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P-R-0-C-E-E-D-1-N-G-S
8:33 a.m.
Welcome and Introduction

CHAIR MELIUS: We are going to get
started. And Ted, do you want to do the opening?

MR. KATZ: Yes. Welcome, everyone.
This 1s the Advisory Board on Radiation and
Worker Health. Welcome to our 120th meeting, iIn
Albuquerque.

Some preliminaries: The agenda for
today and the materials for today, and for
tomorrow morning"s meeting, are posted on the
NIOSH website under the Board®"s schedule of
meetings section. Click on that, today"s date,
and you should have there the agenda and all the
presentations for today and tomorrow morning, as
well as all the background documentation that
relates to those presentations. So you“re
welcome to follow along with us there.

There is also a Skype link on the
agenda. And i1f you want to, you can use that
Skype link with your computer to fTollow the
presentations as they are given. Either way, you
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have the presentations on the web or you can
follow it by Skype, if you want to see the pages,
so to speak, turn as they are being presented.
The audio, In any case, iIs this phone line. So
you"ll hear i1t either way.

Also, there"s a public comment session
at the end of the day today. It"s at 6:00 p.m.
So, anybody who i1s listening right now for that
comment session, please be available at the
beginning, because i1t starts at 6:00 and it says
6:00 to 7:00, but it will end whenever we are
through with comments. So please be there at the
beginning.

And people that are here in the room,
iIT you want to make public comment, there®s a
sign-up sheet outside. For people on the phone,
no need to sign up. We*"ll get to the phone
comments after we go through the 1In-person
comments.

Okay, and last preliminary 1is, fTor
everyone on the phone, please mute your phone
while listening to this conference. The Board
Members, of course, will be speaking at times,

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

23

but everybody should keep their phone on mute,
except fTor when they"re addressing the Board.
And 1f you don"t have a mute button for your
phone, press *6. *6 will mute you phone, and *6
will take your phone back off mute.

And also, please, nobody put this call
on hold at any point because that causes
disruptions for everyone listening on the phone.
IT you have to leave the meeting for a while,
just hang up and dial back in, but don"t use hold.

Okay, then, let"s get, then, to roll
call. We have no conflicts of interest for
today®s sessions, except for there i1s an update
at the end of the day for Sandia. We have several
Board Members that have conflicts there. But
It"s jJust an update. There®"s no interaction. So
there"s really no issue with conflicts for today
or tomorrow morning. So we won"t address that
with roll call.

(Roll call.)

MR. KATZ: With that, no more ado,
iIt"s your meeting, Dr. Melius.

CHAIR MELIUS: Okay, thank you, Ted.
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We"l1l get started, as usual, with an update from
NIOSH and Stu.
NIOSH Program Update

MR. HINNEFELD: Thank you, Dr. Melius,
and good morning, everyone. 1"m here to provide
my traditional update of what"s new for the
program for the past period of time.

Our news updates, the Tfirst one
relates to Super S solubility class plutonium,
which you all recall we developed a method for
dealing with Super S solubility before the ICRP.
The ICRP did not have a model for Super S. They
stopped at S.

So we had had data available from the
TRU Registry that kind of indicated what the
longer retention for Super S plutonium was. We
developed a mathematical workaround, while we did
not develop new model parameters to fit to the
ICRP model. We just worked a mathematical
workaround.

Well, recently, the ICRP has caught up
with us and addressed Super S solubility in their
model, their lung model, and by changing those

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

23

they"ve actually changed the model parameters for
using their lung model. They"ve adapted i1t to
address Super S solubility.

And so we will be going back to our
OTIB-49, which 1s our Super S Technical
Information Bulletin, and conforming it to the
ICRP*"s model, since we now have an ICRP model for
Super S.

So, that will be an activity that will
be coming up. [It"s not in place yet. It"s not
real clear how that will affect the outcome. I
don®"t suppose i1t will be very -- you know, the
outcome of cases | don"t think will be affected
to any great degree. But, anyhow, that i1s a piece
of work that i1s coming up and a piece of news
that came up just fairly recently.

Our other activities that 1"ve got on
the news report here are outreach activities. We
did have our annual Joint Outreach Task Group
meeting iIn October. That"s typically an 1in-
person meeting in Washington, but since we don"t
work i1n Washington, we attended by phone. And we
largely discussed lessons learned from things
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we"ve done and some plans for the upcoming year.

Our outreach contractor, ATL,
sponsored our Dose Reconstruction and SEC
Workshop in Cincinnati. We do that once a year,
usually iIn September, and invite people who are
interested i1In the program from around the country
to attend and give them a quick workshop on the
dose reconstruction and SEC process.

I did attend a Public Joint Outreach
Task Group meeting 1in conjunction with the
Advisory Board on Toxic Substances and Worker
Health meeting In Santa Fe. That was last month.

Since so many of the principals
associated with Joint Outreach Task Group were
going to be at the Part E meeting, they decided
they would have a public meeting iIn association
with that meeting. And so we went and attended.
I did take the opportunity to attend one day of
the Part E Board meeting while I was there.

And then just last week the Department
of Labor sponsored an Authorized Representative
Workshop in Jacksonville, Florida. This is an
attempt to continue outreach to people who have
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more than a personal -- more than their personal
claim interest In the program and to provide them
some tools and assistance i1n performing their job
as an authorized rep.

At the moment, my computer 1iIs not
doing anything.

(Pause.)

MEMBER RICHARDSON: Stu, could 1 ask
you a question while you®"re waiting fTor the
computer?

MR. HINNEFELD: Sure.

MEMBER RICHARDSON: This relates to
the ICRP model for Super S. You mentioned the
lung. Does the ICRP model have target organs
other than the lung? Does i1t model transport to
other compartments? And is that going to have
any --

MR. HINNEFELD: Well, Jim, correct if
I*m wrong here, but, yeah, the ICRP model has a
lung model that 1includes the transport of
materials into the bloodstream for distribution
to other organs.

So, as far as 1| know, that portion of
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the ICRP 1s not changed by this addition of Super
S to the lung Class. But, you know, the lung
Class describes parameters for -- there are
several compartments of the lung and different
clearance parameters to either physical removal,
transferred to lymph nodes, or transferred to the
blood stream.

And this describes -- the change 1iIn
the model changed the coefficients of transfer
for those compartments. Once 1i1t"s 1In the
bloodstream, then there is also an ICRP model for
the distribution to organs and recirculation from
the organs from the bloodstream.

MEMBER RICHARDSON: Okay, and those
are assumed to be uniform for the different --
for Super S?

MR. HINNEFELD: Yeah, the solubility
Class 1n the lung i1s not assumed to affect the
transport once 1t"s in the bloodstream.

(Pause.)

MR. HINNEFELD: The remainder of the
report is our status report on cases. As you can
see, we have over 48,000 cases we"ve received
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from NIOSH. The majority of those have been
returned. Some 800 are administratively closed
and 1,200 are with us i1n some stage of the dose
reconstruction process.

Of the cases we"ve submitted to DOL,
41,000 have gone with dose reconstructions and
then roughly 5,000 have been pulled for one
reason or another, many of those for SEC
determination because an SEC was added.

This 1s a breakdown of the cases that
are at NIOSH. You can see that, of those 1,248
cases that are at NIOSH, 274 of those are actually
with the claimants, the draft dose
reconstructions are with the claimants. So that
leaves, really, close to 1,000 in our inbox,
which has been a pretty steady number for a while
now.

Probability of Causation summary,
this percentage hasn®"t really changed much.
That®"s around roughly 27 or 28 percent of the
cases that have been through dose reconstruction
are above 50 percent Probability of Causation.

The DOE has zero requests from us that
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are above 60 days. So this 1s kind of an
improvement since the last couple of months. And
the 155 outstanding just means we"re waiting for
responses, but they"re not very old.

And then our summary of the Tirst
20,000 cases, this i1s how they break down: 16,732
have been submitted for dose reconstruction;
2,000 have been pulled because SECs were added
once we had the claim in our hands; and 770 were
pulled for some other reason.

Of the claims we have now, you can see
from the breakdown here, there are three that are
identified as initials. Of course, 1"m always
interested iIn those because there shouldn®"t be
any initials in the first 20,000. So, those three
cases, In two of those three cases, the claimant
was paid through the SEC process. In other words,
we got the case for dose reconstruction. While
we had the case, an SEC Class was added, and so
the case was paid through dose reconstruction.
So 1t never showed up as a fTinal. The dose
reconstruction just showed up as incomplete.
Those two people then got non-SEC cancers,
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submitted another claim for medical benefits for
those non-SEC cancers, and so the Department of
Labor sent the case back to us.

Since we had never sent back a dose
reconstruction to the Department of Labor, our
system shows them as initial cases. So, they
actually sat for many years between the time they
were pulled for SEC and the time we got 1t back
for the additional cancer.

The third case was a case where we did
a draft dose reconstruction, the Energy Employee
claimant did not return the OCAS-1, and so the
case was administratively closed. Again, we did
not return a dose reconstruction to DOL. Many
years later, a survivor claimant picked up the
claim, reactivated i1t, and so it shows up as an
initial because we®"ve never sent one back, even
though 1t was i1nactive for many years.

Okay, that concludes my statistics.
I"ve taken more than my time but 1°m blaming my
computer for that. Are there any other
questions?

CHAIR MELIUS: Any questions for Stu
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or for his computer, since they"ve shared the
last 20 minutes or so?

Okay. Now, we have another challenge.

MR. HINNEFELD: Trying to get it going
again.

CHAIR MELIUS: Getting 1t going again.

MR. KATZ: Whille he"s getting that
going, Board Members note, if you didn"t hear
before, the iInternet connection here, after you
leave your computer idle for ten minutes, the
internet connection will drop you and you®"ll have
to rejoin. So you might want to just tap your
computer every now and then to keep that live.

MR. HINNEFELD: Yes, the Department of
Labor®s presentation is now on the screen. |
believe the Department of Labor representative
will be presenting from the phone.

CHAIR MELIUS: Yeah, Frank Crawford,
are you --

MR. CRAWFORD: Yes, I"m here.

CHAIR MELIUS: Okay, go ahead.
DOL Program Update

MR. CRAWFORD: And thanks to Stu for
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helping me with his presentation, as usual.

I"1l1 just provide -- go to slide 2,
Stu. This slide shows the compensation paid for
Part B and Part E. We see that we have paid out
$6.4 billion in total compensation for Part B,
and $4.2 billion for Part E. We"ve also paid
$3.7 billion for medical bills, for a total of
$14.3 billion for compensation and medical bills
paid. There were 197,000 cases filed, as of mid-
November. Next slide, Stu.

On this slide we see that we"re
talking about Part B cancer cases with a final
decision to accept, of which we have 10,366 cases
with dose reconstructions and final decisions,
representing $1.53 billion in compensation. We
have a Tfurther 25,726 accepted SEC cases,
representing $3.8 billion in compensation.

And then for cases that are accepted
both on SEC status and with a PoC of greater than
50 percent, we have 990 such cases, representing
$148.5 million in compensation.

For the total, all the accepted SEC
dose reconstruction cases and combined cases,
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37,082 cases, we have paid out $5.52 billion in
compensation. Next slide, Stu.

This shows the Ilocation of NIOSH-
referred cases. Our numbers always differ a
little bit from NIOSH"s, but we show 48,850 cases
referred to NIOSH for dose reconstruction.

We also show that 47,001 cases have
been returned from NIOSH to DOL: 40,712 of those
with dose reconstructions and a further 6,289
were withdrawn from NIOSH with no dose
reconstruction. There are all sorts of reasons
for that, including a lack of survivors, SEC-
involved cases, that sort of thing.

And we show 1,849 cases currently at
NIOSH. Next slide.

Now, this shows graphically the
acceptances for Part B cases with dose
reconstructions and final decisions. We see that
we have 35 percent approved, which i1s 11,394
cases, with 65 percent final denials,
representing 21,170 cases. Total cases, again,
32,564.

Next slide. This represents a
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breakdown of all Part B cases. And that shows
that 34 percent have gone to NIOSH. Then a
further 12 percent represent SEC cases referred
to NIOSH for medical benefits, primarily. And
then we have another 15 percent of SEC cases never
sent to NIOSH, probably, again, because the
cancer was one of the listed cancers which
qualified for the SEC and they have no other
reason to file.

Nine percent were RECA cases. And the
Other category i1s large but 1t includes beryllium
sensitivity, chronic beryllium disease, chronic
silicosis, and other lung problems.

Next slide. Now we have Part B final
decisions. These include, I believe, SEC cases,
because they are much larger than the last slide
we showed with that. We have 97,560 cases with
final decisions under Part B; 51,184 Part B
approvals, or 52 percent approved, and 46,376
Part B denials, or 48 percent, the remainder.

So we see the addition of Part B makes
a large difference -- 1 mean, the SEC part to the
Part Bs.
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Next slide, please. This should be
showing us our top four worksites. Those don"t
change too much: Hanford, Savannah River Site,
the Y-12 Plant, and Nevada Test Site are our top
sites for cases. These are the most recent three
months that we have -- or four months.

Next slide, please. This slide also
i1Is fTairly static. We"re showing the monthly
percentage of new cases, DOE cases versus AWE.
The AWE cases are fTairly steady. They should
decline somewhat because those are our older
sites, for the most part, and we"re just getting
fewer claims over time for those.

Next slide, please. This shows the
petition sites that will be discussed in the
meeting -- that are planned to be discussed, iIn
any case. These included Ames Laboratory, Area
IV of Santa Susana, the Savannah River Site, and
Sandia National Laboratory, Albuquerque.

This slide"s a little too complex to
read every number here but there is quite a
disparity in claims. Ames Laboratory has 950
cases compared to, say, Savannah River Site,
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which 1s 18,356 cases.

We also see statistics on how many
cases have received final decisions, how many
cases have had DRs done, how many Part B
approvals, how many Part E approvals, and how
much compensation and medical bills have been
paid out.

Savannah River alone accounts for $1.1
billion of compensation and medical bills, with,
interestingly, Sandia at $310 million; Area 1V,
$64 million; and Ames, $67 million.

Next slide, please. For outreach
events, this first slide is repeated from meeting
to meeting. So, the program conducts outreach
events i1n response to new SEC Class findings. We
have town hall meetings and traveling resource
centers to inform people of the new events. In
small SECs, there are press releases but no
meetings. And then we do host iInformational
meetings vregarding medical benefits provided
under the Act.

Next slide, please. The Joint
Outreach Task Group i1s composed of members from
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DEEOIC 1itself; the Department of Energy; the
Department of Energy Former Workers Medical
Screening Program; the National Institute fTor
Occupational Safety and Health, NIOSH; and then
the Ombudsman to NIOSH for EEOICPA, Denise Brock;
and finally, DOL"s Office of the Ombudsman for
EEOICPA, Malcolm Nelson. There are monthly
conference calls and then town hall meetings, of
course, are conducted. Next slide, please.

These are jJust our recent meetings.
We see that there was a joint outreach meeting iIn
Santa Fe in November; a quarterly medical
conference call In September; a quarterly medical
conference call also i1n September, two weeks
earlier -- oh, no, a day earlier, sorry. There
was a medical benefits session iIn Monticello,
Utah, August 23rd; another 1in Shiprock, New
Mexico, August 22nd; TfTinally, a traveling
resource center and medical benefits session iIn
Metropolis, Illinois, iIn June.

The rest of the slides are standard
handout slides, which I will not present here,
having to do with features of the Act and who
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qualifies as survivor, that sort of thing.
They"re available on the Board®"s site.

Does the Board have any questions?

CHAIR MELIUS: Questions for Frank?

No questions.

MR. CRAWFORD: Thank you.

CHAIR MELIUS: Thank you very much.
The next presentation i1s Department of Energy,
which 1s also from a distance, | believe.
DOE Program Update

MR. LEWIS: Yes, Dr. Melius, this is
Greg Lewis from DOE. And 1°m logged in online
but, for whatever reason, 1 don"t know If it"s
the network interface, but I cannot actually see
the presentation. So I believe Stu®s going to go
quick through mine. And 1t"s short so | think 1
should be able to follow along via paper, but 1
will do my best.

MR. HINNEFELD: Hold on a second,
Greg. I think 1 got thrown off the wireless
again.

MR. LEWIS: Well, while you"re doing
that, | just had a few things to mention, much
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like Stu had mentioned. We also participated iIn
the joint outreach event In Santa Fe a few weeks
ago. I think there was an excellent turnout,
close to a hundred folks. And then DOE gave three
separate presentations to the authorized
representative meeting that Stu mentioned that
was down In the DOL office in Jacksonville. We
think that was well-received and hope 1t was
helpful to those advocates that are helping folks
navigate through the claims process.

And then Stu had mentioned that we"re
currently at zero claims, or zero records
requests over 60 days, and we"re very proud of
that. And as he mentioned, that hasn"t been the
case recently, particularly surrounding the
changeover from FY "17 to fiscal year "18 there
at the end of September and early October.
Because of some funding challenges we had last
year, there were a few sites that had exhausted
their funds 1n mid- to late-September and then
they had to wait until we got new funding in
October for the new fiscal year. Even though
we"re under a continuing resolution, we obviously
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get some allotment of funding and we were able to
resupply those sites that were out.

So, there were a few sites that had
some late claims, late requests at the end of
September but we"re obviously all caught up now
and we worked very hard to do so. So, we will
try to stay as current as possible.

MR. HINNEFELD: Okay, Greg, your
slides are on the screen now.

MR. LEWIS: Alright. So, again, 1 am
Greg Lewis, the Director of the Office of Worker
Screening and Compensation Support at DOE and I™m
just going to give you a brief update about our
activities here at DOE.

IT you can go to the next slide, Stu,
our core mandate i1s to work on behalf of the
claimants to provide records to NIOSH and to the
Department of Labor.

The next slide, Stu. And 1711 go
through some of these fairly quickly. Most of
these are routine slides. And then 1711 take
questions at the end.

Our overall responsibilities: we
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respond to individual claims, individual records
requests for TfTolks that have applied to the
program. We also provide assistance to
Department of Labor and NIOSH and the Advisory
Board for large-scale site characterization
projects, like the Special Exposure Cohorts that
we"re going to be talking about over the next
couple of days: Ames, Savannah River, Sandia, and
Santa Susana Field Lab.

And then also we work with both
agencies to do research into covered facility
designations, when necessary.

Next slide, Stu. We should be on
slide 4. It"s just giving you a general i1dea of
the volume of requests we handle out at our DOE
field sites. We get about 7,000 employment
verifications a year, approximately 4,000
requests for dosimetry and radiological
monitoring information from NIOSH, and then about
7,000 what we call DARs, document acquisition
requests, but those are basically DOL 1is
requesting all exposure information specifically
related to an individual.
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And these records requests from DOL
and NIOSH can be very complicated. Folks can
have worked at multiple sites or as a fTederal
contractor and subcontractor over the course of
their career. So we can have to go to multiple
different locations to answer one records
request.

You can go to the next slide. Now
we"re on slide 6 with the volume of records at
the top. This 1s jJust some statistics. We
recently closed our books on FY "17 and 1t looks
like we responded to 18,522 records requests for
over 25 different DOE sites.

And 1f you can go to the next slide,
slide 7, we"re still updating these to reflect
2017. So these numbers are about a year old. We
had some 1ssues with our statistical package that
we"re trying to correct, so we had to use some
old numbers here. This is jJust giving you an
1dea of some characteristics of the records that
we provide. The average number of pages for an
EV, employment verification, is about 14; average
number of pages we sent to NIOSH i1s about 50; and
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the average for DAR i1s 150.

So, while the overall average 1is, it
looks like, about 214 pages, that"s somewhat
misleading because most of what®"s provided in a
NIOSH request and an employment verification is
also then included in the DAR. So | would say
that i1t"s probably more accurate to say our
average number of pages is somewhere around 160,
somewhere along those lines.

And 1 always want to caution TfTolks
when they"re looking at an average, you know,
many of our responses are much larger and, of
course, many are much smaller. Particularly, we
struggle with the subcontractor records. We try
very hard to find those but we certainly don"t
find as many records for the subcontractor
employees or short-time employees versus the
career employees with the prime contractor.

IT you can go to the next slide. We
have, of course, our goal i1s to get all claims in
In under 60 days. And as Stu said earlier, as of
this moment, we"re doing very well.

In FY 2017, we responded to about 87
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percent of all requests iIn under 60 days. That"s
down from the previous year. In FY 2016, we were
up around 95 percent and we"d like to get back
there In "18.

In FY 2017 we had some difficulties,
primarily with funding. There were some other
Issues. One of our larger sites, Y-12, went
through a -- they closed theilr current records
center and they moved everything to a separate
facility. So they were moving thousands and
thousands of boxes. And while they were pulling
those, putting them on pallets, and shipping them
in trucks over to the new center, they were
inaccessible for our purposes for a month or so,
at least a couple of weeks.

So that caused a number of our
requests at that site to go over 60 days. And
then also because of funding interruptions at
various sites due to the continuing resolution
last year, the end of the CR, and then the end
of the fiscal year, our on times for response
rate did go down 1in 2017. But as | said,
hopefully, we 1f our funding i1s a little bit
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steadier this year, we"re hoping to get that back
up to 95 percent.

But I will point out that, even with
the challenges, there were a few sites that had
a near perfect record last year, including, out
in the New Mexico area, Los Alamos had only two
late out of 831. And then Savannah River and our
Oak Ridge office also performed extremely well
last year.

IT you can go to the next slide, slide
9, 1t"s talking about the large-scale records
research projects, such as the Special Exposure
Cohorts. We worked very hard to get NIOSH and
the Advisory Board and their contractor the
information they need to do their job.

Next slide, 1 just listed a few that
we had been working on. Obviously, you know,
we"re working on many at any given time. Some
are large requests, some are small, but we try to
get them to NIOSH 1n the requested timeframe.

Next slide, slide 11. Document
reviews, again, | talk about this every
presentation, but I do want to note, for this
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particular meeting 1 know we received a rush
request for a document review, | want to say, |
think 1t was Wednesday afternoon of last week,
for a document that was needed for this Board
meeting.

Typically, we request documents with
about two weeks®" advanced lead time just so we
make sure that our classification staff has the
time to review them. But, you know, we got this
rush request. It was needed for the Board meeting
today and so we were able to expedite that. We
talked to our classification folks and they made
It a top priority and they were able to get it
back to NIOSH, 1 believe, Friday morning. So we
were able to turn that around iIn just about a
day.

And we can"t always do that, depending
on the staff, the level of difficulty or
technical content of the document and such, but
we always try to meet NIOSH"s needs and get things
back as soon as possible.

And  then next slide, facility
research. 1*11 skip over this. Again, where
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needed, we do research iInto covered facility
designations. And you can skip past the next
slide. 1 think 1"ve talked about outreach.

And you can go to slide 14, which 1s
the Former Worker Medical Screening Program. And
just to make a few notes about that program, for
those 1n attendance, our Former Worker Program is
a completely separate program  from  the
compensation program, but It serves many of the
same workers. All former federal contractor and
subcontractor workers at DOE sites are eligible
for our Former Worker Screening Program. We
offer screening at no cost to the workers. We
can find a facility close to your home. We have
programs that serve all of our major DOE
facilities, but i1f you worked at one of the
smaller programs or you worked at one of the
bigger programs but have moved out of the area or
retired to a different location, we can find a
clinic 1In your area to give you a screening.

We screen particularly for
occupational diseases and we"ll give you an
interview and talk to you about what you did at
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your site and tailor this screening to meet those
things that you"re likely at risk for.

So, 1T you can go to the next slide,
slide 15, 1"ve got a web link for our website and
for a brochure on our program. So, i1f you or
someone you know might be eligible or might be
interested, 1°d encourage you to give them a call
and sign up for a screening. We aim to catch
things early before they become a problem. So
you certainly don"t need to feel sick to go iIn
for the screening. The whole point Is you go
when you®"re Teeling healthy and we may catch
things that you®"re unaware of. And the earlier
they"re caught, the more successful treatment can
be most times.

And I think, 1f you go to the next
slide, that 1s 1t. And 1711 take any questions.

CHAIR MELIUS: Questions for Greg?

You guys are on a roll. Nobody has
questions.

MEMBER RICHARDSON: I have a quick
question.

CHAIR MELIUS: Oh, Dave. well, at
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least you waited until the end of the slides.

MR. LEWIS: 1 couldn®t get off scot-
free.

MEMBER RICHARDSON: It"s just about
clarification. The movement of the Y-12 records,
what motivated that and are they moving to a place
where you expect that the time to respond to
records requests will be shorter or longer?

MR. LEWIS: So, the reason for the
move, and I"m not an expert on this, it had
nothing to do with the compensation program.
Basically, it was a price issue. The site had
worked through a contractor for the records
center. The records center was built for Y-12
but 1t was owned and managed by a private company.
And for whatever reason, there was some
differences 1In opinion about the rates or
something to that effect. Again, I'm not very
well versed in i1t, but the site and DOE decided
to move the records to a federal records center.

In terms of the timeframe, as far as
we can tell, there®s been no difference. | guess
physically i1t i1s a bit further. I"m not sure
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exactly which federal records center they"re
located i1n, but things, 1 think, that they can
scan and send, when necessary, they can
physically send them back. We haven®"t noticed
any difference. It may end up taking one to two
days longer, on average, but we actually don"t
know that for sure yet.

We certainly don"t anticipate any
significant difference iIn time. It should be
roughly the same. The product should be the same.
The time should be the same. And we anticipate
no negative impact to claimants.

CHAIR MELIUS: We*"ll remember that you
said that.

MR. LEWIS: 1 know you will.

CHAIR MELIUS: Thank you, though,
Greg. Any other questions?

Okay, thank vyou. Okay, our next
presentation is Dave Kotelchuck, who will give us
an update on the Dose Reconstruction Reviews.
Dose Reconstruction Reviews Update

MEMBER KOTELCHUCK: Alright. 1%ve got
a report on our  Subcommittee on Dose
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Reconstruction Reviews. The hardworking members
of our Subcommittee are Josie Beach, Brad
Clawson, Wanda Munn, John Poston, and Dave
Richardson.

The next slides are slides about our
mandate. So let"s now look at the resolved and
open findings by set.

IT you will take a look, we have
completed up through the 13th, and they were in
our report to the Secretary. But 1°d like for
you to take a look at the ones for 14 through 18,
which we"ve been working on recently. And you"ll
notice, 1f you"ll go over to the next to the last
column, there are ten open or unresolved
findings, two of which are still with the
Subcommittee, others are awaiting action by
different groups, whether SC&A or NIOSH/ORAU.

And as you see down at the bottom, we
are 97 percent complete on reviewing the
findings, the 1379 findings. And the number of
cases we have i1s 498. We are iIn the middle of
doing sets 19 and 21. If you"ll just take the
column number of cases iIn set, subtract 60, you
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have about 438, which i1s about a little over a
hundred more cases reviewed than we had for the
Secretary®s report at the beginning of this year.
So we"re moving along well.

Let"s take a look also at the
observations. So, we"ll go to the next slide.
And these are set. Of course, the
open/unresolved findings, we have the ten. And
there 1s just one open or really unresolved --
unopen finding. So we just have 11 total issues
to deal with. And not much more to say about
that for the moment.

Findings and observations per case by
case group. You"ll notice from the Tfirst
Secretary®"s report, the findings per case 3.98;
the Secretary®s report at the end of last year,
the beginning of this year 1s 2.7; and the current
report we"re down to 1.90. 1 think this reflects
the fact that, as time goes on, we develop more
and more prescriptions about what should be done
In a certain case, and that narrows the 1issues
about which there may be a finding.

So the fTindings per case are going
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down, the observations per case are about the
same. And we have been speeded up dramatically
by the suggestion by SC&A that we take a look at
Type 1 and Type 2 1ssues. Type 1 issues are
iIssues i1n which neither NIOSH/ORAU or SC&A differ
by very much. Either there are no findings or
the differences of the findings are essentially
resolved i1n discussions by the two groups. And
as you see, 80 percent of the findings are Type
1 issues and we can move these along Tfairly
quickly.

And the Type 2 i1ssues are ones where
there are substantive differences between the
two. They represent only 20 percent, or a fTifth
of the cases that we"re reviewing now in 19 and
21. So that has really, 1 think, dramatically
speeded up the process.

Now, let"s take a look at the blinds.
On the left-hand column, 1 have removed the
facility, so maybe an extra degree of caution to
protect privacy of the individuals. 1 will come
back to the i1ssue of what facilities we"ve looked
at.
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But, take a look. We have reviewed 25
blinds so far. So, I think we can®"t put them all
in one slide and have 1t visible. | hope these
are reasonably visible to you, particularly those
in the audience.

The first slide on the blinds, that"s
essentially been shown to you before and was part
of the Secretary"s report. And if you"ll take a
look at the PoCs by SC&A and NIOSH. Start with
the NIOSH, the middle column, the NIOSH/ORAU
POCs.

You"ll notice in the beginning we took
quite a large range of PoCs for the cases that we
reviewed. Many of the cases were in the middle
and low 40s. Look at the 9 through 14. There
are quite a few that are iIn the 40 percent area.
The likelihood of a difference between SC&A and
NIOSH/ORAU that will change the compensation
decision would be small. And so, not
surprisingly, but importantly, the compensation
decision for all of those first cases of the 13
cases that we reviewed, there is agreement.

More significantly, let"s take a look
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at some of the more recent ones, the set 22 and
set 23 blinds. |If you"ll, again, take a look at
the NIOSH/0RAU PoCs, you®"ll notice that those
cases that we"ve selected for blind reviews, that
the Subcommittee has selected, the numbers are
quite near 50 percent: high 40s, 46, 48, 46. And
then a few over 50: 50.08, 50.57, so that 1T there
some difference -- and there 1i1s, of course,
differences because of professional judgment --
between what NIOSH found and what SC&A, we"re
right near the edge of changing compensation
decision, depending on how the variation between
the two. Quite strikingly, the compensation
decisions have agreed for these blind reviews.

And then, i1In the last set of reviews
In set 23, as you see, we are going up, 1f you
will, quite near the edge of where the
compensation decision would change. And
dramatically and impressively, the compensation
decisions agreed.

So in all the 25 cases that we"ve
reviewed so far, the compensation decisions have
been the same based on the blind reviews. And

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

23

41

I"m quite gratified, and 1 think we on the
Subcommittee are quite gratified to see that
degree of agreement.

And also let"s look right now at the
facilities that we"ve look at. Now, 1 haven"t
listed them on the left-hand column, but 1"m
summarizing the facilities from which blind cases
were reviewed.

There were four blind cases each from
Oak Ridge, Hanford, and Rocky Flats, which are
very large facilities, obviously; three from the
Nevada Test Sites; two each from Fernald, Sandia,
Pacific Northwest Lab; and then there was a
single one from ten other sites. And as you see,
that counts up to 31 sites, because, of course,
some people worked at more than one site.

In fact, out of the 25 blind cases for
blind review, five, as you will see just doing
the arithmetic, there were five cases -- oh, you
won"t see it, but I will report there are five
cases in which people worked at two facilities
and one case In which a person worked at three
facilities.

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

23

42

So this i1s particularly an area where
you would think that there might be problems in
kind of combining the data and getting a dose
reconstruction from two or three different
facilities. It challenges how precise our
determinations are.

And the fact i1s that, for those 25
facilities, simply there are no differences in
compensation decision. Which means, roughly
speaking, that since we"ve had no difference In
decision In 25 cases, then the number of times,
In this very select group -- this 1Is not a
representative group of cases, right? This 1is
select group right on the edge between 45 and 52
percent PoCs. In that very select group, as |
said, there i1s an error rate of somewhere between
zero and four percent, one out of 20. But we
don"t have one out of 25, which would be TfTour
percent. So, somewhere between zero and four.
We don"t know what 1t is.

And obviously, 1n time, given the
differences of professional judgment between the
two most competent groups, there will be a time,
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and there must be times, when the decision will
be different, as i1t i1s near the 50 percent PoC,
that the two groups will disagree. But so far,
in the first 25, they have not.

Now, of the blinds reviewed, just
looking at the statistics that we have for the 25
cases, 25 blinds were reviewed. In 16,
NIOSH/0RAU PoC is larger, and for nine, the SC&A
PoC i1s larger. And that is satisfying, i1f you
will. I mean, NIOSH is the group making the
decisions i1n all of the cases, beyond simply the
one percent that we reviewed. And they are, if
you will, slightly more claimant-favorable.

But for each blind case, we looked at
the difference in PoCs between NIOSH PoC and SC&A
PoC. And since they“"re both professional groups,
we can"t say which i1s correct and which is not.
They are just their variation in professional
judgments.

So we looked at the absolute value of
the differences between the PoC. And the average
of the PoC differences is 2.43, with a standard
deviation of 2.63. A median, you"ll notice, 1is
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a bit lower, 1.53. That is to say there are a
few of those that are outliers. So, 1f the
average of the absolute differences is 2.43 plus
or minus 2.63, then we conclude that the average
of the absolute difference of PoC values for

blind cases calculated by the two groups are

compatible with zero. That 1s, they are
consistent. And that 1s 1Impressive and
gratifying.

And that, | think, is the last slide
there. First, are there any comments by Members
of Subcommittee? IT anyone cares to have a
comment, please do.

CHAIR MELIUS: Wanda?

MEMBER MUNN: 1 have to say that the
statistics that we looked at appear to be fairly
dry. Those of us on the Committee know that the
actual reality involved a fascinating number of
difference iIn cases and a fascinating number of
technical i1ssues had to be addressed by each of
the groups that were doing the reconstructions.

But, as Dr. Kotelchuck said, | think
the most striking aspect of what we have done on
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this Subcommittee iIn the last ten years has been
the result that we saw 1In comparing the
differences between the two and seeing that the
final results do, iIn fact, agree so well when
they"re given that close scrutiny.

So, my thanks to the people who put in
extra effort to try to make sure that these
comparisons were as complete, as thorough, and as
accurate as possibly could be done.

I think we all can be very pleased to
review those results from time to time and
reassure ourselves that a good job"s being done.

CHAIR MELIUS: Any other Board
Members, questions or comments? Andy.

MEMBER ANDERSON: My question 1is,
whille 1t all works out quite nicely there, have
you taken a look at are there certain components
of developing the score that are most
consistently different between the two groups?

I mean, 1T you"re using the same data,
unless 1t"s a subjective call as to where you
choose something from, they actually should come
out 1dentical. Now, they®"re quite close but
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there must be -- I mean, If 1It"s a random issue
versus are there some specific things that NIOSH
i1Is looking at and they"re rounding up and SC&A
are rounding down on some of these, that could
account for this. Or 1s there a component here
that might be worth looking at that"s
contributing to these differences?

MEMBER KOTELCHUCK: Well, 1 think what
you raise 1s a good point. And we have not done
this -- 1 have not done this iIn analyzing i1t. We
certainly can.

I think until now, until this very
report, we hadn"t actually sat down and figured
what the average of the differences was and that
It was really consistent with zero. But we can
and we should do that, 1 think. 1"d like to
consider that. That"s something the Subcommittee
should do, now that we can go a step further with
the 25 that we have.

And, of course, we have another set of
blinds coming up already that SC&A and NIOSH have
reviewed, which we will add to the group.

Other questions?
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CHAIR MELIUS: Questions or comments?

I"m really concerned about the
statistical emphasis here. While you say i1It"s
compatible with a difference of zero, i1t"s also
compatible with a difference of five, which is
worrisome.

So 1 could take your same data here
and say, "My God, what®"s wrong here? This 1is
terrible.” And 1 don"t think that the blind
procedure is set up for a statistical comparison.

It ought to be what Andy mentioned
already. What are we finding where there are
differences as parts of the 1individual dose
reconstructions? Now, you"re Hlooking at a
variety of sites and you have small numbers so
far to look at, but 1 think that i1s a better
target for what we want these blind reviews to
do, because 1 don"t think we"ll ever get the
numbers up that we can really reach statistical
conclusions on every site and so forth.

We really don"t even, iIn our other
reviews, really get to have a really large sample

for any site, and particularly the smaller sites
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It"s very few.

So I would caution there. And I mean,
to me, 1T I can find the slide here, the set 17,
the second number four on your list there, where
there®"s a difference of about ten percent.

MEMBER KOTELCHUCK: Yes.

CHAIR MELIUS: Now, to me, 1t"s not
that that difference is ten percent, but what is
the difference between SC&A and ORAU? What 1is
the rationale? What part of the dose
reconstruction did they have such a disagreement
on? Or was 1t interpretation?

Was i1t something -- a lot of times
Iit'"s not -- 1 won"t say 1i1t"s professional
judgment as much as maybe the background
documents are so vague oOr uncertain that two
people can interpret them very differently. Or
Is that just a statistical fluke where i1t"s just
a bunch of small differences just added up going
In one direction or the other side?

So I think we"re more concerned -- and
maybe when we report on these iIn the future as
you go through the next 25 or whatever is what
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are we finding about the process that should be
improved or could be improved, rather than just
what is the absolute number and do we find
compensation/non-compensation difference.

MEMBER KOTELCHUCK: Well, 1 would just
say that 1 believe that the most significant
thing i1s that the compensation decisions agree,
given that there i1s variation in the PoCs from
the review.

The fact that, i1f there 1s a
difference of average of two percent between the
PoCs, you would think that already we might find
some that disagreed. The fact that they didn"t,
I think, 1s the most impressive thing.

I agree with you, though, that we can
go further in checking what components contribute
to the differences and is there one that"s
consistent. And I will certainly, I think -- 1
agree with you. We should do that, and we will.

CHAIR MELIUS: Yeah, but 1f there's -
- In the sample you have here, the 25, 1 mean, i1f
you"re applying 2.5 percent as your average
difference, i1t"s just a question of time until
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there®s a compensation difference.

MEMBER KOTELCHUCK: Absolutely.

CHAIR MELIUS: And I also think that
when you"re doing your blind reviews, there"s a
lot of pressure to bring 1t to -- to limit the
difference between the two.

MEMBER KOTELCHUCK: I don*"t see how.
IT 1t"s blind, how is 1t that we"re bringing them
together?

CHAIR MELIUS: Well, i1f you"re doing
your review and so forth. So I just think a
statistical approach is sort of the wrong focus
at this point In time. I don"t even know 1if
you"ll ever get up to a number that will be --
and 1 don®"t think looking at compensation/non-
compensation, 1It"s the components of the dose
reconstruction methods that 1 think need to be
the focus. And blind reviews i1s one way of
getting 1t.

MEMBER KOTELCHUCK: Well, 1 guess I
agree that certainly these should be looked at.
It was not given that when we started that we
would have agreement, given the complexity, as
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Wanda Munn said. | mean, the complexity of the
calculations, it was not given that they would
agree. And they will not agree, at some point.
That must be the case that we"ll come across
blinds that won"t.

But, perhaps, not knowing what the
results will be from the different groups, 1 am
most impressed at the agreement.

However, you"re absolutely right, and
Dr. Anderson, i1f we can look at components, 1-°d
take that as something that the Subcommittee
should do.

CHAIR MELIUS: Yes, Wanda, and then
Josie.

MEMBER MUNN: 1"d like to point,
however, that what we do when we are looking at
these, when we are looking at the final results,
IS we discuss the reason for the differences.
You can see that in our transcripts.

Unless | was seriously mistaken at the
time we undertook this particular portion of the
program, It was the intent to not have people do
exactly the same thing. It was the iIntent to

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

23

52

have two different expert groups look at the same
material, performing a review in the way that
they would do so.

And 1 don"t remember any instance 1iIn
the reporting of these comparisons where i1t was
not acceptable and wunderstandable to the
Committee Members what those differences were at
the time that they were discussed. 1 guess those
differences could be compiled and codified 1In
some way -

I guess my only point is to point out
that your concern about why they are different is
what we discussed.

CHAIR MELIUS: Well, that should be
reported as part of your reporting to the Board.

Secondly, remember these are not --
originally our blind reviews were that our
contractor would start de novo with basically a
person and a site and a work history, the
available i1nformation, and sort of start from
scratch. And we decided that was not publicly
feasible because sites are complicated. They"d
have to sort of recreate all the procedures that
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are being used currently by ORAU and NIOSH for
doing these dose reconstructions.

So what they“"re doing i1s applying the
same procedures, essentially. At least that"s my
understanding. And so It is a question somewhat
of iInterpretation. It"s also the way that ORAU
has done, and I think done a good job, of sort of
pulling it together and providing some
consistency in how to interpret certain iIssues.
And there"s some issues that are not documented
for Board purposes, or even fTor SC&A to have
access to, that ORAU uses, which makes sense for
them to do.

And so we"re essentially applying the
same procedures, at least as they“"re published
for us to use, to the same set of data, the same
set of iInformation.

So 1 think what"s important i1s, one,
you have to some extent what the agreement 1is
when SC&A does that, but also where are there
differences and what could be done to assure that
those differences are minimized iIn the Tfuture?
That there"s some uncertainty about the process
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or whatever that®"s being implied or the source of
the data. A lot of times i1t"s just that the data
IS so weak that i1t"s hard to -- you®"re going to
end up with differences no matter what happens
because there"s so little iInformation about a
site.

Henry?

MEMBER ANDERSON: Yeah, 1 think this
shows that the methodology that®"s being used must
be quite prescriptive and understood by the
various groups evaluating, which Is a good thing.

On the other hand, 1 think part of the
goal here ought to be, can this be improved? Now,
the results are one thing. As | look at this,
there were only six that were chosen that started
with an award and a PoC over 50 percent. And so
there was two-thirds of them that started below
because we want to be claimant-favorable and see
did they under estimate what i1t could be.

On the other hand, another issue would
be, did you go the other direction, that by
looking at i1t, whoever was doing it, was looking
that 1t"s awful close, you want to be claimant-
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favorable, and so subjectively perhaps moved 1t
up a tenth of a point and the person gets awarded.

So, 1 think 1t"s useful to take a look
at 1s there a part of this that could be tightened
up with iInstructions iIn some way, Tor the
methodology? So, the good news i1s the decisions
appear to have been correct, regardless of the
number chosen, but i1t would®"ve been nice to know
can 1t be improved.

CHAIR MELIUS: Josie, who |1 Tforgot
about. And then David, 1 think.

MEMBER BEACH: No, 1 am in agreement
with the discussion today. | think we do, like
Wanda pointed out, discuss this during our
Subcommittee meetings. We talk about the
differences and why they"re there, but we could
go this step further and report it out. And 1t
makes good sense to make sure people understand
what, why, and what needs to be improved on, much
of what Andy said.

MEMBER KOTELCHUCK: Yeah, we certainly
could.

CHAIR MELIUS: David.
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MEMBER RICHARDSON: Yeah, [1"ve been
struggling with the question of, i1f the average
error was two percent, and even 1t you had one
standard deviation off that, you"re already at
around five percent. So If that was just a random
error, and we"ve got cases that are chosen, |1
don®"t know what the average value is, around 48
percent or something like that, we should be
seeing Tlipping back and forth across the
average.

But what Henry 1is pointing out 1is
there 1s one small set of cases, which are those
which came 1n above 50 percent. And i1f you look
at the average error for those, i1t"s very close
to zero and there"s not a tail going towards
overestimation of those. So they®"re at the same
value, but 1t"s not as though when ORAU returned
a value of 50 percent we see SC&A coming up with
two percent greater than that or Tfive percent
greater than that. 1It"s very close to zero, and,
actually, tends to be a little bit negative when
SC&A 1s doing 1t. So they"re not being overly
generous and overestimating those which are above
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50 percent.

And then you®ve got the other group,
which i1s below. And there®s a tail there which
goes down to ten percent.

So there"s something going on with
these distributions of errors, which we could
take more of a look at. |It"s not as though i1t"s
a normal distribution around each case, and i1t"s
partly dependent on these two classes of cases
that we"re looking at.

CHAIR MELIUS: That"s a good point,
Dave.

MEMBER KOTELCHUCK: Yeah, okay. Well-
taken. Well-taken.

CHAIR MELIUS: Any Board Member --
Bill, first. Then 11l go to the phone.

MEMBER FIELD: Yeah, I think, looking
at this like from 20,000 feet, i1if 1 was the
claimant, I think what 1°d be reassured about 1is,
as Dave was saying, there doesn"t seem to be a
systematic bias on NIOSH"s part to minimize dose
reconstructions. | mean, at that level, 1 think
that that"s something that we can take from this

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

23

58

and be reassured from.

CHAIR MELIUS: Or i1f there 1i1s, it's
hidden away in all the procedures. 1 don"t want
to over-interpret that.

Board Members on the phone, did any of
you have questions or comments?

Okay, hearing none, thank you, David.

Now we" 11 continue this dose
reconstruction review focus.

So we"ve been working on the Dose
Reconstruction Review Methods, the Work Group
has, and Mark, as a subcontractor or contractor
to NIOSH, has put together a report for them
looking at a couple sites. And 1711 let him
present that.

And then after he presents, | will do
a short presentation just trying to get us
focused on what do we do next in terms of changing
our approach to dose reconstruction reviews.
Dose Reconstruction Review Methods

MR. GRIFFON: Thanks, Jim. 1"m here
to give an overview of the report 1 did on
professional judgments iIn dose reconstruction.
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And I think, after Dave®"s presentation, 1It"s
hopefully a timely topic that I"m on the agenda
right after Dave. I think during his
presentation he mentioned professional judgment
several times. And 1 think when the Board
mentions looking at the components that might
have contributed to differences, 1 think some of
those are where 1 started to dive iInto In my
review here.

So the scope of what 1 was trying to
look at was, where are professional judgments
necessary in dose reconstructions? And 1 looked
at 1t through the lens of a DOE sample site and
an AWE sample site, hoping to get a lot of the
trends for the gamut of the program.

Could the  judgments result in
potential inconsistencies? That"s one major part
of this. And the key, | guess -- for me, anyway
-- 1s what approaches can be used to assess where
these professional judgments can result 1In
significant inconsistencies?

And, you know, the assessments can
come at several different levels, and 11l get
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into that when I present my recommendations. |1
think that the Board can look at this, NIOSH can
look at this, and ORAU, internally, may have some
things that they can do to look at these issues.

So, to start my assessment of this, |
looked at two site: Savannah River as one
example, and Linde Ceramics was my AWE example
site.

I actually tried to do a real dive
into the data. Some of you that remember me being
on the Board, 1 do like to get down to the
details. |1 got much further down into the details
this time during this review.

MEMBER MUNN: You certainly reminded
me of that.

MR. GRIFFON: I"1l1 take that as a
compliment, Wanda. Thank you.

But 1 also tried to, and I hope this
came through in the report, | tried to look at
the micro level, but also tried to step back and
think of what programmatically can be done to
look at these questions.

So 1 looked at Technical Basis
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Documents, the Technical Information Bulletins,
procedures, SC&A reviews of these various
documents. And, very importantly, the next to
last bullet, looked at the internal guidance
documents. And for Savannah River, 1 think i1f 1
have this number -- 1 know the number®s in the
report -- 1 think 1t was 12 different iterations
of DR guidance through the program.

And 1 would say that®"s a very good
thing. That means that internally there 1is
continuous improvement. So they"re refining. As
Issues come up, they"re refining this guidance to
help the iIndividual DR staff resolve problems.
And 1t adds to consistency. So that"s a good
thing. But I"d just mention that"s a different
type of document. It"s 1In the case files but
It"s not a control document.

Lastly, I reviewed a bunch of
individual cases. | didn"t do a random selection
from NOCTS, but 1 tried to look at best estimate
cases. |IT you go in the NOCTS system, | tried to
pick cases that were done with full internal or
full external dose reconstruction or both.
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Usually, that*"ll give you best estimate cases.
That"s not a perfect way to sort the cases, but
that"s what | used. 1 also took some cases out
of the ORAU QA database, some cases that they had
come across iIn their reviews, and out of the
Board®"s Dose Reconstruction Subcommittee cases.
And 1 mention these two things last.
I looked at the process from sort of the beginning
to the end. And there"s a useful procedure that
I jJust want to highlight here that gives a good
overview of the whole process, and that"s PROC-
106, Roadmap to Reconstructing Dose. And I"ve
got a couple slides coming up on that in a second.
And then 1 also looked at the QA/QC
program. And when 1 looked at this, 1 looked at
it in the lens of the systems that exist iIn the
dose reconstruction program that may be useful in
improving, or 1in reducing the inconsistencies
around professional judgments. So | think that"s
important. | was trying to look at the process,
not 1T there is iInconsistencies. Although we do
want to i1dentify those, or the Board may choose
to try to hone i1n and 1identify where these
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Inconsistencies occur.

Also, 1 want to look up the line and
say, what was the cause and can we be more
prescriptive? It may be that that"s impossible.
But are there other systems that could be put in
place to reduce those inconsistencies? And one
possible system i1s a QA/QC system.

Okay, these next couple slides,
they"re In the back In an attachment 1n my report.
I think they“"re readable in there.

But the main point I want to make on
these i1s that 1 looked at this from the beginning,
the overall process. And the top box there sort
of i1dentifies where the case i1s coming in, the
data that comes i1n, the case prep work.

And then there®s logic for all of the
various components, i1ncluding the iInterview
component, calculating the environmental or
ambient doses, the medical, external, and
internal doses.

And 1T you look onto these, these two
are blowups from the subsections iIn the last
diagram. The external dose reconstruction. And
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I raise this because i1mmediately there®s an
assumption. The assumption 1is, do we have
adequate monitoring data to reconstruct dose? So
that"s the TfTirst assumption an individual dose
reconstructor has to make.

Some of this -- and as we go through
these, you look at these logic trees, some of
these are prescribed i1n guidance documents or 1iIn
TIBs or in other things. Some of those end up
being i1ndividual -- the iIndividual dose
reconstructor has to make that judgment.

In this case, i1f they don"t have
adequate monitoring data -- and 1 would argue
that there i1s instances where this 1s a mix, too.
Like over a portion of the period that you're
doing dose reconstruction, there®s adequate data,
but there may be a portion later iIn the work
history of the person that you don"t. So It may
not be just one answer here.

But to simplify i1t, assume you don*t
have adequate monitoring data, and then you"re
left with a couple questions. And 1t"s a
hierarchy of decisions. And that hierarchy comes
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up not only in the DOE sites but also in the AWE
sites.

So you may use coworker data or you
may use source term data or area monitoring data.
And 1 think the last one would be radiation
limits, site administrative limits. So, here's
some of the judgments that start the process for
the iIndividual dose reconstructor.

Similarly, the same thing on the
internal dose reconstruction side. And this time
the branches for the hierarchal decisions are off
on the right instead of the left, but i1t"s the
same kind of decision that you have to make. Is
the monitoring data adequate? If not, we have
some other options that we can use.

Okay . So, the other thing iIn the
report that 1 put together, 1 really, when |1
started this, was focused on the individual dose
reconstructor sitting at his or her computer
doing a case. But I realized quickly that there"s
a lot of these judgments that are going to come
down to that person, but there"s a Ilot of
judgments that were made prior to this individual
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working on the case.

And I would argue that, over the
years, that"s helped the process. | mean, 1 know
that ORAU has told us for quite some time that
the workbooks have come a long way since the early
years. And now that some decisions that the
individual dose reconstructor can make, once you
make that decision in a workbook, 1t almost auto-
Tills other fields with the data. So there"s
less individual decisions about, you know, dose
for a certain year or time period. But these are
judgments, nonetheless.

So 1 wanted to highlight that there
are personal judgments that that individual has
to make when doing a case. But there®s also
program judgments. And these program judgments
are, | mean, part of what the Board has been
reviewing for the last 12-14 years, going through
the Procedures Subcommittee, reviewing the TIBs,
going through the Site Profile reviews. The
Board has looked a lot of these judgments that
are included in these Technical Basis Documents.

Some are maybe still pending
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evaluation by the Board. And other ones, 1 would
argue, i1t may be useful to have a summary document
to sort of outline where the Board came down on
a particular judgment. And some of these we iIn

the past labeled sort of "'global issues," In some
cases, and have been discussed and debated back
and forth by SC&A, by the Board, by NIOSH. And
iIT there"s resolution, there was a history of
discussions about 1t, 1t would probably be useful
in assembling that and being clear where the
final conclusion was.

So, on the personal judgment side, |
will mention, I mean, a lot of these, as you look
down this list, 1 don"t think 1t"s going to shock
people. In fact, SC&A put out a memo and has
weighed 1n on this topic prior to my looking at
this. And 1 think there"s quite a bit of overlap
with some of the areas where they saw issues and
what 1 found. But it"s useful to go through just
for a second.

You know, I will say the work location
and job title issues at the top of this slide

come i1nto play quite a bit. And calculating
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missed internal dose, especially when there®s in
vivo and iIn vitro bioassay and lung or whole body
counting data to deal with. And best estimate
cases, and the judgments regarding calculating
doses associated with iIncidents or events that
might be mentioned iIn the interview records.

And let me jJust step back for one
second on this. | think -- and I think Dave, 1In
his presentation on the Subcommittee, alluded to
this, is that the Impact of what 1°"m reporting
out on here is for probably a little less than
Tive percent of all the cases. These are likely
to impact the best estimate cases almost
exclusively, because iIn the other cases you“re
making underestimates or overestimates and
they“re less likely impacted by these
professional judgments. So you“"re looking at a
smaller slice here; nonetheless 1mportant because
you"re close to the PoC In some cases.

Just to go a little further from the
last slide, work location and/or job title, the
impact that that may have in the individual -- or
the effect they may have on the assigned doses.
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And | tried to show that sometimes the decision
on where to place a worker, or how you view that
job, whether that job was likely to have a great
deal of exposure, will iImpact or could impact
several different things, including the photon
dose, neutron doses, internal doses. And | sort
of outlined some examples of each of those.

I mean, photon doses, even down to the
energy percentages, can vary depending on what
building you assign a worker to. So, they have
some subtle little differences, but, at the end
of the day, when you"re dealing with cases that
are very close to the 50 percent cut-off, they
can be significant.

Also, the Ilast one, the assumption
regarding the missed dose, there"s a question of
missed or unmonitored doses. And whether you use
a coworker model or whether you can just say, if
It"s a reported zero, you can assume limit of
detection divided by two to estimate the missed
dose.

There®s also some cases where they can
use a nearby. So if the worker worked in an area
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before and after, and they assumed they worked in
the same area during this unmonitored period,
they can use a nearby approach.

The coworker question has come up
quite often, even on the Dose Reconstruction
Subcommittee, because there"s options on the
percentile. You can use a 50th or a 95th
percentile of the coworker model to assign dose.
And that is dependent on, sometimes, the job or
location assumptions. So this gets back to the
assumptions made by the dose reconstructor.

Just, again, Ffilling In the gaps. |1
think 1 sort of mentioned this missed and
unmonitored periods and using coworker or other
approaches.

For internal dose, there"s also a
question, in some cases | saw where there the
monitoring ended but there was an assumption
extending the intake values to the end of the
employment. So there might not have been
monitoring for the last five years of a worker"s
employment. How do you fill i1n that gap from the
last monitoring result to the end of employment?
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And there are some assumptions and different ways
to do that.

Calculating internal doses. Again,
judgments here. There"s sometimes Tavorable
approaches that can be used. Even in best
estimate cases, there®s more favorable
approaches. You may use one chronic exposure for
the entire period of employment, but there"s
other cases where they may break 1t up for obvious
reasons and fit the data better. Or there"s
different intake periods, there"s different times
of intakes.

There®s also judgments i1f you don"t
have -- the last point 1°"m making there, you may
have bioassay data, but, depending on the area
the person worked, you may make different
assumptions regarding the plutonium-americium
mix, and that can 1Impact the iIntake that"s
calculated from that.

So, again, 1t goes back to several
iIssues working together, but the work location
and job can impact a lot of these things.

And the last one, estimating doses
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from intakes. |1 know one that I will say 1 saw
a lot on this 1s people that mentioned
contamination events iIn their interviews, in the
CATI interviews. And the reconstructor went back
and found records that showed contamination
events on or about the time that the person being
interviewed mentioned. And they actually had
specific contamination values, they had
measurement values. So, In some cases, they were
able to really fTine-tune the skin dose
calculations from those kind of values.

But there i1s a judgment here, again.
You know, 1is there enough information? Do we
have to go back for more i1nformation? Can we
assume that the bioassay records that we have
available would encompass the incident described
in the interview? That sort of thing has to go
on. So, another set of judgments.

Okay, then, to go back now to the
program judgments. I just listed some as
examples of what I1"m thinking about when 1I™m
thinking about program judgments.

One is dose from residual
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contamination. So, you know, at the Atomic
Weapons sites, oftentimes there"s a residual
period after the operational period ended.
There®s maybe some residual contamination there.
Work continued. You know, people were still
working there. And how that exposure i1s assessed
iIs usually modeled in -- well, there"s an
approach in a Technical Information Bulletin, and
I think there®"s site-specific guidance for some
of the AWE sites on this, too. But that"s a
program judgment.

Again, for these kind of cases, the
reconstructor will get down to -- 1t doesn"t have
to make this decision. This i1s already put into
the matrix for them for an AWE type of case.

The highly insoluble plutonium issue
just was mentioned again this morning, TIB-49.

Here"s one that may be less obvious,
but uncertainty for internal and external doses.
And there i1s some guidance. 1G-001 talks about
uncertainty for external doses. And 1 will get
into that in the next slide, actually.

Just a blowup on this example, the
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external dose uncertainty. There are several
guidance documents. IG-001 talks about how to
calculate the dose uncertainty. There was PROC-
6, TIB-12, a Monte Carlo approach Tfor dose
uncertainty calculations. And, for the example
I reviewed, Savannah River Technical Basis
Document has some pertinent information as well.

And the point 1 wanted to make here is
that the Implementation Guide contains a formula
that 1s used to do this calculation that feeds
into the Monte Carlo analysis of this uncertainty
calculation. But 1t 1s dependent on site-
specific information, the critical level, the
critical number for the dosimeter, and the sigma
star, which i1s the estimate of percent standard
error for that type of dosimeter.

And those, | believe, for the most
part, at least for Savannah River, they were
included 1n the Technical Basis Document and had
been discussed by the Board and the contractor.
But i1t"s one of these 1 think 1t"s unclear to me
whether some of those issues have been totally
resolved or signed off sort of by the Board.
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Part of the reason for that i1s that
they were considered, at the time, to be Site
Profile i1ssues. And there were so many bigger
SEC-type issues that had to be handled by the
Work Groups that they went down that path. But
there may be some questions still to consider iIn
this question of handling uncertainty.

Okay, so, to move into my
recommendations that | made iIn this report.
Recommendation 1 is basically to do some sort of
assessment on these individual personal
professional jJudgments that are made. And 1
think, to sort of pick up on what Dave was talking
about with the Dose Reconstruction Subcommittee,
one option may involve blind reviews.

And 1 talked about possible ORAU,
NIOSH, or Board blind reviews. And when | say
ORAU, the i1dea I had there was to have two dose
reconstructors on the ORAU team each take the
case and separately work the case. And i1f they
found discrepancies, i1t may be likely that 1t
would help them to fine-tune their guidance to
resolve some of those inconsistencies before they
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got fully processed.

And then the next level, NIOSH blind
reviews, | know NIOSH had done some blind reviews
for quite some time. I think the number had
reduced a little bit in the last couple years
because of resource issues, but that may also be
an avenue.

And then, of course, the Board. The
other way to consider this, | think, and 1 think
SC&A 1n their memo sort of alluded to this as
well, i1s focused reviews. So, whether you can
debate which of these 1issues might be most
significant and perhaps do a more targeted
review, focusing in on perhaps the application of
the coworker models, whether the number of cases
that i1nvolve coworker models, 50th or 95th
percentile, 1look at the guidance and the
professional judgment that 1led up to those
decisions. See 1T 1t"s done consistently, et
cetera. That may be one area that i1s fruitful.

The one thing 1 would say on focused
reviews is that 1 would think 1t might behoove
the Board to look not only at an individual site
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but across sites to see that there i1s consistency
in some of these judgments. For 1i1nstance,
compare Savannah River cases and their approaches
to Hanford, to LANL, to make sure there 1is
consistency with how they"re being done across
different sites.

The 1last point should probably be
Recommendation 1A, or it might even be included
in a later recommendation that 1| have. But iIt"s
basically to look at refining the way NIOSH does
their peer reviews. And currently, my
understanding iIs that they, for their
comprehensive or their extensive peer reviews,
there®"s two different levels they do, there is a
five percent sample that"s selected from NOCTS.
And 1t"s a random sample. And I would say,
perhaps for those comprehensive reviews, iIt"s
more i1mportant that i1t be biased toward these
best estimate-type cases.

Now, I know you know you can say the
Board is reviewing a lot of those cases. There®s
a lot of different reviews on these cases, but it
may be worthwhile having NIOSH spending more of
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their time on those comprehensive reviews on
those best estimate cases.

Recommendation 2 goes to these program
judgments. And this is basically to say that it
might be useful to have nice, succinct summary
documents on some of these more global issues.
And 1 referenced Jim Neton did a report on
estimating exposures during the residual period.
And I think 1t was maybe 10 or 12 pages long, but
It was a nice, succinct effort to say here®s where
the TIB started, here was SC&A"s review, here was
our Revision 1 of the TIB, and here i1s the Board"s
review, and here"s where it stands, the final
approved version by the Board.

And 1 think some of the other topics
that | mentioned earlier might benefit from a
similar document, especially, 1 mean, 1°ve been
around the program for a while, and to track some
of these things through the Board Review System,
the Board tracking system, and then back to
transcripts and try to piece i1t together i1s time-
consuming to say the least. So I think that, iIn
terms of archiving this program for the future,
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I think that that might be time well spent, for
some of these bigger issues, anyway.

Recommendation 3 talks about
comparing the approaches on the AWE sites. And
this 1s that question of the hierarchy of data
use. And you probably want to look and compare
has NIOSH done that consistently iIn terms of
which data should be used over which other data,
when available. And 1 stress that, when
available. But you want to see iIf that"s being
done 1In a consistent fashion for these similar
types of AWE sites.

So, Recommendation 4. And this | say
consider because 1| hesitate to standardize. I
know all these sites are very unique. But
consider at least what should be 1n a DR guidance
or DR notes for all these sites. And | think
there"s a fair amount of variability right now,
but some of that i1s probably necessary because
the sites are different. But there could be some
major pieces that should be incorporated into all
of them.

Recommendation 5 1s recommending or
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considering, again, reevaluation of cases by
changes iIn the DR guidelines. And the reason I
bring this up is 1t"s the timeliness of the
reevaluation.

When the Technical Basis Documents
change, that will likely trigger some of these
Program Evaluation Reviews. And it"s no fault of
ORAU"s. There"s delay in the Board reviewing the
Technical Basis documents, so they don"t want to
update. 1 can understand that they don"t want to
constantly update the Technical Basis every time
the Board comes out with recommending a change in
a certain part of i1t. They"re kind of waiting
for all the recommendations to come up from the
Board.

In the meantime, though, DR guidance
has changed quite a bit and is 1t significant
enough to say, oh, 1t"s been eight years since
we"ve had a Technical Basis update and the
guidance has changed quite a bit 1iIn that
meantime, should we trigger a PER type of review
off of these guidance changes? And not just wait
until the Technical Basis changes. So, that"s
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something to consider.

And then this last one 1 feel pretty
strongly about. And 1 think I should say that,
as | reviewed this, 1t was clear how the growth
of the program from 2000 up until now, that these
DR guidelines are included iIn every case fTile
that you have. There"s a lot more specifics iIn
terms of being able to get the numbers that the
staff person got.

I would say, for the best estimate
cases, though, there are some maybe best
practices in some of those sites that 1 saw that
might be 1incorporated iIn other sites. There"s
some very good language in the Hanford workbook
on the usefulness of the timelines and the
usefulness of, as | called it, sort of the case
narrative, to aid not only 1iIn the internal
reviews but also the external reviews.

So 1f you can point out, 11f the
individual staff person says, "1 made this

judgment and this i1s my basis,” 1t makes a heck

of a lot easier on the Dose Reconstruction
Subcommittee to say, '‘Okay, we agree or disagree
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with that judgment and here®s why.'

So, Dbetter narratives and better
timelines for the more complex or best estimate
cases, at least.

And then jJust a couple more. And,
again, I didn"t really prioritize these. 1 think
that"s something that Stu has mentioned that"s
fair to -- you know, some of these may be -- all
of these take resources. Some may be more of a
bigger priority to the Board and to NIOSH than
others.

But one thing that 1 noticed when |1
was doing the review was the tracking system, 1iIn
2012, ORAU updated their QA/QC tracking database.
And 1 think 1t may be useful to see i1If they can
In some way be combined with a larger tracking
system, including the Board findings. There may
be some sort of field differences and things like
that that have to be worked through, but 1t may
give you a larger number of total entries to look
at to see 1T there"s any trends In maybe some
professional judgments, other things, errors may
jump out more quickly that we haven®t thought
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about. So, making this sort of combined tracking
system | thought might be something to consider.

Then, 1 mentioned this one already,
the 1iIncreased level of peer review on NIOSH"s
side. | do want to note, during the review that
ORAU pointed out to me that the best estimate
cases, they do a double peer review now. | don"t
know when they instituted this, but they now do

two peer reviews for all the best estimate cases.

And I think that®"s a great -- you know, again,
continuous  Improvement. That"s a great
improvement.

Then this other one, the CATI
information. And 1 say also other interview
information, because there has been iInterviews
that have been conducted through the SEC process
and other processes.

And 1 found iIn review that there was
some interesting information iIn the, 1 guess,
"other"™ section or the iIncident section. And I
thought at least a pilot project to see 1if
extracting that information into a database and
sort of looking at 1t 1iIn aggregate Tfashion,
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whether that would have any utility.

And 1 certainly wouldn®"t recommend
Jumping in and saying, you know, make a master
database out of the whole -- 1It"s a huge
undertaking and probably may not be worthwhile.
But there were some -- and, specifically, |
looked at certain job titles that 1 looked at the
interview data. And it was incredible the amount
of information they had i1n those incident and
other work sections. Not always, however, with
great dates or times. You know, that is one of
the problems. But I thought at least 1t might be
useful to do a subsection of one of the sites iIn
a pilot fashion, see what can come out of i1t, and
see 1T that can in any way be used to improve or
enhance the dose reconstruction, the overall Site
Profile, perhaps.

And that®"s really i1t, 1 think. The
last thing | wanted to say, you know, 1 think
iIt"s useful to look at these judgments, the
personal judgments. And again, my Tfocus, the
lens that 1 was putting on this, 1Is how to reduce
potential iInconsistencies. And assessing and
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finding the 1iInconsistencies is one thing, but
then going up the stream a little bit and looking
at systems -- and when 1 say systems i1t may be
the dose reconstruction guidelines. You know,
can we be more prescriptive in this area? Can we
have better, more clearer guidance for making
these judgments to assure that i1t"s done iIn a
consistent fashion? But 1t may come down to, you
know, can we change our QA process or QC process
for these types of cases to assure that we catch
inconsistencies that way?

I know there"s other things that can
be improved in the in-house level. 1 know that
ORAU has, for the Savannah River team, they have
number of dose reconstructors that focus on
Savannah River cases. They often have team
meetings with the whole group. My understanding
iIs there i1s also another level of meetings that
occurs which sort of looks at cross-site issues.

And 1 think so putting systems 1in
place like that, or 1Improving those systems,
might be useful 1n, again, 1i1dentifying these
areas where there"s inconsistencies and assuring
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that, across the complex, across all cases, that
there®"s a level of consistency that occurs.

And I"m not trying to suggest that
there"s a great degree of inconsistency right now
but that would be a way Tfor continuous
improvement.

And that®"s all 1 have.

CHAIR MELIUS: Okay, thank you, Mark.

Questions for Mark? All of you
thoroughly read the report.

Wanda, go to it.

MEMBER MUNN: Not questions, just
comments.

Mark, you®"ve reminded me what we mean
when we say regularity. And I°11 have to admit
I was gobsmacked just trying to Tollow the
pathways that you have fTollowed yourself in
coming to these conclusions and presenting this.

It just simply outdid me. And
actually forced me from the technical iInto the
existential philosophy of where i1n the world
we"re going here. There"s enough material here
for me to contemplate and discuss the individual
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recommendations for weeks. 1 couldn"t possibly
do 1t in one or two meetings.

First of all, thank you for such a
thorough review. 1 don"t believe anybody could
ask for more.

My Ffirst thought, after 1 got as far
through 1t as 1 could, was to vread your
conclusions and say, well, to what end? But I™"m
not going to ask that question here because,
obviously, we all know the same platitudes, to do
better, to do the best we can, to get the best
fairness, to be consistent, although 1 would even
argue that i1nconsistency is necessary when you
have the scope of individual cases that you have
here.

But all I"m going to really comment on
Is the fact that I don"t believe that one can
remove judgment from what we do iIn our daily
lives, and certainly not from what we do 1in
programs of this magnitude. Even the choice of
the word judgment is in i1tself judgmental.

You called what we do here on the
Board an evaluation. But the truth of the matter
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Is, what we do here i1s express our judgment. And
in everything | see that you suggested here,
ultimately what 1is happening iIs you"re asking
judgments to be placed on other people®s
judgments. That"s what we all do. We are making
choices i1In everything we do.

And although I1*m not, In any way,
dismissing any of the points that you®ve said
here, 1 can"t get past the fact that what 1 see
here 1s an enormous extension of the problem.
That"s what I meant when 1 said, to what end?
Whether 1t"s going to make anybody any happier,
whether i1t"s going to provide what adds up to
about a quarter of a million dollar assignment to
more people, I don®"t know that. And 1 don"t think
any of us know that. But, certainly, i1t does not
meet one of my preferred goals, which i1s to
establish and adhere to a program which had all
the best intentions in the world when we began.

So, I just want us to be aware of the
fact that everything that I"ve seen suggested
here, although 1 have no objection to any of 1it,
I see most of them as being an attempt at greater
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precision that, ultimately, boils down to our
making a judgment about judgments that have
already been made, or judgments that will be made
in the future, based on judgments that we"ve
already made.

But 1t"s certainly been an interesting
study and is beneficial from the point of view of
identifying where the marks are. Thanks for
doing 1t.

MR. KATZ: Before we go on to others,
there are people on the phone who are carrying on
conversations, and | guess they are more audible
for folks on the phone than they are in the room,
but 1t"s 1mportant that we put an end to that,
please.

So, people on the phone, everybody
should have their phone muted. And iIf you don"t
have a mute button, press *6. That will mute
your phone and then you can carry on with your
conversations without disturbing everyone else.

So, again, *6 will mute your phone for
this conference line so that everyone else can
hear well. Thank you.
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OPERATOR: And excuse me, sir, this is
the operator. |ITf you®"d like, as the leader, you
can press *4 and that will mute everybody but the
person presenting.

MR. KATZ: Yeah, the trouble with that
Is that we have people on the line that we do
need to hear from and we don"t want to mute them.
But thank you.

OPERATOR: Okay, you"re welcome.
Enjoy your conference.

MR. KATZ: Thanks.

MR. GRIFFON: Wanda, 1 know there
wasn"t a question iIn there, but I do want to say
that 1 think there was something you said that I
think is very important, that in the professional
judgment, i1n these judgments that are made, 1
think there"s a line that people are going to
find between can we prescribe a direction or
guidance to handle a certain issue or there's
just individual unique cases that you have to
have some flexibility?

So 1 think overprescribing can be a
problem, too. So I don"t want say -- that"s why
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I said there"s multiple systems to consider and
maybe trying to -- and 1 am looking at the
continuous 1mprovement. And also 1 need to
highlight again that 1"m talking, where these
iIssues have an i1mpact, | believe, i1s the fTive
percent of the cases. And 1t"s the five percent
of the cases that the Board is focused on iIn the
DR Subcommittee reviews. So, they"ve gotten a
lot of attention.

But we"re not talking about the
majority of the cases being processed. It"s this
smaller group that"s close to the 50th
percentile.

But, anyway, thank you for your
comments.

CHAIR MELIUS: Josie.

MEMBER BEACH: Mark, your report is
excellent, a lot of things to think about. I
particularly like the transparency part of it
with your Recommendation 6. 1 think that would
bring in a little bit more transparency, not that
anybody did anything wrong, but how i1t was done,
why i1t was done, so that others can follow 1t
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later. Thank you.

CHAIR MELIUS: Other questions or
comments?

MEMBER ROESSLER: Jim, this i1s Gen.

CHAIR MELIUS: Okay.

MEMBER ROESSLER: Yes, I would like to
either agree or disagree with Wanda, just to
liven things up a little bit, but 1 appreciate
Ted"s comments about muting. |1 think that helps.
But I know Wanda will be talking again later. So
I would recommend, Wanda, that you get closer to
the mike and speak a little louder so we can hear
you. That"s one comment.

The other one i1s by sitting here and
listening to both of these reports, | think
things have come a long ways on this subject.
And 1 think the Subcommittee has a lot to work
on. And 1 think, under Dave®s leadership, that
they"11 go quite a long ways on it.

CHAIR MELIUS: Dave.

MEMBER KOTELCHUCK: Just a comment.
First, i1t was an excellent report; difficult
because 1t i1s granular. But 1 did find your
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distinction between personal and programmatic
judgments useful. And 1t seemed to me that a
focus on the programmatic judgments is probably
what we can best consider, because those are
judgments that we"ve built into the process and
It may be that they should be considered,
reconsidered, modified.

So, those programmatic judgments, |
think, are what 1 would certainly like most to
focus on.

CHAIR MELIUS: David Richardson.

MEMBER RICHARDSON: One of your
recommendations was considering more systematic
use of CATI and other interview information. One
question was -- well, Tirst an observation. I
know that that®"s been a point that you®ve raised
maybe for a decade. Do you still, iIn your
reviews, do you still find cases where that
information®s not being drawn upon?

MR. GRIFFON: 1 think it"s certainly
considered in all the dose reconstructions. All
the ones | reviewed certainly considered 1t. |
think that what 1 wanted to point out, 1 didn"t
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get i1t down iInto whether they made the proper
judgment, but, In most cases, and this has been
pointed out before, there®s limited information.
Some of them mentioned an incident that they were
exposed to plutonium, they got an 1intake of
plutonium sometime in the "80s, you know, and
It"s very hard to connect that back to their
individual dose records and things like that.

But, when they have dose records over
the course of their history, usually the way 1t"s
considered is, like, you know, do we find any
reports of these, official reports of this
incident? |If not, does the person have bioassay
records all around that time period that would
give the opportunity to reconstruct the dose?
And 1f so, then i1t"s reasonable to assume that
they can reconstruct dose from those personal
records.

There was one iIn particular that |1
found where there was an external exposure
mentioned in the CATlI to a californium-252
neutron source. And 1 believe there was a
correction, based on the person®"s interview
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record, that quite significantly increased the
estimate of exposure fTor that time period for
that person. And then that raises the question
of, you know, i1f you collect this data 1In
aggregate, maybe there®s other people that worked
In that area during that time period that you may
assess their dose differently.

But for the most part, definitely,
they considered all the 1incidents 1iIn the
interview information.

MEMBER RICHARDSON: So, In the sense
of being systematic with that information, when
something i1s noted, it"s flagged and then the
judgment about i1ts relevance i1s documented?

MR. GRIFFON: Right. Right.

MEMBER RICHARDSON: Okay.

MR. GRIFFON: Yes.

CHAIR MELIUS: Henry? And this will
be the last comment. We need a break, especially
since we need to take a taxi to find the restrooms
in this building.

MEMBER ANDERSON: 1 just wanted to say
I found 1t a very useful review. And 1| think
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having all that documentation there, although it
seems overwhelming, 1t is very helpful for moving
forward.

And 1 would point out that the program
iIs now settling 1n and i1s old enough so that
there"s staff turnover, both at ORAU and at
NIOSH, and i1t will be iImportant for new staff
coming 1in. we*ll have new approaches to
judgments to be able to look at this, and, NIOSH,
as part of your training, deal with that. So the
new staff 1s where a lot of the risk or the
differences could potentially occur.

And also 1 like your recommendations,
three of them being kind of firm and the others
being considerations. So 1 think that"s
important.

But 1 would say Recommendation 1
follows on our earlier discussion. And 1 think
the Committee has done -- and iIs spending a great
deal of time and effort and resources on
reviewing these cases. And | think If we now use
your focus to see whether, out of those, we can
capture some of the data specific to these types
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of iIssues, that may be an easy way to not have to
do something additional, but simply continue with
what we"re doing and capture a better set of data
that everybody can use. |It"s there, but having
to go back through and sort it out takes a lot of
time and effort. But 1f we just do it going
forward, put 1t Into our system, | think that
would be very helpful.

CHAIR MELIUS: Okay. So let"s break.
We"l1l come back with further discussion on this
issue later In the meeting. Since | have a short
presentation, but Wanda®s comments took up all my
time, but I"m not going to intrude on her time.
I know better. But we have some other Board work
time that we"ll handle i1t.

Thank you very much, Mark.

MR. GRIFFON: Thank you all.

CHAIR MELIUS: Don"t go away and try
to get back as promptly as you can around 11
o"clock because we do have a petition and a
petitioner on the line. So we need to move it
along on that.

(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter
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went off the record at 10:45 a.m. and resumed at
11:04 a.m.)

CHAIR MELIUS: Okay, 1If everyone can
get seated? Yeah, get seated. At least stop
talking. You can stand up and not talk, whatever
you want to do, but just don"t talk, and hopefully
people are back on the phone. We know the people
on the phone weren®t talking, just people in the
room we were pointing out.

So we start now with Ames Laboratory,
the SEC petition 83.14, and Tom Tomes, Tomes?

MR. TOMES: Tomes.

CHAIR MELIUS: Tomes, Tom Tomes, okay.

MR. TOMES: Either way will work.

CHAIR MELIUS: Okay, 1 have the same

problem. 1 can®"t remember how to pronounce my
name anymore, so Tfrom NIOSH. We"ll start.
Welcome.

Ames Laboratory SEC Petition
(1971 - 1989; Ames IA)

MR. TOMES: 1I"m here to give a NIOSH
Evaluation Report for SEC 245. SEC 245 is with

Ames Laboratory for the period of 1971 through
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1989.

A little background on Ames
Laboratory, it"s located on the campus of lowa
State University in Ames, lowa. There are two
specific locations. One is on the main campus
which consists of a few buildings, and there®s a
remote campus location about a mile away that"s
the location of the fTormer Ames Lab Research
Reactor and a couple other facilities.

Ames Laboratory 1i1s a DOE covered
facility from 1942 to present. They have engaged
In various research iIn material science and
theory. In their early years of operation, they
developed methods and produced uranium and
thorium.

They produced approximately 1,000
tons of uranium metal during World War 11, and
they produced thorium metal, about 65 tons from
the 1940s through 1953. Those operations
resulted In contamination of a few buildings on
the site.

The background for this petition iIs a
review of the Ames Site Profile. NIOSH has a
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Technical Basis Document, TBD, that is used as a
guide for dose reconstructions. SC&A provided a
review of that report to the Board in August of
2013.

The review contained 22 findings on
various aspects of the internal dose and external
doses. NIOSH has provided a response to the Ames
Laboratory Work Group, the two White Papers on a
number of those findings, but among those
findings were comments that certain iIntakes
lacked the basis for dose reconstruction.

In an attempt to resolve those
findings, we have done - we contacted Ames
Laboratory and requested additional documents.
We"ve received those documents, reviewed them,
requested more documents, and finally we made a
trip out to Ames Laboratory and went through the
records and got more documents. That was done 1in
June of this past year.

We have now gone through those records
and we have determined that we do not have enough
information to fully reconstruct internal doses
prior to 1990 which prompted the 83.14 petition.
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NIOSH believes that the available
monitoring data and the iInformation In the Site
Profile are sufficient to reconstruct external
doses. Adverse external dose findings iIn the
Site Profile review by SC&A, but we believe those
are Site Profile issues that can be resolved.

There are fTour previous SEC Classes
established for Ames Laboratory. The first of
those was SEC 38. That period covered the Class
from 1942 through 1954. The basis for that
determination was insufficient internal dose
monitoring for thorium and plutonium. |1 believe
this was on the slide that was also for that
determination.

The conclusion also - they also made
a conclusion that there was insufficient external
dose monitoring data prior to 1953. That
particular petition covered five facilities that
were 1dentified as being involved In the process.

SEC petition 75 resulted in a Class
added from 1955 through 1970. The basis for that
determination was insufficient monitoring data
for thorium worked in Wilhelm Hall. Wilhelm Hall
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was the location of the thorium production, most
of the thorium production work from 1949 through
1953. The SEC Class 75 determined that there®s
insufficient data to reconstruct doses to
maintenance workers who performed renovation work
in that facility.

A third Class was added, SEC Class
added at Ames Laboratory. That covered the
period from 1955 through 1960 for work and
research, studying research work i1n Spedding
Hall. Spedding Hall had several laboratories for
research In radioactive materials. It also had
a hot cell iIn the facility.

Those three Classes combined comprise
a Class from 1942 through 1970 for various
workers and Tacilities. A fTourth Class was
added, SEC 185, which redefined those Classes to
include all employees iIn all areas from 1942
through 1970.

In SEC 245, NIOSH proposed that all -
to add a Class for all employees of the Department
of Energy, predecessor agencies, and their
contractors and subcontractors who worked in any
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areas of the facility from 1971 through 1989.
The basis 1i1s 1i1nsufficient monitoring data and
process information to reconstruct internal dose.

There are 123 claims that NIOSH has
received with employment in the period evaluated
by SEC 245. OFf those 123 claims, 16 have tritium
bioassay data. The tritium bioassay was a
routine monitoring program Tfor the Ames Lab
Research Reactor during operation and
decommissioning. A few of those 16 claims have
a couple other incidental miscellaneous bioassay
data. Twenty-one of the 123 claims employed in
that period have external dosimetry data.

Ames Laboratory operations, we"ve
grouped those 1i1nto three basic aspects of
operations with potential radiation exposure.
One of those is the research and development of
various radionuclides.

The other i1s the operation of the Ames
Laboratory Research Reactor which was a TfTive
megawatt heavy water research reactor. And
finally, a third category considered the
remediation of past contamination primarily from
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the production era of 1942 through 1953.

In the research and development, the
research started i1in 1942 in the early days of the
Manhattan Engineer District Project, the
Manhattan Project. They did laboratory research
work with uranium, thorium, and plutonium. They
worked with rare earth metals, fission products,
activation products, and other various
radionuclides.

Various equipment and devices were
used and they had facilities, box facilities for
work with plutonium and uranium.

They also had additional work beyond
the laboratory work. They had the Metals
Development Building that was built specifically
to process studies larger than laboratory scale
work. They processed uranium and thorium metals
up to 25 pound batches.

This work was processed in various -
in other facilities, the chemical processes. The
Metals Development Building had a machine shop
that produced materials for use iIn ground and at
the machine shop for TfTurther studies at the
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laboratory.

The Ames Laboratory Research Reactor
was operated from 1965 through 1977. The
decommissioning work was completed in 1981. Also
located near the Research Reactor fTacility
location were a couple other buildings, including
some burial grounds where contaminated debris was
buried in the early years of operation.

The reactor fTacility was also the
location of a waste disposal building, and that
building still exists and it houses the Alpha
Operations Facility which was built initially iIn
the mid-1980s for low box work with uranium and
plutonium to support their ICP work, research
work.

The other category, next category of
work is the remediation work at the facility.
Wilhelm Hall, as | mentioned earlier, was the
location of most of the thorium production work.
It was built in 1949. Previously, the thorium
production work occurred in Annex 1, Chemistry
Annex 1 and Chemistry Annex 2. All of those
facilities were contaminated as a result of the
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production work.

Annex 1 was demolished iIn 1954. Annex
2 was demolished 1n 1972. Wilhelm Hall 1s still
an operating Tfacility that has had various
projects over the years for remediating areas
that were contaminated and 1dentifying
contaminated areas.

Some of the areas that |were
contaminated included duct work, pipe tunnels,
inaccessible areas that are under Tfurniture
fixtures and things like that that they have had
to track over the years.

Other remediation work that was done
during the evaluated period was the Gillman Hall
stairwells. Gillman Hall was the chemistry
building. It was known as the chemistry building
back 1n 1942.

That building was the site of the
initial work with uranium production. About a
third of the metal that was used in the CP-1 Pile
was produced in Gillman Hall and parts of that
facility were contaminated. [In 1943, that work
was transitioned from that facility into Annex 1
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and Annex 2.

Other remediation work in  the
evaluated period was a block house as I mentioned
earlier was located out near the Ames Reactor.
That was demolished, and there was also thorium
contaminated debris in soils that were excavated.
Those were from previous work at the site.

To support the remediation work, they
operated a waste handling building. The waste
handling building received all of the radioactive
materials on site and packaged them for shipment
off site, and there are records from people who
worked there that they had some potential
exposures i1n that facility. They wore
respirators.

The radiological monitoring data 1is
fairly limited during this period. There are
some environmental air samples from 1980 to 1982.
There are some air samples from Spedding Hall and
Wilhelm Hall. They are 1insufficient to
characterize intakes for all workers, and there
are a few air samples from the Alpha Operations
Facilities i1in the mid to late 80s.
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In addition to this data, there 1is
also, | mentioned they had a routine tritium
monitoring program. That was iIn place during
both the operation of the research reactor and in
the decommissioning, and those data are
sufficient for those workers who were monitored.

There 1s also a substantial amount of
loose contamination survey data available 1In more
recent years. Some of that i1s a significant
amount of smear data, and most of that data, the
majority of that data is available from 1983
forward, and that"s when they started doing a
more concentrated effort to identify contaminated
areas in the previously used facilities.

The data 1s not sufficient to
characterize work during all of the remediation
- exposures during a lot of the remediation work.
Much of that data i1s verifying clean condition
after some of that work was done.

For the 1i1nternal dose TfTeasibility,
NIOSH concludes that the tritium bioassay data
from Ames Laboratory work are sufficient to use
to estimate dose. However, we have no
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information on which to estimate i1ntakes from
fission products or activation products from that
facility.

The research and development work,
there are insufficient data also to estimate
intakes from the various radionuclides that we
use In that work, and NIOSH concludes that some
of those operations had the potential for
internal dose to the workers.

For the remediation work, the primary
exposures are thorium and uranium. There was a
significant thorium and uranium contamination 1iIn
several fTacilities, and those have been
gradually, during the early years, gradually
remediated. Again, the data that 1 discussed as
available earlier is insufficient to write an
estimate intake for those operations.

And the conclusion for SEC 245 i1s that
there i1s iInsufficient monitoring data or process
information to reconstruct internal doses from
1971 through 1989. For the post 1989 period, we
still have some work to do on that.

We are - much of the data we received
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In our research 1In response to the Tfindings
indicated some additional radiological work that
we did not settle previously in the Technical
Basis Documents, so we"re continuing to review
those and address findings iIn the Site Profile.

CHAIR MELIUS: Okay, questions?

MEMBER ROESSLER: Jim, this i1s Gen.

CHAIR MELIUS: Yes, go ahead, Gen.

MEMBER ROESSLER: Okay, Tom, you
mentioned work that you"re doing after the 1989
period, but wasn"t this end date chosen because
most of the radiological work had ceased at the
end of 19897

MR. TOMES: Yes, 1t was. The
discussion | had 1n here on the remediation work,
much of 1t was done, but not all of it was done.
There was still some work done on remediation of
pipe tunnels and things in Wilhelm Hall, and we
have some comments to look at on that.

The operation of the Alpha Operations
Facility was ongoing past 1990, but 1 agree that
according to what we found out, there was not
significant operations past 1989, that the
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exposures should have been reduced at that point.

MEMBER ROESSLER: Okay, the other
comment 1 have is you mentioned 123 claims, and
I was wondering how many potential people would
be 1n the Class, but | think Chris Crawford
mentioned that this morning. |1 think at Ames he
mentioned 350. Is that right?

MR. TOMES: Well, the 123 claims are
the claims that we"ve identified as of whenever
this date we did this check a few weeks ago that
had employment during the 1971 through 1989
period, so those claimants who had a covered
cancer and 250 days would be some portion of those
123 claims.

MEMBER ROESSLER: Okay, that®"s the end
of my comments.

DR. NETON: This 1s Jim Neton. 1 think
1t"s actually somewhat less than the 123 because
that"s anyone who had employment in that period,
but there®s a number of people that had worked
prior in the previous SECs. 1 think I want to
say the number i1s iIn the 50, 60 range. It"s iIn
the Evaluation Report. There®"s a table that
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contains that number.

MR. TOMES: That"s correct. The
presentation just had an abbreviation, but
there"s a table iIn i1t.

MEMBER RICHARDSON: Could I ask for a
follow up to that because there®"s a distinction
between the number of claims you have and the
question which 1s, "What is the size of the
Class?" And my understanding, and you can
correct me 1f 1"m wrong, would be that iIn this
case, the DOE or its predecessors had a contract,
grants or contracts, with an organization, and
that was the university. Is that right?

MR. TOMES: The facility started out
as under contract to the Manhattan Engineer
District.

MEMBER RICHARDSON: Yeah.

MR. TOMES: And after World War 11,
they established Ames Laboratory.

MEMBER RICHARDSON: But i1t"s here the
contract i1s with lowa State.

MR. TOMES: well, they are the
operating contractors.
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MEMBER RICHARDSON: Right, and the
documents, 1 mean, we went through this before,
but the documents sort of describe, at least for
some period of time, there were no operational -
there were no controls, restrictions over
entering the chemistry building and some of these
other buildings which were university facilities.
So 1s - |1 mean, 1"ve always had this in my head
that the potential size of this Class 1is
enormous.

MEMBER ROESSLER: But according to
Chris Crawford, 1 thought he mentioned the
potential Class was 350.

MR. CRAWFORD: This i1s Chris Crawford,
Gen. The information on the slide that 1 had for
Ames said that a total of 950 claims have been
filed. 1 might point out that 291 have Part B
approvals already. 299 have Part E approvals
already.

NITOSH has done 186 dose
reconstructions. That"s the kind of information
I have here, but i1t doesn"t lay out how many are
in SEC Classes.
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MEMBER ROESSLER: So is the - somebody
said they thought the Class was enormous. |1 think
we need to have a little better number on that.

MEMBER RICHARDSON: See, | was going
through my head. It"s lowa State employees at
this period would be those, and they don"t - and
there®"s no - you said that you can"t identify who
went into which buildings in which locations, but
again, maybe 1"m misunderstanding.

MR. TOMES: 1 believe we were talking
about Ames Laboratory employees as determined by
the Department of Labor.

MEMBER ROESSLER: It"s probably - it"s
not pertinent to a decision here, but I thought
it was - just out of curiosity, what 1i1s the
number?

MR. RUTHERFORD: You can"t define a
number because i1t"s going to be whatever number
employees or people that get a cancer and fTile a
claim that DOL determines has covered employment,
but as Dr. Richardson mentioned, that could be a
very large number.

MEMBER ROESSLER: Okay.
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CHAIR MELIUS: My recollection is that
we had resolved that, so 1t wasn"t the entire
university was covered, because | think 1t came
up many years ago when we were Tirst doing the
Ames issue, and 1 think we straightened it out In
terms of how the contract was defined and who i1t
was with, but I don"t recollect that.

MEMBER CLAWSON: Jim, this is Brad. |
think that you"re correct in that. I thought
that we had taken care of this earlier on with
Ames, that 1t wasn"t the whole university.

CHAIR MELIUS: Yeah, we were - it was
a concern, so, yeah, 1 don"t want to dismiss it.
We had the same i1ssue with MIT and the laboratory
up there. It looked like every graduate student
at MIT because i1t would be employed, I mean,
potentially employed, so how do you narrow it
down, but that got taken care of when they sort
of redesignated the facility, but I think 1t"s
the facility definition that also plays a part.

MR. TOMES: I believe there are
currently approximately 725 workers at the

facility full and part time, so over the years,
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i1t could be a substantial number of claims.

CHAIR MELIUS: Which was, Jim, you had
a clarification? No, confusion.

DR. NETON: |1 agree with you. 1 think
we had this discussion at one of the earlier four
SECs that have already been established, and the
work s covered at Ames Laboratory, not the
University of lowa, and 1"m not sure exactly how
Department of Labor parses that out, but we did
have this discussion and we have the claims we
have.

I just checked their - right now, we
have 57 people who started employment during this
covered period that we"re discussing. How many
more could apply, you know, who knows?

CHAIR MELIUS: Could someone try to
get some clarification on that so that we - not
immediately, but hopefully while we"re still
thinking about 1t before we Qleave here or
something? | don"t think i1t necessarily needs to
hold up our decision on this SEC, but any other
- Josie, yeah, go ahead.

MEMBER BEACH: Not for Tom, but just
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in general. 1 know there"s a Work Group formed
for Ames. Do we have a recommendation or has the
Work Group met on this at all?

CHAIR MELIUS: The Work Group has not
met on this, no. Remember, this is the one, this
Is the report that DOE had to, you know,
facilitate i1ts quick review which we thank DOE
for. I"m not sure why it got hung up at NIOSH
for so long, but they got i1t through, so that"s
fine. Any other comments or questions? Yes,
Lorraine? Loretta, excuse me.

MEMBER  VALERIO: So it | am
understanding correctly for the 1internal dose
feasibility, that the ongoing remediation beyond
the 1980s i1s focused primarily on thorium and
uranium?

MR. TOMES: The only ones that 1 know
of 1s some occasional work that was done on the
pipe tunnels in the Wilhelm Hall. In the late
1980s when they were instituting additional
controls as far as DOE Order 5480, they had an
increased effort to identify those areas, and
there was some work done on washing those tunnels
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down and remediating those iIn the 1990s, so there
Is at least some potential exposures to consider,
but i1t was not routine work going on.

CHAIR  MELIUS: Okay, any more
questions or comments? 1 think I need to hear -
iIt"s an 83.14. Do I get a recommendation from
the Board? It"s an 83.14 petition. Yeah, there
IS a - iIs the petitioner supposed to be on the
line? Not for - okay. That"s what 1 thought.
Okay, so does someone want to recommend an
action? David, just speak into the microphone,
please.

MEMBER KOTELCHUCK: 1°11 recommend as
Chair of the Work Group, the Ames Work Group,
that we accept this as an SEC.

MEMBER BEACH: 1"m going to second it.

MEMBER CLAWSON: I wanted to second

CHAIR MELIUS: Brad, you"re out of
order. You weren"t called on.

MEMBER CLAWSON: Sorry.

CHAIR MELIUS: Okay, and let me just
for the record read the Class Definition into the
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record. All employees of the Department of
Energy, 1ts predecessor agencies, and their
contractors or subcontractors who worked in any
area of the Ames Laboratory in Ames, lowa during
the period from January 1, 1971 through December
31, 1989 for a number of work days aggregating at
least 250 work days occurring either solely under
this employment or in combination with work days
within the parameters established for one or more
other Classes of employees included 1In the
Special Exposure Cohort. So no further
discussion. Can we - Ted, do your -

MR. KATZ: Sure, Anderson?

MEMBER ANDERSON: Yes.

MR. KATZ: Beach?

MEMBER BEACH: Yes.

MR. KATZ: Clawson?

MEMBER CLAWSON: Yes.

MR. KATZ: Field?

MEMBER FIELD: Yes.

MR. KATZ: Kotelchuck?

MEMBER KOTELCHUCK: Yes.

MR. KATZ: Lemen?
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MEMBER LEMEN: Yes. Did you hear me?

CHAIR MELIUS: Not now. Our eardrums

are all punctured.

MEMBER LEMEN: I don"t know what"s -

from my end.

Maybe

Richardson?

MR. KATZ: Lockey?
MEMBER LOCKEY: Yes.
MR. KATZ: Melius?
CHAIR MELIUS: Yes.
MR. KATZ: Munn?
MEMBER MUNN: Yes.

MR. KATZ: Poston? John Poston?

you"re on mute. 111 come back.

MEMBER RICHARDSON: Yes.
MR. KATZ: Roessler?
MEMBER ROESSLER: Yes.
MR. KATZ: Schofield?
MEMBER SCHOFIELD: Yes.
MR. KATZ: Valerio?
MEMBER VALERIO: Yes.

MR. KATZ: Ziemer? Paul? Perhaps

you"re on mute too. Oh, Paul may be absent for

(202) 234-4433
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- he has a short period when he can®"t make 1t.
Let me just go back. Dr. Poston, John, are you

on the line, but on mute? Okay, then, well, I

have two -

CHAIR MELIUS: He said, yes, he"s on
mute.

MR. KATZ: I have not heard 1t. Yeah,
so, anyway, we have two absentee votes. | may

try to collect those later iIn the meeting, but
otherwise - the motion passes.

MEMBER BEACH: And then, Jim, just to
further, the Work Group will take up any further
issues on like the -

CHAIR MELIUS: Oh, yeah.

MEMBER POSTON: Ted?

MR. KATZ: Oh, there he 1is.

MEMBER POSTON: Ted?

CHAIR MELIUS: Yeah, just go, John.

MEMBER POSTON: This is John. I hit
the wrong button and hung up. That was an
ulterior motive, | guess.

CHAIR MELIUS: Okay.

MEMBER POSTON: But I vote yes.
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CHAIR MELIUS: Okay, thank you.
Thanks, John. Ted"s handing out the letter, so
I*m filling 1n for him.

MEMBER POSTON: And I*1l1 try not to
hit the hang up button this time.

CHAIR MELIUS: Okay, so again, 1°11
read into the record. The Advisory Board on
Radiation Worker Health, the Board, has evaluated
SEC Petition 00245 concerning workers at the Ames
Laboratory and the statutory requirements
established, 1incorporated into 42 CFR Section
83.13.

The Board respectfully recommends
that SEC status be accorded to, "all employees of
the Department of Energy, 1ts predecessor
agencies, and their contractors or subcontractors
who worked i1n any area of the Ames Laboratory in
Ames, lowa during the period from January 1, 1971
through December 31, 1989 for a number of work
days aggregating at least 250 work days occurring
either solely under this employment or 1in
combination with work days within the parameters

established for one or more other Classes of
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employees included 1i1n the Special Exposure
Cohort."

This recommendation i1s based on the
following factors. During this time period, the
Ames Laboratory was 1involved 1i1n research and
development work related to the production of
nuclear weapons. This work i1ncluded some
remediation work on contaminated facilities.

Two, NIOSH found that there were
insufficient biological monitoring data, air
monitoring data, or process and radiological
source iInformation at this facility in order to
complete individual dose reconstructions
involving iInternal radiation exposures with
sufficient accuracy for Ames Laboratory workers
during the time period in question. The Board
concurs with this conclusion.

Three, NIOSH determined that health
may have been in danger for the workers exposed
to radiation at the Ames Laboratory during the
time period In question. The Board also concurs
with this determination.

Based on these considerations and
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discussions held at our December 13 and 14, 2017
Board meeting held in Albuquerque, New Mexico,
the Board recommends that this Class be added to
the SEC.

Enclosed i1s the documentation from the
Board meeting where this SEC Class was discussed.
Documentation includes copies of the petition,
the NIOSH review thereof, and related materials.
IT any of these i1tems are not available at this
time, they will follow shortly.

IT anybody has grammatical or other
changes, let me know, but that will be the letter
that will go forward to the Secretary.

Okay, so we have some time. | thought
we would, rather than impinge on Wanda"s time and
getting myself into big trouble, 1 thought we
would take up some TfTollow up on the dose
reconstruction review methods i1f |1 do that
quickly, but just, | have a short presentation
that just sort of - 1t"s a laundry list of some
of the things under consideration.

We"ve heard Mark"s recommendations.
There were some other recommendations that we had
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talked about internally, as well as within the
Work Group, and then there were also some
recommendations, or suggestions, | should say,
from SC&A from John Mauro, Rose, and others there
that are on this list.

It"s In no priority order or anything,
but 1 thought we want to get going on this, and
I would appreciate input from the Board on where
we should start with whatever we decide to do on
changes to our methods Tfor doing dose
reconstruction reviews.

We will take any recommendations the
Board Members have, others, and back to another
Work Group meeting, and then come back to the
Board with a set of recommendations for starting
to implement some changes to that. 1 think this
will be sort of an ongoing process for a while
while we, until we get some results and see what
works, what doesn®"t work, and so forth.

So 1 just have fTour cryptic slides,
but we®"l1l go through some of this. First of all,
I"m going to begin with sort of some of the
considerations we need to sort of think about in
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terms of how we approach changes to our dose
reconstruction reviews.

And we®"ve largely talked about 1t
within the Work Group changes that had to do with
consistency, but also, 1 think, accuracy and
consistency are the issues that we"re sort of
focusing on.

We also have to consider do we do that
looking at just a single site, or do we look for
consistency across multiple sites? Are dose
constructions for similar types of exposures, or
work tasks, or work operations done similarly at
each site? And that may be because of some
differences 1iIn terms of how and when Site
Profiles get reviewed and procedures get
reviewed. That may be something that we want to
sort of focus on over multiple sites.

| think another general
consideration, are we using all of the available
information that"s available for that particular
site or on that particular issue?

Another consideration is | think we
want to focus our efforts on significant
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exposures, meaning not on trivial exposures or
things that are really very unlikely to affect
dose reconstruction outcomes, but rather it has
to be something meaningful.

That"s a slippery - a little difficult
to define. We"ve tried that before i1n looking at
this and trying to focus, but 1 think 1t 1is
something to take iInto account.

And then 1 think one other thing as
Mark mentioned a little bit and 1t came up In our
discussions, do we do a separate type of
evaluation or do we try to iIncorporate some of
this evaluation into our ongoing reviews, eilther
our blind reviews, or more likely, our primary
reviews as sort of an add-on to those which has
advantages iIn terms of we"ve got the committee
all set up, and the cases selected, and so forth?
So, and 1t may depend on what the subject i1s we"re
focusing on.

And then one of the other sort of
bigger questions, 1 think, Is do we expand our
procedure reviews? And that means do we go father

down into the dose reconstruction process?
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Mark used the term program judgments
where there"s some sort of documentation or
procedure that"s set up that"s below the level of
a Site Profile or TIB, and one that is not usually
reviewed by the Board. 1°"m not sure all of them
are even reviewed by NIOSH.

They"re sort of implementation
documents and so forth, but, you know, may or may
not have, you know, a significant potential for
doing dose reconstructions and affecting the
outcomes of those. And again, for some, It°s a
question of resources. For some, the question Is
how, you know, what®"s involved In that particular
documentation?

I think our Dose Reconstruction Review
Committee has run iInto those occasionally, and
they"re trying to resolve discrepancies between
SC&A"s review and the ORAU dose reconstruction.

Another one that Mark mentioned i1s how
we utilize CATI information. And i1If you go back
to meeting 20 or something like that, at the
beginning of this process, we had a large
discussion of even as part of dose reconstruction
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reviews doing separate interviews, additional
interviews with the claimants as a way of seeing
what kind of information was obtained or not
obtained iIn that process.

That made everybody very nervous, but
we decided not to do i1t, implement that, but I
think 1n between doing that and just sort of
accepting what"s in there now, | think taking a
better look at what"s in the CATI, are there
better ways of using that information to confirm
or to modify dose reconstruction is something
worth looking iInto.

Again, Mark mentioned this, and he
also mentioned this next issue which i1s how to
handle i1ncidents. It"s again been an issue that
we"ve struggled with for a long time. Again, now
that we have more data and information, iIs there
better ways of - and we"ve got essentially more
claims to look at. 1Is there a better way of using
that available data 1n some way and doing i1t more
consistently so that all claimants get a fTair
evaluation?

And again, we always run iInto the
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problem that a lot of these CATI iInterviews about
incidents and so forth where they come up, some
people know about them, but then you have
survivors who may have, obviously have a lot less
information on what their spouse or parent may
have been doing.

Again, these mostly come from Mark and
the assignment of coworker dose to individuals,
and how that"s done procedurally and the judgment
that"s i1nvolved in that. Again, this came from
SC&A location of skin cancers, some consistency
in how that"s done because that can make a change
in terms of the dose reconstruction process, the
various uses of In vitro and in vivo data.

Again, Mark already mentioned
assignment of work title or how someone®s
exposure i1s judged or work tasks are judged. He
had some examples of that 1In his report.
Assignment of glove box correction factors again
Is something that may affect dose.

I think one issue, | think this 1s iIn
Mark®s report, was consistency of approach of
using data across multiple AWE sites. This may
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be sort of a question of timing of when Site
Profiles were done and so forth, and 1 think how
Is that being - you know, how is that resolved
and i1s that being done the same at every site iIn
terms of how those judgments are being made?

And again, Mark, 1 think, elaborated
on this, assignment of exposure area for
individuals within a given facility. How is that
judged and how is that consistent? Are the dose
reconstructions consistent in doing that, various
site assignments within large facilities, people
moving from within a facility, and how iIs that
evaluated and taken 1i1nto account iIn dose
reconstruction?

And again, more technically,
assignment of missed dose and judgments that are
made about that in terms of within the dose
reconstruction process, how do you handle
discrepancies iIn what monitoring data 1is
available or when the data has i1nconsistency in
various sources about that monitoring data, and
the residual contamination issue which 1s, |
think, really also the i1ssue of consistency among
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multiple AWE sites, but goes beyond that, and
then assignment of various percentiles and so
forth iIn terms of the 95th, or 50th percentile,
or 75th, or whatever, for a dose reconstruction.

There"s a lot of things we could look
at, and I"m not sure, you know, what"s the most
important or whatever, but i1f people have ideas,
Board Members, on what, thoughts on what we
should be doing or where they think - or based on
theilr experience?

We"ve all looked at individual dose
reconstructions. Obviously our - Dave's
committee has done 1t a lot more and seen a lot
more than all of us, the rest of us, but I think
I would be iInterested iIn everyone®s 1input and
thoughts, maybe now or maybe later, about what we
should be focusing on, what they think ought to

be our priorities fTor getting this process

started.

So let me open it up i1f you have
suggestions. I1"11 call on everybody except
Wanda.

MEMBER MUNN: You don®"t want that.
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CHAIR MELIUS: Questions, comments?
IT not, our committee will make a decision. Dave?

MEMBER KOTELCHUCK: It does seem to me
that many of the ones that I consider of most
significant concern relate to AWE sites, the
assignment of coworker dose, the assignment of
work title for AWEs which is discussed iIn the
report, residual handling of residual
contamination.

So It seems to me that to begin the -
iIT those are priorities to begin with, we should
begin to start looking more at AWE sites iIn the
review process.

CHAIR MELIUS: Yeah, 1 would agree
with that because 1 think i1t"s probably where
there"s a lot of judgment involved, and enough
similarities among those sites iIn terms of the
type of work that was done that i1t would probably
make sense to see how that"s being handled across
the sites, and obviously the issues with
contamination and so forth. Henry?

MEMBER ANDERSON: Yeah, 1 would agree
with that. 1 think the CATI information iIs one
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that"s worth 1looking at as to how the CATI
information 1is utilized other than, you know,
identifying a series or have a separate list of
incidents, then going back to the site
information to see 1f you could 1identify an
incident.

I would be iInterested in what is done
when you can®"t find the documentation for an
incident that the CATI report seems sufficiently
specific, that are you going to ignore i1t because
there"s no documentation for it, or how is that
information subsequently used?

Because that could make quite a
difference i1n your dose reconstruction i1f you
accept CATI information without follow up or
subsequent documentation for such an incident.
How does a reviewer review that?

You look at 1t and, "Well, this sounds
like the type of incident that we"ve seen at other
facilities, and therefore i1t would not be
unexpected in this particular circumstance, so
It"s consistent with the overall look at other
sites and other things." How i1s that currently
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handled?

In the specific reviews that 1%"ve
done, I haven®t had any where that"s come up, and
I don"t know how often this i1s, and maybe the
committee has some thoughts on that.

So 1t may be an unnecessary concern
for something that doesn®t happen very often, but
the CATI i1nformation does seem to be quite rich
In many cases, and therefore probably in more
times than not, you actually go back and find
that there 1s a mention in somebody else"s report
or something of such an incident to then utilize
it, so 1t"s useful, but when you can"t do that,
what happens?

CHAIR MELIUS: Dave?

MEMBER KOTELCHUCK: well, the CATI
information 1 found, well, generally, i1t seems to
be handled that - for each individual case,
there"s a report of CATI info, you know, some
CATI report, and then i1t"s said, "Well, to what
extent can we check i1t for this person?”

And 1 wonder for DOE facilities where
It seems - | wondered i1f there"s ways of gathering
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the CATIl reports, having a report on the CATI
reports from one particular facility to help us
pin down some information about that, or If It"s
not coworker data, but to see whether there are
similarities perhaps in exposures, in external
exposures at the sites where incidents have been
reported with a certain amount of consistency,
and that would be DOE sites as opposed to the
earlier discussion which 1 suggested that we go
AWE .

CHAIR MELIUS: Yeah, 1 think one of
the questions would be: can you look at other
CATI interviews for people with similar, you
know, work, and time periods, and locations, and
so forth? And then -

MEMBER ANDERSON: Is there some coding
on 1t? That would be the question. Most of this
seems most of the cases are focused on the
individual as opposed to a surveillance system
where we could sum up how many CATI reports there
are in X, Y, Z.

We really don®"t have a data capture
that can support that, so 1If that couldn®t be
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done, then we need to think about is there a way
to put a key word search or something like that
into the CATI system going forward as opposed to
trying to reconstruct some of 1it.

CHAIR MELIUS: But I think 1t"s also
are there other dose reconstructions for people
at that site where iIncidents were documented and
there"s follow-up exposure information that would
weigh into the judgment of the dose reconstructor
on whether or not that was a real incident or,
you know, they had enough information to take it
into account? Because again, this 1is dose
reconstruction, so it"s not i1f that had more
information than just there was an incident on
that. Wanda, 1 can®"t ignore you.

MEMBER MUNN: In the same vein, the
only one of the suggested potential review
targets that 1 can support most enthusiastically
Is the focus on significant exposures.

So we have spent a great deal of time
over the years with lesser small exposures that
we had asked the question in deliberation, "lIs
this going to significantly impact anything?" and
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the answer 1i1s always, '"No," except i1t there 1is
something that was felt was necessary fTor
completion. And 1 certainly agree focusing on
significant exposures is a lofty goal and one we
should pursue at all costs.

CHAIR MELIUS: Dave?

MEMBER KOTELCHUCK: Agreed.

CHAIR MELIUS: We*"d better stop there.
Other thoughts or suggestions?

MEMBER BEACH: 1"m just going to throw
my hat in for the timeline again, that way you"ll
know 1t"s iIn the open of what was done, and what
wasn"t done, or why it was done, or - 1 think
that"s a value.

CHAIR MELIUS: I think it"s also - 1
mean, in all, particularly In Mark"s report, but
I think we have to sort of think about speaking
thereof, but, I mean, again, we"re going to have
to coordinate what we do with NIOSH and do that
because 1 think, you know, there are some
suggestions from Mark®"s report that sort of
focused more on NIOSH and ORAU.

Are they - do you just target them on
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certain types of dose reconstructions or, Yyou
know, are they worth the effort to, you know,
have that documentation? But certainly 1it"s
helpful In cases you®re reviewing. Stu, do you
have any thoughts on that?

Lavon did 1t, Lavon. He was the last
one up there.

MR. HINNEFELD: Okay, I"m on now?
Okay, 1 have two conflicting overall responses to
recommendations like this. One i1s that we at
NIOSH of course are very interested in doing
quality dose reconstructions and consistent dose
reconstructions, and making sure that everyone
gets the same shake when they come into the
program, so we"re interested In paying attention
and doing really good work.

My conflicting response is that all of
the effort we put into this evaluation effort is
effort we don"t have available to do dose
reconstructions and site research for Site
Profile and SEC work, so 1"m fundamentally
conflicted.

I think in terms of a timeline, which
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Is extremely attractive, and i1t"s attractive to
me because 1t provides a clear and unambiguous
record of the government®s decision, that®"s what
I like and that"s why I say we"re not doing this
for reviewers.

We®"re building a clear and unambiguous
record of the decision. While I like that, that
iIs the only recommendation that our contractor
gave me a response on saying that this could take
quite a bit of effort. It may be that they
haven*t really evaluated i1t in full, but it"s a
significant effort change iIn their view.

I think what Mark said was, "Well,
maybe you only do that for best estimates.” |
think Mark said that in his recommendation, which
certainly limits the number of times you would
require that sort of timeline or case narrative
to be included, so something -

And again, that reminds me of another
part, another response to Mark®s recommendation.
Certainly Mark"s recommendations are clearly our
actions, NIOSH"s actions, or ORAU"s actions.

Others are sort of open and could be
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taken on by the Board through its contractor or
taken on by NIOSH maybe by a contractor, so there
are a number of things like that to think about
as we go forward on this.

I*"m thinking of a compilation of CATI
information fTor instance. For a Board"s DR
Subcommittee review, that takes i1t pretty fTar
afield from the kinds of things i1t has typically
reviewed.

That doesn"t mean 1t can"t do i1t, but
It"s pretty far afield of what they"ve typically
done, and a contractor might be better, you know,
better established to set that as a task, you
know, with some discussion, determine a likely
site and maybe a subset of years, and do things
like that.

And similarly, an evaluation of AWE
sites and are they using the information that"s
generally used for AWE sites, which 1is really
TBD-6000, 1s that being consistently applied?

Now, we"ve done that for TIB-70. We
went back with TIB-70 and residual contamination
to a lot of AWE sites and changed the method so
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that 1t all aligned with TIB-70. We"ve already
done that, but iIn terms of the operational
period, maybe that would be something to look at.
So I have a lot of responses, none of them very
coherent.

CHAIR MELIUS: I thought they were
reasonably coherent, as well as any of us can do
in this very complicated procedure we call dose
reconstruction. Dave, go ahead.

MEMBER KOTELCHUCK: Yeah, 1 am also
conflicted in terms of chairing the RRSC because
we"re already doing blinds in our, you know, one
percent of reviews, and If we - even the things
that 1°ve suggested, 1i1f they come to our
Subcommittee, then we will not get as much done
as we"ve been getting recently.

So 1t"s not as - | see heads shaking.
I"d be 1interested from other Members of the
Committee. I"m a little worried about getting
overwhelmed with more tasks for that
Subcommittee, but of course we will do what we"re
asked.

CHAIR MELIUS: Well, you were telling
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us how much more efficient you were recently, so
I thought you had free time.

MEMBER KOTELCHUCK: Right, that is the
one thing that we may have a little more time
now, but I"m not sure how much more time.

MEMBER BEACH: I was simply shaking my
head because | was assuming 1t was going to go to
the other Work Group, the special dose
reconstruction, so, which you"re also on.

CHAIR MELIUS: Since 1 have a conflict
there, I will say that we, you know, sort of
viewed this other Work Group as sort of an
overview, you know, of the process, not actually
doing any work.

MEMBER MUNN: Just making judgments.

CHAIR MELIUS: That"s right. That"s
right, but we also overlap with the dose
reconstruction, so, you know, so it"s a little
more complicated. Any other comments?

MEMBER SCHOFIELD: Yeah, 1°ve got one
comment in these CATI interviews. So for many of
these sites, we have a pretty good handle on the
materials that were processed there, but In these
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CATI1 i1nterviews, you may actually -

IT we can build, 1 don"t know, maybe
a minor database, they could ask these people
about how the materials were handled, and that
would give you an i1dea whether most of the time
they were, you know, 10 feet away Tfrom the
material, or whether 1t was very close, hands on,
right up next to their body when they were
handling these materials.

That would help the person doing dose
reconstruction being able to look at say, "Okay,
well, they probably got a little more dose
because the majority of the people that worked
there, the way this was done at this facility,

they would be up close to the material,' or maybe
a lot of 1t was more remotely handled.

CHAIR MELIUS: The thing with changing
the CATI interview is that 1t gets Into issues of
OMB  approval. It"s a time consuming
administrative function, so | think we have to
think 1s 1t really worthwhile doing that and so
forth?

I think the other thing we have to
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recognize with the CATIl interviews, again, a lot
of times 1t"s survivors, so less detailed, but,
you know, the people doing the primary dose
reconstruction at ORAU | think are pretty
familiar with those sites.

I mean, they focus on certain sites
only 1s my understanding, and obviously the
people that have worked on the Site Profiles are
often there, so | think they have a lot of
knowledge on the sites that we wouldn®"t have.

I"ve been impressed in the individual
dose reconstructions 1"ve looked at that they do
pay attention. They document what"s in the CATI
interviews and, you know, pay reasonable
attention to 1t. 1 couldn®t ask for more but to
do that.

But again, 1 think i1t goes back to
some of what Mark®"s suggestions are. You know,
what i1s the basis for some of these decisions
that are made programmatically as opposed to
individually?

Again, 1 want to clarify 1t came up iIn
our Work Group call, but, you know, 1 don"t think
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It"s the Board"s function to oversee individual
dose reconstructors, so we"re not looking at, you
know, who is good, who i1s bad, or whatever.

I think they"re all pretty good, but
that"s, you know, ORAU"s job mainly, 1 mean, the
internal process, and 1 think they have a pretty
good process and apply i1t, and so we"re looking
sort of, you know, sort of by site and so forth,
and trying to go beyond what can be done to
improve the overall process, but i1t"s not, you
know, 1t"s not by saying, "Well, you know, we
don®"t need these - these people aren®t doing as
good a job."™ That"s not our place or I don"t
think we have the capability of judging that at
all.

And 1 think certainly we"ve seen the
quality assurance sort of approaches, and the
ways of oversight and procedures have much
improved over what they were at meeting 20 or
however many years ago when we started talking
about this.

Also, the best example we have of
missing data from our past history 1is the
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original Quality Assurance Recommendation Report
that Wanda, were you on that? We still have never
located the report. That was before we had
transcripts of our Work Group meetings.

So, Dave, did you have a question? So
why don"t we wrap up since i1t"s a hike to get to
lunch. 1 think maybe we could use our Santa Fe
restaurant list because | think we"re on the
outskirts of Santa Fe, but whatever. So we"ll
reconvene at 2:00 and we"ll talk procedure
reviews with Wanda and company, so thank you all.

(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter
went off the record at 12:04 p.m. and resumed at
2:01 p.m.)

MR. KATZ: Okay . Welcome back,
everyone, to the Advisory Board of Radiation and
Worker Health, the afternoon session. Let me
just note a couple of things for people who may
have joined us, be joining us, newly joining us
this afternoon.

There 1s a public comment session
today that begins at 6 o"clock. And iIf you plan
on giving comments by phone, 1 don®"t see any new
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people in the room, but by phone, please be here
at the beginning of that period, 6 o"clock.
Because I don"t know how long that session will
go for.

And when we have, when we run out of
comments we"ll end the session. We won"t wait
all the way through 7 o"clock i1f we don"t have
commenters here.

Also again, for people who are just
joining us if you want to see the agenda and the
materials for the meeting, those are posted on
the NIOSH website, under the Board section
Schedule of Meetings, today®"s date.

You can pull up presentations and
background reading materials for the meeting as
well, and follow along that way. You can also
follow along the presentations themselves by
Skype. And the Skype address, that"s an internet
address, 1s specified on the top of the agenda,
which you"ll find on that website. So, you can
do that either way.

Let me just check and see about my
Board Members who are on the line. All the folks

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

23

149

in the room are in the room. But let me check
and see that we have again our Board Members that
are joining us by phone. 1 can call your names,
or you can just speak up.

(Roll call.)

MR. KATZ: Paul, while I have you, we
did vote on the AIMS petition, and it passed. Do
you, are you prepared to vote?

MEMBER ZIEMER: I am prepared to vote
tonight, as | indicated to you in my email. And
I vote yes.

MR. KATZ: Okay.

MEMBER ZIEMER: I1"m supporting NIOSH
recommendations.

MR. KATZ: Okay. Thanks, Paul. So
then, that"s everybody. And, Paul, that"s
unanimous then. Okay. Dr. Melius.

CHAIR MELIUS: Okay. Thank you, Ted,
and everybody. And we will start again. | forgot
to mention this point. This Is meeting number
120 of the Advisory Board. Not that we"re
counting, but some of us have been here a long
time.
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So, we start with an update on
procedures reviews on two of them, OTIB-20 and
OTIB-52. And presenting will be Wanda Munn,
who"s the Chair of the PR Subcommittee, which is
really the Procedures Review Subcommittee, not
Public Relations. Though she does a little bit
of that too.

Procedures Reviews: Use of Coworker Dosimetry
Data for External Dose Assignment (OTIB 20);
Parameters for Processing Claims for Construction
Workers (OTIB 52)

MEMBER MUNN: Yes, a little. Thank
you, Dr. Melius. We"re going to talk about two
of our complicated coworker and construction
trades worker folks here this afternoon.

None of this should be very
spectacular for any of you. 1 think you®ve all
seen almost all of it before. This iIs more of a
review than anything else. And at the end of the
review I*1l have a recommendation for you from
the Subcommittee.

Use of Coworker Dosimetry Data for

External Dose Assignment is the name of OTIB-20.
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And 1t"s the general information OTIB that allows
dose reconstructors to assign doses for workers
at any of the DOE sites that have limited
monitoring data that gives a heart -- yes,
accurate information.

This 1s not a new OTIB by any means.
The first revision was issued In 2005. And we
spent a number of years working through the
findings on 1It.

The original revision had SiX
findings. And we worked to resolve those for a
couple of years. We were able to do that. And
Rev 2 came out In 2008 as a result of the findings
that we had closed on the original revision.

Rev 3 was then likewise the result of
similar the revisions that were required. It was
published 1n 2011. SC&A had done a pre-review to
review whether there were sufficient changes in
It to warrant a full review.

The first finding was, the
applicability of the OTIB lacks clarity and
prescriptive guidance. NIOSH responded, this is
a general use document. And that i1If you want
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specific site data we have to go to the specific
sites.

This i1s intended to address coworker
datasets for a number of DOE sites. If you want
site specific information, then you have to go to
that for prescriptive guidance on how to deal
with the TIB.

Regarding the clarity, the purpose 1is
stated very clearly. As you see on the screen,
this TIB 1s to be used in conjunction with
separate TIBs, or other approved documents that
provide site specific coworker data. It was
never intended to be a standalone document.

NIOSH and SC&A concurred that each one
of the specific coworker TIBs should be used as
a guide, and not as a substitute for a more site
specific one. And also agreed that the only way
to determine whether the judgments to use the
coworker model was going to be done 1iIn a
consistent manner 1iIs to review those dose
reconstructions.

Resolution 2007, the Subcommittee
found that NIOSH"s response was acceptable, and
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closed the finding.

Finding 2: Side stepping the use of
the OTIB and coworker data requires the dose
reconstructor to make a quantitative
determination of what response to reasonable
upper exposures that the unmonitored person may
have received.

This 1s another one of those judgments
we"ve been talking about all day. NIOSH
explained, the context 1is critical. Use of
coworker data as part of the hierarchy of data,
we do rely on that hierarchy very heavily for the
decisions that we make both 1i1n the dose
reconstruction itself, and here at the Board,
with the review there.

These types of data may be found 1iIn
Site Profile documents, or in documents available
through our database system. SC&A concurred. We
closed that particular finding.

Finding 3: The OTIB stipulates that
site specific coworker data might not be
necessary fTor dose reconstruction. And the dose
reconstructor may select ‘'reasonable™ upper
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limits, provided POC is less than 45. This places
an unreasonable burden on the dose reconstructor,
and may lead to 1inconsistencies of, to the
contractor.

NIOSH"s response was the same as for
Finding 2. It"s in the hierarchy of data. And
It is a part of the way we do business. SC&A
concurred. And that was closed by the
Subcommittee.

Finding 4: Dose reconstructors placed
In a situation where again, ‘‘professional
judgment” must be made. That is, 50th or 95th
percentile dose. It"s SC&A"s opinion that data
needed fTor these decisions are unlikely to be
available to the dose reconstructor.

NIOSH responded, the DR staff will use
PROC-6 to evaluate the claim. They don"t work in
a vacuum. Professional judgment is used during
claim processing, supported by information from
Site Profile documents and the coworker OTIBs,
the available records from the site, our database
documents, discussions with other staff, and

interaction with principal dosimetrists.
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Assumptions made about the choice of 50th and
95th percentile values have to be peer reviewed
by other staff, as well as by OCAS staff. And
that satisfied SC&A. And we closed that finding.

Finding 5: SC&A considers the 50th
percentile constant value as one that is without
scientific basis, and not fTavorable. NI1OSH
responded that the 50th percentile value 1is
claimant favorable for certain types of energy
employees, as described in the OTIB that was
being reviewed.

In addition to using the 50th
percentile measured dose, the claimant favorable
quantity of missed dose is also added to the 50th
percentile. Missed dose 1s, cannot be considered
Iin any way other than claimant favorable.

A comparison of 50th percentile values
of K-25 was conducted against values calculated
using a maximum likelithood method. The results,
which 1s contained, the results are shown In the
table.

OTIB-20 shows the 50th percentile
values consistently exceed the maximum likelihood
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geometric mean values, and will generally exceed
the maximum likelithood 95th percentile values as
well.

We will pause while we get through
here. Thank you, sir. Repeat that last sentence.
The 50th percentile has consistently exceeded the
maximum livelihood geometric main values, and
will generally exceed the maximum livelihood 95th
percentile values as well. SC&A concurred. We
closed.

The last finding, there are multiple
elements described iIn the guidance and use of
this OTIB that require the dose reconstructor to
make subjective decisions or require Information
that 1s not likely to be available.

The response was that the reviewer
pre-supposes that information will not be
available to make iInformed decisions. The
variety of sources of information available to
the dose reconstruction staff was a part of
previous responses.

And the assertion that the DR staff
can"t resolve complex 1issues 1In a consistent
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manner 1s just simply not true. The project has
additional staff resources. They are available
to assist the DR staff with respect to judgments
on individual claims 1f necessary. And SC&A
accepted that. We closed that 1n October of 2007.

So, the SC&A pre-review of OTIB-20,
Revision 3. Because OTIB-20 had been revised at
least twice since 1t had been last reviewed, the
Procedures Subcommittee authorized SC&A to
perform a pre-review to determine if there was
sufficient technical changes for us to have
another full review.

SC&A found that since the original
review NIOSH had made two changes to the
document, the K-25 example of coworker doses.
They had been removed In response to a quality
of, that ten year review comment of the quality
of science.

Section 3 was modified as agreed on by
the Subcommittee, NIOSH, and SC&A, to address a
finding made by SC&A on OTIB-52, Revision O.
Neither of these changes to OTIB-20 i1s of a
technical nature.

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

23

158

Therefore, a TfTull re-review iIs not
required. And OTIB-20, Revision 3 may be
accepted without  further comment. The
Subcommittee agreed with the recommendation, and
we closed that issue. Any questions about what
we"ve done with OTIB-20?

CHAIR MELIUS: Anybody with questions?

MEMBER MUNN: If not --

CHAIR MELIUS: Well, I do. So --

MEMBER MUNN: I didn®"t want you to do
that. |1 was going on.

CHAIR MELIUS: Sorry.

MEMBER MUNN: Yes, sir.

CHAIR MELIUS: Can someone explain to
me the, your last slide, the K-25 example? It
says, Table 7.1-1 had been removed iIn response to
the quality of science ten year review comment.
I guess | missed what that was. What comment was
It In response to?

DR. NETON: Wow, we"re going back --

CHAIR MELIUS: Yes.

DR. NETON: -- years.

MEMBER MUNN: Ten to be exact. No,
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not quite.

DR. NETON: My recollection was that
it had something to do with the maximum
likelithood approach that we adopted. We had a
couple of different coworker models for K-25 at
the time.

And 1 think that we had, we"re no
longer using the approach that was listed In the
TIB, at the time. But that"s the best | can
remember. Something like that.

CHAIR MELIUS: Okay.

DR. NETON: We could get you that
information 1t you want.

CHAIR MELIUS: I"m just curious on
that. But don"t go away, because I have a follow-
up -

DR. NETON: I definitely remember
removing it personally from the --

(Laughter.)

MEMBER MUNN: Yes. Yes.

DR. NETON: I just don"t remember
exactly why we --

CHAIR MELIUS: I™m --
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DR. NETON: 1I1"m sure though --

CHAIR MELIUS: I was about to say,
maybe the person who removed 1t is here, but, he
can help us. But --

DR. NETON: 1 think 1 was involved.

CHAIR MELIUS: I guess not. But you
do a lot of work. And so, we understand.

MEMBER MUNN: The ten year review
actually i1s very effective in getting changes
made .

CHAIR MELIUS: Yes. My other question
IS, and again, given the timeframe, Bob, I don"t,
wouldn"t expect that, sort of the coworker
guidelines that you and we have been working on
would --

How, what*"s your plans for
Iincorporating them into this document, or into,
how would this, how would it get incorporated
Iinto dose reconstruction?

DR. NETON: You mean, like the IMP
guide, just as we would find?

CHAIR MELIUS: Yes.

DR. NETON: It wouldn"t necessarily
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affect this TIB. This TIB i1s more generic guides
about using 50th percentile, 95th percentile,
that kind of stuff. That would more relate to
TIB-52. TIB-52, if you remember, was a review of
coworkers for construction trade workers --

CHAIR MELIUS: Right, yes.

DR. NETON: -- in the -- That one has
some very prescriptive multipliers on external
dose, and such, for various sites. 1 think there
would be a complete rework of TIB-52, 1f we can
decide on the IMP guide®s --

CHAIR MELIUS: Okay. Yes.

DR. NETON: -- criteria.

CHAIR MELIUS: But, would you like
reference 1t In -- 1"m trying to understand how
these are used. And that"s something to do with
our dose reconstruction review methods issues.
And 1T you"d like to reference?

DR. NETON: I guess --

CHAIR MELIUS: Or the --

DR. NETON: -- 1 hadn®"t thought that
through completely.

CHAIR MELIUS: Yes.
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DR. NETON: 1 know TIB-52 will have to
go away -

CHAIR MELIUS: Yes.

DR. NETON: Now, it maybe it would
just be, go away. And we"d write another TIB
that would essentially be the procedure that
implements the --

CHAIR MELIUS: Yes.

DR. NETON: -- implementation.

CHAIR MELIUS: Right, right. Yes.
But 1 would think like for external dose, and
TI1B-20, that you would be using both documents in
some way -

DR. NETON: Yes.

CHAIR MELIUS: But they provide
different types of guidance.

DR. NETON: I don"t think that TIB-20
prescribes how to develop the coworker models,
per se.

CHAIR MELIUS: Right.

DR. NETON: I think 1t tells us how
to use the coworker models we have.

CHAIR MELIUS: Yes.
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DR. NETON: That"s my recollection.
Tim might have some better input.

DR. TAULBEE: The only additional
input 1 would add is that for the coworker models
themselves that we®"ll be developing under the
criteria, they would be site specific from that
standpoint.

This 1s more of a generic guidance of
how to use that information. But the details of
this would Ilikely go 1i1nto those individual
coworker models.

CHAIR MELIUS: Yes. But we already
have a draft of a general guidance for how those
coworker responses will be evaluated, that would
be to me a similar to 20 in terms of i1ts --

DR. TAULBEE: Exactly.

CHAIR MELIUS: -- scope. Now, I don"t
know what we call i1t, or if we call it a TIB --

DR. TAULBEE: Yes.

CHAIR MELIUS: -- or what we end up
calling 1t. But It's --

DR. NETON: Well, I mean, we have an
IMP guide, IMP Guide 4 or 5. [1"ve forgotten the
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number of it.

CHAIR MELIUS: Yes.

DR. NETON: I think they would have to
be proceduralized to some extent.

CHAIR MELIUS: Yes.

DR. NETON: The IMP guide as written,
by nature, pretty broad brush strokes. And we®"d
have to adopt something a little more specific to
-— It couldn®t be completely prescriptive. It"s
been said that 1t would be site specific. But it
woulld be a little more, using the term from this
morning, a little more granular --

CHAIR MELIUS: Yes.

DR. NETON: As to how you would
approach i1t.

CHAIR MELIUS: Yes, yes. Okay. Okay.
Thanks, Jim and Tim. Other questions, Board
Members, on the phone or --

MEMBER RICHARDSON: Could 1 ask about,
just 1n reading Finding 6 it"s sort of, 1t sounds
very similar to some of the issues that we talked
about earlier today, which was, there are
multiple elements i1In which a dose reconstructor
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must make subjective decisions.

And the NIOSH response 1is, the
assertion that the staff cannot resolve complex
Issues In a consistent manner is not true. So,
it seems like somebody has pointed out that
there"s, decisions need to be made.

And the response 1s, don"t assert that
we don"t do this consistently. But, which is, a
response to an assertion with an assertion, as
far as | could tell.

MEMBER MUNN': We, whenever we talk
about consistency there Is no question that the
same guidance i1s available. 1 think that"s where
the consistency comes from.

What judgment needs to be made 1is
often depending upon, especially in this type of
TIB, which is, as | pointed out earlier, not a
standalone document. It s a document that
consistently refers you to the site documents for
the specifics that need to be addressed.

MEMBER RICHARDSON: And that®s, that
was the issue that the, was being raised by saying
that this required the dose reconstructor to make
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subjective decisions?

MEMBER MUNN: I don"t believe so. My
memory is that i1t was a reassurance that the
material was available consistently for different
dose reconstructors to make those judgments. |1
think that"s where the consistency comes in.
Unless I™"m seriously mistaken.

MEMBER RICHARDSON: I guess my
question i1s about the finding, not about NIOSH"s
response. Finding 6.

MEMBER MUNN: Yes.

CHAIR MELIUS: Can someone from SC&A
help here? 1 don"t know who --

MEMBER MUNN: But you"re asking a
question about only one part of the response.
And 1 thought that was the part 1 was addressing.
No?

MEMBER RICHARDSON: That"s, perhaps
it"s fine. 1 mean, | was asking a question about
the nature of the finding. I don"t think the
finding was that NIOSH provides a series of
documents that people can refer to. | believe
the finding was referring to subjective decision
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making, which needed to be made by the dose
reconstructor.

MEMBER  MUNN': Require the dose
reconstructor to make subjective decisions, or
require information that is not likely to be
available.

And the earlier part of the response
says that that"s a pre-supposition that 1t won"t
be available. That there®s adequate information
for the dose reconstructor to make that
assessment --

CHAIR MELIUS: Yes.

MEMBER MUNN: -- consistently.

CHAIR MELIUS: IT you"re looking at
this over all sites, that"s not true. | mean,
some sites i1t may be avairlable. Some sites i1t
may not be. Or some, you know, It seems to me
it's —-

MEMBER MUNN: This bears on why OTIB-
52 1s so essential iIn the past, because of the
selection of sites. And goes to the rest of my
presentation, which ends up with the
recommendation to review the new PER.

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

23

168

CHAIR MELIUS: Yes. But NIOSH"s
response doesn"t seem to be In that direction. 1
guess we"re struggling trying to --

MEMBER MUNN: But this response was in
2007.

CHAIR MELIUS: Well, 1t"s now ten
years later. So, which we"re still going along
with, we"re trying to understand. And has SC&A"s
comments been addressed? We"re trying to
understand what SC&A"s comments are. I mean,
that"s the -- Yes, yes.

MEMBER MUNN: Thanks, John.

MR. STIVER: Yes. This particular
response predates my association with the program
by 15, 20 years.

(Laughter.)

MR. STIVER: Having said that, I would
say, just following the logic here, and 1 think
there was since that finding a pre-supposition
that these types of data, and so forth, won"t,
might not be available. It turns out that they
are. 1 don"t --

CHAIR  MELIUS: They"re always
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available?

MR. STIVER: Not always.

CHAIR MELIUS: Well then --

MR. STIVER: It"s hard for me to say
right now. I don*t know i1f anybody who was
associated with that -- 1 don"t know i1f Kathy
Behling 1s on the phone. She®s quite a bit closer
to these than I am. If she"s on, maybe she might
take a crack at 1It.

MS. K. BEHLING: Yes, John, I"m on the
phone. This 1is Kathy Behling. As we are
continuing to say, this was done back In 2007.
And at the time | believe this finding was based
on the fact that, I"m not sure that all of the
sites at that time actually had coworker models.

And so, our comment had to do with the
generic nature of this OTIB. And the fact that
there may be some decisions required by the dose
reconstructor that they may not be, they may not
have i1nformation available to them. Because |1
don"t believe that all the sites had coworker
models at that time. Does that answer the
question?
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CHAIR MELIUS: Not really. But it
helped, i1t helps. So --

MEMBER RICHARDSON: Could I ask, since
you"re on the phone, and maybe you have a better
recollection and -- I was also puzzled by Finding
5, which said that the 50th percentile as a
constant value i1s without basis, and not claimant
favorable.

And the response was, the 50th
percentile 1s claimant fTavorable for certain
types of energy employees, which i1t seems obvious
iIt"s claimant favorable for 50 percent of the
employees, and it"s not claimant favorable for
the other 50 percent. What was the meaning of
that response?

MS. K. BEHLING: What they were
referring to 1is, when they"re talking about
certain types of energy employees, they"re
referring to administrative staff.

Typically they will look at the job
function. And based on that job function they
will determine i1f that should be a 50th
percentile or a 95th percentile value applied.
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But 1t has to do with job types.

MEMBER RICHARDSON: Yes. But that
wasn"t what this finding is. |1 believe, as I™m
reading the finding 1t says, considering the 50th
percentile constant value, which would not be a
value which 1s job dependent, i1s i1t?

I was reading this to imply that there
are decision points at which a constant value is
used for a coworker assignment.

MS. K. BEHLING: Unless 1°"m mistaken,
and 1"m not the one that did this review. But I
was around at that time. I really think that
they were referring to just the 50th percentile
of values used in that OTIB being applied to a
particular administrative staff type person.

MEMBER RICHARDSON: Okay.

MS. K. BEHLING: Sorry I can™"t answer
It better than that. 1 can look Into it for you
1T you like.

DR. NETON: I might be able to shed a
little light on the answer. We use the 50th
percentile as a constant for external coworker
models fTor exactly the Class of workers that
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Kathy was referring to, the administrative folks,
or people who worked in radiological areas, who
had access to sources, but didn"t work with them
directly.

They would receive the 50th percentile
as well as the 95th percentile. It would be a
constant from the distribution. But we always
put some uncertainty associated with the dose
results i1in the IREP 1nput file.

And typically for a garden variety
film badge that would plus or minus 20 percent,
as a normal distribution. That"s pretty standard
practice for us in the external dose
reconstruction coworker area.

MEMBER RICHARDSON: Thank you.

CHAIR MELIUS: Could we get
clarification on these points, you know, either
at a subsequent meeting, or 1In writing, oOr
something?

I mean, | know it"s hard to go back
and, you know, something that"s been revised
since that time. And we"re looking at a review

that was done in 2007. A lot"s happened In the
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program in the last ten years.

But 1f we"re going to present this 1
think 1t"s got to be presented more clearly, so
that at least the findings can be, make sense. 1
mean, again, I"m not faulting that i1t, | know
It"s hard to do. But it"s, to do 1t In a short
time period.

Because 1"m sure a lot more effort
went into the discussion, and so forth. But we
need something short of reading a transcript with
something more than just a sort of general, you
know, a few bullet points I think on --

DR. NETON: Do you want all the
findings, or just the --

CHAIR MELIUS: The ones we"ve raised

DR. NETON: -- couple --

CHAIR MELIUS: -- questions, 5, 6, and
then --

DR. NETON: Five and 67

CHAIR MELIUS: Yes, yes.

MEMBER MUNN: Well, this probably
bears directly on our Procedure Committee®s
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recommendation to do a full review of the new
PER-62, for this particular procedure.

CHAIR MELIUS: Yes. 1 mean, | think
we"re sort of struggling with what we have, a
bunch of procedures that haven®t been reviewed.
And we"re trying to catch, or they"re reviewed
some time ago, and they haven®t been, you know,
brought before Subcommittee or the Board.

And so, we"re trying to catch up. And
I*"m not sure what the best procedure is for doing
that. But I don"t think 1t"s very satisfactory
to have 1t, to be presenting, and then when Board
Members have questions about 1t, we don"t have a,
we can"t resolve them here. Or we"re, different
interpretations and -- Because, you know --

MEMBER MUNN: That"s true.

CHAIR MELIUS: 1 don"t expect anybody
to remember what happened ten years ago either.
But 1 think 1t"s that and, you know --

MEMBER MUNN: Well, the good news 1is
the new PER was just issued last month.

CHAIR MELIUS: Yes.

MEMBER MUNN: And so, any review that
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would take place under the new PER-20, 1 mean,
PER-67, 62, sorry, would certainly encompass all
changes that have occurred, and particularly have
bearing on the difficulty involved in choosing
which sites are typical for wuse 1iIn this
particular OTIB.

CHAIR MELIUS: Okay. Okay. Any other
questions or comments? Okay. On to 52.

MR. KATZ: Whille we"re waiting for
this, folks on the phone, some people have some
open lines. Can you please mute your phones?
And press *6 to mute your phone i1If you don"t have
a mute button, *6. Thanks. Sounds like that
fixed it.

Someone just took themselves off mute
and rejoined the problem. But so, whoever just
came just off of mute, 1T you could go back on
mute that would be great. Thanks.

CHAIR MELIUS: You"re effective, Ted.
That"s good.

MEMBER MUNN: Those of you who"ve read
this document know that, and who"ve been with us

for more than three years, know that this is a

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

23

176

major document, and one that we have worked on,
and worked with at considerable length.

I would like to call your attention to
one error on the face page. This is not Redondo
Beach, California, for which 1 am sincerely
sorry. Although Albuquerque has 1ts beauties,
there 1s no sea breeze here.

CHAIR MELIUS: We were looking all
over for the ocean.

MEMBER MUNN: I1"m sorry. 1 blew 1t.

CHAIR MELIUS: We got lots of dust for
you.

MEMBER MUNN: Well, that"s good. The
title of the OTIB is "Parameters to Consider When
Processing Claims for Construction Trade
Workers." It"s a guidance document for the dose
reconstruction for unmonitored construction
trade folks.

The original issuance was in the year
2006. And SC&A i1dentified 16 findings from that.
Two years later, after considerable discussion,
we closed five of those.

Rev 1 was issued in 2011. And the
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SC&A review of Rev 1, which was involved in the
remaining, what did we say, ten findings, no, 11
findings, was addressed in 2014.

The first finding, the OTIB does not
address differences 1In doses received by
different construction occupations. It was
determined that this finding issue was addressed
by Finding 16. So, i1t was combined with that
finding. It"s not unusual for the largest number
of, the large number of findings, as we did 1iIn
this case.

We transferred it to Finding 16, and
also Finding 1. And therefore, in 2011 NIOSH
issued Rev 3, with the requested changes. And
that should clear up what we had outstanding at
that point.

There®s something about my finger and
this particular button that does not communicate.
Oh, now i1t communicates. And goes further than
we wanted.

The dose databases, Finding 3, do not
always 1i1dentify who were construction trade
workers. And for construction trade workers,
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what were theilr jobs.

NITOSH indicated that the dose
databases were the best available source of
information Tfor more than 179,000 bioassay
values, and 216,000 external dose values for
construction trade workers that existed on the
analysis.

The criteria used to identify them
were either set at the time the record was created
by the site personnel themselves, or were
identified in the OTIB in a description of the
database query. The Committee was satisfied with
the response, and closed the finding.

Finding 4: NIOSH did not make
modifications to the internal dose calculation
methodology, as they indicated and the Center to
Protect Workers®™ Rights said they would.

NIOSH responded that the agreed on
modifications, which were to (iIncrease the
geometric standard deviation had resulted 1iIn
implausibly large values.

As you may have remembered, you know,
reasonable values are a part of our framework. A
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better course of action was available based on
actual biroassay data than assumed intakes that
were based on air concentration.

The method that resulted from that is
believed to provide a more site specific based
approach to dose reconstruction. And therefore,
more fTavorable to the claimant. We agreed and
closed the finding.

Finding 5: Plutonium and/or uranium
were used to compare internal construction trade
workers to all monitored workers. What about
other radionuclides?

NIOSH said, the vast majority of
bioassay data i1n the DOE complex are for
plutonium and uranium. We"ve certainly seen
plenty of evidence of that.

Data on the others are Hlimited in
timeframe and number of results. Consequently,
meaningful comparisons between the two for less
prominent radionuclides were not judged to be
feasible.

SC&A asked for a series of follow-ups,

there was significant discussion over a period of

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

23

180

time. NIOSH then prepared changes to the OTIB-
52, to satisfy the concerns that the contractor
was raising. And issued Rev 1 iIn 2011.

SC&A reviewed the document. Based on
the change and 1i1ts acceptance this Committee
closed the finding.

OTIB-52 does not address how to
determine construction trade worker doses at
sites that do not have a coworker model, was
Finding 6.

And NIOSH"s response, yes. For those
sites that had no coworker studies the dose for
construction trade workers i1s reconstructed the
same way as fTor other unmonitored workers with
the same potential for exposure or iIntakes.

The site TBD provides direction on how
to assign internal and external doses. And then
the appropriate adjustment factors are defined iIn
OTIB-52. We were satisfied with that response,
and closed the finding.

Finding 7, does not address how to
determine neutron doses Tor the construction
workers. Response was, external doses are not
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intentionally differentiated according to gamma
or neutron. So, there"s no inherent bias in the
reconstruction of a neutron dose on a likely
basis.

Excuse me. 1"m sorry for the musical
background. Now, the neutron dose i1s normally
associated with access to SNM. And that requires
a security clearance or security escort.

Workers with those clearances were
known and likely to be monitored. And since
that"s the case 1t is reasonable to assume that
a neutron dose would be higher i1n the group of
all monitored workers than In the somewhat more
transient construction worker group. That was
agreed, and we closed the finding.

Finding 8: Savannah River Site
external doses are from HPAREH. NIOSH needs to
evaluate other dose databases like Fayerweather
and SRS-ABST.

NIOSH responded, no additional value
IS gained i1n this case by expanding the resources
to study the contents of the other, less complete
databases. The position was taken that HPAREH
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was in fact the most complete i1nformation that
was available.

There"s no reason to believe that
including the Fayerweather database iIn this
particular TIB analysis would change the results
for the SRS or for the ratio of 1.4 that was
agreed to be applied to external coworker models
there. Satisfactory response. We closed the
finding.

Finding 9: Evaluation is based on DOE
annual exposure report. NIOSH needs to address
the Master Update Dump dose database for INEL,
sorry, INL.

NIOSH responded that the Master Update
list database covers the time period prior to
1986. The data 1i1n the Annual Reports is
equivalent, because the Annual Report was created
from that data for the overlapping time periods.

SC&A disagreed with that, presented
evidence showing that the data were not