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Oeor .·~oer~ry. Hoyle: 

· · ·cnelosed are the Maryland Radiological Health Program's comments on the. · 
· Nuc~ar Regulatory Commission Strategic Assessment and Rebaselining Initiative •. · ·· 
Thtrik you for the opportunity to comment on this subject • 

. . . : · .• ... · ": . . . . . · . If .you st,ould have any questions, please feel free to contaot me at . 
• : :.. . {410)· 031'·3~00. You ml!lly al~ ruach my office toll-free by di.ling 1-8Q0..633-6t01 ·· 

·i .. 
. . and·' r•questfng extension 3300. 
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Roland Ci. fletcher·, Manager 
Radiological Health Program 

"Together W~ Can Qean Up" 
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State of Maryland 

Comments on 

U.S. NRC Strategic Aeeeeament and ~ebaselining lniti9tive 

Direction Setting Issue Paper # 4 

nNRC's Relatlonship with Agrument States• 

Option 1: Turn the Agreement States Program Over to the Environmental . 
Protection Agency · · 

. This option should not be considered seriously. It would create more problems 
A : . ' ~an it. would ,olve .. P~rhaps it would be more appropriate for the EPA to.turn over .. 
9 · · . its .environmental radiation regulatory program to the NRC. The costs associated With ·. · 
· · Jhis op'tlon have not been addra~c:n.I, but can be expected to be very high. · NftC. 

should address the health and safety impact for each option. 
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dptitin 2: Strongly Encourage States to Become Agreement States 

. Maryland genere1lly suppon;s the concept of all stat~ bect;>ming Agreemerrl: : 
State$. however to "strongly encourage" may be going too far. Currently, the NRC has 
abch~ated its commitment t~ provide training, travel and technical assistance to the 
Agreement Sta~es. Under this option, the number of Agreement States would increase ·. 

·and so would the demand for training, travel and technical assistance. Since the NAC · 
~lain'.ls that tiieii' flnanC;ial reaourcea ere limited, providing seed money and gran~: to 
in~ere$ted states may b-. extravagant. The NRC would claim not to have the resources 
to Sll~ce~lly manage and review 40 or 50 Agreement State Programs. Becaus.e of · 
NRC' s ttP.e>arent inability to properly support the Agreement States Program currantly1 .· 

perha~~ the best situation 'nvolves a healthy mixture of both Agreement Stat's and . 
. NRC · RC?gulatod States. This would allow the NRC to maintain a viable matarials • 
program~ . 

· : :option ·g,; : Continue the Current Agreement States Program, including . . 
AdQpting Curr~nt Initiatives 

.· ' ' . ' 

. · · ~rytanc;t supports the continuation of the Current Agreement States Program; 
the. Adequacy and Compatibility Statement and IMPEP. The current system . worJ(s 
wetl but there is plenty of room for improvement, The NRC should modify its policy · 
.and seek Agreement States' concurrence on all rules, practices and procedures where · .. · · 
coli'ipatil;>ility is expected. The NRC nAAds to assume financial responsibility for 
training, ~vel and technical assistance. The NRC should recognize the many benefits 
the it r't.0eives from the Agreement States, without rcimbursGmant. 

Option 4: Treat Agreement States as Co-Regulators 

A. subS,tantial part of Arti.cle v, Section 274 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 : . · 
us~s 1he' language "The Commission [tho StataJ will use its best efforts ... to insure 
programs against the halards of radiation (are} coordinated and compatible." . ~is . ·· 
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defines co".'regulation and makes us co-regulators. The Agreement States do more 
· ·, for radiati.on regulation without reimbursement than those same states do un~er ·ePA' s . 
Cle~n . Air, Clean Water. and CERCLA requirements with far less reimbursement. 

The Annual All Agreement States Meetings, the Agreement States Technical · 
· .Meetings, and regulatory workshops designed to obtain the views of Agreement · · 
States· must continue to be held and the NRC should reimburse Agreement State · · · 
personnel for their expenses. Invitational travel does not need to be curtailed. NRC •· · 
should not relinquish their financial responsibility for training, travel and technical ·. 
ani.a.taoce. This option does not need to include full fee recovery from Agreement ··· 
States. The NRC should expand the role of the Agreement States in rulemaking 

.rega~~1ess qf the option chosen. · · 

.• < · :·.Option -5: · 
• .. '.>; · . . 

Devolve Regulation of Atomic Energy Act Section 274 ,Mate~ials · 
to Statos 

~· .· •.· · • . ·· ·· ::· Ttia NRC and the states should consider thi$ op Lion for the Mure. ·The NRC 
· ··.· . : . · · · .• .: ... ... atld the CACPD. should develop and. implement a plan where the States woukfbe. giveri · 

·:fu:t1 :,r~sp0nsibflity for the regulation of Section 274 materials in 10 or fifteen years. 
.. 

'. 

' ··~' . 

i=unditlg: 

. NRC should retum to the prior policy of fully funding Agre~ment States ··. · · 
· Programs' training, travel and technical assistance. The NRC sponsored training · . 
. program is an important part of the relationship between NRC and the Agreement .. · 
States. This tr.aining program helps ensure that radioactive materials are regulated in . · 
.a uniform manner throughout the country. The NRC should establish the Agrooment · 

: .. Stat's Program as a priority for funding. 
. . ·.• . :· :_:: .. ~· ' . 

9 . •·. ... .li:td.Eii>erident Radiation MonitorinQ Program: 

·' 
Thits pr-o.gram np~ds to l?e funded by the NRC and implemented by the St.ta · 

.· Prog~ams. The. public shoulc:,I not have to trust the utilities to monitor the ~nvironment . 
and·disct0·$e.any problem~. In the event of an accident, the publtc shOuld have ac~ss · · 
to the mooitoring results. Currently, states are only reimbursed for about one third of· 
.the .cost of this program. · 

· , ... : . Additional Comments: · .... ::· .:' : ., . . 

"· 
lt :a·ppears that as currently described, there is no one acceptabte option as · 

· · expresSed ·by the NRC. Another . option should be generated indicating that NRC 
. Should evaluat• their monetary input to Agreermmt States along similar lines to that 
· .of .the EPA. A$ long as sufficient NRC financial support is supplied to already existlng · 
· Agreement Stales, \he NRC should enc;ourage Agreement S't;ato status and supply· 
financi~I . ~nd .·technical support incentives to prospective $t;ates • . Those specific 
ptograms which have been develop•d in close cooperation be~een · NRC .and 
Ag.reement States should be maintained and their implementation used as bench marks 
for future similar projects. The NRC may wish to delete subjective terms such as •co­
regulator" Jn any propo$ed options. The Agreement State/NRC relationship should·.~ . 
clearly defined by established interactive policies. · 

.. 


