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OHIO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

December 2, 1996 

John C. Hoyle 

246 N. HIGH STREET 
Post Office Box 118 

Columbus, Ohio 43266-0118 

Telephone: (614) 466-3543 

Secretary of the Commission 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
A TIN: Chief of Docketing and Services Branch 
115 5 5 Rockville Pike 
Rockville, MD 20852-2738 

Dear Mr. Hoyle: 

GEORGE V. VOINOVICH 
Governor 

PETER SOMANI , M.D .. Ph .D. 
Director of Health 
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DEC 2 1996 

Attached are our comments on DSI papers 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, and 11. This is a hard copy of what 
has already been submitted electronically to you. We also support all of the comments submitted 
by the Organization of Agreement States on the DSI papers. 

Consideration of these comments by the NRC in its decision-making on these issues is greatly 
appreciated. 

wen 
Manager of Technical Services 
Bureau of Radiation Protection 

cf: Roger Suppes 
Marcia Howard 
Ruth Vandegrift 
Harvey Brugger 
Ron Goodwin 
John Cooper 
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COMMENTS ON OSI 4 

Strategy regarding states becoming agreement states 

Option 1 is not recommended . The philosophy for regulation of and expertise in radiation 
does not exist within EPA. It would take too long to develop this expertise and in the 
interim public health and safety would definitely be compromised. The EPA philosophy 
of retaining waste on site as a disposal method is not consistent with current LLRW policy. 

A combination and blending of Options 2, 3, and 4, would be the best overall approach. 
Encourage states to become agreement states by providing an "agreement package" 
containing the draft legislation, methods states have used to obtain development funding, 
and outlines on how to prepare all of the necessary components of the package to be 
submitted to NRC for approval. NRC regulatory oversight of DOE facilities and the ability 
to include components of these programs in the agreement would be a very strong 
incentive to some states. Monetary incentives for becoming agreement states may be 
counter productive since it would encourage states who don't have adequate programs to 
initiate the process so they can obtain the additional funding. Any encouragement or 
assistance should include milestones with dates by which these milestones should be 
reached . 

The current agreement state program is a strong basic program but treating the agreement 
states as co-regulators has definite advantages on both sides: 

a) It gives the total radiation protection program nationwide a team approach. 
b) It decreases the number of NRC staff needed for oversight of state activities and 

therefore leaves the NRC staff time to monitor those areas that are national in 

c) 
scope. 
It increases the availabi lity of staff needed for such activities as necessary rule 
making and development of guidance documents by utilizing both NRC and state 
staff. 

d) Increases the number of NRC staff available for oversight of those DOE activities, 
power plant activities, and waste both greater than class c, and HLW that are 
necessary on a national basis. It would also allow NRC more time for international 
activities which impact use of radioactive materials within the U.S. such as having 
NRC inspect manufacturing processes for those sealed sources and/or devices 
shipped into the U.S. from foreign countries . States could assist by performing 
more inspection activities along national borders and at harbors for material coming 
into the U.S. 

e) States are already sharing much of the financial responsibility through their 
licensing, inspection, and incident response activities. State staff have also assisted 
in training courses when requested by NRC. For some of the authority that has 
consistently remained with NRC (e.g. inspection of federal facilities and inspections 
in non agreement states) , if this could be accomplished through contracts with 
states then a key issue, training , may be able to be fully supported by NRC in 
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savings from travel and additional staff from those programs. Possibly the contract 
could include language that a specific number of inspections will provide travel and 
tuition for a certain number of staff to a specific number of training courses in lieu 
of actual transfer of cash. 

NRG sponsored training is a critical component of a national radiation protection program. 
It assures that all state and federal staff receive the same training so similar situations are 
treated the same way across the nation. Staff have the ability to interact with staff from 
NRG and other states so information is constantly updated and good practices spread 
more rapidly among the individuals who are performing the work. Work practices do not 
become stale or outdated because of individual state practices on out of state travel. 
Philosophies behind rule-making are transferred easily during training courses as well as 
adding any new procedures developed because of changes in standards within the 
radiation industry. There is a true minimum level of expertise nationally which makes 
protection of the public, workers , and the environment more consistent nationwide. 

Other issues 

There needs to be one cohesive national radiation protection program composed of NRG 
and state staff working as a team so that potential licensees do not "shop" for states with 
the least regulatory oversight. Of necessity under this scenario NRG with assistance and 
input from the states would be the standard setting agency in all areas of radiation 
protection including standards for disposal of waste. 

The environmental monitoring program supported by NRG is of benefit to the states both 
monetarily and as a part of an independent verification process. The public looks at this 
program as a means of assuring that the power plants are not releasing radiation to the 
environment. For this reason the program represents a "security blanket" for individuals 
living in the vicinity of the plant. The report going to NRG giving the comparison data gives 
the public the information they need to be "comfortable" and in the public's eye is very cost 
effective. If the NRG no longer provided funding for this program some states would 
probably continue it. In the states that did not, it may leave the perception that the 
regulator (NRG) is "caving in" to the wishes of the licensee. This issue appears to be more 
public relations related than monetary. Congress is willing to provide funding for other 
public relations issues, why not this one? 


