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TRANSCRIPT LEGEND

The following transcript contains quoted material. Such
material is reproduced as read or spoken.

In the following transcript: a dash (--) iIndicates
an unintentional or purposeful interruption of a
sentence. An ellipsis (. . .) iIndicates halting speech
or an unfinished sentence in dialogue or omission(s) of
word(s) when reading written material.

-— (sic) denotes an iIncorrect usage or pronunciation
of a word which is transcribed in its original form as
reported.

-- (phonetically) iIndicates a phonetic spelling of
the word 1f no confirmation of the correct spelling is
available.

-- "uh-huh™ represents an affirmative response, and
"uh-uh™ represents a negative response.

--— "*" denotes a spelling based on phonetics,
without reference available.

-— (inaudible)/ (unintelligible) signifies speaker

failure, usually failure to use a microphone.
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PROCEEDTINGS
(11:00 a.-m.)

WELCOME AND OPENING COMMENTS

DR. PAUL ZIEMER, CHAIR

DR. ZIEMER: Let"s begin then. 1711 call the meeting

to order, ask that -- well, first of all, thank
you, everyone, for -- for participating In this
phone meeting of the Advisory Board on
Radiation and Worker Health. This is our
official meeting, meeting 43.

The roll call will be held here In a minute by
Lew. We"ll i1dentify Board members present and
also potential Board members, as -- and then
some other staff. So Lew, would -- do you want
to proceed with the roll call?

DR. WADE: Right, 1711 -- 1711 start with Brad
Clawson.

MR. CLAWSON: Here.

DR. WADE: Gen Roessler?

DR. ROESSLER: Here.

DR. WADE: James Lockey?

DR. LOCKEY: Here.

DR. WADE: James Melius.

DR. MELIUS: Here.
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DR. WADE: John Poston?
(No response)
I received, indirectly, a note from Dr. Poston
that he would not be with us.
Mark Griffon?
MR. GRIFFON: Here.
DR. WADE: Welcome, Mark. Mike Gibson?
MR. GIBSON: Here.
DR. WADE: Paul Ziemer?
DR. ZIEMER: Here.
DR. WADE: Robert Presley?
MR. PRESLEY: Here.
DR. WADE: And last but not least, Wanda Munn?
MS. MUNN: Here.
DR. WADE: And we do have two Board members who
have been named, not seated, Josie Beach --
Josie, are you with us?
MS. BEACH: I"m here.
DR. WADE: Welcome. And Phillip Schofield?
(No response)
Well, we expect Phillip, but he"s not with us
yet. And Ray Green is here and ready to begin
the proceedings, | assume -- Ray?
THE COURT REPORTER: Yes, sir.
DR. WADE: This is Lew Wade, who is the -- 1
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serve with pride as the Designated Federal
Official for the Advisory Board.
I would ask that the NIOSH representatives who
are -- will -- are expected to participate in
the call i1dentify themselves.

(No responses)
Is Larry Elliott on the line?

(No response)
DR. ZIEMER: Ron Hinnefield (sic)?
DR. NETON: This is Jim Neton on the line.
DR. ZIEMER: Neton, okay. Hi, Jim.
DR. WADE: Welcome, Jim.
DR. ZIEMER: Anyone else from NIOSH that
participate--
DR. NETON: 1"m calling from home so I -- 1
don"t know where they are right now, but 1
assume they"re going to get on.
DR. MELIUS: Yeah, 1"ve traded several e-mails
with Larry this morning, so they“"re around.
DR. WADE: Yeah, 1 was on the phone with him
just ten minutes ago, so I"m sure they"ll join
us. Let me --
MR. HINNEFELD: Lew, this is Stu Hinnefeld and
LaVon Rutherford. We"re here, and Larry will

join us in a couple of minutes.
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DR. WADE: Thank you, Stu and LaVon, welcome.
The SC&A team that will participate?

DR. OSTROW: This is Steve Ostrow from SC&A.
DR. MAURO: John Mauro, SC&A.

DR. BEHLING: Hans Behling and Kathy Behling,
SC&A.

DR. MAKHIJANI: Arjun Makhijani, SC&A.

DR. WADE: Fine. Are there any other federal
employees who are on the call by virtue of
their employment? 1°d like them to identify

themselves so we all know that you®"re here.

10

DR. ULSH: Lew, this is Brant Ulsh. I"m on the

line, too.

DR. WADE: Welcome, Brant.

MS. HOWELL: Emily Howell from HHS.

MS. JESSEN: Karin Jessen from ORAU.

DR. WADE: Welcome.

MS. CHANG: Chia Chia Chang, NIOSH.

MS. HOMOKI-TITUS: Liz Homoki-Titus with HHS.
MR. BROEHM: Jason Broehm, CDC Washington.

MR. KOTSCH: Jeff Kotsch with the Department of

Labor.

DR. WADE: Welcome, Jeff, always a pleasure to

have you with us.

Are there any workers or worker
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representatives, members of Congress or their
staff who would like to be identified for the
record?
MS. BARKER: Kay Barker with ANWAG.
DR. WADE: Welcome, Kay.
MS. BARRIE: Terrie Barrie with ANWAG.
DR. WADE: Thank you for being with us, Terrie.
IT there was someone who spoke after Terrie, |1
couldn®*t hear them.

(No response)
DR. ZIEMER: Okay, then 1 think we"re ready to
proceed, Lew, are we not?
DR. WADE: Yeah, the only thing 1 would ask is
to remind everyone of some basic rules of
etiquette. You know, mute your phone if you“re
not actively involved in the discussion. Even
if you are actively involved 1In the discussion,
do 1t with the handset i1f you can, as opposed
to a speaker phone. Realize that there are all
kinds of background noises that you might be
used to that can be very distracting to people
on the phone. If you have a phone where you
put 1t on hold or something and there®s
background music, realize that. Every once in

a while we"re left with -- with background




© 00 N O O B~ W N P

NN NN NN P PR PR R R R R R
aa A W N P O ©O 00 N o 0o p W N —» O

12

music that we can®t stop. So | think these
calls are important for the Board to continue
its business in a timely way, but we need to
practice good phone etiquette and 1 appreciate
that 1n advance.
So with that, Paul, 1t"s yours.
DR. ZIEMER: Thank you, Lew. Let me ask first,
are there any Board members who did not get a
copy of the agenda?

(No responses)
Okay, 1"m assuming by the silence that everyone
has a copy.
Members of the public, if you do not have a
copy of the agenda, it is on the web site so
you can pull that up and -- and have that
before you. The agenda times that are listed
in —- 1In the roster of -- of i1tems are
approximate. We will just proceed through the
agenda as it"s given. Some items may take more
time than estimated, some may take less. The
outside time for adjournment is 3:45, but if
things go smoothly we may be able to finish
earlier than that.

STATUS OF NEW BOARD MEMBERS

So with that, let us proceed to the first item
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after the introductions, and that is the status
of the new Board members. 1 think you®re all
aware that Josie Beach and Phillip Schofield
have been named by the White House as new
members of the Board. There®s some paperwork
involved 1n actually getting them seated.

Lew, can you give us a quick update on where we
stand on the new members and when we might
anticipate their being fully seated and
participants in the Board?

DR. WADE: 1711 do the best 1 can. First,
Phillip Schofield, who"s got 21 years of
experience at Los Alamos National Laboratory,
extensive experience in handling and processing
plutonium and americium, and then Josie Beach,
who currently is a nuclear chemical operator
with CH2M Hill at the tank farms i1n Richland,
Washington. The President has named these two
fine individuals. He"s also stated his
intention to have them appointed to the
Advisory Board. That appointment process 1is
ongoing as we speak, so these people are not
yet seated. We"re trying to move with dispatch
and would like to ascertain the possibility

that they could be seated for the February
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meeting. That®"s not a given. 1 can"t imagine
they would not be seated by the May meeting,
but we haven®t ruled out the possibility of --
of moving paperwork as quickly as we can to
have them seated In February.

I"ve spoken to both of the individuals and even
if they"re not seated in February, | do think
it"s appropriate that they come to the meeting,
you know, on the government"s ticket, and
withness the meeting -- either as seated members
or not -- so that they can certainly start
their tenure moving. We"re also working with
Dr. Ziemer to try and schedule some orientation
for new Board members in Cincinnati, and 1
think we"re looking at sometime the end of this
month to try and get that done. We would
proceed with the -- the training, even if the
members weren®t seated, In anticipation of
their being seated.

So maybe February, certainly by the face-to-
face In -—- 1in May. |1 would certainly hope by
the Board call on April 5th, as a matter of
fact.

Now again, they"re not seated at this point and

therefore there"s certain materials that we
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share with seated Board members that we would
not be able to share with them. But everything
we would share with the public we would
certainly share with Josie and Phillip. We"re
-- we"re thrilled to have them join us. This
IS a -- a very hardworking Board that, as 1t"s
gotten deeper and deeper into its
deliberations, its work has expanded and it
needs -- 1t needs fresh -- fresh minds, fresh
hands to -- to carry the load, and we"re
thrilled with these two individuals and the
expertise they bring.

DR. ROESSLER: Lew, this is Gen.

DR. ZIEMER: Yes, Gen.

DR. ROESSLER: Whenever it"s appropriate, 1
think 1t would be helpful to the rest of the
Board to get bios from the new -- for the new
Board members.

DR. WADE: We will do that.

DR. ZIEMER: We can certainly distribute those.
I think the bios are actually on the web site
now.

MR. ELLIOTT: That"s correct, Dr. Ziemer.

DR. WADE: Correct, and we"ll e-mail everyone

bios.
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DR. ROESSLER: Okay. |If they"re -- you say

they are on the web site?

DR. ZIEMER: They are on the web site. They

are listed as members, but not yet seated --

DR. ROESSLER: Okay.

DR. ZIEMER: -- but they"re in process. There

are brief bios there. They"re about the length

of the ones that yours are, as well. Okay?

DR. ROESSLER: Thank you.

DR. ZIEMER: Any questions on the new members?
(No responses)

Okay. Well, again, we welcome them and we"re

looking forward to having their active

participation with the Board.

MONSANTO AND GENERAL ATOMICS SEC PETITIONS

Now we have two items that are carry-overs from
our last meeting. One i1s the SEC -- the
Monsanto SEC petition recommendation. The
other is the General Atomics SEC petition
recommendation. You may recall at the last
Board meeting that we agreed to defer final
action on these until this phone meeting in
order to give us an opportunity to clarify some
questions on the wording, as well as some

information on -- on the additional -- well,
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let"s see, there was some additional
information that was expressed needed for
General Atomics. In any event, you should have
received now from Dr. Melius the revised
wording on both of these. Does everyone have
the current draft on Monsanto and General
Atomics?

DR. ROESSLER: Yes.

DR. ZIEMER: Or anyone who didn®"t get them, let
me know quickly.

MR. CLAWSON: Dr. Ziemer, this is Brad. 1 -- 1
did get 1t, but 1t got messed up 1In the e-mail
somehow. If anybody could send that to me, |1
would be (unintelligible) --

DR. ZIEMER: Well, 1711 tell you -- 1 believe
this iIs correct, and Jim, you can correct me if
I"m wrong -- but I think the final version --
the wording was as i1t was corrected toward the
end of our actual meeting. Is that not
correct?

DR. MELIUS: Yeah -- fairly close except some -
DR. ZIEMER: I mean there was some typos and
some -- | mean capitalizations and some

editorial things. |1 put them side by side and
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it looked like the words were identical.

DR. WADE: Brad, this is Lew. 1 will send you
the e-mail right now.

MR. CLAWSON: Okay. It just -- when I went to
open 1t, 1t opened up In gibberish to me,
that"s all.

DR. ZIEMER: Now let"s -- let"s begin with
Monsanto, and based on our previous action and
our agreement that these would come to us at
this meeting, 1711 consider this a motion
that"s before the assembly for discussion, and
let me also call attention to a -- an e-mail
distributed by Pete Turic from the Department
of Labor.

DR. WADE: Turcic.

DR. ZIEMER: Turcic, yeah. 1 know a -- 1 know
a Peter Turic, as well. Pete Turcic. And on
the Monsanto -- as | read what Pete said, it
appeared that he felt there was some ambiguity
in the statement of the exclusions in the -- in
the first bullet. And I think -- as I read 1it,
I think Pete may be right, that where 1t says
"other than polonium and external exposures to
neutrons,”™ 1t sounds like the neutron exposures

are doable rather than not doable. I think
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there is some ambiguity there, but that -- at
that point I°m simply calling attention to
Pete®"s comment and then opening it for
discussion, soO --

DR. ROESSLER: This is Gen. 1 read it
incorrectly the first time and | agree with
Pete. It does need some rewriting. It -- you
can*"t really tell if the neutrons go with the
"not able to reconstruct™ or whether they go
with the can do.

DR. ZIEMER: Yeah.

DR. LOCKEY: This is Jim Lockey. 1 agree with
that.

DR. ZIEMER: |If -- if there®s a consensus that
there®s a little confusion there, I have -- 1 -

- | am prepared to offer some alternative
wording.

DR. MELIUS: This 1s Jim Melius. | also have
some wording in two places that 1 should --
DR. ZIEMER: |Is this one of them?

DR. MELIUS: (Unintelligible) of them, yeah.
DR. ZIEMER: Well, why don"t you proceed then
and then -- then the Chair can determine
whether he thinks his wording Is better than

your wording.
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DR. MELIUS: (Broken transmission) Yeah, excuse
me, 1 think the Board (unintelligible). 1
don®"t think it (unintelligible) -- there --
there were (unintelligible) places 1 thought
it"d be (unintelligible) --

MS. MUNN: Jim?

DR. MELIUS: Yeah.

MS. MUNN: This is Wanda. You®re breaking up
on my phone. 1 -- is it just me or --

DR. ZIEMER: No, it"s on mine, too.

DR. LOCKEY: Same here.

(Several Board members simultaneously confirmed
the transmission difficulties.)

DR. MELIUS: (Broken transmission) Okay, 1711
(unintelligible) try later.

MS. MUNN: Thank you.

DR. ZIEMER: 1Is he going to re-call in?

MS. MUNN: Yeah, he said he"s going to another
-- into the other office and call from --

DR. ZIEMER: And call back in, yeah.

DR. LOCKEY: It sounded like he was on a cell
phone.

MS. MUNN: Well, yeah, it sounded that way or -
- at least he was breaking up for me.

DR. ZIEMER: Yeah. Yeah, he was for me, too.
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Were there other comments while we"re waiting
for him to come back on the line?

MR. HINNEFELD: This is -- this is Stu
Hinnefeld at NIOSH.

DR. ZIEMER: Yeah, Stu.

MR. HINNEFELD: Whille we"re waiting, | believe
one source of ambiguity or confusion is in the
first bulleted paragraph, about the third line
from the bottom, fourth and third lines from
the bottom --

DR. ZIEMER: Right, that"s exactly what we"re
talking about.

MR. HINNEFELD: -- where it says "other than
polonium and external exposures to neutrons.”
It sounds like external exposures to neutrons
might go with the "other than."

DR. ZIEMER: Right, that"s exactly the point
we"re making, that we do -- we do think you
could interpret it either way, and 1 think
that®"s the point that Pete Turcic was making,
as well.

MR. HINNEFELD: 1 believe that"s true.

MS. MUNN: Yeah, 1 think so.

DR. ZIEMER: Yeah.

DR. MELIUS: This is Jim Melius again -- hear
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me better?

DR. ZIEMER: Yeah, that®"s better.
MS. MUNN: Much better.

DR. ZIEMER: Go ahead, Jim.

DR. MELIUS: (Broken transmission) Yeah, yeah,

there -- places. The fTirst is the last
sentence of the sec-- --graph, and 1 will read
it and 1711 sort of highlight -- changes are

made. They®"re sort of minor.

First (unintelligible) is that the Board notes
that although NIOSH fund that they were unable
(unintelligible) these employees, they believe
that they are able to reconstruct
(unintelligible) of the internal dose --
parentheses, i1.e., (unintelligible) exposures
and external dose -- parentheses, with the
exception of (unintelligible) exposures, close
parentheses and there (unintelligible) iIndiv--
(unintelligible) cancers may be considered for
partial dose reconstructions.

The changes are just (unintelligible).

MS. MUNN: Jim, you"re going to hate to hear
this from me, but you might as well. You"re
still breaking up.

DR. ZIEMER: Yeah.
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DR. MELIUS: Then 1"m not going to be able to
participate in the call today. Sorry.

MS. MUNN: Oh, don"t say that.

DR. ZIEMER: No, we"re --

DR. MELIUS: I don"t have a choice.

23

DR. ZIEMER: We®"ll try to work through i1t. So

the -- after the word "internal,

parentheses, "i.e., polonium exposures™? And
then -- and then what was after that?

MR. HINNEFELD: Dr. Ziemer, after the words
"and external dose," there®"s another
parenthesis that -- that says "with the

exception of neutron exposures,' close
parentheses.

DR. ROESSLER: Wanda, 1 think you hurt his
feelings.

DR. ZIEMER: Okay. So it was suggested --

The suggested change was "reconstruct

you would put

components of the internal dose, i.e., polonium

exposures, and external dose (with the

exception of neutron”™ -- iIt"s neutron for
workers Iin -- do we have to add the workers in
I, 11 and 111 —— or I, 1l and IV -- 1, 111 and

IV, or just neutrons?

UNIDENTIFIED: Just neutrons.
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MR. HINNEFELD: 1 think we can leave it at
neutrons because 1 believe the, you know, 11,
111 and --

DR. ZIEMER: Those are the only ones that have
it.

MR. HINNEFELD: -- earlier in the paragraph.
DR. ZIEMER: Okay.

MR. HINNEFELD: Yeah, the word "exposures™
follows "neutron™ there.

DR. ZIEMER: Okay. Well, these are both
clarifications. They are -- is there any
objection to that as a friendly amendment, and
then, without objection, we"ll consider that an
amendment for the -- for that second paragraph.
MS. MUNN: Yeah, can -- can someone read it all

the way through? Stu, i1t sounds like you have

the --
MR. HINNEFELD: 1 have a copy of it.
MS. MUNN: -- the real thing there. Could

someone please read it all the way through the
way It -- that Jim proposed we reword i1t?

MR. HINNEFELD: The sentence now reads
(reading) The Board notes that although NIOSH
found that they were unable to completely

reconstruct radiation doses for these
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employees, they believe they are able to
reconstruct components of the internal dose
(i.e., polonium exposures) and external dose
(with the exception of neutron exposures), and
therefore i1ndividuals with non-presumptive
cancers may be considered for partial dose
reconstructions.

MS. MUNN: Great.

DR. ZIEMER: Okay.

MS. MUNN: Thanks.

DR. ZIEMER: So without objection, we"ll take
that as a friendly amendment.

Then down in the bullet itself we probably need
something similar.

MR. HINNEFELD: Dr. Ziemer, we -- | think we
might be able to fix i1t by moving external
exposure to neutrons to the front of the
clause. For instance, then 1t would -- then
the sentence would read "NIOSH found that it
did not have access to sufficient information,
including personnel dosimetry, workplace
monitoring data, or sufficient process and
radiological source information, that would
allow 1t to estimate with sufficient accuracy

the -- and here®s the change -- the external
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exposures to neutrons and the internal
exposures to radionuclides other than
polonium. ..

DR. ROESSLER: Yeah, that makes sense.

DR. ZIEMER: For workers...

DR. ROESSLER: Yeah, that sounds good. 1 hope
Jim comes back on.

MS. MUNN: 1 hope so, too.

DR. ZIEMER: Stu, here again, are you
suggesting we just leave out the Units I, 111
and 1V?

MR. HINNEFELD: No, I think -- no, you continue
on the way it"s written there.

DR. ZIEMER: But don"t those only apply to the
neutrons?

MR. HINNEFELD: No. No, that"s the --
UNIDENTIFIED: (Unintelligible)

MR. HINNEFELD: Okay, those are the three
buildings that are the plant, they“"re --

DR. ZIEMER: Oh, okay, so it doesn®t matter
then.

MR. HINNEFELD: Right.

DR. ZIEMER: Well, why don®"t then -- why don*"t
we put the I, Ill and IV, "cause -- Tcause

otherwise --
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MR. HINNEFELD: Okay.

DR. ZIEMER: -- it sounds like it"s only a part
-- a part of 1t —-

MR. HINNEFELD: All right, so you can
(unintelligible) --

DR. ZIEMER: -- why don®"t we move that to the
front so it would say that NIOSH found that for
workers in Units I, 11l and IV it did not have
access to sufficient information -- or --

MS. MUNN: Yeah.

MR. HINNEFELD: Okay.

MS. MUNN: Yes, that would do 1t.

DR. LOCKEY: Read that sentence again -- can
you read it over again?

MS. MUNN: Yeah.

DR. ZIEMER: Stu, can you read it with those
changes that you just --

MR. HINNEFELD: I can try.

DR. ZIEMER: Okay.

MR. HINNEFELD: Beginning where it says "NIOSH
found™ -- NIOSH found that, for workers in
Units 1, 111 or 1V at the facility, it did not
have access to sufficient information,
including personnel dosimetry, workplace

monitoring data, or sufficient process and
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radiological source information, that would
allow it to estimate with sufficient accuracy
the external exposures to neutrons and the
internal exposures to radionuclides other than
polontum.

DR. ZIEMER: Okay, again, that"s a friendly
amendment intended to clarify. Are there any
objections to that?

MS. MUNN: No.

DR. ZIEMER: Okay, I -- Jeff Kotsch i1s on the
line. Jeff, do you know 1f that would satisfy
Pete"s concerns?

MR. KOTSCH: Yeah, that -- that -- that sounds
fine to me.

DR. ZIEMER: Okay.

DR. WADE: This is Lew Wade. 1 might suggest
to the staff that i1f Stu could take that draft
as agreed to and then e-mail i1t to all the
Board members and to Pete, we do have a time
later on the agenda when we complete our other
deliberations to review these SEC write-ups.
This would give people an opportunity to have
it in front of them.

DR. LOCKEY: That would be helpful for me.

DR. WADE: Stu, could we impose upon you to do
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that?
MR. HINNEFELD: 1 can cert-- 1 certainly can.
I think there"s a place here pretty soon where
I can go back in my office and do that.
DR. WADE: Then 1 would ask if you would --
Jeff, 1 would assume i1t would be okay with you
if we sent it to Pete, as well?
MR. KOTSCH: Yeah, that*d be fTine.
DR. WADE: Okay. And then send it to the
attorneys.
DR. ZIEMER: Let me ask 1f there®s any other
suggested changes i1n the wording?

(No responses)
IT -—- if not, then let us defer action --
motions till later in the meeting, without
objection we*ll simply defer action. It has
the effect of a temporary tabling, but 1"m not
going to call for a vote on 1t. We"ll simply
agree that we"ll table that temporarily until
we have the copy of the final wording before us
from Stu®"s e-mailing.
And then let"s proceed to the General Atomics
item, which comes to us also iIn essence as a
motion before the assembly. Does everyone have

a copy of the current draft of that one?
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MS. MUNN: Uh-huh. [In connection with this,
Stu also distributed this past week some clari-
- classifications and locations of the
buildings. There were some questions 1 think
Pete had raised whether there were other
burldings on the site that could be i1nvolved.
And in answer to that, I think -- based on
Stu®s chart -- the answer to that must be yes,
there are several buildings that are non-
radiological buildings and Stu®s i1dentified
those iIn his chart. Those are the library and
cafeteria, technical office building 13,
technical office east building 14 and build--
technical office east building 15. All of
those are non-radiological areas and 1 -- 1
believe 1t was our understanding that if -- iIf
Labor was unable to place someone exclusively
in those buildings, then they would have to
assume that they might be in the other
buildings as well. At least that was my
understanding. 1 don"t know, Jeff, if you have
any comments on that -- Jeff Kotsch from Labor.
MR. KOTSCH: Yeah, that"s correct, that"s
correct.

DR. ZIEMER: That -- those -- those other
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buildings, although they"re there, are not
identified in the document. We only identified
the buildings where the radiological work took
place.

Now there®s one other question 1 want to raise
on that, and that i1s In the -- iIn the chart
there®s a building called -- it"s building --
there®s an area called the experimental area
for building two. That area®s not listed in
the -- In our document. We do have science
laboratories A and B and C for building two.
We do not have experimental area building two.
My question is, is the experimental area
different from the science labs A, B and C?
Stu, do you know the answer to that?

MR. HINNEFELD: We have --

DR. ZIEMER: *~Cause the document only talks
about science areas A, B and C.

MR. HINNEFELD: We don*t believe that"s a
different area.

DR. LOCKEY: Than -- than what, Stu --
different area than what?

MR. HINNEFELD: Oh, that -- roughly that
burlding two experimental area is a different

area than those other building two things that
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were expressed right there.

DR. LOCKEY: You mean laboratory A, B and C?
MR. HINNEFELD: Right.

THE COURT REPORTER: Excuse me, this is Ray.
Who was that speaking with Stu? Was that Dr.
Lockey?

DR. LOCKEY: Yes.

THE COURT REPORTER: Okay, thank you.

MR. PRESLEY: This is Bob Presley. Am 1 to
understand that laboratory A, B and C are the
same as building two?

MR. RUTHERFORD: Bob, this i1s LaVon Rutherford.
We"re going to get that matrix out and -- and I
will get right back with you.

DR. ZIEMER: Okay. In -- in the matrix that
Stu just distributed, the second item on the
matrix Is science labs A, B and C. And then on
page four of the matrix separately is listed
experimental area, building two. The -- the
type of work done in the experimental areas
says It was unknown, whereas science labs A, B
and C (unintelligible) AEC weapons work done.
So 1t sounds like the experimental area may be
a different area. And my question is, 1T we

don®"t include it in the listing, is it
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therefore an area that is not covered by the
SEC? Or another way of putting that is should
it be covered by the SEC.

DR. LOCKEY: This is Jim Lockey. 1 think to
avoid any ambiguity, you should just include
it, "cause it seems to me i1t would be similar
to the experimental building, building nine.
DR. ZIEMER: That was -- that was my thought,
because the other buildings where the type of
work was unknown has -- had been included.

DR. LOCKEY: Correct.

DR. ZIEMER: And if that"s the case, to
eliminate the ambiguity we could simply put
science labs A, B and C and experimental area,
building two.

DR. LOCKEY: This is Jim Lockey. 1 concur with
that.

DR. ZIEMER: The others of you?

MS. MUNN: 1"m having a hard time pulling up
the -- the matrix, and where can |I find Stu®s
matrix?

DR. ZIEMER: He distributed that within the
last few days. Let me see if I -- e-mail dated
January 8th.

MS. MUNN: Okay. 1711 get it then. 1 thought
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I1"d seen it but I sure couldn®t find it.

The other -- is Stu -- is Stu on the line now
or has he gone off with the --

MR. HINNEFELD: No, 1"m here.

DR. ZIEMER: Stu, also could you clarify in --
in our -- in our document for the waste yards,
we say building 25 and six In the narration.
Building 26 doesn"t appear in the matrix. So
that was a separate question 1 had. Where you
-- on page 3 where you show the waste yard
burldings, you say building 25, i1s -- shouldn™t
burlding 26 be included there iIn the matrix?
MR. HINNEFELD: 1 would say it -- it probably
should be, based upon the spreadsheet 1 had out
along with this work table, the spreadsheet
listed a building -- a number of radioactive
materials that were apparently present in
burlding numbers 26.

DR. ZIEMER: Yeah, yeah. Building 26 shows up

on that -- on that sheet, but i1t doesn®"t show
up on your chart on page -- well, on any of the
pages there. 1 assumed when you said waste

yard buildings, plural, and only listed 25 that
probably you had -- probably 26 should have

been included.
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MR. HINNEFELD: Yeah, that®"s correct.
DR. ZIEMER: So -- so maybe everyone should
just add that to that then.
Any other comments on the General Atomics
draft?
DR. ROESSLER: This i1s Gen. Are -- are we
finished with the buildings discussion?
DR. ZIEMER: Well, 1 -- 1 guess 1 was sort of
waiting for confirmation that the experimental
area should be included, 1 --
DR. ROESSLER: (Unintelligible)
DR. ZIEMER: 1Is LaVon still checking that out?
MR. HINNEFELD: Yes, Dr. Ziemer, one -- one
moment.

(Pause)
DR. ZIEMER: And while -- while you"re looking
at that, maybe 1°11 ask Jeff Kotsch again --
Jeff, we"re -- I think from Labor®s point of
view we"re okay in not mentioning in this
document the other buildings. Right? We don"t
have to say that there were other buildings
where non-- where non-radiological work was
done, do we?
MR. KOTSCH: No, 1 --
DR. ZIEMER: As long as we identify where --
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the buildings that are covered.

MR. KOTSCH: Yes.

DR. ZIEMER: And then if you can®"t put someone
exclusively in the other buildings, then you
include them.

MR. KOTSCH: Yeah, then we would just include
them as being employed on the -- the site as a
whole.

DR. ZIEMER: Right.

MR. RUTHERFORD: Dr. Ziemer, this is LaVon
Rutherford.

DR. ZIEMER: Yes.

MR. RUTHERFORD: 1 think we agree with -- that
in order to make sure we cover the area, to
include both building number two and the
laboratory A, B and C as -- into the
definition.

DR. ZIEMER: So -- so in the statement where we
say science labs A, B and C, should we add "and
experimental area"?

MR. RUTHERFORD: Yes.

DR. ZIEMER: Okay. Any objections?

MS. MUNN: No.

DR. ZIEMER: Okay. And then we"ve agreed that

building 26 as -- as given In our narrative 1is
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okay, that should have been in -- on the matrix
as well.

Any other issues on this one?

DR. ROESSLER: Are we still on the buildings or
can 1 --

DR. ZIEMER: Well, any other questions, yeah --
items.

DR. WADE: Oh, is -- is Mark on the phone?

MR. GRIFFON: Yeah, 1"m on the phone. 1 --1
just didn*"t know at what point you were opening
up the discussion overall --

DR. ZIEMER: Or any other issues, yeah.

MR. GRIFFON: Well, 1 -- 1 mean 1 guess we -- 1
did talk to NIOSH in the interim on the General
Atomics and Monsanto, and you know, the -- the
one thing we went over -- one -- one question
in General Atomics was the laboratories and the
concern over consistency with how we were
treating, you know, analytical labs probably
likely to have little chance of exposures -- at
least we -- you know, we would think.

DR. ZIEMER: Yeah, that was -- that was the
question that was --

MR. GRIFFON: Yeah --

DR. ZIEMER: -- discussed at the last meeting
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is iIf it really was an analytical lab, how
would they have enough activity to -- to cause
a --

MR. GRIFFON: Right.

DR. ZIEMER: -- significant exposure.

MR. GRIFFON: 1 guess the dilemma with the lab
personnel was a couple of things. One was the
-- the source term question. You know, they --
in the other cases that we had, like for Y-12
we had a lab and we particularly didn"t include
the thorium for the lab workers because we had
a well-known source term that -- that you could
use to sort of bound the upper limits of the
potential exposure. In this case they had a
couple of source terms and they didn"t really
know the quantities over time. And also the
other thing was just where these lab employees
might have worked, in and out of the labs. You
know, it would be hard to sort of determine,
you know, or -- or bound their potential
exposures that way. So that -- that was --
the rationale was described to me a little
better, you know, on a call with NIOSH last
week I think 1t was.

And -- and then the other question that I
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discussed with them was the -- you know, to me,
the question was you®ve got all these data, it
appeared to be like 400 boxes of data and, you
know, just a chance to see a little more and --
and Stu and -- and others provided these
matrices to give us a little better i1dea of how
much data -- how much relevant data they had
and didn®"t have. And I don®"t know if you have
this -- Paul, 1"m not sure which spreadsheets -
DR. ZIEMER: Well --

MR. GRIFFON: -- 1 have --

DR. ZIEMER: Well, Stu has a separate chart
that®"s listed by radionuclides --

MR. GRIFFON: By radionuclides, right.

DR. ZIEMER: -- and which buildings they were
used iIn.

MR. GRIFFON: And that does give a sense of,
you know, what -- what sort of data that they
have and hadn"t -- didn"t have, so you know,
there were 400 boxes of data, but it seems that
for certain -- especially for some
radionuclides, there®s very limited data, at
least according to their review here, very

limited data, you know, by which to do a -- a -
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- to reconstruct dose. So that was -- that was
a little more information to sort of base our
determination on. 1 felt more comfortable
knowing that they had some specifics here of
what they did as far as their review of the
documents.

MS. MUNN: That"s a pretty broad review,
actually.

MR. GRIFFON: Yeah, the -- the only -- you
know, the -- the one -- 1 guess the question |
had was there -- there was -- you know, on
first glance at some of the raw reports, 1
found a lot of what I -- what I -- and what
seemed to be a lot of individuals® specific in
vivo results, and individuals® specific
bioassay cards. But they were quick to point
out there was nothing -- no procedures were
found and no laboratory procedures were found,
and they really had -- all you had was cards
with number-- with names and numbers on them,
but no real way to -- how to (unintelligible)
what those numbers meant. Right? Right.

DR. ZIEMER: Yeah.

MR. GRIFFON: So there was a lot of data there,

but there was a ha-- it was hard to put it into
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any kind of perspective.

DR. ZIEMER: Yeah.

MR. GRIFFON: So that made me feel a lot more
comfortable with their conclusion as well.

DR. ZIEMER: Right. And then separately we had
that i1ssue of 1T someone really was working
only in an analytical lab, but it also appeared
that it"s very difficult to pin down that they
were only i1n that, though that would be -- If -
- 1T we knew that the analytical lab had
limited activity, we could -- and Labor could
handle 1t like they did the other areas --

MR. HINNEFELD: Yes.

DR. ZIEMER: -- say okay, if we could put a
person exclusively in there, that would be
different from whether they could have.

MR. HINNEFELD: And 1 guess --

DR. ZIEMER: At this point we don"t have source
term information even on the analytical lab,
although --

MR. HINNEFELD: That"s right.

DR. ZIEMER: -- although, by its very nature,
it"s still a little hard to conceive that one
would have sources 1n an analytical lab that

would be sufficient to cause significant
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exposures or you can"t do your analyses.

MR. HINNEFELD: There"s a -- at least some of
these labs apparently had up to gram quantities
of plutonium, and these were more like
production control laboratories and things like
that --

DR. ZIEMER: Yeah.

MR. HINNEFELD: -- rather than (unintelligible)
lab and environmental -- or analytical
laboratories.

DR. ZIEMER: Okay, any further comments or
discussion on the General Atomics i1tem?

DR. ROESSLER: 1 have a comment.

DR. ZIEMER: Yes, Gen.

DR. ROESSLER: In the second paragraph right
below the buildings discussion -- and this iIs -
- we need to be absolutely clear on what NIOSH
can do and can"t do so we know what category
people fall into, and I think it might make it
a little clearer where it says "they believe
that they are able to reconstruct components of
external dose”™ 1"m assuming that"s all
components.

DR. ZIEMER: No, I don"t think it"s all, is it?

NIOSH -- 1 -- 1 would interpret that as being
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some components, that it would -- it would vary
from case to case. Who"s -- who"s there from
NIOSH that can speak to that?

MR. RUTHERFORD: Dr. Ziemer, this is LaVon
Rutherford. | believe we indicated In our
evaluation report that we can do all external
dose.

DR. ROESSLER: Well, then it appears it"s not
clear if -- 1If that"s the case, we should

insert the word "all" there.

MR. GRIFFON: I1"m sorry, I was -- 1 was trying
to talk -- or -- or just drop off "components
of" —--

DR. ZIEMER: "Components" --

MR. GRIFFON: -- maybe just put --
DR. ZIEMER: -- itself --

MR. GRIFFON: -- "reconstruct".
DR. ZIEMER: -- implies parts.

MR. GRIFFON: Yeah.

MS. MUNN: Sounds like better to take
"components™ out -- then they"re able to
reconstruct internal dose and --

MR. GRIFFON: Yeah, right, that"s what 1"d say.
MS. MUNN: -- and internal dose.

MR. PRESLEY: This is Bob Presley. 1 like that
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better.

DR. ZIEMER: So they were unable to completely
reconstruct doses -- they believe they are able
to reconstruct the external dose --

MS. MUNN: The external dose.

DR. ZIEMER: -- is that what you"re saying?

MS. MUNN: Yes --

MR. GRIFFON: Right.

MS. MUNN: -- and the internal dose.

DR. ROESSLER: If that would make i1t clearer --
MR. GRIFFON: And portions -- and portions of
the i1nternal dose, or...

DR. ZIEMER: And there, portions are
components, right?

MR. GRIFFON: Component, yeah.

MS. MUNN: Well, the -- that"s instructive
inside the paren -- 1t"s specifying which --
MR. GRIFFON: Yeah.

MS. MUNN: -- parts of the internal dose can be
done.

DR. ZIEMER: So would this be agreeable then,
that i1t would say "they believe they are able
to reconstruct the external dose and components
of the internal dose (those from uranium and

tritium for some time periods) and -- et
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cetera?

MS. MUNN: Better.

MR. GRIFFON: Yeah, 1 agree.

DR. ROESSLER: Yeah, 1 like that.

MR. PRESLEY: This is Bob Presley, 1 agree.

DR. ZIEMER: Take that as a friendly amendment
then that clarifies that --

MR. GRIFFON: 1 -- 1 just have one -- one
comment on that sentence, too, and it gets back
to this -- sort of a policy or -- it -- it
comes up in Monsanto and in this one, this --
this "they believe"™ part, and you know, 1iIn
having these discussions with NIOSH earlier
this week there®s a couple of things came out
of it. One, for Monsanto, they believe they
can reconstruct polonium exposures, and 1 don"t
doubt that, they have quite a bit of data for
it. But when -- when I pursued that further,
they said that the coworker model had not yet
been completed and wasn"t ready for our review.
So | guess the question I had from a -- you
know, 1 think that we need to move these
forward, but we"re actually being given a -- a
sort of -- 1 guess a not complete evaluation.

You know, that there"s a -- a piece that they




© 00 N O O B~ W N P

NN NN NN P PR PR R R R R R
o A W N P O ©O 00 N o 0o p W N — O

46

think they can --

DR. ZIEMER: Yeah.

MR. GRIFFON: -- do. 1 know that®"s why the
"they believe™ is in there, but --

DR. ZIEMER: Yeah, but keep in mind that if it
turns out that they can®"t, i1t doesn"t change
much because if they can®t it throws the person
back into the Special Exposure Cohort anyway --
MR. GRIFFON: Right. Right.

DR. ZIEMER: -- and they"re already in there
for the presumptive cancers, so these would
only apply to people with non-presumptive
anyway .

MR. ELLIOTT: This is Larry Elliott, and -- and
let —-

MR. GRIFFON: Yeah.

MR. ELLIOTT: -- me speak to this a bit. You
know, the -- the question that we"re answering
here is is there any component for the
radiation dose for all workers that we cannot
reconstruct. We feel that our evaluation
reports are complete iIn answering that
question. We"ve i1dentified what we"ve
recognized at this point In time what we can"t

reconstruct and we -- yes, we have not finished
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out looking at -- at the coworker model or the
distribution doses that will be used to handle
dose reconstructions -- partial dose
reconstructions for the non-presumptive claims.
But as we go through that, you know, we"ll sort
all of that out and it -- and i1t presents no
harm to anyone at this point. The only harm
that®s presented is if we hold this -- this --
the answer to this question until we flesh out
all the other doses that we think we have
enough data for.

DR. WADE: Right. Now this i1s Lew. 1 also
think Mark®s point is important and that the
Board should only attest to what it believes.
And in this case, iIf i1t 1s that NIOSH believes
they can do i1t, the Board can pass that on.

The Board i1s not saying that i1t has verified
that or offers i1ts opinion that NIOSH can do
it. It just passes on the wording --

DR. ZIEMER: Which in a sense leaves the door
open for those -- at least partial dose
reconstructions for the non-presumptive
cancers.

DR. WADE: Right. And again, remember, NIOSH"s

attempt here is to do everything it can to
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serve everyone within the population. |1f NIOSH
cannot, then they can®"t, and then there®s no
recourse for these people.

DR. ZIEMER: Now Board members, any other
comments or discussion on this document?

DR. ROESSLER: This 1s Gen. 1 think i1t"s a
grammatical thing. In this sentence that Mark
brings up where they say "they believe,™” |
think 1t should be "it believes.”™ The Board
notes that although NIOSH found that -- well,
here again --

DR. ZIEMER: Oh --

DR. ROESSLER: -- 1 think it"s "it" or --

DR. ZIEMER: Oh, is NIOSH an "it"™ or "they,"™ is
that what you“re saying?

DR. ROESSLER: 1 think it"s "it" unless we say
NIOSH members or staff or --

DR. ZIEMER: 1t believes that they --

DR. ROESSLER: NIOSH found that it was unable
to completely --

MR. GRIFFON: How about "NIOSH believes"?

DR. ROESSLER: Yeah, then you don"t have to
(unintelligible).

DR. ZIEMER: We can do that, NIOSH believes
that -- that "it" --
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DR. ROESSLER: Oh --

MR. GRIFFON: No --

DR. ZIEMER: -- is able?

DR. ROESSLER: Well, maybe we need some expert
advice on that. 1 would say "it," but...

MS. MUNN: Well, since both of them are non-
gender-specific, the question is is it a plural
or a singular?

MR. GRIFFON: Leave it to you, Paul.

DR. ZIEMER: (Unintelligible) "it" 1s, NIOSH
believes i1t is able -- 1t"s a collective noun.
Now Board members, do you want to do the same
thing with this and see the final wording
before you vote, or are these sufficiently
simple that you want to go ahead and vote on
this one?

DR. LOCKEY: Paul --

DR. ZIEMER: Uh-huh.

DR. LOCKEY: -- Jim Lockey, the final wording
on the -- on the Monsanto®s on your web site
now .

DR. ZIEMER: Oh, okay.
DR. LOCKEY: So i1t may be just easier to take
care of both of them right away.

DR. ZIEMER: Well, again, 1"m asking do you --
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do you want to get a clean copy of this one or
does everybody have the wording they need to --
to vote?

DR. WADE: This is Lew, 1 would prefer if -- if
we could take a moment and get that wording iIn
front of you, and also in front of our
colleagues at the Department of Labor. 1 think
it serves the process better.

MR. GRIFFON: Al-- also, Paul, 1 have one more
question on General Atom-- 1 think it"s on
General Atomics.

DR. ZIEMER: Oh, okay.

MR. GRIFFON: On the -- on the external dose,
and 1 -- 1 thought 1 understood this but 1 just
want to clarify on this phone call, saying that
you can reconstruct all external dose, LaVo--
maybe this question®s to -- to NIOSH, to LaVon
Rutherford. |Is this the site that you had
external dose data but not necessarily by a
individual i1dentifier, or is this individual-
specific data that you have?

MR. RUTHERFORD: Yeah, Mark, this is LaVon
Rutherford. We -- this is individual --
individual data and -- no, Monsanto was the one

where the identifiers were In question during
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the earlier period.

MR. GRIFFON: Okay. Okay. So then -- then --
then maybe my question®s for Monsanto. Do --
how -- how are the external -- the external
doses there are being treated with a coworker
model of sorts or...

MR. RUTHERFORD: That is correct.

MR. GRIFFON: And that approach is what®"s
completed. Right? 1Is that the spreadsheet
that was --

MR. RUTHERFORD: That is correct, yes.

MR. GRIFFON: Okay. Okay, so 1"m comfortable
with that. So they -- there -- NIOSH in the
interim did provide some more materials on the

O drive and we did have an opportunity to

review some of those, so I -- 1 just wanted to
clarify that, that -- that General Atomics was
not a coworker -- external -- coworker model

for the external dose. They have all
individual data. Thank you.

DR. ZIEMER: Okay. Well, let"s -- let"s follow
Lew"s suggestion and we"ll defer action on this
till the -- a clean copy i1s distributed and
that -- and again, can we do that from NIOSH?

DR. WADE: If -- Stu, can we impose -- oOr
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LaVon?

MR. HINNEFELD: Right, I -- 1I*m trying -- 1%ve
made some notes here. 1°m not sure | caught
all the edits, though, so let me go through
what I have and you can tell me 1f I"ve missed
any .

DR. WADE: Thank you.

MR. HINNEFELD: 1"m starting in the second
paragraph, the -- on the fourth line, the
sentence that starts "The Board respectfully
recommends”™ and then later In that sentence
there 1s a listing of the -- of the buildings.
DR. ZIEMER: Right.

MR. HINNEFELD: We -- the "Science Laboratories
A, B and C, and the experimental area”™ and then
-- 1s there -- so you would insert "and
experimental area"™ and then you would continue
as It 1s.

DR. ZIEMER: Right, uh-huh.

MR. HINNEFELD: Okay.

DR. ZIEMER: Right.

MS. MUNN: Well, experimental area -- we
deleted "Building 2"?

DR. ZIEMER: No, Building 2 --

MR. HINNEFELD: Building 2 is here. Building 2
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is already there, that"s next.

MS. MUNN: Oh, okay --

MR. HINNEFELD: 1t"s in parentheses, but it
really means "of Building 2.

MS. MUNN: Oh, okay, so "experimental area"
comes before "Building 2".

MR. HINNEFELD: Well, yeah, because "A, B and
c'" —-—-

MS. MUNN: Right. Right, I had inserted it in
-- now I understand that. Okay. 1 had
inserted 1t afterward.

MR. HINNEFELD: Okay. And then the next edit 1
have goes down below -- well, it"d be 1 guess
in the last --

DR. ZIEMER: Last sentence.

MR. HINNEFELD: -- (unintelligible) paragraph,
"The Board notes that although NIOSH found that
-- 1 guess this -- i1t would be "it i1s unable™?
MS. MUNN: Or "it was,'" as the case may be.
DR. ROESSLER: That would be consistent --

DR. ZIEMER: Yeah, "it is.”

DR. ROESSLER: -- with the bullet below.

DR. ZIEMER: Yeah, "1t is unable to completely
reconstruct” --

MR. HINNEFELD: ™"it is not able to completely
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reconstruct radiation doses for these
employees, NIOSH believes it is able to
reconstruct the external dose”™ -- that was a
change --

DR. ZIEMER: Yes.

MR. HINNEFELD: -- "and -- an insertion --
"components of the internal dose"™ --

DR. ZIEMER: Right.

MR. HINNEFELD: -- and then it continues on as
iS.

DR. ZIEMER: Right.

MR. HINNEFELD: And those are the ones that 1
have.

DR. ZIEMER: That"s it.

MR. HINNEFELD: Okay.

