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P-R-0O-C-E-E-D-1-N-G-S
(8:33 a.m.)

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Good morning.
Before we start, let me have Ted get the
phones going here.

MR. KATZ: Thank you. Good
morning, everyone. Welcome to the Advisory
Board on Radiation and Worker Health. Let me
just check, are the lines un-muted now so they
can hear us? Very good.

PARTICIPANT: We can hear you.

MR. KATZ: Super. Thank you out
there.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Okay, thank you
and welcome to the meeting number 88 of the
Advisory Board on Radiation and Worker Health.
Now I will have Ted go through and do the
phone instructions and the roll call.

MR. KATZ: Right, thank you. So a
few things. We don"t have many visitors yet
in the room but for you folks in the line, all
of the materials for this meeting are posted
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on the NIOSH website, under the Board Section
of the website under "meetings." Just look for
today"s date and vyou will see all the
materials for the presentations that are to be
given today and the same for tomorrow.

There i1s a public comment session
today. It is from 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. 1t will
start at 6:00. So folks on the line, please
be In attendance at the front end 1f you plan
to comment because the public comment session
will only go as long as there are people
continuously commenting and then we will -- so
it could end earlier than seven. So please be
there on the front end of that. We will start
with commenters in the room, however.

Next, about just phone etiquette.
For folks on the line -- for all of you
listening, please mute your phones. Don"t
leave your line open so that we can hear what
IS going on your end of the phone. IT you
don*"t have a mute button, press * and then 6.
That will mute your phone for this call, * and
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then 6. And to un-mute your phone, 1If there
IS a point where it i1s appropriate for you to
be speaking to the group, you jJust press *6
again and that will un-mute your phone.

And also, please do not put this
call on hold at any point. Hang up and dial
back In 1f you need to because your putting
the call on hold will disrupt the call for
everyone else.

Okay, let"s go to roll call then
for Board Members. And 1 am going to address
conflict of iInterest where 1t iIs germane for
this meeting. And | am just going to go down
the line alphabetically.

(Roll call.)

MR. KATZ: Very good. Thank you

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Okay, thanks,
Ted.

First up this morning, our Tirst
presentation will be from Stu Hinnefeld on
NIOSH Program update. Stu, welcome.
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MR. HINNEFELD: Thank you, Dr.
Melitus and hello, Board Members.

I"m starting to get a sense of
deja vu when I do this. Well, I seem to be
still i1n the meeting. Let me see 1T 1 can
figure out how to do this. 1 don"t think I
know how to do it.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Somebody®s run
off with your presentation?

MR. HINNEFELD: I got it. Okay,
this 1s the program status update that 1 give
each meeting. I"11 start off with a little
bit of program news and the news that 1 could
think of the last three months 1i1nvolved a
couple of what we considered sort of outreach
activities or workshop activities that we have
conducted since the last meeting. One was the
annual dose reconstruction and SEC workshop
that we sponsor 1i1n Cincinnati through our
outreach contractor, ATL International. And
they 1i1dentify 1iInterested parties, largely
drawn from labor organizations but not
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entirely. Usually these are people who are at
the covered facility -- well, they are from
covered Tacilities. Quite often they are
union officials, and they are people who are
trying to answer questions for  their
membership or from people who worked at their
sites or the sites that they are involved iIn.
And in order to help prepare them or assist
them 1n providing better assistance in that
fashion, we have these workshops i1In order to
try to provide them some information about the
program, a little more 1in-depth i1nformation
about the program. This is a two-day workshop
that focuses strictly on our activities,
DCAS"s activities and the Board and so on. It
doesn"t get into the party or any of the other
parts of EEOICPA. So when that occurred there
toward the end of September, we  had
approximately between 25 and 30 people, 1
suppose, there. And those workshops, there is
a little workshop evaluation sheet filled out
afterwards. They are almost universally
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positive. Everybody 1s happy for the
information. And we have had people back more
than once. Some people have come to that
workshop more than one time, recognizing that
you can go hand them all this information and
iIT they are not answering gquestions every day,
It gets stale and may need to be refreshed. So
we do have people back more than once for
that.

So that occurred back in
September. And then i1n November, starting on
Election Day, our Ombudsman, Denise Brock,
sponsored an advocate"s meeting In St. Louis
for people who advocate for various
populations of claimants or petitioners. And
that workshop covered pretty much the entire
gambit of things available under this program.
And 1t even, | believe, gets iInto the Former
Worker Monitoring Program which i1s not really
part of EEOICPA but 1i1s allied, a related
organization at DOE and we frequently align
with them on outreach activities and things of
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that sort because 1t i1s the same population
that everyone i1s trying to reach.

So at that workshop, we presented
three or four presentations on various aspects
of our activities and the Department of Labor
presented for a day and the Department of
Energy had part of a day. And so 1t was quite
a lot of activity presented and some of it
even got into the medical, medical benefits
and home care and there was some discussion
about that. | think there was some discussion
about beryllium. So i1t was a pretty extensive
advocate®s meeting. I wasn"t there for the
entire thing but I was there for a portion of
It and met several of the people there.

So those were a couple of the
outreach activities, larger outreach
activities that we do. We have done those
since the last meeting and we participated in
those.

So that i1s kind of the news of the
last three months. | guess the other news is
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that the World Trade Center program Kkeeps
borrowing DCAS staff because there were
certain similarities among the programs. You
have a claimant kind of a population and
claimant databases and things Jlike that.
Communications are similar. So we have had a
number of people working, or a couple of
people going on details over there. Chris
Ellison is still on detail over there.

That i1s about 1t for the news. |
will page quickly through the statistics. |IT
anyone has any questions, 1 will be glad to
answer anything that anybody may want to ask.
This i1s our up-to-date information on claims
and where we stand. We have still, by this
tally here, about 1,500 with us about of the
38,000 that have been submitted to us. Some
329 of those -- or, I"m sorry, 247 of those, a
draft dose reconstruction has been done. So
we kind of feel like we are done with those
and they have gone to the claimants for their
review.
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And there are a number of cases
that we have just started moving on from
Hanford. These are the non-SEC cancers and
the most recently added SEC Class. There are
quite a number of cases In that group and we
wanted to make sure that our technical
documents aligned with what we are going to be
doing for dose reconstruction. So only
recently have our technical documents been
lined up to comply with the most recent
designation. And so those are starting to
move now.

And then there are a population of
chronic lymphocytic Ileukemia cases that the
arithmetic i1s going to be done on this month.
And so those should start moving later on this
month.

So there are a couple of Tfairly
large populations that are kind of stuck but
they will be moving, are starting to move
about now In the claims that are iIn front of
us.
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Here IS our summary of our
breakdown of how the cases that have been less
than or greater than 50 percent. 1 think that
works out to 29 percent and 71 percent now; 29
percent being greater than 50 percent.

I think 1n my view the fraction
has dropped a little bit. It used to be 30 or
31 percent that were above 50 percent. The
only thing 1 could attribute that to would be
that the additional SEC Classes that have been
added have moved cases out of dose
reconstruction Hlike 1lung cancer cases, for
instance, which quite frequently are
compensable, to dose reconstruction. But
those get moved out of dose reconstruction
when you have an SEC Class. So that is the
only thing 1 could think of that would account
for that.

And this 1s a chart you have seen
for years and there is enough cases that have
been out there that i1t won"t change, | don"t
think, the relative shape of the charts aren"t
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going to change very much.

You can see that our submittals
and production numbers are Kkind of running
abreast, have been for the last couple of
years. You can see the -- | don*"t know what
color that 1s. It looks like blue to me, the
cases received from DOL. I don"t see colors
very well. That line you can see has tracked
fairly steadily for years. We had the big
influx at the beginning and for the last two
or three years, we have kind of had a steady
input. And quite frankly, we don"t see what
would happen now to cause that to go down.
That looks like that i1s just going to be the
steady state of new cases that come up from
this worker population. And we are
essentially caught up. Other than oddball
cases like 1 was mentioning, when you have a
technical hold for like Hanford non-SEC cases
or CLL, the cases are getting done within nine
months from the time we get them. And they
are being done now within five months of when
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we get all the data associated with the case,
in 90 percent of the cases. So we kind of
feel like we are caught up In terms of dose
reconstruction.

I have got the status of the fTirst
five thousand claims. |1 don"t know if that is
informative because these claims, some of them
keep getting reopened and returned to us. So
the claims that are open may have been
reopened and returned in the relatively recent
past. And i1f they are reopened for additional
employment, sometimes we have to get
additional information and so on.

And then I have got the ten
thousand as well. It 1s the same kind of
information. There are a couple in this
population that have not yet been done the
first time. Those probably relate to -- there
iIs -- 1 think one case i1Is a Sandia non-SEC
that we wanted to make sure the technical
documents lined up with. And 1f I am not
mistaken, the other one i1s a Hanford non-SEC
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in that population I was just talking about.

DOE"s performance, | think,
continues roughly the same. They i1n general
make the 60-day. || don"t have any particular
iIssues to talk about there with DOE in terms
of their responsiveness.

And a summary of the Special
Exposure Cohort, which of course you guys are
intimately familiar with. And a little more
summary of those involved.

So that i1s what | have today for
this presentation. IT anybody has any
questions --

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: well, anybody
have questions for Stu? 1 actually have one.
And 1 want to make sure 1 understood you
correctly, Stu.

IT | understood you, you said that
there were two out of the first ten thousand
that are still not --

MR. HINNEFELD: I believe there
are two on here. I"m sorry, three.
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CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Three.

MR. HINNEFELD: Three, initially.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: So those are
several years old.

MR. HINNEFELD: Yes. Yes, the
cases that -- we keep track of these legacy
cases and there is the oddball one that we are
trying to get rid of. Well, 1 think one
might, the one 1 didn*"t think of might be a
Battelle Columbus case. You know, we haven"t
resolved Battelle Columbus yet. We are here
to recommend a Class for some portion of that
period.

And then there are the two other
oddball ones 1 mentioned that have been on
hold for various reasons.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: I mean, It just
seems unfair to the claimants for them not to
get their claims addressed after --

MR. HINNEFELD: Absolutely.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: -- how many
years.
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MR. HINNEFELD: I absolutely
agree.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Yes.

MR. HINNEFELD: I absolutely
agree.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Okay.

MR. HINNEFELD: And 1t 1Is an
uncomfortable situation for me as well. That
iIs why 1 know which claims those are. I"m
trying to figure out what do we have to do to
get those moving.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Yes, | mean |
certainly would urge you to get those
resolved.

MR. HINNEFELD: You bet.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Any  other
questions?

MEMBER ROESSLER: Jim, this is Gen
on the line. Can you hear me?

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Yes, we can.

MEMBER ROESSLER: And 1 can hear
you very well, but 1 could hardly hear Stu at
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all. I wonder 1f you would ask the speakers
to get closer to the mic.

CHAIRMAN  MELIUS: Okay, either
that or maybe we need more volume on that mic.

MR.  HINNEFELD: Speak directly
into the mic like this?

MEMBER ROESSLER: That i1s a little
bit better.

MR. HINNEFELD: Was that better,

Gen?

MEMBER ROESSLER: Yes, 1t 1Is a
little better.

MR. HINNEFELD: Okay.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Any Board

Members on the phone have questions?

Okay, thank you.

MR. HINNEFELD: Before 1 yield the
floor, | noticed that we were just joined by
Louise Presley and 1 have an errand from Dr.
Howard here today. Louise, could you come up
here, please?

Dr. Howard asked me to present
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this. It 1s an obelisk. I will read the
Inscription. It is: "In honor of Louise
Presley for her constant companionship and
attention to the efforts of NIOSH and 1its
Advisory Board on Radiation and Worker Health
in their service to U.S. nuclear weapons
workers, In memory of Board Member Robert W.
Presley from John Howard, the Director."

MS. PRESLEY: Thank you.

MR. HINNEFELD: Sure thing.

(Applause.)

MS. PRESLEY: Thanks to all of
you. You have been a special part of my life
since 2002.

MR. HINNEFELD: Dr. Howard thought
it was Tfitting, since we are here 1In
Knoxville, to recognize Louise"s service and
to acknowledge Bob®"s dedication to the Board
and his work on behalf of the Cold War
Patriots. Dr. Howard also wanted me to
specifically mention how vividly he remembers
the barbeque we had here so many years ago and
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the hospitality that Louise and Robert showed
us at that time. That made quite an
impression on John. So thank you, Louise.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Okay, thanks,
Stu. And certainly, Louise, on behalf of the
Board also, our best.

Okay, our next speaker 1is Jeff
Kotsch from DOL.

MR. KOTSCH: Good morning. This
Is the standard update for the Department of
Labor. Chad, 1f I get too soft, let me know.

Just again the standard Dbrief
overview of the enactment of the Energy
Employees Occupational Illness Compensation
Program Act. It was enacted 1n October of
2000, at which time Part B, the mandatory
federal entitlement program which is run by
the Department of Labor became effective and
Part D, which was the state workers comp
assistance program administered by the
Department of Energy, started. Then Congress
amended, in October 2004, amended the Act to
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abolish Part D and created the federal Part E,
which was transferred to the Department of
Labor. As of, most of these slides are
December 2nd, we had 158,856 cases filed and
over $8.7 billion in compensation paid. There
are the agencies involved, and the location is
for the Department of Labor®"s national office
and 1ts four district offices.

And this 1s the summary of the
NIOSH referral case status. Again, as of
December 2nd we have had 38,843 cases referred
to NIOSH for dose reconstructions, of which
almost 36,000 have been returned, over 30,000
with dose reconstructions; 5,500 roughly
without dose reconstructions, pooled because
they might have been there when an SEC Class
was implemented or there might be insufficient
information for some of the cases and they had
to be withdrawn.

We are indicating a little under
2,900 cases at NIOSH, 1,576 for 1initial
referrals and a little over 1,300 returned for
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reworks or primarily the majority of those
would be -- the large majority would be due to
additional cancers or additional employment
for the rework.

And this is the breakdown of the
NIOSH dose reconstruction status. Again,
30,452 returned by NIOSH with the dose
reconstruction. There you see the breakdown
of the 25,287 cases that have dose
reconstructions and Tfinal decisions by our
Final Adjudication Branch. Roughly 64 percent
denial, 36 percent final approval.

And this i1s the breakdown for the
Part B cancer cases with final decisions to
accept. Again, accepted dose reconstructed
cases, 8,414 paid to 11,864 payees. Again,
for anybody who hasn®"t heard i1t before, the
number of payees 1s always greater because
there might be, in the event that the employee
has passed away, there i1s often more than one
survivor. So that was $1.25 billion in
compensation. For the accepted SEC cases,
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about 17,700, $2.6 billion iIn compensation.
The next one 1s the line for accepted SEC and
PoC greater than 50. And the final is all
accepted SEC and dose reconstructed cases,
about 26,700, a little over 41,700 payees for
$3.9 billion In compensation.

And just a bar, the bar depiction
of the Part B cases Tinal decisions for
covered applications. And on the right side,
a bit more breakdown for the final decisions
denied. The primary one 1is less than 50
percent compensation, less than 50 percent
Probability of Causation, and then also
medical i1nformation 1insufficient to support
the claim and survivor ineligibility.

A quick summary, we have been
doing this over the last couple of meetings,
of the DEEOIC SEC outreach events for fTiscal
year 2012. Just a quick run-through.

The facility: Sandia National Lab,
the date of that particular one was November
1, 2011. The attendance, we had 385 people
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attending and we had 48 new claims filed at
that meeting.

Then November 2nd, there was a
meeting with GE Evendale, 80 attendees.

The Y-12 plant meeting on January
18th of this year, 133 people, 30 new claims.

Pantex in March, mid-March, 283
attendees, 28 new claims.

Savannah River Site on April 17th
of this year, 500 attendees, 40 new claims.

Linde Ceramics i1n mid-April or
later April -- April 25th, 19 people 1n
attendance.

The Brookhaven National Lab
meeting on July 17th, which was a joint
outreach task group meeting for an event. That
was July 17th, 200 people, 19 new claims.

Sandia National Lab was on August
22, 60 attendees.

Fernald, the Feed Materials
Production Center meeting on January 25th,
fairly lightly attended with 12 attendees.
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Hanford meeting on October 23rd,
187 attendees and the Clarksville Modification
Center meeting on November 18th -- 1°'m sorry,
November 8th.

Other outreach events, there was
informational meetings regarding medical
benefits provided under the Act: one in
Farmington, New Mexico, that was December 4th;
and one In Kayenta, Arizona that was December
5th. These are Part E events, principally
related to home health care issues or issues
involving the Part E program.

As Stu mentioned, we also
participated in the meeting i1n St. Louils, and
I forget the dates on that one.

In the cases of small SECs, these
are ones where we might have a handful of
identified claimants affected by the SEC.
Generally, just press releases or even direct
mailings are used as a method to contact the
claimants.

Greg usually talks about this --
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111 just run over 1t quickly -- the Joint
Outreach Task Group. Its membership 1Is up
there, Labor and NIOSH, DOE, the Ombudsman for
NIOSH and the Ombudsman for our program at
Labor and the DOE Former Worker Medical
Screening Program. And they have monthly
calls and coordination meetings.

And then this i1s just the final,
the end of the presentation where we usually
go through the facilities that are either on
the list for discussion of the meeting or also
includes local fTacilities. Again, just
running down the Ileft-hand columns 1is the
number of cases -- claims In parentheses for
both Part B and E, cases returned with dose
reconstructions, TfTinal decisions for Part B,
final Part B approvals, Part E approvals, and
then the total compensation, including the
medical bills paid.

And you see the numbers for Baker
Brothers. There was one Part B approval and a
little over $277,000 in total compensation.
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Battelle Labs, King Avenue, 208 Part B cases,
32 Part B approvals, $7.1 million.

General Steel Industries, 682 Part
B cases, 72 Part B approvals and a little
under $11 million in compensation.

Hanford a [little under 14,000
cases, a little over $3,500 Part B approvals,
$792 million roughly.

Joslyn Manufacturing, an AEC, so
it is only Part B. They had 105 cases, 38
Part B approvals, $2.9 million.

Savannah River 1i1s almost 14,100
Part B cases -- I"m sorry, just cases, 14,100
cases a little under 5,100 Part B fTinal
decisions and $670 billion roughly in
compensation.

Then the local Tfacilities: K-25,
14,367 cases, 4,165 Part B approvals, $1.1
billion 1n compensation; Y-12, a little under
16,500 cases, 4,460 Part B approvals, $1.1
billion 1In compensation; X-10 7,666 cases,
1,821 Part B approvals and almost $491 million
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In compensation.

Just a quick summary of the top
four work sites that we are seeing. We
forward probably around, 1 think 1t is about
200 a month to cases for dose reconstruction
to NIOSH. It might be a little lower. But
the top four work sites generating new Part B
cases are Savannah River, Hanford, Y-12 Plant,
and Sandia National Labs.

And then the final - 1 won"t
bother going through the rest of this. These
are just the slides that we present for
general information and we have all heard that
a number of times, the general information on
the programs for the people that are
interested i1n that.

Any questions?

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Okay, thank you,
Jeff. Questions for Jeff? Yes, Paul, then
Dave.

MEMBER ZIEMER: Jeff, 1 know that
your Tigures usually differ a little bit from
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NIOSH"s, and we understand that. But one item
that jumped out at me, 1f | heard it
correctly, was that you are showing something
like 36 percent approval rate on the PoCs 50
percent or greater and NIOSH"s number was
something like 29 percent. That seemed
remarkably different to me.

MR. KOTSCH: Yes, | am trying to
remember 1f that i1s -- yes, that i1s what it
iIS. I don"t know how it i1s written up there
but that i1s a function of the fact that it
includes -- maybe i1t is improperly identified.
But our final approval rates includes the SECs
that we just automatically --

MEMBER ZIEMER: Oh, you throw
those back iIn?

MR. KOTSCH: Yes. 1"m sorry, yes.

MEMBER ZIEMER: Okay, thank you.

MR. KOTSCH: This probably could
be better identified there.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: David
Richardson.
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MEMBER RICHARDSON: I guess now |
have two follow-up questions. One would be to
verify that. The number 16,000 with greater
than 50 percent seems too close to -- too
small to include all of the SECs plus those
greater than 50 percent, 1f Stu"s numbers are
right. So maybe we could check on that and
Just next time understand i1t better.

The other question 1 had relates
also to that. When I see those numbers, the
number and the proportion that are (greater
than 50 percent, | always end up trying to do
in my head something other than look at the
crude proportion across all cancers. And so |
am trying to kind of consider, well, what
proportion of those are lung cancers? And
part of 1t is | think about from a claimant®s
perspective, they are 1iInterested 1In those
numbers to get a sense of the likelihood that
their claim i1s possibly compensable or not.
And 1 think In some sense to move forward with
the time and 1iInvestment of energy that it
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takes to file a claim and to understand how
likely 1t is that that might be compensated.

I guess a long way of saying it
Is, at some point -- and 1t doesn"t have to be
all the time because we see these numbers a
lot, but at some point could we see this
broken down by, for example, ICD code for
those cancers which you have handled more than
50 or 100 claims. So those would be the
proportion of lung cancers which have ended up
with a final positive decision and the
proportion of prostate cancers and skin
cancers. Would that be something that you
could tabulate? Because 1 think for some
people that would be useful and for me also.

I am curious because | have a
sense that those numbers are markedly
different.

MR. HINNEFELD: This IS Stu
Hinnefeld. We have that tabulation on our
website. It was updated about two months ago.

It"s on the SEC page of our website.

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

35

MEMBER RICHARDSON: Okay, so NIOSH
Is doing 1t, not DOL?

MR. HINNEFELD: Right. And it 1s
a tabulation of cases that had a single
cancer. When you start getting multiple
cancers, 1t gets more complicated. So the
cases that have a single cancer and it is
broken down by, 1 think, by 1CD-9.

MEMBER RICHARDSON: Okay, maybe
you could point me to i1t. Thanks.

MR. HINNEFELD: Sure. When we get
a chance, 1 will show you.

MEMBER RICHARDSON: Okay, thank
you.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: You have got the
floor. Now I have stolen i1t back here.

My other suggestion on this, the
mystery numbers here, could that be the final
approval be when you then put back 1n the SECs
from those same original set of cases that had
PoCs done but then later became SECs?

I wonder 1f that accounts for
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that.
MR. KOTSCH: Yes, I think that --
CHAIRMAN MELIUS: So the small
difference rather -- and there i1s a separate

set of SECs that are just direct SECs. They
go to DOL. NIOSH never sees them --

MR. KOTSCH: Right —-

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: -- and they
never have a dose reconstruction done. And I
think that -- my guess i1s from -- because |
went through this and got all confused at one
point.

MR. KOTSCH: That may be part of
it. I will go back. We have had some
reporting problems with our system. So I will
double check those. The other thing would be
sometimes -- 1 don"t think this is the case,
but 1t might include also our beryllium and
our silicosis cases, too, that drive final
decisions, but I will check. This should be
just NIOSH-related things, but we will check
those numbers again.
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CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Thank you.

MR. HINNEFELD: I will point out
one difference. One reason for the difference
iIn numbers is the final decision lags behind
the dose reconstruction by a considerable
amount of time.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Yes, we have
always had that lag.

Okay, Loretta. I*m sorry,
Loretta, I didn"t even see you. Go ahead.

MEMBER VALERIO: Can you give me a
little more detail on how, 1f an individual
meets the employment criteria for an SEC but
the diagnosis 1s an unknown primary, if they
are considered under an SEC or if they are

still forwarded to NI10OSH for dose

reconstruction?
MR. KOTSCH: I think for those
cases -- unknown primary. We don"t -- 1 mean

there are a list of probable sites for when
there 1s a primary with an unknown or the
secondary with an unknown primary. But an
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unknown primary, 1 think, unless we get a
decision or some kind of determination Tfrom
one of our contracted medical consultants, we
would probably have to forward 1t to NIOSH
outside of the SEC realm. Can you think of
anything else?

I mean, we need some other
determination as far as a medical decision
goes, and we would have to refer i1t to one of
our, essentially our iIn-house oncologists or
hematologists.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Brad?

MEMBER CLAWSON: Jeff, this 1s
just an observation that 1 have seen and |1
don®"t understand. I usually try to direct
them to you guys.

But, 1In discussing some of the
Site Profiles, some of the questions | have
been hit up with is the claimants file under
Part E but then they get told that they can"t
process their claim until NIOSH does a dose

reconstruction.
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MR. KOTSCH: In the Part E?

MEMBER CLAWSON: Yes.

MR. KOTSCH: That shouldn®t be
right. I mean, generally a claim comes 1in
from like, say a DOE fTacility, it initially
comes 1n as both and essentially is treated as
both a Part B and an E claim, i1f i1t 1is
appropriate. They should not be connected;
the Part E decision should separate from the
NIOSH decision.

MEMBER CLAWSON: And these are
earlier claims and I don®"t know what to tell
them. The only reason 1 am bringing this up
to you is | want you to realize what we are
seeing and what they are talking to us.
Because they actually filed i1t under Part E
because 1t was more of the chemicals that they
worked with and theilr response back was that
they were still waiting for NIOSH to do a dose
reconstruction.

MR. KOTSCH: That may be for the

Part B decision. That should not have held up
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the Part E that I am aware of.

MEMBER CLAWSON: So they should --

MR. KOTSCH: If it i1s a Part B and
a cancer, yes, It 1s probably being related to
--— 1t will be hinged on the NIOSH dose
reconstruction. But if 1t iIs a non-cancer
condition and a chemical exposure, that should
be independent of the NIOSH dose
reconstruction.

MEMBER CLAWSON: Okay, and i1if we
do see this, my direction was to contact your
office and kind of get a clarification on
that. You have got some outreach programs. Is
that the correct process?

MR. KOTSCH: I think that would
work.

MEMBER CLAWSON: Okay.

MR. KATZ: Jeff, back to Loretta's
question about secondaries with unknown
primary. I thought, at least one cancer, |1
thought i1t was bone cancer, perhaps, where
even the secondary bone i1s covered, regardless
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of what the primary was.

MR. KOTSCH: Yes, 1 mean there are
-- bone, liver and kidney are covered. But I
think Loretta®s question was an unknown
primary. Right?

And we make our best shot with our
either oncologist or hematologist that we have
to try to make -- i1f there 1s enough
information there, we will try to figure it
out. If not, we can"t really put i1t into the
SEC process and we have to go through the dose
reconstruction process.

But then again, they may not even
have the information to provide that analysis.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Any  other
questions for Jeff?

Okay, 1f not, thank you, Jeff.

MR. KOTSCH: Okay, thanks.

MEMBER ROESSLER: Jim, this is Gen
on the line again.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Go ahead.

MEMBER ROESSLER: Yes. I have
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been corresponding, too, on email with others
who are on the line. We are having some
trouble hearing the speakers. The rest of you
seem to come through well. I wonder if the
mic could be turned up or they could get
closer to 1t.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Yes, we changed
the mic around and we will Kkeep reminding
people to speak louder on that.

MEMBER ROESSLER: Okay, thank you.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Because we are
hearing them fine is the problem but that may
not mean 1t i1s being picked up well enough on
the phone.

MEMBER ROESSLER: Okay, thanks.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: We will keep
reminding them. Thank you for letting us
know, Gen.

Okay, next Greg Lewis from
Department of Energy.

MR.  LEWIS: All  right, good
morning, everyone. It is Greg Lewis from the
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Department of Energy, Office of Health,
Safety, and Security. And I am going to talk
about our role in the EEOICPA program.

Our core mandate, which 1 go over
every time, i1s to work on behalf program
claimants to ensure that all available worker
and facility records and data are provided to
DOL, NIOSH, and the Advisory Board.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Greg, i1f you are
going to look at the slides, turn directly
towards them and speak into the mic. Because
even we were having trouble hearing you.

MR. LEWIS: Sorry about that.

So we have three primary
responsibilities under the program. The first
IS to respond to individual requests for
information for single claimants. The second
IS to provide support assistance to NIOSH and
the Department of Labor on Ilarger scale
records research projects. And the third 1s
to research covered fTacility issues, adding
additional years, taking away years, things
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like that, making sure we have the right
facilities designated and we work closely with
Department of Labor and NIOSH on that.

So 1 also talk about this every
time. Our site contacts are really the most
important part of our program. We rely
heavily on our sites to gather these records.
And our site managers or site POCs, as we call
them, have a significant role i1n our ability
to respond to requests. They work closely
with NIOSH researchers and DOL researchers to
identify the right people to participate 1in
interviews, to identify the right collection
to records, to provide those records to
Department of Labor and NIOSH after site
research visits. We also handle
classification reviews and are an on-site
resource to workers to direct them to
Department of Labor and NIOSH or the correct
person to address their issue.

We respond to about 6,000
Department of Labor employment verification
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requests a year, about 4,500 NIOSH requests
per year, and 5,500 what we call document
acquisition requests or DARs, which are the
Department of Labor requests for basically all
exposure i1nformation on an individual, that
would be medical, industrial hygiene,
dosimetry, things Ilike that, really, and
anything that puts an individual at a certain
location on a site or might establish the
exposure for that individual.

So i1t 1s about 16,000 requests per
year and that has been fairly steady over the
last few years.

We have a number of challenges 1in
gathering these records. Claimants often
worked at multiple DOE sites, particularly
here 1n the Oak Ridge area. 1 think a number
that 1 have heard 1is about your average
employee that has worked at one of the Oak
Ridge area sites, has worked at three,
including the three gaseous diffusion plants,
the National Lab, and Y-12. Your typical
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employee, 1f they have worked at one, they
have most likely got to about three of them in
their career.

At some of the sites, we will have
to go to 30 to 40 different record sources for
an individual, particularly i1f they had a long
career and particularly at sites where the
contractor may have changed over from time to
time. Many of the new contractors brought in
their own records management systems,
databases, their own way of doing things. So
for an employee with a 30-year career, we
would Hlikely have to go to many different
databases, even for the same type of
information. For example, dosimetry
information would be iIn one database for five
years and then a separate database for the
next few years and then in microfilm or
microfiche, something like that.

So the large-scale records
research projects, these are driven by the
needs of Department of Labor and NIOSH. So we
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do our best to react and anticipate what their
needs are going to be, where they are going to
need to do these projects. And we made sure,
to the extent possible, that funding and
manpower are available to support these
projects. We come up with a plan to enable
the classification reviewers on-site to keep
up with the demand. These projects can be
very expensive and time-consuming. But again,
we do our best to make sure the resources are
in the right place to allow us to respond iIn a
timely manner.

We are often supporting four to
five projects at once. | think the next slide
I show will talk about some of the projects we
are supporting now. And again, classification
IS sometimes a considerable concern and we do
have to review millions of pages on occasion,
particularly for the weapon sites and labs.
And we try to do that in as expedient a manner
as possible.

So here are some of the sites that
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were Tacilitating records research now. As

you can see, some of those are sort of In the
thick of the research, some of them are
winding down but we are still supporting the
final three requests and some of them are just
starting up.

Document reviews. Again, we have
come up with a security plan that outlines how
we plan to review documents, how we review
final reports, source documents, things like
that, what our timeframes are, what the
requirements are for security clearances, for
visits, what the visitors are supposed to do,
what we are supposed to do. We try to lay
that all out iIn that security plan. Now
currently we are taking a look at that
security plan. We are thinking about updating
it. We don"t envision any real significant
changes, just kind of updating problems we
have encountered over the years or things that
we have adapted. So we are just going to
formalize that 1In our security plan. We are
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also working with NIOSH and SC&A on some
slightly new protocols and procedures
regarding worker interviews. So we are
working with our headquarter security TfTolks
and some of our site security folks to make
sure that we are comfortable with these
changes.

So since the last Advisory Board
meeting In September, 30 documents have been
submitted to headquarters classification
review. The average turnaround time has been
eight working days and we have done it quicker
when needed.

And then our third role, major
role under the project iIs the covered facility
database. The fTull listing i1s at the link
there, and we are constantly working with DOL
and NIOSH to refine that database and make
sure i1t Is accurate, up-to-date, has the right
contractors listed, years, et cetera.

So the SERT, the Secure Electronic
Records Transfer System, 1is the big new
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development on our side. It 1s a big
development for DOL and NIOSH as well. That
went fully live as of October 15th. So what
that means 1s: starting October 15th, all
records requests sent to Department of Energy
from eirther NIOSH or DOL -- and these are the
individual records requests, not the Ilarge-
scale records research projects -- but all of
those are now coming to DOE through the SERT.
We believe i1t has been very successful so far.
You know, with any large system and this
system has close to 400 users and is going to
be handling, as you saw, 16,000 records
requests a year and should be about 16,000
records response a year, more or less. So it
IS a major system, and with any major system
there has been some glitches, some little
things that we have had to resolve, some
things that we didn"t anticipate until the
system was stood up. But by and large, the
response that we have gotten i1s very positive.
This system works. We are getting the
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request. It i1s 1Instantaneous. It 1s
transparent. As soon as DOL and NIOSH press
that button to send the request, 1t 1is
instantly visible on the DOE end and we can
see 1t and start working on 1t immediately. We
have been responding. And so far, everything
has been going well. We believe 1t adds, as |
said, a level of transparency. It takes out
the need for sending things with FedEx or
faxing. And I think most importantly, it
improves the data security with 16,000
requests going back and forth and this stuff
being people®s personal i1nformation, Social
Security numbers, medical records, sensitive
information like that.

The security of this i1nformation
iIs of the utmost importance. And we believe
that this system adds a layer of security.

So a couple recent iInitiatives. We
have been working on an outreach video. We
have, 1 think, the final proof. Just as of
this week we got it in our office. We are
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going to be sending i1t out to Department of
Labor, NIOSH, both Ombudsmen®s office, those
that participated In this video. And once we
get their approval on the final version, we
will be going live with that. It will be
available both online and as an actual DVD
upon request.

And we are also preparing -- well,
we have actually come out with the TFfirst
edition of our newsletter, which my office is
going to be doing monthly. It is not going to
be too big, you know, about two or three
pages, talking about some of the iInitiatives
that we are doing, some of the things that we
are working on. We are going to be featuring
some of the different sites and some of the
things they do as far as indexing projects,
some of the interesting stuff that they are
doing on claimants® behalf. We are also going
to be featuring some of our Former Worker
projects as well. So we think 1t will be a
good tool to provide iInformation on what we

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

53

are doing, give a little bit of a behind-the-
scenes look at the things that we do for
workers.

I believe we had a signh-up sheet
available at the last Advisory Board meeting.
But 1f not, I will put one out at this Board
meeting and we will send i1t to anyone. We
have an email listserv, so certainly the Board
Members, anyone iIn the other agencies, as well
as anyone 1In the public that would like to
receive 1t i1s more than welcome.

Outreach, Jeff touched on it
briefly but the Joint Outreach Task Group i1s a
combined group with Department of Labor,
NIOSH, the different Ombudsmen®s offices and
the Department of Energy and our Former Worker
programs. Again, with the thought that we are
all essentially trying to reach more or less
the same worker population, It just made sense
to combine resources, both for efficiency on
our end, but also so there iIs a one-stop shop
for the worker that they don®"t have to go to
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three or fTour different meetings. You know,
this program can be confusing and It is just
easier to have one place where they can get
hopefully all the answers that they are
looking for and get iInto the right program or
get their question answered by the right
group.

And our Former Worker Medical
Screening Program, this i1s a free screening
program that all former Department of Energy,
Department of Energy contract workers are
eligible for. We have local programs in and
around the major DOE sites. We also have two
national programs, one for production workers,
one for construction trades workers. No
matter where you live, we are almost always
able to find a clinic that we can contract
through to screen you in an area close to your
house, typically within 50 miles, most times
closer than that. Although, even iIn the rural
areas, we are typically able to get within 50
miles.
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And the Ilocal programs here are
the Worker Health Protection Program, a joint
program with Queens College and United Steel
Workers. The principal investigator is Steven
Markowitz. And that 1s at K-25. And then
also for the local construction trades
workers, i1t 1s the Building Trades Medical
Screening Program and the principal
investigator is Knut Ringen. The contact
information is provided on the screen.

And with that, are there any
questions?

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Yes, thank you,
Greg. I have one question/comment regarding
the new 1interview procedure. You mentioned
that you were coordinating with NIOSH but we
would -- the Board and our contractor also
need to be apprised of what is going on. We
have had problems iIn the past. |1 think we got
them straightened out, but 1 would like to
make sure that the procedure doesn"t iInterfere
with our ability to interface when we do need
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to do iInterviews. And so | am trusting you to
-— we would like to be informed about this.

MR. LEWIS: And 1f 1 said NIOSH, 1
think 1 misspoke because 1 know that Joe
Fitzgerald has been i1nvolved and 1 know that
there 1s i1nvolvement with both SC&A and NIOSH
and certainly 1 will make sure to keep you
informed as far as the Board.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Okay . Thank
you. Brad?

MEMBER CLAWSON: Greg, |
appreciate your comments there and keeping us
informed. One of my questions was: as this
new security program comes into place, 1t is
not going to conflict with any of our
procedures that we have i1n place right now as
a Board, or SC&A, or NIOSH, this electronic
program that you were talking about?

MR. LEWIS: The SERT. The Secure
Electronic Records Transfer?

MEMBER CLAWSON: Right.

MR. LEWIS: I don"t believe so.
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Again, that 1is intended for the 1individual
requests. So 1f someone applies to the
program and NIOSH or DOL needs their records,
they are making NIOSH or DOL would make that
request for their records through the SERT.
Typically, for large-scale records
research projects, we wouldn*t be going
through the SERT. Now certainly, i1f we did
eventually want to use the SERT for that
purpose, 1t would only be to get records from
point A to point B. At some point, it may be
valuable to get NIOSH or DOL to allow them to
receive the records through the SERT, but
certainly the request, the investigation, the
research, all of that would -- there 1s no
mechanism 1n SERT for that. That SERT 1is
really just an ability to get records from one
place to another securely. And of course it
has some tracking built In for the individual
level requests but 1 don"t anticipate this
would have any effect on how the records
research and the Ilarge scale projects are
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handled.

MEMBER CLAWSON: And 1 understand
that. And my other one is the eight days, 1
would question the turnaround because there
has been numerous --

MR. LEWIS: Yes.

MEMBER CLAWSON: It takes a long

MR. LEWIS: Yes, and the only
thing, 1 keep meaning to put this 1iIn the
slide. But the only thing that we track as
far as the number of days i1s the requests that
come iInto headquarters, the final report
requests. All final reports or draft reports,
once they have reached a significant level of
content 1n NIOSH or SC&A or the Board wants to
kind of distribute them Tfurther internally,
they will come to us for a review. So that is
only for the reports that are being sent to
headquarters review. Because we only have the
ability to track those i1In such a close manner.
The stuff that i1s done out at the site for
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classification review Is, as you know, boxes
and boxes of data sometimes. And we do work
with the sites to try to ensure that i1t gets
out In a timely manner. But we are not able
to track i1t to the level that we are of the
final reports. That i1s why we put the final
report tracking in this presentation. But 1
agree, 1t does take longer for the sites to
review, particularly because there are large
amounts of information, but also they have
competing tasks and needs for the
classification folks on-site. We do try to
get them to return documents In as timely a
manner as possible. | know we do struggle in
certain cases.

MEMBER CLAWSON: And 1 understand
about the large scale boxes and so forth. But
many of our site visits that we have gone to,
we have taken our notes and so forth and those
are critical for us to proceed on forward. And
some of these we are looking at three to four
months.
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MR. LEWIS: Yes, and that is
unacceptable. One of the things that we are
trying to work on now is to make sure that
sites are differentiating, particularly
between things like notes or reports or things
that were written on-site versus jJust the
boxes of source documents. We understand
that, 1 think, on your end the notes and
things like that are of a higher level of
importance, most times, than the source
documents. But a lot of times our sites will
lump that all together and go through the
whole thing before sending 1t out and 1t
doesn"t make a lot of sense. We think we
would like to separate out those notes or
those particularly high-priority items, get
those out In a much shorter timeframe and then
work on the larger document requests. We have
definitely not always done that well, and we
think we can do better and we are going to try
to.

MEMBER CLAWSON: Another part of
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this, too, and this falls into NIOSH"s ball,
too, and that 1is: 1t 1s very difficult to
track where we are at with these requests. And
I am going back to our notes that have been
written up on-site. The communication between
DOE, the site, and then say NIOSH, too, i1t is
really, there is no clear way except for going
through you to figure out where we are at. And
we are usually getting i1t third-hand. And 1
know 1t puts you in a bad situation, but if
there i1s any way that we can clear or help
that, 1t would be greatly appreciated.

MR. LEWIS: Yes, and 1 would be
glad to talk to you or i1t may be good to sit
down with someone from NIOSH, SC&A and the
Board and talk about ways to improve that. |
mean, 1 think having a clearly defined request
-— 1 will say from our end sometimes 1t Is:
our sites end up somewhat confused over what
the priority is for who or what exactly has
been requested and they may not be asking
enough questions on the front end, but 1 think
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some further clarity from the requester
establishing, there are four things 1 asked
for, one is notes and two iIs documents X, Y,
and Z and the third i1s this report that 1 was
writing or something like that, and
prioritizing those and being very specific
about what those are because oftentimes | get
put In a position where someone from NIOSH or
SC&A will come back to me a month or so later
or two later, saying, ""Hey, 1 made a request
at a certain site,” and the site says, "Well,
we have got a couple of requests, which
request?” or "We thought we had finished that
one.” And I end having to go back and forth
to make sure what was requested. What was
completed. 1Is 1t all complete? What was the
time frame? Things like that. So maybe
getting that more clearly defined on the
front-end might help everyone. But 1 think we
would be more than willing to talk about it.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Henry has been
waiting for quite a while here.
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MEMBER ANDERSON: Just quickly,
how often does the Joint Communication Task
Group meet?

MR. LEWIS: Well, so the Joint
Outreach Task Group has monthly calls to kind
of coordinate outreach activities between the
different groups and talk about what each one
Is doing. Because, 1n addition to having
joint meetings, we also may attend -- there
are separate meetings for each group, too,
that may have certain specific iInterests or
specific needs at different locations and we
might send i1nformation along with another
group. Or we might, maybe DOL and NIOSH will
be at a meeting, but DOE won"t feel the need.
So we coordinate monthly, but |1 think we
typically have three to four actual Joint
Outreach Task Group meetings.

I think we have a tentatively
planned three meetings for next year, with a
possibility for a fourth. And 1 think
Northern California, we are planning to do the
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Bay Area, vyou know, aimed at Berkeley,
Livermore, Sandia/Livermore, and the Stanford
Linear Accelerator Center, those four.

We are also looking into the
Chicago area, aimed both at Fermi and Argonne
Labs. And there is a third which escapes me
right now. But we try to get that information
out. And we have a calendar on our website
that 1 can point you to as well.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Thank you. Can
I, in follow-up to some of Brad®"s questions
and discussion, 1 really think we need a
tracking system for these site requests, as
opposed to the DOE headquarters request. So
can we ask Joe, since | think everything, all
our secure i1nformation 1s supposed to Tlow
through our contractor through you. Correct?
Supposed to.

So could you work with DOE and
NIOSH and see 1T we can get a system set up so
we know? Which would give more specificity to
what the requests are, what information Greg
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gets, as well as maybe facilitate some of
this. Because 1 think 1f not, we just keep
going around and around on this and
complaining and I don®"t think it is -- despite
good iIntentions, I don"t think we are
necessarily understand what Is going on or how
It 1s being fixed.

MR. HINNEFELD: We do track our
submittals to sites for requests  for
clearances, except for the interview notes
like Brad was talking about. We haven®t
included those heretofore on our tracking
system but when we make a request from our
side to the sites. And so | don"t have it
with me but we could produce that, the
information we have on our requests.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Yes, if we could
just copy onto that. I know that interview
notes have been an issue at least at one site
and | believe more than one site, where they
have tended to lag or get sort of Ilost
somehow. So let"s work it out and see If we
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can come up with a solution.

MR. LEWIS: Be glad to work on
that.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: It 1s Important
and we need to know when there are inordinate
delays. Thank you very much, Greg.

Back to Stu Hinnefeld on the
update on the ten-year review implementation.

MR. HINNEFELD: Okay, 1 have just
a few slides to talk about progress on the
ten-year program review.

Our progress on the ten-year
program review 1iIs being done, usually in
conjunction with one or -- usually one Work
Group or Subcommittee of Board to keep the
Board appraised of how things are moving
along. It 1s proving to be Kkind of an
extended process because the additional, the
things we are doing here, we are adding on to
the work we were already doing. And so i1t
does continue iIn all these areas at varying
rates of accomplishment.
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I have got a slide for each of
five focus areas and |1 have selected just
certain items to say about each one. I do
have a little more detail on my notes. It
anyone has questions on particular items, |1
think | can provide a little more information
about some of the 1items that may not be
addressed 1n the slides.

In the dose reconstruction area,
of course, we are working very closely with
the Dose Reconstruction Subcommittee in
evaluating quality of dose reconstructions and
working to sort of determine a way of
measuring quality and to improve the quality
of the dose reconstructions. So 1t 1s
ongoing. It 1s a fairly significant piece of
discussion at the last several, | think, or at
least the last few Dose Reconstruction
Subcommittee meetings.

In response to some of those
conversations, we have i1mplemented a blind

review process which Kkind of gives us

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

68

continuing -- we expect it to give us a
continuing sort of measure of the quality and
some maybe quality items to look at as we go
forward.

This 1s still -- we are doing 1t,
but 1t 1s still sort of developmental because
it involves DCAS staff doing a dose
reconstruction, unbeknownst to ORAU. The case
i1s still assigned to ORAU. ORAU does the dose
reconstruction. The DCAS person does it first
and then we compare the two dose
reconstructions to see, theoretically they
should be pretty consistent. And the DCAS
dose reconstructors are essentially coming up
to speed iIn doing this. And we are learning
how to document 1t in a way that allows for a
reasonable comparison between the methods. So
it 1s still a work i1n progress, but we are
hopeful that we will be able to get some
information out of that as we go forward.

We have, i1n fact, one of the items
from the ten-year review was that if you,
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DCAS, have all these quality aspects in place
which you are talking about, why i1s i1t that
the Board keeps TfTinding all these Tfindings
when they review dose reconstructions? Or the
Board®"s contractor.

And so we have -- way back we
selected the five most recently completed dose
reconstruction -- most recently completed
cases that had been reviewed by the DR Review
Subcommittee and looked at the Tfindings on
those cases to find out why In fact there were
findings found on those cases.

So we are approaching, we are
getting close to having a product on that that
we will be able to provide to the Subcommittee
and discuss there. The "Why was the error
made?" 1s sometimes a little hard to figure
out. You find what the error was, but 1t iIs a
little hard to figure out, no matter when we
do this, what exactly did the dose
reconstructor do instead of what he was
supposed to do?
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And part of the dose
reconstruction review was to Mook at these
efficiency measures and see 1If they are really
worthwhile because of the i1ssue that we face
when we do an overestimating dose
reconstruction and the person gets, for
instance, another cancer. And then we do a
more precise dose reconstruction and their DR
goes down with the additional cancer from what
it was originally, which Is just pretty much
not explainable. We are doing everything we
can. We"ve put wording iIn the dose
reconstruction. In the original one, when it
IS an overestimate, we say, this 1s an over-
estimating approach and 11f the iInformation
changes, it could change, you know, the dose
reconstruction would Hlikely change and go
down.

When we prepare a re-worked dose
reconstruction iIn this case where we had done
an over-estimate and now we are doing a new
one, we explained what the differences was,
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how the overestimate was done in the Tirst
one, and that is taken out here. And that is
taken out here, and so what the new outcome of
that particular part of the dose
reconstruction i1s, we put all that language 1iIn
there and we are trying to address i1t iIn that
way -

When we Hlooked at the amount of
time and, therefore, cost associated with
eliminating these efficiency measure
altogether, we fTelt like we could not abide
that. We couldn®"t keep up with the workload
as well close to what we are doing now. You
could argue we are not keeping up with the
workload i1n all areas anyway. But i1t would
just make 1t that much worse 1If we had to
spend all that additional effort on dose
reconstruction. So we felt like we weren"t in
a position to be able to do away with
overestimating approaches altogether. But we
have  done a couple of overestimating
approaches that didn"t really save us that

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

72

much. We have done away with those. Those
relate to using defaults for medical X-ray
exposure, like defaults for frequencies of X-
rays when iIn fact we have the X-ray records.

And then the second one had to do
with missed doses and maximizing the number of
zero readings, rather than when we actually
knew what the number of zero readings were and
we could use the actual numbers.

So there have been a couple of
things we have done away with, where we could
do that without costing, without too much
additional effort In the dose reconstruction.

The quality of service has had to
do with how well we communicate to people and
how well we listen to people. Most of the
progress so far has been on the communications
side. And this is getting tangled up in other
initiatives that are being placed on us by our
parent agencies.

First of all, we have re-written a
number of our communication products,
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especially what we call our process letters.
When a person IS going through dose
reconstruction or through the SEC process,
they get a series of correspondences from us,
and we have re-written those 1iInto what 1is
called plain language. There 1s this plain
language act that government communications
for the public are supposed to be written in
plain language. So we are attempting to put
these things, and they really sound to me much
more readable. So we have done a number of
changes to those kinds of process letters and
to fact sheets.

To better serve people who want to
participate in a Work Group or Work Group
meetings but not iIn person, who want to
participate by phone, we have adopted the
practice of placing the documents that will be
discussed, and iIn most cases, | believe any
presentations that are going to be given, we
get those available on our website before the
meeting. So someone who is calling into the
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meeting can follow along and have some hope of
understanding the conversation because
listening to the conversation without having
the documents that people are talking about,
there 1s just no hope of following 1t. It is
probably difficult to Tfollow on the phone
anyway, but at least there 1i1s some hope of
being able to follow it i1f you know what
documents are being talked about.

And we did modify the Board web
page to facilitate navigation, i1f any of you
have checked 1t lately. |If you print out the
Board®"s landing page, you don"t get 80 pages
anymore. There i1s just a landing page and
then the links to 1t work just the way they
always did. It is just instead of taking you
down the page, they take you to a different
page. That was an initiative from a parent
agency, either CDC or HHS to here 1s the
standard format that you should have on your
website.

Another 1i1nitiative that 1 don"t
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mention here that 1is competing with our
progress in these quality of service items, is
the requirement for all documents on our
website to be 508 compatible, which means they
are prepared Tfor an electric reader for
essentially an audio, a program that gives an
audio translation of the written text. So it
iIs for people who are blind, essentially.

So we have had that requirement
for new documents, that has been i1n place for
quite some time. And all new documents for
years have gone up in that fashion. And the
key element here i1s 1f you can think with a
figure 1T you have a paper with a figure 1in
iIt, a graph or something, you®"d have to put iIn
alternate text to describe that figure so that
the reader has something to explain to the
person, to the user, what that figure
maintains.

That has always been in place for
new documents, but we have recently been told
that all documents, 1iIncluding our archives,
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have to be 508 compliant by this coming spring
or middle of the year. And so the work on
updating those old Tfiles 1s distracting from
additional progress.

Timeliness of dose reconstruction
certainly we believe we have kind of gotten
where we can go with that. I think we have
obtained most of what we can obtain iIn the
routine cases. I think there may always be
oddball cases. Hopefully they won"t get to be
years old anymore.

But for the most part, cases are
done now within five months of receiving all
of the data necessary to do the claim, and
they are done within nine months total. And
those are generous. | mean most of the cases
are done i1n a shorter period of time than
that.

And for reworked dose
reconstructions where the person has already
been 1n the process for a while but now they
are getting a reworked dose reconstruction, a
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recommendation from the ten-year review was
that we have a higher priority on those cases.
And so those we expect to be done within 60
days of having all the iInformation that 1is
needed.

So if 1t comes back, for instance,
with a new cancer, none of the employment
information changed, we should get that done
within 60 days of getting i1t back.

well SEC IS proving to be
difficult. The whole sufficient accuracy
effort has taken, we have had a couple of mis-
starts and fits and starts on that. Of course
iIT 1t were easy to define sufficient accuracy,
it would have been done when the wrote the
rule, as opposed to trying to do it now. And
we are doing sort of a case law basis. We are
looking at -- we started out looking, starting
essentially at the beginning, looking at all
the documents that are associated. You know,
the Board"s recommendation, our Evaluation
Report, Secretary®"s designation. And we
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weren"t getting very far. We weren®"t getting
anything concise that could vreally Dbe
interpreted. So we said let"s try the other
direction. Let"s start with the most recent
and let"s look at the Secretary"s designation
and then use our memories fTor what we knew
about the specifics of those cases and why
they were decided the way they were and
summarize i1n that fashion.

And we expect we will be able to
categorize these iIn a handful of categories,
each one having i1ts own particular explanation
with 1t. That may be helpful and we can then
the i1dea being that we can then proceed with
discussions of feasibility along those lines,
In accordance with decisions that have already
been made.

And another recommendation was
that when we make our SEC decisions or what
our conclusions i1n the Evaluation Report, we
should point out which ones are scientific
decisions and which ones are sort of policy
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decisions.

As we have gone through that, 1t
kind of occurred to us that we don"t really
have -- you know, the pure scientific
decisions are the arithmetic. You know, when
you get 1i1nto any really other kind of
decisions, what you really have i1s a science-
informed policy decision. But the whole point
of 1t, as Lew Wade reminded me, the whole
point of the recommendation was transparency
of the decision process. So make the
decisions transparent. Don"t worry about
whether they are scientific or policy. Just
be very clear about what decisions you made iIn
the writing. And so we are proceeding down
along that path now, and we are hopeful that
we will be able to have something on some of
these Evaluation Reports kind of 1i1n a
companion document that kind of describes
those decisions.

Okay, quality of science, again,
these are several things that are in progress.

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

80

Our contractor, ORAU, is developing a process
to minimize iInconsistencies between technical
documents. We recognize there are some of
those out there. There 1Is some progress made
on this. I"m afraid 1 don"t have an up-to-
date report.

With respect to some of our
indirect exposure methods like coworker
studies, we are 1iIn the process of using
Savannah River site data to essentially as a
validation exercise for our coworker
modelings. And 1 think, if I am not mistaken,
you know, Jim you can correct me on this, |1
think what we are doing is in Savannah River
In some cases we do have enough information to
identify sort of occupation groups, as opposed
to the entire site as to coworkers. So we can
make some comparisons about whether using the
entire site i1s iIn fact a fTavorable approach
the way we use it.

And we still are i1In the fairly
early stages of characterizing and quantifying
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claimant favorability. We always say we are
claimant favorable but we have never really
described it iIn any kind of quantity. And
that was one of the recommendations from the
review.

Finally we are going to be having
a progress reporting page on our website of
the ten-year review. It is designed, 1 think
we jJust need to say go and 1t will go up
pretty soon, that describes -- 1t will include
the reports that were written, the fTive
reports, the selected recommendations that
were then built into the action plan and then
progress on those various actions. And the
progress will include sort of an evolution of
the actions as we have gone down this path and
felt like we weren"t getting where we needed
to go and we changed course a little bit. So
we expect to have that wup and running
probably, 1 would think, within a month it
will be on. So 1t will be a place where
people can go and check and see this is what
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has been going on, on the ten-year program
review.

Okay, 1 will be glad to answer any
questions that anyone or comments that anybody
might have.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Okay, we have
sort of limited time here. So we may have to
have you come back a little bit later for
additional questions because we have a ten
o"clock Hanford review and 1t is a petition.
The petitioner will be, or the representative
IS expected to be on the line. So we try to
hold to schedule.

Actually before I saw your
presentation, LaVon sort of covered -- sent me
an email sort of updating me. And we do
expect to be able for the SEC Evaluation Work
Group to begin some discussions, meetings --
Work Group meetings to discuss this sufficient
accuracy Iissue either iIn January or February.
I amn going to hold LaVon to those dates that
he put 1n his email for some reports.
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But I would add, I mean 1 think we
really need to start addressing that 1issue
because, at least from my perspective, one, It
keeps coming up i1n terms of a lot of our
decisions that we are currently doing we make
today 1n upcoming meetings.

Secondly, the coworker 1issue, the
issue of claimant favorability and so forth
all revolve around what 1s sufficiently
accurate. And 1 don"t think we can make a
judgment on that without -- or assessment of
that without sort of dealing with those i1ssues
without directly dealing with sufficient
accuracy. So 1 would urge you to keep to
those deadlines.

And 1 think we should plan, |
think we need to come back to the Board with
some discussion on that. So 1t may very well
be 1f things go well, and 1 am not sure our
Work Group would necessarily have
recommendations, but we may very well want to
have that on the agenda for our next March
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meeting In order to be able to give everyone a
chance for some input on that as we wrestle
with it.

So I think that i1s, again, 1 have
been a little concerned that some of these
have lagged in terms of getting up. The
coworker 1 think i1s a critical i1ssue because
It potentially affects so many sites and so
much of what you have done. But all these are
important. We need to, 1 think, show some
progress. So | am glad to see the web page
and so forth and see i1If we can keep these
moving.

And 1 think I have used up most of
the time now. Are others going to have
questions for Stu? Okay, then what we will
do, Stu, when we have a break, we will have
you come back up and ask questions.

MR. HINNEFELD: I"m here for the
duration.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Okay, we figured
that. Good.
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Okay and 1 would like to move to
Hanford. Ted, can you make sure the phone is
working correctly?

MR.  KATZ: One of my Board
Members, Gen or --

MEMBER ROESSLER: Yes, Ted, we
seem to be on now.

MR. KATZ: Okay, very good.

MEMBER ROESSLER: But you never
know. We have been on and off most of the
morning.

MR. KATZ: Well, 1 understand.
There have been a number of problems. One of
the problems contributing to this, too, 1is
that the vast majority, because | looked at
the website that shows everybody®s individual
line, the vast majority of you that are
listening have not muted your phones and that
causes problems In and of i1tself. There 1s --
press *6 to mute your phone. But really
everyone but the Board Members fTor most of

this day should be muted for the entire
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session until we get to public comment session
later. The only exception to that is the SEC
petitioners who can be off mute because they
will be speaking to the group off mute during
their SEC sessions. But that would be helpful
anyway. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: So the next item
on our agenda is an update on the Hanford SEC
Petition number 155, which we talked a little
bit about at our last meeting. The Work Group
has discussed and we have an update to date.

The order will be that first Sam
Glover will give an update. And essentially
It Is the presentation that he gave to the
Work Group at our recent meeting. 1 will give
you sort of -- since | chair the Work Group, 1
will give you sort of an update of the Work
Group meeting. We may ask Arjun to comment at
that point also.

And then before we take any
action, actual action on the petition, we want
to have an opportunity for the petitioner or
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petitioner representative to make comments and
then we would open 1t up to some sort of
decision or action by the Board at that point
in time.

So, Sam, go ahead.

DR. GLOVER: So we are going to
try an alternate microphone. Does this sound
okay? Can you hear me?

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: I can but 1 was
hearing the other one, too. It i1s the people
on the phone that were --

DR. GLOVER: Okay, 1 want to make
sure that everybody can hear me so that

everybody on the Board can participate.

MEMBER ROESSLER: We can hear
offline -- 1 mean on the phone. 1 can hear.
DR. GLOVER: Great. I am --

giving this presentation now | feel a Ilot
better. Last week I, unfortunately, was
feeling very unwell. So | also promised
Glenda when 1 put this together, 1 was like
this i1s only going to be provided over the
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thing. We are just going to be walking
through these slides. So she made me redo
these a little bit since we are actually going
to present these.

So there 1s a few parts i1n this, |1
apologize, 1 am going to go through Tairly
quickly because they are really just an update
that 1 provided to the Board and kind of
reminding folks where we were.

So this 1s SEC-00155 and I am just
going to very quickly give you a brief update
on the petitions, discuss Hanford"s bioassay
program during this time period. And 1
focused on Super S and the fTecal monitoring
program. 1 am also going to discuss a little
bit about OTIB-49, which is NIOSH"s Super S,
how we deal with Super S cases and
specifically what do we do for OTIB-49 at
Hanford, especially with cases dealing with
fecal samples.

So very quickly, the petition came
in November 10, 2009. The petitioner proposed

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 www.nealrgross.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

89

a very specific Class: all personnel who were
internally monitored via urine or Tfecal
samples, who worked at the Plutonium Finishing
Plant 1n the 200 Area at Hanford Site from
January 1, 1987 through December 31, 1989.

The petition was qualified for
evaluation essentially fTor the opportunity
that radiation records may have been lost or
falsiftied. And this was part of the US
Testing Talsification of data issue and we
have discussed this at some of the previous
ones. But just to kind of refresh folks*
memories, Hanford right now has four SEC
Classes that were previously added and we sort
of did this incrementally. The very earliest
years 1943 through 1946 was the DuPont era;
"46 through "68; and then we had a Class that
subsumed all of that and added a few years at
the end, which expanded from very specific
Classes to a more broad Class beginning in "43
through *"72; and then most recently we added
1972 -- 1t was added to the SEC from 1972
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through 1983 for all areas of Hanford in SEC-
00201.

So SEC-00057 sort of subsumes most
of that. They have asked for -- the original
petition came i1n looking Tfor 1943 through
1990. The Advisory Board of NIOSH continued
to review post-1983. The time frame
associated with SEC-00155 was encompassed by
SEC-00057; however, 1t was very specific and
focused on the data Tfalsification and was
deemed appropriate for a separate review.

The petitioner™s specific evidence
of accusations by the U.S. EPA of purposeful
wrongdoing by US Testing resulted in NIOSH
determining that issues regarding quality of
bioassay data required further investigation
as a separate issue from the continuing Board
evaluation of SEC-00057 and the intent of
NIOSH"s separate evaluation of SEC-00155 was
to assure that 1issues 1i1dentified with US
Testing®"s non-bioassay analytical programs did
not adversely affect the company"s bioassay
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analysis operations in Richland, Washington.
They had two separate laboratories. IT you
recall, there was a New Jersey lab and a
laboratory in Richland, Washington. And 1t
was the Qlaboratory in New Jersey that was
found, to be convicted of wrongdoing.

NIOSH evaluated the time period
requested by the petitioner, realizing that i1f
iIssues were found, it would broaden. And so
we looked specifically at January 1, 1987
through December 31, 1989. And while the
location was specified as employees who worked
at the Plutonium Finishing Plant, the
evaluation was primarily focused on the
overall bioassay program. So i1t encompassed a
broader part of Hanford.

So some sources of exposure. So
our next slide, those who are TfTollowing
online, some sources of exposure 1987 through
1989. And I have starred the ones that had
identified as Hanford as being a potential
source of insoluble plutonium with low
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americium-241  content. This would Dbe
considered fresh plutonium.

So the weapons grade metal
production, the Remote Mechanical C Line at
Hanford i1s starred, the Plutonium Reclamation
Facility, miscellaneous treatment glove box
operations, analytical laboratory operations,
development laboratory operations, and they
also had this polycube processing going on at
the time, which is mixture of polystyrene and
plutonium oxide.

There were, also at the PUREX
facility, an oxide production line that was
run during the early part of this time frame
and 1t also 1i1s 1identified as a potential
source of fresh plutonium.

So personal monitoring data. us
Testing processed thousands and thousands of
bioassay samples during this time frame. |
have got some graphs that will show this very
shortly. Urinalysis was the principal method
of bioassay at the site. Workers deemed to
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have higher risk or those 1i1nvolved with
potential i1ncidents may also have fecal
samples. Americium typically monitored with
iIn vivo counting methods, wusually as an
indicator of plutonium intakes.

Hanford also maintained an
extensive area monitoring program which was
not the focus of this review.

Briefly, Pacific Northwest
National Labs was responsible for overseeing
the quality of the data produced by US Testing
during this entire time frame. And they had
around 250 blanks and quality control samples
from 1987 to 1989 and annual reports were
conducted and these were reviewed as part of
NIOSH for our SEC review and iIn the Board®s
folder, I moved some of these documents there
for your review.

Just very Dbriefly about 1983
Hanford modernized its bioassay program. They
went Tfrom a gross separated alpha -- they

still separated things, but 1t was done with a
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gross measurement tool. And they went to
alpha spectrometry in 1983. Well this is not
a specter from their -- this i1s actually from
my historic archives. This 1s the kind of
information you get from alpha specter for
different nuclides. So you get all the
different radiometric materials separated and
you can use this as a recovery-corrected
method so you can adjust for recovery.

US Testing developed methods to
respond to expedited samples. So there
weren®"t just samples done at US Testing. There
were also samples done for accidents and for -
- and so each of them had their own detection
limits. And so when you look at the database,
you need to recognize that some have different
counting times and different, they allowed
different recoveries. What would your
detection limit be associated with that?

So this i1s a confusing graph. And
It is really not that bad but when you first
look at 1t, like what are you trying to say?
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What 1 am trying to indicate i1s for a person
who has a fecal sample in either a year before
it or the year after i1t, how many urinalysis
or 1In Vvivo measurements were conducted for
that person? And so let"s just take 1988. For
people who had a fecal sample In 1988, there
were 180 persons who had four other samples
done. And, Paul, you had a lot of questions.
Did 1 explain that okay this time? 1 hope.
Because really 1 lost them the last time 1 was
trying to explain this. And so In 1989, there
would have been 120 persons who had four of
these measurements conducted on either side.

So you can see i1In 1988 and "89,
they ramped up the fecal monitoring program
but essentially there are, for a person who
has a fecal measurement, they have many other
measurements conducted the same time.

And this just gives you a feel for
how many more samples are being conducted.
Typically anywhere from 1500 to 3,000
urinalysis samples at a time, versus what may
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be up to 150 or a couple hundred fecal
measurements In a given year.

So Hanford was very much iIn front
of the Super S curve or concerns when -- 1
provided some different documents Hanford had
prepared for us or obtained for us so we would
have those. 1 gave those to the Board. They
presented an overview of technology shortfalls
in 1988. They called i1t at the time, Super
Class Y. And now it is, as the ICRP models
have been updated, 1t 1is Super Class S,
essentially the same but S and Y, it Is just a
different terminology i1In a document called
Methods to Improve Plutonium Monitoring.

At the time they wused ICRP 30
biokinetic models. So kind of the older style
but 1t 1s still -- they looked at what would
be the deficiency or insufficiency to meet the
DOE orders to meet the 100 millirem annual
effective dose equivalent. And so they
provided tables that showed the amount of
plutonium going to urine. It was too low to
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be observed using the alpha spec method. And
they were very concerned that freshly prepared
plutonium would take some time for the
americium-241 to grow in. And so the iIn vivo
counting methods would be insufficient to find
these i1ntakes.

And so I won"t belabor the tables.
This gives you some element of mass and
activity that were required to meet their
targets, what they fTelt the 100 millirem
targets would be at the time. And those are
annual effective dose equivalents. So 100
millirem every year.

And so here we have what is called
a biroassay challenges that they described in
the "88 document. You can see that for an
intake at their intake level, at what they
consider their target level, i1t would very
quickly drop below the level that they can see
by alpha spec. And so you see the graphs.
Curve A i1s excretion i1n urine from the acute
intake that would be measurable at one year.
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So this gives you what the urine excretion
using the old biokinetics would have looked
like. And then curve B shows what the
expected urine excretion would be at the
target line. So you can see for B within two
or three days, i1t drops below. And that is
for a type S intake. So that i1s the upper
curve. The lower curve would be for what they
had developed as their Super Class Y. It
starts out below the intake level and for the
target excretion, you can see that i1t doesn"t
get there.

So they actually began a pilot
fecal program and 1 concentrated on the fecal
program because there were a lot of questions
by the Board. So I fTocused a lot of my
presentation to that. They had about 50
workers who participated and they had some
Issues regarding providing samples and sample
not reported. Of the 84 scheduled samples,
they only got 58. There were 1719 plutonium
urinalysis samples for 1987, that same time
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frame. And the workers did not like 1it.
Obviously, fecal sampling programs are not
really well received by the analyst or by the
person providing the samples.

The pilot program was continued
for 100 workers at the Plutonium Finishing
Plant, the first one being at PUREX. So they
actually then moved this to the Plutonium
Finishing Plant. Fecal samples showed about
40 to 50 percent of the workers were
statistically greater than controls and these
were —- 1t was basically a low-level plutonium
intake going on at the Plutonium Finishing
Plant that they were seeing in the fecal
programs. And they actually then introduced
some very long, high-rate sampling programs of
air samples and then confirmed that there was
this low-grade intake going on.

Plutonium urinalysis, they had
2,008 routine, 130 specials, which would be
associated with an 1i1ntake or a suspected
intake. There were 37 routine plutonium fecal
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analysis and 34 specials.

So 1In 1989 after 12 months as a
pilot program, the sampling frequency was
changed to annual and essentially this became
mandatory. They had mandated that the workers
would participate. There were 2,156 routine
urinalysis and you can see that the big ramp
up of plutonium Tfecal analysis were 259
routine with 16 specials.

So this was implemented with the
experiences learned during the pilot program.
It was mandated by the employers. There was
not an external spike program. So the
urinalysis program, they would provide some
blinds with some spikes. It 1s harder to do
that with a fecal program because you are
really looking at trying to spike it with
insoluble material and i1t is not just like
spiking 1t with a liquid standard. However,
all the standard radiochemistry practices were
still observed. You still had to have, so you
may not have a special QC sample with that
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associated as a blank or a fecal sample that
had a spike in 1t, you still had to run
spikes. You still had to run blanks. You
still had all those alpha specs and everything
associated with all the quality control
programs that US Testing ran Tfor the
urinalysis program. So they were still
observing all those same procedures.

So until 1990, June 1, 1900, the
routine fecal program operated normally, until
the contract default with US Testing. The May
samples were never analyzed.

In September, before an iInterim
contract could be put into place, Hanford
terminated the program. This was done because
the Hanford Tfacilities were no longer
processing materials that would be classified
as freshly separated Super Class Y plutonium.
So they stopped this fresh oxide program.

So the 1n vivo would be able to
see i1t, essentially 1s that means. Now the in
vivo program will be able to see the
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americium-241 with that. Even though there
may be a deficiency in the urinalysis, you can
still see 1t by the 1n vivo program.

So dose determinations made for
workers 1n the program at the start of the
year were assumed chronic exposures January
through September, based on the fecal results
in the December 1989 through April of 1990.
This 1s PNNL"s dose determinations, not ours.

In the 1990 Pu urinalysis, there
were 759 routine, 56 specials; and 35 routine
fecal samples with 44 specials. At this time,
once the US Testing shut down, they sent a lot
of samples out to places like Los Alamos and
Oak Ridge until they could get a contract in
place because they still had to get that
feedback on worker bioassays.

The results of the pilot program
were summarized In a 1993 published paper
about approximately 100 workers. They
discussed the quality control samples using
artificial and known blanks, people who were
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known not to be exposed to plutonium. There
were 391 samples from workers provided, 47
control samples consisting of 31 artificial
and 16 samples from unexposed individuals.

So very briefly, O0TIB-49, that 1is
our TIB on estimation of doses for plutonium
strongly retained i1n the lung. Let"s see,
this seems to -- I think she split my slides a
little differently. So anyway, sampling and
radiochemical methods described, that actually
goes to the previous slide. I missed that.
That actually should have been with the
previous slide. So 1n that paper they
describe some of the radiochemistry.

So In this OTIB-49 estimation of
doses for plutonium strongly retained iIn the
lung and while the newer ICRP 1insoluble
plutonium increased the retention time above
ICRP 30, the actions that we have seen, there
are people who have longer retention than what
the new models show. And so we have had to
modify our doses associated with that.
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So OTIB-49 was based on nine cases
from Rocky Flats and one case from Hanford
that had well defined iIntakes and exhibited
long retention times. Upper-bound cases were
used to establish the bounding dose. So the
worst case, longest retained materials In the
lungs by actual workers, that was actually
used to set this data. We then compared that
to data from the U.S. Transuranium and Uranium
Registries autopsy cases to see how 1t
compared.

Just to give you a feel, this is a
case from Rocky Flats, Case 825. The dotted
purple line shows the type S what you would
expect. You can see that after a thousand
days to ten thousand days, i1t drops off quite
a bit. But you see that the blue dots don"t
follow that line. The material iIs much more
insoluble than that and stays in the lung. So
that i1s going to continue to give lung dose.
It 1s not going to give necessarily a dose to

the other organs in the body but for lung and
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lymph nodes, i1t iIs an important factor. So we
have to come up with dose adjustment factors,
depending on the type of data being used,
whether using i1n vivo data or urinalysis data
or air data, you have to adjust for the
factors on dose.

And so essentially here you will
see the bottom line on curve Bl, 1t says what
a type S lung retention would look like. The
top lines are what the cases, the worst cases,
those two that Rocky Flats and that Hanford
case, what they showed their retention to be.
And so you can see for curve B2, these are the
adjustment factors to go from the bottom line
to those various cases. You can see that
upper correction factor i1s the curve that we
apply for OTIB-49.

SO you <can see that on an
individual year as you get out past intake, it
can take a substantial adjustment in dose from
what you would expect from class type S. So
we do not try to change the models; we adjust
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the dose.

So we have essentially 1 am not
going to get a lot into this but the Super S
adjustment factors, depending on whether you
are dealing with lung counts or with air
concentration or urinalysis, there are a
number of factors that are used to adjust the
dose to make i1t equivalent to what the dose
should be, based on the type S sampling.

All right, next slide. So OTIB-49
specifically addresses adjustments of fecal
data. Fecal samples collected less than two
months after an acute intake or less than two
months after the end of a chronic intake
should be evaluated with the standard type S
model . Once the intake 1is determined, the
dose 1s adjusted using direct measurement
factors. Fecal samples collected after this
two-month time should be modeled as i1f they
were urine samples because essentially what is
happening i1s the mechanical clearance i1n the
lung 1s being overridden. For whatever reason
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the plutonium normally, there is a mechanical
factor 1n addition to solubility, they are
still pulling this out. And those essentially
have been turned off. And so the mechanical
factor is what puts i1t into the fecal samples

and so you have to then model this as a urine

sample.

And so we adjust that by a factor
of three. And the reason i1s here 1iIs the
correction factor. IT you were to wuse

injected plutonium and compare the Tecal
output and the urine output, this 1is the
fraction of intake iIn the urine and Tecal
samples. If you look at the ratios, after 100
days, three months, you sort of waiver 1In
between two and three as an adjustment factor.

So application at Hanford, during
this time really we are looking at standard
procedures used to apply to Hanford data.
Assumptions include the age of plutonium, the
plutonium 1sotopic makeup, Tuel grade or
weapons grade, the solubility class, including
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Super S, 1f appropriate. And that 1s
dependent on the organs. You have to really
look at the information available for a case
and what are the cancers associated with that
case.

NIOSH TBD currently uses the
contractual MDAs. That has been discussed.
Methods during this time period for SEC-00155,
current TBD indicates ten year old plutonium
should be used. Weapons grade and fuel grade
may be evaluated. And | must say rarely is
fecal data available. But OTIB-49 is used to
evaluate and compare that with other
indicators.

Sometimes they 1indicate intakes
are not claimant favorable i1f the assumptions
would result iIn detection by other methods. So
you compare the urine versus the in vivo. And
you have to look at did I have a claimant
favorable assumption. Case-specific data must
be reviewed since iIn vivo data may make some
assumptions not claimant favorable.
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With that, thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN MELIUS: Okay - So at
least from the Work Group®s perspective, we
have gone through this, we feel this sort of
completes the evaluation of this SEC. We had
already had a presentation and gone through on
the i1ssue of the US Testing and the fraud at
that that we discussed at our last meeting. We
still had some questions on the dose
reconstruction method. So that is why we had
another Work Group meeting and went through
that.

Let me open up TFTirst for Board
Member questions for Sam. I will add at the
Work Group meeting, Arjun and Joyce Lipszteiln
were both involved. It was a conference call
and the SC&A was satisfied with the dose
reconstruction method. I think 1t Is a fair
statement. We did not ask SC&A for a formal
review of 1t but we did ask for their
participation in the conference call including
Joyce, who has got significant expertise 1In
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this area.

IT there are no questions, then --
yes, David. You look like you are --

MEMBER RICHARDSON: I have been
trying to get myself organized. 1 apologize.

One question was related to intake
dates. You had an algorithm for interpreting
the fecal data based on the time from iIntake.
Could you explain to me how that would be
known or when that is known and when that is
not clearly known?

DR. GLOVER: Yes, sir. That 1s
where the case-specific dat