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From: Darrel G. Wiedeman (DCW)
To: MFW
Date: Wednesday, December 30, 1992 10:10 am
Subject: EPR WORXSHOPS (REGIONAL UPDATE)

Mike: This is to inform you that there has been a change in the Regional
representation at the Dry-Run Workshop. Pat Louden and I will not be at the
dry-run workshop in Bethesda; however, our Division Director Chuck Norelius
will attend this workshop. Pat and I are still planning to attend the Chicago
workshop. I passed all of the information and background material that you e-
mailed to me to Mr. Norelius.
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NRC SITE CLEANUP CRITERIA WORKSHOP
Oraft Agenda

| January 6, 1993

Day 1

9:00 Coffee
|
| 9:30 Welcome and Background

Enhanced Participatory Rulemaking and the Establishment of Site Cleanup
Criteria -- Chip Cameron, NRC

r0PA What is the Enhanced Participatory Rulemaking Process and why has.

NRC selected it?

Why does NRC want to develop cleanup criteria?*

9:50 Workshop Format -- Michael Lesnick, Barbara Stinson and Connie Lewis,
The Keystone Center

What are the goals and objectives?*

What is the agenda?.

What are the groundrules for conducting the workshop and what is the*

role of the facilitators?

10:00 Participant Introductions

Name, affiliation, and location.

Two important issues for discussion in the workshop.

10:45 Break

11:00 Brief Review of the issues Paper and International Standards --
Don Cool, NRC

What are the issues?*

What decommissioning approaches are other countries using?*

11:30 Decommissioning Process and Case Studies -- Michael Weber, NRC

What is decommissioning?*

I
What practical lessons has NRC learned? j+

i

12:00 Break |

L
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12:15 Working Lunch Introductory Discussion d
The Rulemaking issues Paper identifies four possible fundamental h. ,

objectives which could serve as the basis for a regulatory approach y ,l cdto site cleanup standards, in terms of the alternative regulatory d,4

1 approaches reflected in the four fundamental objectives, what are CC
'

the relative advantages and disadvantages of developing and using
generic site cleanup standards as opposed to using site-specific

'

approaches?
1

1:15 Cross-Cutting Issues Discussion - A discussion of the cross-cutting
issues that can be used to compare and contrast the alternative
regulatory approaches for developing cleanup standards

To what extent do th alternative regulatory approaches protecta

human health and the environment?
,

-- What population (s) should be protected, in what locations,
and over what timeframe? What are the relative merits of
each alternative regulatory. approach? 4
What level (s) 69 wek tMi M 'icitnt to ensure protection of h. h e; --

population (s)? What are the relative merits of each
alternative regulatory approach in terms of achieving this
level?

--

Should [ standa b ' L 'L .. protect natural system ) sit!
'

3:00 Public comment

3:15 Break
,

:

Cross-Cutting issues Discussion (Continued) 4 kh *3:30
n , i p,qb n.>

M m-should cost and other h M c h considerations be considered in*

selecting a regulatory approach for the standards?

What are the cost and practical considerations that relate--

to each of the alternative regulatory approaches?

-- What weight should be given to these considerations in
selecting a regulatory approach?

-- How do each of the alternative regulatory approaches affect
the types and distributions of costs and benefits?

If a cost-benefit approach is used, what costs and benefits--

should be considered? Should individual or population (or
both) doses be considered? If costs are balanced against
dose averted, what value should be used in evaluating the
ratio (@%ptartrastatpam)? ,

2 i
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5:15 Public comment

5:30 Summary and Adjournment

Day _1a

8:00 Coffee

8:30 Cross-Cutting Issues Discussion (Continued)

What technologies are necessary and available for use of each of the
.

*

alternative regulatory a proa hes? t,

ClHm qyhdu en < /emI K''N Y M a w|uS
What capabilities vou d be needed to implement the rds--

4 / (e.g., remediation, modelling, site characterization,
" regulatory review, licensee demonstration,, monitoring)?

kvW
Are they currently available? Are they expected and, if so,- --

~

when?

To w at xte do the echnologies transfer tM h ard t--

a at le ned'um t r pop Oati s / th /ne t nyfi
- y eI .g.3 pr uci g a s n 1er v lu f la a dop

aste to reduce a larggr yolune radi active waste).

'tV N " sty H~n641nf1n fu h kcle7 7--

10:00 Public comment
,

y#
10:15 Break 7,

10:30 Cross-Cutting Issues Discussion (Continued) 4 /hp
W At

g. . To what extent are the alternative regulatory approaches compatible
@p with existing regulatory structures?

~~

"Towhatextentdothealternativeregulatoryapp) roaches
--

'"5%achieve long-term, regulatory stabilityQ ft pr(Jud7

1 Does each alternative regulatory approach promote regulatory--

compliance? Does each provide sufficient incentives for
timely and effective, decommissioning?

g 6%*V ''

H^9 easMy can the alternative reculatory approach be Mr /nM''--

integrated with the existing rJb regulatory frameworkf
other relevant federal and state legislation and
regulations?

12:00 Public Comment

3
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12:15 Break

12:30 Working lunch - Cross-Cutting issues Discussion (Continued)

What are the waste management implications of each alternative*

regulatory approach?

-- How do each of the alternative regulatory approaches relate
to the quantity and types of wastes produced? .kr-su f fi c i ent
capaciW a":i1able-omertod tn-be.,waitatrie?

-- To what extent does each alternative regulatory approach
asee4y-transfer the risk to another population?

b44W ad
-- How should each alternative regulatory approach apply to

former waste disposals under 19-tfR 20dOMnd-302?

-- To what extent does each alternative regulatory approach
,

address other options for waste management, including .

recycling and reuse?
'

\

2:15 Public Comment j

2:30 Break

2:45 Other Key Issues (Remainder of issues not already covered)

-- N Should the standards consider the effects of radon releases?
Jf m h N uld this be done4

-- Should criteria be established for protecting specific i
pathways or resources (e.g., groundwater)?

-- Will there be cases where release for " unrestricted use" may
not be feasible? How should these situations be addressed?

3:45 Public Comment

4:00 Summary of Workshop Issues

4:30 Adjourn

4
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NRC Radiological Criteria Workshop
Preparatory Meeting Agenda

January 11, 1993

I. Welcome, Introduction, and Overview - Chip Cameron

II. Preparatory Meeting Goals and Agenda Review -
Michael Lesnick and Barbara Stinson, The Keystone Center

III. Overview of Key Workshop Components - Lesnick and Stinson

A. Review of Discussion of Overall Workshop Goals

B. Workshop Schedule and General Design

C. Types of Participants (including NRC, EPA, other
g9-agencies) g

fr, d1\
D. Role of The Keystone Center

,h ,9 e f'.* W' ;

E. Role of NRC, EPA and other agencies W

F. Workshop Summaries )
lG. Participant Suppoit and Interviews
)

H. Public Attendance and Comment g gk
Le*$ l

I. Hotel Logistics and Food Arrangements

IV. Discussion of NRC and EPA Participants' Roles - Lesnick
and Stinson

p isW'4rkjej p
# pg " A. Role of NRC participants (those "at the table" and

*1 I} gl(p9 those attending as observers)
4} Ug

9

B. Role of EPA participants (those "at the table" and
those attending as observers)

V. Detailed, Item-by-Item Review and Discussion of Draft
Workshop Agenda - Lesnick, Stinson and presenters

A. Discussion of content, style, and tone of all
presentations |

B. Critical analysis of issues to anticipate,
,

responses to issues, and agency staff likely to
respond for the interactive agenda items

VI. Discussion of Next Steps

A. Prior to Chicago meeting

B. During Chicago meeting

C. Between meetings

D. At conclusion of all meetings -h
-
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Enhanced Participatory Rulernaking
Sirnulation Workshop
January 11 - 12,1993

Name Affiliation Phone
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