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MINUTES:  MANAGEMENT REVIEW BOARD MEETING OF  JUNE 5, 2014 
 
The attendees were as follows: 
 
In person at U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Headquarters in Rockville, Maryland: 
 
Michael Weber, MRB Chair, DEDMRT  Duncan White, FSME   
Mark Shaffer, MRB Member, FSME   Lisa Dimmick, FSME 
Marian Zobler, MRB Member, OGC   Randy Erickson, Team Leader, Region I 
Roy Zimmerman, OE     Monica Ford, Team Member, Region I  
Lee Cox, North Carolina    Michele Sampson, OEDO 
 
By videoconference: 
 
Linda Howell, MRB Member, Region IV  Binesh Tharakan, Team Member, Region IV 
James Clifford, Region I    Donna Janda, Region I 
Michelle Beardsley, FSME    Tara Weidner, Team Member, Region I 
 
By telephone: 
 
Jennifer Opila, MRB Member, CO   Michael Stephens, Team Member, FL 
Diana Sulas-Thompson, NC 
Bob Dansereau, NY     Ruth Thomas, Environmentalist, Inc. 
Michael Welling, VA  
 
 
1. Convention.  Ms. Lisa Dimmick convened the meeting at 9:05 a.m. (ET).  She noted that 

this Management Review Board (MRB) meeting was open to the public; several members 
of the public identified themselves by name and affiliation as noted above.  Ms. Dimmick 
then transferred the lead to Mr. Michael Weber, Chair of the MRB.  Introductions of the 
attendees were conducted. 

 
2. North Carolina IMPEP Review.  Mr. Randy Erickson, Team Leader, led the presentation 

of the North Carolina Integrated Materials Performance Evaluation Program (IMPEP) 
review results to the MRB.  He summarized the review and the team’s findings for the 
seven indicators reviewed.  The on-site review was conducted by a review team 
composed of technical staff members from the NRC and the State of Florida during the 
period of March 3 - 7, 2014.  A draft report was issued to the State for factual comment 
on April 16, 2014.  The State responded to the review team’s findings by letter dated  
May 7, 2014.  The last IMPEP review for North Carolina was conducted in February 
2009.  Mr. Erickson noted that there were two recommendations made during the 
previous IMPEP review for which the team was recommending closure.  Mr. Erickson 
stated that the review team is recommending to the MRB that overall, the Program be 
found adequate to protect public health and safety, but needs improvement, and 
compatible with the NRC's program.  He further noted that the team is recommending 
that the State be placed on Monitoring. 
 
Common Performance Indicators.  Ms. Monica Ford presented the findings 
regarding the common performance indicator, Technical Staffing and Training.  Her 
presentation corresponded to Section 3.1 of the proposed final IMPEP report.  Ms. Ford 



 

noted that at the time of the IMPEP review, the North Carolina Program (the Program) had 
two vacancies; and that over the course of the review period the Program lost six staff 
members and has been able to post and fill each vacancy as they arose.  The review team 
determined that when the Program is fully staffed, the staffing levels are adequate for the 
agreement state program.  She further noted that the team determined that Program 
inspectors were trained appropriately and were considered fully qualified.  However, she 
noted that the team determined that license reviewers were unclear as to the training 
process for qualification which resulted in performance issues identified under the indicator 
Technical Quality of Licensing Actions.  Ms. Ford reported that the Program's training plan 
had not been updated since 2004 and is not consistent with the requirements in the NRC's 
Inspection Manual Chapter (IMC) 1248.  The review team made one recommendation for 
the State to update its training qualification program to be consistent with Inspection 
Manual Chapter 1248; and that the State apply this program to all technical staff currently 
going through the qualification process and all new staff that are hired.  Mr. Cox stated that 
the Program is implementing changes to its training qualification program to address the 
team’s recommendation.  Some of the MRB members expressed opinions that from what 
the team presented, the Program’s training program may have been inconsistent with the 
NRC’s IMC 1248; however they were not convinced that it was inadequate.  The MRB 
discussed that the Program staff totals about 10.75 full-time equivalents and over the five 
year review period six positions had turned over.  The MRB questioned the reason for 
departures.  The Program responded that there was one retirement, others left for higher 
paying jobs, and the Branch manager was transferred to a reduced management role 
because the individual’s skill set was better suited for technical work.  

     
 The review team found North Carolina’s performance with respect to this indicator to be 

“satisfactory, but needs improvement” and made one recommendation as noted above.  
The MRB agreed that North Carolina’s performance met the criteria for a “satisfactory, but 
needs improvement” rating for this indicator.  The MRB agreed with the team’s 
recommendation. 

 
Ms. Ford presented the findings regarding the common performance indicator,  
Status of the Materials Inspection Program.  Her presentation corresponded to Section 3.2 
of the propsed final IMPEP report.  Ms. Ford reported that the Program conducted 490 
Priority 1, 2, and 3 inspections during the review period and that the review team 
calculated that the Program performed 9 percent of high priority and initial inspections 
overdue during the review period.  She noted that the review team determined that the 
initial inspections were conducted late due to database entry errors and improper tracking.  
The review team also determined that the Program's database issues extended beyond 
the missed initial inspections.  The team made one recommendation for the State to 
develop and implement a process to ensure that initial inspections are completed within 12 
months of license issuance.  The MRB directed that the recommendation be revised in 
context with the State’s addendum response letter dated June 3, 2014. 
 
Ms. Ford noted that the team discussed whether a finding of “satisfactory” or “satisfactory, 
but needs improvement” would be appropriate for this indicator.  The team took into 
consideration and determined that even though the percent overdue was less than the 
criteria of 10 percent for a finding of “satisfactory”; there were a significant number of initial 
inspections that were completed overdue and the team found that the Program was 
unaware of the number of initial inspections that were completed overdue.  The team also 
considered the number of errors identified in regards to the Program's database and 
determined that the calculated 9 percent overdue number could be called into question as 



 

the team was not confident in the data that was provided by the State.  Mr. Cox stated that 
the Program believed that they had met the intent of IMC 2800 with their procedure, but 
admitted there was some misunderstanding in the interpretation of IMC 2800 requirements 
for initial inspection performance.  He respectfully requested that the MRB find the 
Program “satisfactory” for this indicator.  The MRB disagreed with the team’s finding and 
directed that the Program be found “satisfactory”, as it appeared that the State had a 
process in place which ensured that public health and safety was not compromised. 

  
 The review team found North Carolina’s performance with respect to this indicator to be 

“satisfactory, but needs improvement”, and made one new recommendation.  As noted 
above, the MRB disagreed and directed that North Carolina’s performance met the criteria 
for a “satisfactory” rating for this indicator.  The MRB further directed that the 
recommendation be revised in the final report as noted above. 

 
 Mr. Erickson presented the findings regarding the common performance indicator, 

Technical Quality of Inspections.  His presentation corresponded to Section 3.3 of the 
proposed final IMPEP report.  Mr. Erickson reported that the team’s review of inspection 
casework showed that inspections covered all aspects of the licensee’s radiation safety 
programs, and that inspection reports were thorough, complete, consistent, and of high 
quality, with sufficient documentation to ensure that a licensee’s performance with respect 
to health and safety was acceptable.  He further reported that during inspection 
accompaniments, the team determined that the inspectors were well-trained, prepared and 
thorough in their audits and that overall, the inspections were adequate to assess 
radiological health, safety and security at the licensed facilities. 

 
 The review team found North Carolina’s performance with respect to this indicator to be 

“satisfactory”..  The MRB agreed that North Carolina’s performance met the criteria for a 
“satisfactory” rating for this indicator.   

 
Ms. Tara Weidner presented the findings regarding the common performance indicator, 
Technical Quality of Licensing Actions.  Her presentation corresponded to Section 3.4 of 
the proposed final IMPEP report.  She reported that the team reviewed 25 licensing 
actions covering a range of programs and reviewers.  She noted that generally, licenses 
were complete, consistent and of acceptable technical quality.  Ms. Weidner reported that 
some areas for improvement were noted by the team; however the team did not identify 
any missed health and safety issues.  She noted that the review team believes that the 
issues identified could be addressed by improving the training of the license reviewers.  
Ms. Dimmick noted that there was a recommendation for this indicator in the “Summary” 
section of the proposed final report; however it was not mentioned in Section 3.4.  The 
MRB discussed whether the recommendation in this section should be omitted as the 
team determined that the licensing issues were due to the lack of proper training.  The 
team agreed to delete this recommendation in the final report. 

 
 The review team found North Carolina’s performance with respect to this indicator to be 

“satisfactory”, and made one recommendation; however as noted above, through 
discussions with the team it was determined that this recommendation should be omitted.  
The MRB agreed that North Carolina’s performance met the criteria for a “satisfactory” 
rating for this indicator.   

 
   Mr. Binesh Tharakan presented the findings regarding the common performance indicator, 

Technical Quality of Incident and Allegation Activities.  His presentation corresponded to 



 

Section 3.5 of the proposed final IMPEP report.  Mr. Tharakan noted that the team 
examined the Program’s implementation of its incident and allegation processes and found 
that the Program’s response to incidents and allegations was complete and 
comprehensive and that the level of effort was commensurate with the health and safety 
significance.  He reported that the team was able to close the recommendation made for 
this indicator during the previous IMPEP review as the Program modified its allegation 
procedures to require that all incidents be evaluated against the NRC reporting 
requirements; and that the team confirmed through the examination of casework, that the 
Program had significantly improved and strengthened its incident response process.   

 
 The review team found North Carolina’s performance with respect to this indicator to be 

“satisfactory”, closed the recommendation from the previous IMPEP review, and made no 
new recommendations.  The MRB agreed that North Carolina’s performance met the 
criteria for a “satisfactory” rating for this indicator.  The MRB agreed with closing the 
previous recommendation. 

 
Non-Common Performance Indicators.  Ms. Ford presented the findings regarding 
the non-common performance indicator, Compatibility Requirements.  Her presentation 
corresponded to Section 4.1 of the proposed final IMPEP report.  She reported that the 
review team examined North Carolina's rules and determined that although six regulation 
amendments were submitted overdue for the NRC’s review during the review period, at 
the time of the IMPEP review there were no amendments overdue for adoption.  The 
review team also determined that a new piece of legislation was passed during the review 
period which now subjects North Carolina regulations to sunset requirements every ten 
years. This requirement will first impact the Program in 2018.  She noted that the team 
was able to close the one recommendation made during the previous review period for this 
indicator as the Program had addressed the NRC’s comments and had finalized the 
regulations noted on October 1, 2013. 
 

 The review team found North Carolina’s performance with respect to this indicator to be 
“satisfactory”.  The MRB agreed that North Carolina’s performance met the criteria for a 
“satisfactory” rating for this indicator.  The MRB agreed with closing the previous 
recommendation. 

 
 Mr. Michael Stephens presented the findings regarding the non-common performance 

indicator, Sealed Source and Device Evaluation Program”.  His presentation corresponded 
to Section 4.2 of the proposed final IMPEP report.  Mr. Stephens reported that the 
Program currently has two qualified reviewers with an additional reviewer going through 
the qualification process.  He stated that the team determined that the Program follows the 
NRC’s recommended guidance, pertinent industry standards and North Carolina’s 
regulations in the performance of Sealed Source and Device (SS&D) reviews.  Mr. 
Stephens noted that the team determined that multiple documents used for the reviews 
were missing and would not be legally enforceable without these documents in their 
possession.  Otherwise the team determined that evaluations were based on sound 
conservative assumptions to ensure public health and safety is adequately protected.  Mr. 
Stephens reported that the team noted that some of the SS&D registries did not clearly 
identify information for a regulatory agency to license the product.  The team made a 
recommendation for the State to identify, develop and implement processes to ensure 
official SS&D registry documents are legible, accounted for, and are readily accessible to 
those who are determined to have a “need to know” this information. 

 



 

 The review team found North Carolina’s performance with respect to this indicator to be 
“satisfactory, but needs improvement” and made one recommendation as noted above.  
The MRB agreed that North Carolina’s performance met the criteria for a “satisfactory, but 
needs improvement” rating for this indicator.  The MRB agreed with the team’s 
recommendation. 
 

3. MRB Consultation/Comments on Issuance of Report.  The team recommended and 
the MRB agreed that the North Carolina Agreement State Program is adequate to protect 
public health and safety, but needs improvement, and is compatible with the NRC’s 
program.  The MRB disagreed with the team’s recommendation for the State to be placed 
on Monitoring as the team did not identify any performance issues which impacted public 
health, safety and security.  Based on the results of the current IMPEP review, the team 
recommended, and the MRB agreed, that the next full IMPEP review take place in four 
years, with a periodic meeting to be held in one year.   
      

4. Precedents/Lessons Learned.  None applicable to this review. 
 
5. Adjournment.  The meeting was adjourned at approximately 11:10 a.m. (ET) 
 

 


