspection reports, under different inspection report numbers.   
 
IMC 2800, Section 07.04, “Temporary Job Site or Field Office Inspections,” Parts (b)(1) and (2) 
discusses the method for selecting how many permanent field offices need to be inspected and 
that the inspections need to be performed  within the interval (priority/frequency) specified in 
IMC 2800 for the type of license.  The WG and most of the respondents to the questionnaire, 
agree that the method in IMC 2800 is appropriate for selecting how many field offices need to 
be inspected and that the inspections need to be performed  within the interval 
(priority/frequency) specified in IMC 2800 for the type of license.  However, the WG believes 
that Section 07.04(b)(2) should be modified to allow greater flexibility concerning an inspection 
of the main office.   
 
Currently, this section states in part, that if the license does not authorize licensed activities at 
the main office, the main office should be inspected every inspection cycle to verify the 
licensee’s audit program was implemented to determine the performance of its field office 
activities.  The WG recommends in cases of multi-site licensees where the main office is in an 
Agreement State (AS), that consultation with the AS regulatory program regarding licensee 
performance be performed to determine if an inspection of the main office is necessary.  If the 
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consultation with the AS indicates that the licensee has a good record, then an inspection of the 
main office may not be necessary and resources may be better spent inspecting a field office 
instead.  If the inspector needs to discuss the overall program with the corporate radiation safety 
officer (CRSO), the inspector can always reach the CRSO by phone and information can be 
emailed or faxed to the inspector if needed. 
 
Sections 07.04 (b) (1) and (2) discussed above, dictates how many field offices need to be 
inspected for a multi-site licensee and the time frame that these inspections need to be 
performed.  However, the WG and several of the interviewees stated that the current version 
(2.0) of the license tracking system (LTS) has no way of tracking when or if a field office has 
been inspected and this makes it very difficult for Regions to track completed inspections of 
these locations.  The replacement for LTS 2.0, Web-Based Licensing, is projected to be 
available in the fall of 2012 and will have the capability of tracking field office inspections.   
 
The WG noted that the VA Lessons Learned Task Group report recommended that any 
“…future revisions to inspection priority codes in IMC 2800 should be carefully implemented, 
especially when inspection priorities are being extended (e.g., Priority 1 changed to Priority 2).” 
Although the WG is not making any recommendations to significantly change inspection 
priorities, it agrees with the VA recommendation. 
 
 
Findings and Recommendations 
 
Based on its review of risk information, operational data and interview responses, the WG found 
that the inspection frequencies in IMC 2800, with the exception of Priority T contacts, are  
adequate to assure the safe and secure use of radioactive materials in an efficient, effective and 
risk-informed, performance-based manner.    Accordingly the WG made the following 
recommendation regarding Priority T licensees: 
 
Recommendation 5:  The WG recommends that all priority T licenses should be made 
priority 5, consistent with the recommendation made in the NIST Lessons Learned 
Working Group Report.  Although this will increase the number of inspections each year, 
that increase (approximately 10 per year across NRC, assuming the inspections are 
phased in over time) will have no appreciable resource impact. 
 
The WG also found that efficiency and effectiveness of the inspection program might be 
improved by introducing a greater degree of randomness or variability into inspection timing.  
The WG believes that this can be done within the existing constraints of the program and 
without any budget adjustments.  
 
Recommendation 6:  The WG recommends that FSME communicate to the Regions the 
flexibility existing and contained in IMC 2800 06.05, “Other Changes in Inspection 
Interval,” to extend or reduce inspection frequencies to achieve efficiencies in the use of 
inspection resources.  In communicating this flexibility, Regions should be advised to 
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contact the licensee before extending the inspection frequency to assure that the 
program has not undergone any significant changes since the last inspection.  
 
The WG believes, as did the majority of those interviewed, that safety and security should be 
more fully integrated in the nuclear materials inspection program and makes the following 
recommendation to help assure that.  
 
Recommendation 7: The WG recommends that Security and Safety inspections should 
be done together and, in the longer term, a revision to IMC 2800 should be made to 
add/modify the focus elements to integrate fully security and safety into one overall 
inspection.  
 
As noted above, implementation of the requirements of IMC 2800 regarding inspections of multi-
site licensees pose challenges to the Regions and the WG makes the following 
recommendations to help to address those challenges: 
 
Recommendation 8:  FSME should consider revising IMC 2800 Section 07.04(b)(2) to 
allow greater flexibility concerning an inspection of the main office of a multi-site 
licensee.   Specifically, in cases of multi-site licensees where the main office is in an 
Agreement State (AS), the WG recommends consultation with the AS regulatory program 
regarding licensee performance to determine if an inspection of the main office is 
necessary (not required).  
 
Recommendation 9:  To be able to achieve the goals in the current IMC 2800 for 
inspecting field office locations of multi-site licensees,  version 2.0 of LTS  should be 
revised to be able to track each site (field office or location of use listed).  The WG 
recognizes that this system is scheduled to be replaced in the fall of 2012 by WBL.  If 
FSME determines that revising LTS to address field office locations is impractical in that 
time frame, the WG recommends that FSME assure that WBL have the requisite 
capability to track those sites.  
 
Recommendation 10:  FSME should give consideration to adopting a tiered fee structure 
for licensees with multiple sites to provide greater equity in fees and better reflect the 
costs of inspecting multiple sites under one license.   An alternative to that approach 
would be to license each site or bundle sites in one license based on distance or State.   
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3.4  Risk Insights  
 
Current State 
 
Beginning in the mid-1990’s, NRC undertook to make the materials program more risk-informed 
and performance-based.  The Direction-Setting Issues that were the result of the agency’s 
Strategic Assessment and Rebaselining Program led to a number of staff initiatives over the 
years that followed.  Among them were SECY-99-061, “Nuclear Byproduct Material Risk 
Review”, SECY-99-100, “Framework for Risk-Informed Regulation in the Office of Nuclear 
Material Safety and Safeguards,” and the aforementioned NUREG-6642 and Phase II 
Byproduct Material Program Review.  As a result of this work, significant changes were made to 
the licensing and inspection program to better incorporate risk insights and performance 
considerations.  Risk insights continue to be addressed as a routine part of the materials 
inspection program as well as the licensing and rulemaking programs.   
 
Risk insights were also built into the agency’s program for enhancing security at materials 
facilities in light of the events of 9/11.  Specifically, the initial materials facilities that received 
Orders (panoramic irradiators, manufacturers and distributors, and RAMQC shippers) were 
determined on a risk-informed basis.  In addition, the development of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency’s Code of Conduct on the Safety and Security of Radiological Sources—in 
which the NRC participated---proceeded on a risk-informed basis with Category 1 and 2 sources 
being considered the most risk-significant and the focus of most of NRC’s materials security 
efforts, including Increased Controls and the National Source Tracking System.   
 
In 2010, NRC’s Office of the Inspector General (OIG) issued an Audit Report entitled, “Audit of 
NRC’s Oversight of Irradiator Security.”  The report was critical of the nuclear materials 
inspection program in that: 
 

“...security inspections are based on a licensee’s safety inspection schedule rather than 
the risk that the material will be stolen or exploited for malevolent purposes.  The 
frequency of the security inspections is not risk-informed because the frequencies in 
Inspection Manual Chapter 2800 do not consider current security risks.” 
   

The OIG report went on to recommend that NRC “…reevaluate and determine the frequency of 
security inspections based on a risk-informed approach” and suggested that such an approach 
must consider malevolent action.   
 
 
Discussion 
 
The WG was tasked in its charter with considering risk insights in its reevaluation of the nuclear 
materials inspection program.  The charter went on to pose the following questions for the WG 
to explore and consider in determining the need for any changes in approach and what those 
changes might look like: 
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• What are our best measures of safety and security risk in the materials inspection 

program? 
• What adjustments, if any, are needed to further inform the program and how should they 

be made? 
 
With respect to the first question, there was a fair degree of uniformity among those interviewed 
that the best measures of safety risk are: type, form and quantity of radioactive material 
possessed; nature of licensed activity; operational history (events, inspection history and 
enforcement history); and potential doses (i.e., NUREG-6642).  The WG agreed with this view.   
 
Identifying the best measures of security risk appeared to be more difficult for those interviewed, 
but there was some degree of alignment that the same things that are good measures of safety 
risk are also good measures of security risk:  type, form, and quantity of radioactive material.  
For example, the type and form of material may have a significant correlation to the desirablility 
or attractiveness of material to those who might have malevolent intent.  Physical accessibility of 
material was identified by several of those interviewed as an important risk factor, while others 
noted that the Code of Conduct, Increased Controls, and the NSTS have already adequately 
considered security risk and that further steps to risk-inform the inspection program are not 
necessary.   
 
The WG believes that NRC and Agreement State Orders and license conditions developed, 
implemented and inspected, over the past decade have, empirically (i.e. guided by practical 
experience) decreased security risk.    However, the WG notes that the actual measurement 
and validation of any such actual decreased risk is difficult if not impossible to accurately 
measure and validate. 
 
As noted in Section 3.3, the NRC is undertaking a pilot program over the next year to determine 
if there are risk insights that indicate a need to increase the security inspection frequency for 
self-shielded irradiators and other irradiators with less than 10,000 curies.  That program is 
ongoing and will continue over the next year or so.  The WG does not seek to prejudge the 
outcome of the pilot, but based on the interviews conducted as part of this effort and the view of 
the group members expressed earlier in this report that safety and security inspections should 
be integrated, the WG believes that a single inspection frequency is appropriate and it should be 
the current safety inspection frequency.  The WG did not identify and could not identify a way to 
incorporate risk of malevolent intent into the inspection frequency determination, other than the 
routine and ongoing assessment of the threat environment.  Accordingly, until such time as the 
MSSA assessment determines otherwise, the WG believes that the current safety inspection 
frequency should also be the security inspection frequency.  It should be noted that for most IC 
control licensees, the safety frequency when the +/- 25% variation is included would be very 
close to the security frequency proposed by the Materials Program Working Group (MPWG). 
 
Views towards actual adjustments needed to the inspection program were sparse with the 
majority of those interviewed either believing that adjustments were not needed or were not sure 
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what adjustments are needed.  Of 25 persons interviewed, only 4 persons provided specific 
responses to the question of what adjustments are needed.  Views towards adjustments 
included that 10 CFR 30.34(i) should be revised to require that portable gauge transportation 
cases to be hidden from view; that joint or ad hoc meetings should be held with licensees; that 
better use of electronic announcements to licensees should be made to keep licensees 
informed; and that risk information needs to be integrated.  Several persons interviewed 
expressed concerns  that it may be difficult to find the resources to undertake a risk-informing 
initiative in a budget environment that is flat or declining, while others questioned how to 
adequately measure human performance or safety culture as related to risk.  The WG notes that 
the agency is undertaking an initiative at the Commission level to develop a long-term vision 
and options for a more holistic integration of risk and performance into all of the agency’s 
regulatory programs. 
 
 
Findings and Recommendations 
 
The WG determined that risk is adequately applied in the materials inspection program and is 
appropriately flexible based on evolving attributes of risk. 
 
The WG considered the recommendation contained in the OIG report that the Executive 
Director for Operations reevaluate and determine the frequency of security inspections based 
on a risk-informed approach.  The WG believes that the basis for the recommendation may be 
applied to all inspections and not just security inspection of self-shielded irradiator licensees.  
(The WG provides further information about safety and security inspections and integration and 
frequency thereof in Section 3.3 of this report.)  Based on the discussion above, the WG makes 
the following recommendation:: 
 
Recommendation 11:  The WG considered the OIG recommendation to “…reevaluate and 
determine the frequency of security inspections based on a risk-informed approach.”  
The WG concluded that the Agency has incorporated reasonable and prudent risk 
insights into its development and implementation of the materials security inspection 
program and recommends that in the absence of a change to the threat environment that 
the security inspection frequency default to the safety inspection frequency. 
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3.5  Licensee Performance  
 
Current State 
 
Licensees have the primary responsibility for meeting NRC (or Agreement State) requirements 
in their licenses and the agency’s regulations.  However, the understanding of those 
requirements varies significantly across the broad spectrum of materials licensees.  For 
example, broad scope medical licensees or other licensees that operate higher risk, more 
complex materials programs generally have a higher degree of regulatory awareness than 
portable gauge licensees.    The former interact with the NRC or their Agreement State 
regulatory agency more frequently whether through license amendments or inspection; their 
interactions are more involved because the requirements are often more involved; and they are 
more likely to participate in forums such as the Health Physics Society or other professional 
organizations where regulatory issues are discussed.  Nonetheless, it is important to seek to 
assure that all licensees are aware of and implement their responsibilities in using radioactive 
material for licensed operations.   
 
In the past, the inspection program rewarded licensees whose performance, as measured by 
repeat clear inspections, was determined to be exceptional.   Those licensees received an 
extension in the frequency of their next inspection.  However, as part of the Phase II review in 
2001, the team determined that so many licensees had their inspection cycle reduced that it 
warranted an overall downward adjustment in many if not most of the inspection frequencies. 
When those frequencies were adjusted in IMC 2800, the provision for extending individual 
licensee frequency based on performance was removed from the materials inspection program.  
 
Licensee performance is also a central issue in the Commission’s recent approval of a final 
Safety Culture Policy Statement to “…set forth its expectation that individuals and organizations 
performing regulated activities establish and maintain a positive safety culture commensurate 
with the safety and security significance of their activities and the nature and complexity of their 
organizations and functions.”  The Policy Statement defines Nuclear Safety Culture as “…the 
core values and behaviors resulting from a collective commitment by leaders and individuals to 
emphasize safety over competing goals to ensure protection of people and the environment.”   It 
also identifies key traits of a positive safety culture and applies to all NRC licensees and other 
NRC-regulated activities.  It also encourages Agreement States to support the development and 
maintenance of a positive safety culture within their respective areas of jurisdiction.  NRC is 
continuing to work on implementation of the Policy Statement within its licensing and oversight 
activities, recognizing that it is not a regulation or license requirement.  The WG sought to 
address how that might best be done during the inspection process as part of its work. 
 
An important part of licensee performance is communication and the NRC has a number of 
tools available to provide information, convey expectations, and share operational experience 
with its licensees and those of the Agreement States.  These include, among others, Information 
Notices, Regulatory Information Summaries, Press Releases, the Agency-wide Documents 
Access and Management System (ADAMS) and, the NRC website.  The WG sought to 
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determine how effective those tools are in influencing licensee performance and where and how 
they might be improved.   
 
 
Discussion: 
 
The WG was tasked in its charter to consider licensee performance in the context of the nuclear 
materials inspection program.  Specifically, the charter raised the following questions to help 
ascertain the need for change and what that change may look like: 
 

• Do applicants/licensees fully understand the commitments and responsibilities that they 
bear in holding an NRC license? 

 
• How should we incorporate concepts of safety culture into the inspection program? 

 
• Are we making appropriate use of our tools (Information Notices, etc.) to improve 

licensee performance? 
 
The majority of materials licensees operate at acceptable performance levels, but many of the 
interviewees had examples of licensees that at one time or another did not do so.  Many of 
those interviewed felt that licensees, particularly new licensees, do not have a strong 
understanding of their commitments and responsibilities in holding a materials license.   In part 
this lack of understanding reflects the widespread use of health physics consultants to prepare 
applications, which the applicant only needs to sign, not necessarily comprehend.  And in part it 
reflects the approach of the NUREG-1556 series which allows applicants to “check the box” in 
applying for a license and not necessarily go through a rigorous thought process in developing a 
program that meets NRC (or Agreement State) requirements.  Some of those interviewed also 
felt that it was the result of inspections being too infrequent and license renewals having been 
extended to 10 years (versus the previous 5 years), both of which led to a reduced level of NRC 
interaction with licensees.    
 
Inspection can help assure licensee understanding and thereby improve performance, but that 
is an after-the-fact approach.  For example, IMC 2800 calls for a discussion of the license and 
applicable regulations with the licensee during the Initial Inspection, which can be up to a year 
after the license has been issued.   What is more appropriate, as noted in Section 3.2 above, is 
assuring that the applicant is on board with its commitments at or before the time of license 
issuance.  Many States employ the practice of hand delivery of a new license and, at that time, 
walk through the license conditions and/or tour the facility to help assure that things get off to a 
good start.   It also provides the opportunity for licensees to ask questions of the regulator.  
However, hand delivery of new licenses is an expensive approach.   Another alternative, as 
described in Recommendation 2 above, is to assure that license reviewers go over each 
commitment with the licensee prior to issuing the license, at a minimum by phone.   
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Not surprisingly, the question of how to incorporate concepts of safety culture into the inspection 
program led to a diversity of views among those interviewed.  Some thought it would be most 
effective to address the subject during licensing, others during inspection (but not as a 
requirement that could be cited) and still others considered that the concepts are inherent in the 
program already and do not need any further work.  Many considered that it was important to 
seek out all manner of communications opportunities to raise the subject of safety culture and 
discuss practical examples of its importance in licensee performance and assuring safety.  The 
WG considered this wide range of opinions and centered on an implementation approach that 
was offered by an Agreement State manager.  That is, to use the routine entrance and exit 
meetings with licensee management during every inspection---particularly the initial inspection--
- as an opportunity to discuss the importance of safety culture to the NRC and, as appropriate, 
offer any observations that the inspector had on the subject during the inspection.  The licensing 
process also offers an important opportunity to emphasize how safety culture fits into the 
applicant or licensee’s program. 
 
The WG also explored with interviewees whether licensees with a good performance history 
should be inspected at a reduced frequency.  There was no clear consensus on this among the 
interviewees.  Some were supportive, but many felt that any initiative that would further reduce 
the frequency of contact with licensees would be ill-advised.  As noted earlier, this approach had 
been used in the past, but was eliminated as part of the Phase II effort that led to a reduction in 
overall inspection frequency.  The WG is making no recommendations to reduce inspection 
frequency based on licensee performance.   
 
Licensee performance can also be improved by enhanced education or communication efforts.  
Over the last decade, the amount and sophistication of communication tools has increased 
substantially and they provide applicants and licensees with more information and more 
opportunities to be involved in NRC activities than ever before.  Outreach efforts in support of 
new program initiatives have also increased and allow for greater face to face interaction with 
licensees.  For example, Regions and States which conducted strong licensee outreach 
programs for the roll-out of the Increased Controls, reported success with efforts such as 
meetings, conferences and electronic notification tools, as well as specific information 
exchanges during inspection close-outs.  Similarly, the outreach efforts between NRC and the 
Agreement States in enhancing licensee understanding and participation in implementation of 
the National Source Tracking System were very effective, based on licensee and staff feedback.   
 
A number of interviewees indicated, as did WG members, that in some instances 
communication efforts can be counter-productive.  More specifically, sending Information 
Notices or other generic communications to classes of licensees to which they do not apply, 
risks losing the attention of those who receive them.  This used to be a bigger problem than it is 
now, but licensees still bring up the issue with Regional staff.   
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Findings and Recommendations 
 
The WG found that both the licensing and inspection programs can improve licensee 
performance by seeking to assure better licensee understanding of their commitments and 
responsibilities.  The Safety Culture policy statement may also help improve licensee 
performance, particularly if opportunities for reinforcement of the importance of safety culture 
are built into the routine inspection program and the WG makes the following recommendation 
in that regard: 
 
Recommendation 12:  When the Safety Culture Policy Statement is issued by the Agency, 
the WG recommends that it be implemented for materials licensees as a discussion point 
during licensing, a discussion during the initial inspection, and through inspection 
entrance and exit meetings.    
 
The WG observed that improvements have been made in better targeting Information Notices 
and Regulatory Issue Summaries to appropriate classes of materials licensees and these efforts 
should be continued to assure that licensees devote appropriate attention to information coming 
from the NRC.  Accordingly, the WG makes the following recommendation: 
 
Recommendation 13:  The WG recommends that efforts  be continued to assure that  
generic communications addressing specific issues are sent to appropriate classes of 
materials licensees.     
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3.6  Assessing Quality 
 
Current State 
 
Quality is a basic requirement not only to demonstrate that the program is implemented to 
ensure compliance with the regulations and that the licensee’s performance demonstrates the 
safe and secure use of regulated materials; it is also paramount to ensure that the individuals 
who implement the program perform consistently and are looking at (and for) the right indicators 
of performance. 
 
The primary means of assessing the quality of the nuclear materials inspection program is 
through the Integrated Materials Performance Evaluation Program, or IMPEP.   IMPEP was 
developed and implemented in the mid-1990’s to provide a common means of assessing the 
performance and quality of Agreement State and NRC Regional materials programs.  It employs 
a series of common performance indicators which focus either exclusively---such as Technical 
Quality of Inspections---or partially on the inspection program.   
 
In addition to IMPEP, the nuclear materials inspection program utilizes a number of ways to try 
to measure quality,  including timeliness metrics; quantity metrics; quarterly quality metrics; staff 
accompaniments, required training, and qualification boards; self actuated mini-IMPEPs 
between routine IMPEP reviews; and focused self-assessments.  Prior to assessing regional 
programs through IMPEP, NMSS and Regional Management relied on Operational Plan metrics 
and self-assessments, and periodic visits by HQ managers and staff to demonstrate the quality 
of their programs.   
 
The use of metrics as a measure of quality has long been a challenge for NRC (and other 
Federal agencies).  Specifically, are timeliness, quality of inspection reports, and the number of 
inspections completed really the right tools to measure quality of  the materials program, 
whether used as part of a self-assessment or part of the IMPEP review.  We continually re-
evaluate the metrics but have yet to agree that what we are measuring is indeed indicative of 
quality. 
 
For years, both the Regions and the Agreement States have utilized required training, 
qualification and accompaniments to demonstrate the quality of the inspection staff.  
Currently, inspector staff are trained and qualified as inspectors (initially but not routinely on a 
recurring basis) through a battery of NRC courses.  The practice has been for new inspectors to 
receive on-the-job training under the tutelage of a senior inspector or first line supervisor as part 
of becoming a qualified inspector.  In the Regions, refresher training is required for some 
inspection areas to maintain inspector qualifications, but not all courses are required including 
those that address new modalities or significant changes in equipment.   
 
Inspector quality is uniformly addressed by staff accompaniments (a senior inspector or first line 
supervisor attends inspections with an inspector to observe his or her implementation of the 
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program) on an annual, if not more frequent basis, in all State and Regional programs.  In 
addition, accompaniments are a major part of the IMPEP review. 
 
The above describes how the quality of the nuclear materials inspection program is assessed 
internally.  At this time, however, there is no routine formal mechanism for licensees to assess 
quality and provide feedback on the program.  This contrasts with the routine process used by 
the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation to evaluate performance of the Reactor Oversight 
Program (ROP)documented in IMC 0307, Reactor Oversight Program Self-Assessment.  The 
process has several components, among them  structured feedback forms for inspection staff, 
internal surveys as well as external surveys of key stakeholders and members of the public 
conducted through a Federal Register notice.   The NRR staff reviews the feedback provided 
from these various tools and prepares a Commission paper annually which addresses the 
feedback and provides the staff’s assessment of whether the ROP met its program goals and 
achieved its intended purpose for that year.    
   
 
Discussion 
 
The WG was tasked in its charter to consider the subject of assessing quality in the context of 
the nuclear materials inspection program.   The charter raised the following questions to help 
ascertain the need for change and what that change may look like: 
 

• Are the metrics that we use to assess performance of the inspection program 
appropriate and are they yielding the desired results? 

• How should we perform self-assessments of the inspection program in between formal 
IMPEP reviews?   

• Should we have a mechanism for licensees to provide feedback on the quality of our 
inspections? 

• Are our accompaniments of materials inspectors effective in assuring quality? 
 
Both the NRC and the Agreement States implement their programs in accordance with the 
guidance in IMC 2800.  IMC 2800 only mentions quality (audits) when it addresses the required 
annual Inspector supervisory accompaniments in 2800-04, Responsibilities and Authorities.  
IMC 2800 does not specifically address any other quality measure.  To ensure adherence to 
IMC 2800 both the NRC and the Agreement States address quality of implementation of the 
materials inspection program using various methods.   
 
The interviewees were split as to the effectiveness of metrics to measure quality of a program.  
Some indicate that because quality is so hard to measure our metrics seem to be sufficient.  
Many thought that the IMPEP metrics were appropriate.  Some indicated that metrics for 
timeliness and number of inspections may drive us in a direction not consistent with quality.  For 
example, one interviewee stated that the metrics may drive inspectors to issue clean Form 591s 
in the field, presumably to keep paperwork down (escalated enforcement), and keep the 
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inspector out in the field.  Several indicated that setting the bar for the inspection metric so high 
drives us to expend resources unnecessarily.   
 
Similarly, while the metrics may be appropriate, how we use the data that the metric identifies 
may not be appropriate.  For example, when we looking at “quality of inspection reports” one 
interviewee indicated that the Agency gives the same weight for spelling errors as for a serious 
error in the findings.  Others indicated that they have instituted work-a-rounds to meet a metric.   
 
There was a split of the interviewees when addressing if the measures we are using are yielding 
the desired results; however, there was no consensus on changing the metrics or if there is are 
better quality metrics. 
 
The only constant for determining quality is IMPEP and most indicated that it was useful in 
measuring the quality of the program being evaluated.  However, some indicated that the limited 
language of the findings on length of time onsite by an IMPEP team diminished the results.  
Specifically, one interviewee stated that some complex issues require more than the standard 
week to review, yet we often spend the same amount of time in assessing a small program as a 
large program.  
 
As noted above, NRC Regions do periodic self-assessments of inspection and licensing, but 
there is no prescribed method or format for them.  Some regions perform focused self-
assessments on a case-by-case basis based on performance or operational issues.  Most 
Regions and Agreement States perform Mini-IMPEP’s between the formal IMPEP.  These are 
used to assess the quality of the program on a shorter frequency and to ensure that the Region 
or Agreement State is as prepared as possible for the formal IMPEP.  
 
In most cases interviewees indicated that their self-assessment method was effective, including 
mini-IMPEPs.  For those who perform different kinds of self-assessments (routine and topical), 
they also indicated that the impact on assessing or improving quality might not be worth the 
resources allocated to complete them.  There should be some balance between the depth of the 
assessment and the resources needed. 
 
The interviewees did not consistently identify the use of or need for Informal licensee feedback.  
When posed with the question, should we have a mechanism for licensees to provide feedback 
on the quality of our inspection, many stated that it could be a useful tool to assess quality of 
inspector performance, especially if the feedback was shared with the inspector as a learning 
tool.  Others expressed that there are already means for licensees to provided feedback (i.e., 
websites, contacting the program office, response to NOVs, and use of the IG) and that 
requesting feedback (either through a form or electronically) could be burdensome to many of 
our licensees.   
 
Interviewees also expressed a concern that the resources needed to collect, collate, evaluate 
the feedback, and provide a response to the licensee may outweigh any benefit gained in 
evaluating the inspectors or the program.  Several interviewees expressed the view that the 
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inspectors should not have to solicit feedback and that perhaps the supervisor should solicit,  as 
part of their accompaniment, inspection feedback from the licensee. 
 
One interviewee suggested specific questions that would utilize the feedback as an indication 
that the inspection helped the licensee improve its program more than it would evaluate the 
quality of the inspector.  For example, 1) What part of our inspection and feedback that we gave 
you helped you to do a better job?  2) What part of the inspection provided confirmation that you 
were doing a good job as a licensee?  3) What part of the inspection was not useful or did not 
provide useful information for you to do a better job?  Licensee feedback can be useful but 
needs to be normalized and done in a way that is least burdensome to the licensee. 
 
It is clear that each program utilizes different means to assess quality.  The periodicities of 
accompaniments vary with each region and state.  Most do inspector accompaniments by first 
line supervisors, and some also utilize peer reviews.  Interviewees reported that 
accompaniments in some form provide an adequate means to evaluate inspector quality, 
though several indicated that more frequent supervisor accompaniments would be better.  
Several indicated that reviews by first line supervisors or standing review teams provided an 
additional means to address inspector quality.   
 
Many of the interviewees mentioned initial training was a major factor in inspector quality, and 
Regional staff indicated that retraining to maintain inspector qualifications helped.  Several 
interviewees indicated that on-the-job training was the best way to ensure inspector quality.  
They also indicated that the NRC training did not provide enough licensee specific observation.  
 
 
 
Findings and Recommendations 
 
Based on the above, the WG found no consensus view that would warrant significant changes 
in how we assess either the quality of the Materials Inspections Programs or the quality of the 
Inspectors.  The WG also found that routine operational metrics keep the program focused on 
being consistent with IMC 2800 but may not provide a measure of quality of the program.  
Finally, the WG found, not surprisingly, that supervisor accompaniments appear to be the best 
means to assess inspector performance on a routine basis.  
 
 
The WG concluded that the assessment of quality of the program and the inspectors is 
appropriate in its current form, considering the resources available to the program, and has no 
Findings and Recommendations in this area. 
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4.0  Ranking of Recommendations 
 
This section is intended to provide program managers with the WG’s  views on which of the 13 
recommendations identified in the previous sections of this report could provide the most 
programmatic impact for the least cost.  As noted earlier, the WG operated within a constraint of 
no significant additional resources and the ranking that follows is consistent with that constraint.   
The WG also considered the nationwide implications of recommendations, taking into account 
that the Agreement States regulate over 85 percent of the materials licensees in the United 
States.  What follows are the WG views on the top five recommendations for implementation.  
The remaining eight recommendations were not considered by the WG for any particular order. 
 

1. Recommendation 9:  To be able to achieve the goals in the current IMC 2800 for 
inspecting field office locations of multi-site licensees,  version 2.0 of LTS  
should be revised to be able to track each site (field office or location of use 
listed).  The WG recognizes that this system is scheduled to be replaced in the 
fall of 2012 by WBL.  If FSME determines that revising LTS to address field office 
locations is impractical in that time frame, the WG recommends that FSME 
assure that WBL have the requisite capability to track those sites.  

 
2. Recommendation 10:  FSME should give consideration to adopting a tiered fee 

structure for licensees with multiple sites to provide greater equity in fees and 
better reflect the costs of inspecting multiple sites under one license.   An 
alternative to that approach would be to license each site or bundle sites in one 
license based on distance or State.   

 
3. Recommendation 2:  To assure that new licensees fully understand the 

commitments and responsibilities of holding an NRC materials license, there 
should be an increase in licensee interactions and guidance both during the 
licensing process and during the initial inspection. Specifically, license reviewers 
should go over each commitment with the licensee prior to issuing the license, at 
a minimum by phone, and inspectors should again go over license commitments 
during the initial inspection.  FSME should provide additional direction to this 
effect in a future revision to IMC 2800 and upcoming revisions to NUREG-1556.   

 
4. Recommendation 7: The WG recommends that Security and Safety inspections 

should be done together and, in the longer term, a revision to IMC 2800 should be 
made to add/modify the focus elements to integrate fully security and safety into 
one overall inspection.  

5. Recommendation 1:  FSME should work with the Office of Enforcement (OE) to 
reinstate delegation of authority to the Regions to issue Severity Level III 
escalated enforcement actions for materials licensees. 
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5.0  Conclusions 
 
The WG found that the nuclear materials inspection program as currently configured and 
implemented by NRC and the Agreement States is sound.  That is, it is meeting its objectives of 
assuring the safe and secure use of radioactive materials in an efficient, effective, risk-informed 
and performance-based manner.  Although the WG members and the persons who were 
interviewed as part of this effort identified a number of ways in which the program might be 
improved, they found no significant weaknesses or fatal flaws that would warrant more 
ambitious changes.  Accordingly, the recommendations that the WG developed are limited in 
scope and, if adopted, are not expected to require any significant level of resources on behalf of 
NRC or the Agreement States.   The WG sought, in Section 4 of this report, to provide a ranking 
of the recommendations to assist program managers in determining which, if any, of the 
recommendations to adopt.   
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Appendix A  
 
CHARTER FOR MATERIALS INSPECTION WORKING GROUP (MIWG) 
 
Purpose/Background 
 
The nuclear materials inspection program has undergone significant fact-of-life changes over 
the past decade.  These include, but are not limited to: 

• Development and implementation of additional security measures and increased 
controls 

• Application of risk insights to the program leading to changes in inspection frequency 
and a more performance-based approach to inspection (Phase II report) 

• Development and implementation of the National Source Tracking System 
• A significant increase in the number of Agreement States and a concurrent reduction in 

the number of NRC materials licensees 
• Redefinition of byproduct material to include Naturally Occurring and Accelerator-

Produced Material 
 
In addition, the NRC staff is in the process of identifying lessons learned from recent events 
such as those at VA-Philadelphia and the National Institute for Standards and Technology at 
Boulder, CO which may have programmatic implications. The NRC Office of Inspector General 
(OIG) recently completed an audit report on oversight of irradiator security which contained 
recommendations for the materials inspection program.   At the same time, incremental 
additional demands have been placed on materials inspectors and they have been increasingly 
challenged to conduct the routine program with the resources available. 
In light of these factors, FSME management believes that a systematic re-evaluation of the 
materials inspection program is warranted to assure its continued effectiveness, efficiency and 
focus on safety and security.   
 
Membership 
 
Because this re-evaluation may result in findings and recommendations that affect both NRC 
and the Agreement States, a working group has been formed with representation as follows: 
 
Bryan Parker/Pamela Henderson, NRC Region I 
Tammy Bloomer/Christine Lipa, NRC Region III 
Anthony Gaines/Chuck Cain, NRC Region IV 
Joshua Daehler, Massachusetts, OAS representative 
Grant Mills, North Carolina, OAS representative 
Jim Yusko, Pennsylvania, CRCPD representative.   
George Pangburn, FSME/MSSA 
 
Objectives 
 



Materials Inspection Working Group Page 38 
 

Through the review of existing information (NMED, enforcement data base, LTS, selected 
agency documents, etc.), interviews of inspection personnel and other key stakeholders, 
professional judgment and group discussion, the working group will conduct a re-evaluation of 
the materials inspection program focusing on the following: 
 

• Inspection approach:  Is the inspection program looking at the right things—i.e., the 
focus elements, etc. in IMC 2800 and inspection procedures--and in sufficient depth to 
assure safety and security in the use of radioactive materials?  If not, what adjustments 
need to be made?  Does the use of Form 591 continue to make sense?  Beyond the 
routine inspection program, are our reactive inspections in response to events 
appropriate?  What is the proper role of the inspector with respect to the licensee?  (Jim 
Yusko/Bryan Parker) 

• Inspection frequency:  Are we in touch with licensees on a sufficient frequency, taking 
into account the risks posed by the activities that they are licensed to perform?  Should 
we build some degree of randomness into our inspection program?  How should we 
consider security risks in determining the frequency of our inspections?  Should safety 
and security inspections be done separately and on a different frequency or should we 
seek to integrate them?  How should we address inspection of licensees that hold 
multiple licenses or that have multiple field offices?  (Tony Gaines) 

• Risk insights:  What are our best measures of safety and security risk in the materials 
inspection program?  What adjustments, if any, are needed to further risk-inform the 
program and how should they be made? (Josh Daehler) 

• Licensee performance: Do applicants/licensees fully understand the commitments and 
responsibilities that they bear in holding an NRC license?  If not, what steps need to be 
taken to better assure that they do?  How should we incorporate concepts of safety 
culture into the inspection program?   Are we making appropriate use of our tools 
(Information Notices, etc.) to improve licensee performance?  (Grant Mills) 

• Assessing quality:  Are the metrics that we use to assess performance of the 
inspection program appropriate and are they yielding the desired results?  How should 
we perform self-assessments of the inspection program in between formal IMPEP 
reviews?  Should we have a mechanism for licensees to provide feedback on the quality 
of our inspections?  What should our approach be to training of inspectors:  generalists 
vs. specialists?  Are our accompaniments of materials inspectors effective in assuring 
quality?  (Tammy Bloomer) 

• Resources: Are the resources provided for the program sufficient.  Are they being 
appropriately utilized and, if not, what adjustments should be made?   What are the 
indirect program requirements that keep inspectors out of the field and how might we 
better address them?  (George Pangburn) 

 
The group will be tasked initially with refining this charter and developing a project plan to guide 
the group’s work in conducting this re-evaluation.  However, given the overall resource 
constraints that the NRC is in as well as those that the Agreement States face, the WG’s 
recommendations must be revenue-neutral; that is, any recommendations that would lead to 
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increases in inspection resources in one area needs to be off-set by equivalent reductions in 
another.    
 
The working group will conduct interviews of key stakeholders in NRC HQ, the Regions and the 
Agreement States to help inform its discussions.  In its deliberations the group will use 
consensus decision-making in arriving at findings and recommendations.  The expected product 
will be a report to the Director, Division of Materials Safety and State Agreements, Office of 
Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs.  It will characterize the 
materials inspection program in its current state and will include appropriate findings and 
recommendations for changes to Inspection Manual Chapter 2800 and other areas of the 
materials program.  These recommendations will be categorized as per the six areas of focus 
identified above.  
 
Time charges for the group’s work (applies to NRC participants only) should be to TAC Code 
J21034, Develop and Revise Inspection Procedures.   
 
Schedule 
 
The group will meet for the first time in November, 2010 to develop the charter, project plan, and 
work assignments.  Two additional meetings are expected, date and location to be determined.  
The final report will be provided to the Director, MSSA in the spring of 2011. 
 
Operating Rules 
 

1.  The Working Group will use consensus decision making in determining findings and 
recommendations 

2. The Working Group will conduct its work primarily from existing information sources and 
data, with the possible exception of stakeholder interviews. 

 
Changes to the Charter 
 
Any member of the team may suggest recommendations for changes to the charter.  Such 
changes would be approved by a consensus of the group.   
 
Resource Documents to be Used by the Group 
 
Inspection Manual Chapter 2800 (and related Inspection Procedures and Temporary 
Instructions) 
 
Lessons Learned Reports on the events at VA Philadelphia (in progress)  and NIST (ML 
101960297) 
 
OIG Audit Report on Oversight of Irradiator Security  (redacted version available on the NRC 
website under OIG) 
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NRC Operating Plans and Metrics 
 
Budget Documents (C-3’s and others as needed) 
 
Phase II Review of Byproduct Material Review ( August 2001) (ML 012430396.pdf) 
 
“Keeping the Main Thing the Main Thing,”  Slide presentation by Chuck Cain, Region IV 
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