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sentence in dialogue or omission(s) of word(s) when reading
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In the following transcript (sic) denotes an incorrect
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failure, usually failure to use a microphone.

In the following transcript (off microphone) refers to
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PROCEEDINGS

(8:30 a.m.)
REGISTRATION AND WELCOME

DR. ZIEMER: Good morning, everyone. We"re going
to call the meeting to order. 1 want to begin by
reminding everyone here -- Board members, staff members,
visitors -- we ask you to register your attendance.
Whether or not you registered yesterday, we keep daily
registration logs. So if you are here, even though you
were here yesterday and thought you registered
yesterday, please register again today at the table iIn
the back by the entry door.

Also, members of the public who wish to address the
Board later this morning, please sign up there in the
sign-up sheets that are also there on the table.

And again | remind you there are various handouts,
agendas and other related materials on the table in the
back far corner over here.

ADMINISTRATIVE HOUSEKEEPING

We have a number of administrative or housekeeping
items to take care of this morning. 1°m going to begin
with the minutes of meeting number 22, which was the
teleconference meeting held March 11th, and I now ask if
any members of the Board have additions or corrections

to those minutes.

10
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Yes, Roy DeHart.
DR. DEHART: On page three it"s noted that the --

those present for that telephone conference included the

following. My name i1s listed on page three. It should
be excluded. It 1s noted in other places in the
minutes.

DR. ZIEMER: Okay, everyone catch that, exclude the
name of Dr. Roy DeHart. He was there iIn spirit. There
may have been someone there impersonating you who -- we
don"t know that.

Okay, we will exclude Dr. DeHart"s name. Are there
other corrections or additions to the minutes? If not,
we"ll accept a motion to approve the minutes with that
minor correction.

MS. MUNN: So moved.

MR. PRESLEY: Second.

DR. ZIEMER: Moved and seconded. All in favor of
approving the minutes will say aye.

(Affirmative responses)
DR. ZIEMER: Those opposed, no?
(No responses)
DR. ZIEMER: Abstentions?
(No responses)
DR. ZIEMER: The minutes are passed. Thank you.

Next I want to officially recognize a letter that

11
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was received -- a letter dated April 6th from three
members of Congress. This is a letter that is iIn
response to a letter that | had written after our last
meeting, informing Representatives Quinn, Reynolds and
Slaughter of our decision on the site profile audits,
and this i1s a follow-up letter that they have sent. You
may recall also at the last meeting that this Board
requested that In the case of Congressional letters that
the Board be informed of them and participate in the
response. So we want to do that this morning and we may
wait to actually do that unt-- or do it this afternoon
during our working session. But I want you to make sure
you have a copy of that letter -- 1 believe they were
distributed yesterday. Make sure you have a copy, and
then be considering the manner in which this letter
should be responded to and we"ll consider that part of
our working effort this afternoon to craft some sort of
response to that letter.

I"m going to ask Cori Homer if she has any
administrative i1tems that she wishes to relate to the
Board.

MS. HOMER: Good morning. Just a couple of things.
I did want to announce that our next meeting is June 2nd
and 3rd. We will be meeting in Buffalo. 1 am working

on a site for us to meet, and will pass that information

12
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on as soon as | have 1t.

We will need to schedule the meeting following that
this morning. But one thing before we schedule the next
meeting, 1 wanted to let the Board know in regards to
travel, we"ve had some problems come up with travel over
the past couple of meetings, and 1 wanted to remind you,
please do not contact SADO* travel office until your
tickets have been i1ssued. It makes my job a little more
difficult because the ticket and your travel order must
match exactly or I cannot get the ticket issued. SADO
will be more than happy to change your ticket, but i1f it
doesn®"t -- again, if It doesn"t match the travel order,
I can"t get that ticket issued and then 1 have to amend
the travel order and i1t"s double the work for me, and it
delays you getting your ticket.

I guess we can move on to the next meeting if you
guys want to pull out your travel schedules -- your

meeting schedules for the next few months.

DR. ZIEMER: 1In connection with that, there was a
request -- 1t might have been from Dr. DeHart -- that we
look ahead for the full year. Was that -- no, who --
did -- did somebody request that? No, no one --

DR. ANDERSON: (Off microphone) At least three
months.

DR. ZIEMER: Oh, oh, okay. 1 thought somebody had

13
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asked that we start -- and book further ahead than we
have been.

MS. HOMER: That might have been me.

DR. ZIEMER: Oh, okay.

(Pause)

DR. ZIEMER: Now while I boot up my calendar --
iIt"s ready, okay.

MS. HOMER: There we go.

DR. ZIEMER: Okay. We have a meeting at the
beginning of June. Keep In mind that there®"s a fair
probability that we will have a subcommittee in place --
that"s one of our business items later today -- that may
be authorized to act, depending on what this Board does,
between meetings. But 1If we meet iIn June, 1t may be
that we would not have to meet again till perhaps
August. Shall we start with August? Anybody that feels
that 1t would be urgent to meet in July? We may not
know -- 1 mean until we see how things go today, but --

DR. MELIUS: Anybody with -- is there any

contractual -- task order kinds of issues or anything
that would be coming up that -- I don"t -- can"t think
of any.

DR. ZIEMER: Well, 1 think that there i1s one more
piece that has to occur after we -- we"re basically

approving procedures, but then we have to go the next

14
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step and select the site profiles to be reviewed, and
that -- we"ll hear from John in a little bit and we"ll
see. There 1s a possibility we may need to make a -- an
additional decision shortly -- more -- more quickly
after this meeting than August. In fact, I"m sure there
will be.

MR. ELLIOTT: Martha regrets that she couldn®t be
here, but she equipped me with some information on
procurement processes. And we have a annual cycle we
run through in procurement and so this iIs regarding the
cutoff time points iIn that. Dr. Melius I"m sure iIs very
familiar with it from his past, but cutoff for task
order modifications where the task order for re-- such
as the task order for review of dose reconstructions,
task four, 1t will expire In August and the Board needs
to modify the procedures review task, and the cutoff for
that task is June 14th, 2004. Any new task orders the
cutoff date will be July 6th, 2004. So you"d have to
modify the one before June 14th and -- so you"d need to
take i1t up today or first Board meeting in June, and
July 6th 1s the last day you could effect a new task
order this -- this fiscal year. So that complicates
things.

Thank you, Jim. I1"m reminded that that also

includes your independent government cost estimate
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which, as you know, we have to do a closed session to
arrive at, so...

DR. ZIEMER: Okay, I"m thinking right now that it
might be better if we waited till later iIn this meeting
to do this till we see where we are on the SCA
contractual things.

DR. MELIUS: And also with the subcommittee?

DR. ZIEMER: And on the subcommittee.

DR. MELIUS: 1t may be that some of this we can --

DR. ZIEMER: Can authorize --

DR. MELIUS: -- authorize and --

DR. ZIEMER: Right.

DR. MELIUS: -- maybe the subcommittee can --

DR. ZIEMER: And so let"s agree to, after we"ve
completed the regular business, to come back to
establishing dates. Is that agreeable with everyone?
It appears to be, and so we"ll take It by consent that
we"ll return to this later iIn the meeting.

MS. HOMER: Okay.

DR. ZIEMER: Okay. Thank you, Cori. Next I would
like to report to the Board on several items that have
come to the Chair in relation to our contractor. You
may recall that at the last meeting the question arose
as to what interaction can individuals have with the

contractor -- Board members. And there were several

16
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things that were specified or authorized for the Chair
to take care of on behalf of the Board. | want to
report to you those items.

First of all, there was a progress report dated
March 15th on task order one, a progress report on task
order two, and a progress -- I"m sorry -- yes, and a
progress report on task order three, all three dated
March 15th. These progress reports really are reports
indicating time and effort spent by the contractor on
these various tasks, and they are, In essence, Invoice-
related materials. And these come to me for me to okay
-— 1 do not do any technical review, but look at these
and give the okay to NIOSH to pay the bills. So on
these fTirst three, those that 1 just identified, 1 have
approved those for payment.

Is there any question on that? So these come to me
simply as a cover letter, a summary of the hours and
costs i1n the various labor categories for the task as it
was done, and a report on the percent of the task
completed. It"s a simple progress report. Actually
these can probably be made available to Board members if
they wish. 1 assume they can and simply -- i1f you want
a copy, just let us know; we"ll make them available.
They do not actually contain technical information per

se.
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Secondly, with dates of April 15th, there have been
two additional progress reports received, one on task
order three and one on task order four. These two --
and they"re similar types of reports -- 1 really just
received before 1 came to this meeting and I will iIn
turn give the okay to NIOSH to proceed with the payment
of these two. So in total there will be five of these
that I will have processed.

Any questions on that? And three of them I have
officially signed off on the invoice. What happens
after these come i1n, | think they go back and they are
reviewed by somebody in the agency, 1 know not whom, to
make sure that they match up with whatever Federal
requirements there are, and then I"m actually given a
piece of paper to sign to okay the payment, so --

MR. ELLIOTT: The contracting officer reviews the
voucher and Martha DiMuzio in my office then effects the
approval memo that you sign, based upon the contracting
officer®s assessment of the cost in the voucher.

DR. ZIEMER: So those actions are taken on behalf
of the Board -- simply report them to you.

I believe that completes our administrative items.
Can any-- Larry or Cori, are there any others that we
need to address right now?

MR. ELLIOTT: I don"t believe so.

18
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DR. ZIEMER: Board members? Any administrative

iIssues you want to raise?
(No responses)
CONTRACTOR UPDATE: SANFORD COHEN AND ASSOCIATES

DR. ZIEMER: Okay. Then let us proceed with the
contractor update and report. And John Monroe or --
Monroe. John Mauro®s going to kick this off, and then
we" 1l introduce a couple more staff members to
supplement what he covers.

DR. MAURO: Morning. [Is this working? Okay. Yes,
I"m John Mauro. 1°"m a health physicist, for those iIn
the audience. And the Board, of course, we"ve spoken on
many occasions, but for those iIn the audience that 1
haven®t met before, 1"m a health physicist. I1"m a
principal with Sanford Cohen & Associates, which iIs a
consulting firm primarily In the area of radiation
protection.

Back i1n January our company was awarded a contract
with NIOSH on behalf of the Board to provide technical
support to the Board in their capacity for oversight of
the dose reconstruction work. Our contract is what"s
called a task order contract, which means from time to
time the Board asks us to perform certain tasks. And
then we prepare a mini-plan which identifies what we"ll

do, how we will do that particular task, what our budget

19
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will be, what our deliverables will be, who will work on
the project. And we have -- to date have been
authorized to proceed with four tasks.

I guess fundamentally our main mission iIs to
perform independent technical reviews of adjudicated
dose reconstructions. That Is dose reconstructions that
have been completed by NIOSH, they have been adjudicated
and we will receive some sampling of those dose
reconstructions to perform independent technical review.
In fact, that"s task four. To date we haven®t received
any cases for review, but nevertheless we"ve been quite
busy on the other three tasks.

Primarily what we"ve been working on are tasks one,
two and three. Task one relates to site profiles. As
we all know, the site profiles are a very important part
of the dose reconstruction process, so we“ve been asked
to review the site profiles. Our contract actually
calls for us to review up to 16 site profiles over the
course of the following year, the year beginning -- we
were authorized on February 3rd to begin, so over that
one-year period we"re called upon to review 16 site
profiles. Our first deliverable, though, was not actual
review, but a procedure that we will use to perform the
reviews.

Now as i1t turns out, we delivered that procedure to

20
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the Board on March 3rd, and on April 2nd the Board
approved that procedure, with some suggestions and
modifications which we are working on. And we actually
began work on performing those actual reviews recently,
on April 5th. Joe Fitzgerald, that"s part of our team,
IS our task one manager and right after I"m through
he*11 be giving a status report on those activities.

Task two 1s what we call our case tracking
software. What that basically iIs Is you can envision
that under task four we will be receiving a number of
cases for review. The way in which our contract is laid
out i1s we expect to see perhaps two and a half percent
of the totality of all of the dose reconstructions will
actually undergo an audit. Now the purpose of the case
tracking iIs to maintain a database. |It"s basically a
relational database that will help us advise the Board
the degree to which the cases that we are auditing are
representative, a good cross-section, of the totality of
cases. So in effect 1t"s going to be a database which
will, as we proceed through the actual audits and
reviews, we will be loading up that database with
information which will tell us what percentage of our
audits were Hanford, what percentage were a certain type
of cancer.

It will also load up the data of the results of our

21
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audits. For example, from the database should emerge
trends where we gain some iInsight into perhaps areas
where the dose reconstruction process could be improved,
so It"s also not only a system to make sure that the
cases that we"re auditing are representative, but also
it will help us gain insight Into areas where there may
be certain places where the dose reconstruction process
can be improved.

The other task we"ve been authorized -- oh, by the
way, we did deliver on April 3rd the software and the

report. That"s our case tracking system and | guess

we"re awaiting any comments. That -- that"s a software
program that could be -- we expect it to be revised as
time goes on, and i1t"s a tool to serve us. 1It"s not a -

- iIt"s there to basically provide information to us and
to the Board related to the status of the audits.

Task three, which was authorized on February 13th,
consists of -- 1f you go on the web you will notice that
there a large number of OCAS and ORAU procedures. They
really -- that basically is the heart of the protocol
that NIOSH and their contractors are using to perform
their dose reconstructions. Well, we"ve been asked
under task three to review those procedures. Under that
task, though, our first deliverable was for us to write

a procedure for reviewing the procedures. We have

22
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delivered that on April 13th, just the other day. You
folks are just receiving that. And the way this works
is, after you review i1t, with any comments, we will
finalize that procedure.

And by the way, to go back to the point you had
made earlier, Dr. Ziemer, once that"s done, that task
order is over. We don"t -- we do not -- iIn other words,
the scope of task three does not include the actual
performance of the reviews, so that®"s an i1tem where we
would need either a mod to task three or a new -- a new
torp to proceed.

So that sort of captures the big picture of where
we are right now. And what 1*d like to do at this
point, If -- unless there are any questions --

DR. ZIEMER: Let"s just take a moment for questions

DR. MAURO: Yeah.

DR. ZIEMER: -- i1f we could, and then iIntroduce
your colleagues. Any questions for John? Henry.

DR. ANDERSON: The tracking software"s -- what 1is
that written In?

DR. MAURO: 1It"s In Access* --

DR. ANDERSON: Okay.

DR. MAURO: -- and i1t"s a relational database in

Access™* --
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DR. ANDERSON: Yeah.

DR. MAURO: -- right, and i1t"s -- the intent is to
be compatible with Sequel*, so --

DR. ANDERSON: Yeah.

DR. MAURO: -- but right now it"s written in
Access*.

DR. ANDERSON: It"s just iIn Access*.

DR. MAURO: It"s just in Access*, that"s right.
That"s correct.

DR. ZIEMER: Okay, fine. Proceed.

DR. MAURO: Okay. Well, with that, 1°d like to
introduce Joe Fitzgerald, who"ll give us a -- Joe, you
here this morning? There he Is -- to give us a status
report on task one.

MR. GRIFFON: Just a question for Paul here.

DR. ZIEMER: Okay, hang on just a minute, Joe. A
question here. Mark Griffon.

MR. GRIFFON: Just for Paul, really. Did we --
those two deliverables that John mentioned, the tracking
software and the procedure, do all Board members -- 1
don"t think we got those.

DR. ZIEMER: Well, the procedures are iIn your
packet, 1 believe.

MR. GRIFFON: They are?

DR. ZIEMER: Yes.

24
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MR. GRIFFON: Okay.

DR. ZIEMER: And we will be addressing those this
afternoon.

MR. GRIFFON: Okay.

DR. ZIEMER: So you"ll find those -- the task three
proposed procedures, and as was indicated, 1f those get
approved or are approved with little change, then we can
officially give the go-ahead to do dose reconstructions.

DR. MAURO: Yes, that"s true, also. By the way,
let me point out that task three -- there really were
two sets of procedures, one dealing with our methodology
for reviewing OCAS/ORAU procedures for doing dose
reconstruction, and a separate procedure related to
quality assurance. That is, we"re going to
independently review all of the OCAS/ORAU procedures
that they"re using for QA.

DR. ZIEMER: But the other point is, once we
approve the procedure on how to review procedures -- 1iIs
everybody tracking? -- then we can tell them to go ahead
and review the procedures --

DR. MAURO: Right, but --

DR. ZIEMER: -- based on their approved procedures.

DR. MAURO: But we will need -- we will need a
torp, we will need a mod. That"s the one place where

we"re sort of -- once that happens, though, we can®"t go
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forward until we receive a mod to the contract --

DR. ZIEMER: That"s a modification of task three,
then? 1Is that what -- would this -- or it might be task
five or something.

DR. MAURO: Exactly.

DR. ANDERSON: (Off microphone) What"s easiest?

MS. MUNN: (Off microphone) Yeah, what"s the
easiest thing to do?

DR. ANDERSON: (Off microphone) A new task or a
modification?

MR. ELLIOTT: A mod will be easiest.

DR. ZIEMER: So that i1s one i1tem, pending the
outcome today, i1f we -- If we say go, we still have to
define that task, and I believe there has to be an
independent cost estimate on the task -- on the actual
review of those procedures.

DR. MAURO: Yes.

DR. ZIEMER: So -- okay. Now Joe Fitzgerald.

MR. FITZGERALD: Good morning. [I"m the site
profile review manager for the overall program, and
beyond what John just covered, what we"re basically
doing 1s we commenced the Savannah River review on April
5th and we put a team together in terms of the expertise
we thought we needed for the review. And this will be

something we"ll do for each of the reviews. And just a
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couple of comments on how we"re going to do that.

One thing, these evaluations are ones where you
certainly have to jump right in and you have to be able
to look at the issues with a fair amount of experience.
It s not something that you can sort of learn on the job
on a site like Savannah River or Hanford. So certainly
my approach is to bring iIn the expertise and experience
for these particular sites and be able to put a team
together that can hit the ground running and be able to
certainly add value to the process in terms of iInsights
and understanding of the history of these sites. So
certainly we have taken that approach In terms of
putting a team together for the Savannah River review of
what 1 would consider national experts on both the
operational history, as well as the radiation protection
programs for these sites for the history of these sites.

I think that"s certainly the precedent we want to
set for doing the site profile reviews. We definitely
want to see these as ones where we will add value to the
process and provide feedback to this Board and to the
agency, so certainly that"s our approach.

We have completed I think the first phase of this
review. Again, we started about mid-April and certainly
the first thing we want to do iIs go through the actual

profile documentation and go through 1 think the
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datasets and the information that"s available at the
sites. Now we have, I think fair to say, completed that
first phase of what 1 would consider the review of
documentation, and we"ve sent the Chairman of this Board
a letter, just to sort of capsule what we think iIs the
issues surrounding moving to a second phase of this
review. And this i1s all covered iIn the procedures which
the Board approved back in April -- early April.

And the second phase 1 think i1s a very important
phase, and we certainly have spent some time looking
critically and looking at also the breadth of the
documentation available for the sites. But what we"re
looking at iIn the second phase i1s to actually get into a
validation, to actually start looking behind the paper,
if you may, and looking at data sources, as well as
individuals that would have perspectives at these sites.
And with the goal, frankly, of looking at the
completeness and adequacy of the profiles, which 1 think
i1s, quite frankly, the key charter for the evaluation
that we"re doing for this Board.

And on the second phase, timely access -- that"s my
code word -- to people and data sources is truly going
to be the key challenge and key imperative to do a
productive review on the profiles. | think the

challenge with some these sites are the -- you know, the
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breadth of information that you have to address and the
kinds of contacts that one has to make, so we -- 1In
terms of the letter, 1 think It was a good juncture.

And you know, 1711 be quite frank with you, we"re trying
to put a process on the ground that we outlined 1 think
-— you know, sort of a -- iIn a conceptual way, and now
we"re actually walking through that. And In a very
iterative sense we"re trying to work this with the Board
how we"re going to proceed and actually i1dentify issues
as we see them i1n this first -- what 1 would call a
prototype review.

Savannah River is the prototype profile review and
one where we"re going to actually also try to define
better the process that we"re going to follow. So this
validation phase, what we"re trying to point out iIs we
will need to work through how this group will be able to
evaluate these data sources and have access to the key
people that we need to talk to, and be able to do that
in a timely way, and to work with the Board to figure
out how we can expedite that. And I think the letter
basically outlines some of those issues.

And some of these issues also involve 1 think more
mundane i1ssues such as clearances where 1 think for some
of the sites that"s going to be the entree to be able to

even to deal with some of the information. And again, 1
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think those are things we want to take care of from an
administrative standpoint early on, because 1 think
that"s going to be a very crucial step.

So In any case, that is the essence of the letter,
and we wanted to go ahead and outline that for
discussion, and 1 won"t cover that because 1 think i1t
covered 1t In pretty good detail.

The other thing that we"re going to 1 think do in
the terms of next steps, and this is going -- looking
forward, is certainly while this i1ssue of expedited site
access, data access goes along, we want to spend some
time interviewing, being briefed by, understanding
better how NIOSH and ORAU have put the site profiles
together, understand some of the criteria and bases,
using Savannah River as the test bed. And 1 think
that®"s going to also help frame up specifically what
we"re looking for in terms of the evaluation, and 1
think that"s going to proceed over the next several
weeks, and we"ll certainly want to report back on that.

So just iIn general, 1 think the -- I think we"ve
started off very strongly, got a good team. We"ve
already proceeded with the initial part of the Savannah
River review. We have probably a very important second
phase to continue through that. We"re exploring some

next steps that would permit the team I think to also
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start looking at some of the other sites, assuming that
there may be some lag in getting all the data together,
so we don"t want to sort of do this is a serial way.
We"re waiting for maybe data to come in from DOE, but
certainly what we"re looking for is to continue, you
know, moving ahead on these other reviews, try to get as
much done as we can, and then to go back when this data
comes i1n and to complete these reviews and be able to
report them back to you. So we"re again coming up with
a strategy where we"ll keep plugging ahead, moving
through these reviews as far as we can go, but not be
held up waiting for information to come In 1If In fact
information®s going to take some time. So that"s
certainly a strategy that we"re looking at.

In any case, | think the -- again, the letter kind
of laid out where we stand at this point on some of the
issues. Is there any questions from the Board regarding
that?

DR. ZIEMER: Let me make sure that everybody has a
copy of the letter that Joe is referring to. The copy
itself | don"t believe has a date on the top, but --

MR. FITZGERALD: That was the e-mail version,
right.

DR. ZIEMER: Yeah, but under the initial ground

rules that we operated under, you may recall that iIn
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order to assure some level of iIndependence of our
contractor, even though they“"re on a NIOSH contract, we
-- the ground rule that we set up was that whenever our
contractor had a request for information or access to
documents or individuals, they would make the request
through the Board Chair, and then I would relay that
request on to NIOSH. So the nature of the letter is
such a request.

Now this request i1s a little more elaborate than
the previous ones we"ve had, which have been just access
to a few documents here and there. But this will give
you an i1dea of the kinds of things that might be
requested, and this is a fairly extensive identification
of documents and access to individuals. It would be my
intent to officially ask NIOSH to provide the
information requested. But this Is a case where the
Board certainly, both In terms of the time and the
nature of the request, if you have i1nput on the response
here, you can certainly provide that.

I have also noted, as 1"ve looked through this,
that there are some statements in this document that
perhaps might raise questions in terms of the program
itself, one being that, on the very last page of the
document, in the first paragraph i1t talks about -- 1t"s

line one, two, three, four -- in line five 1t talks
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about basically determining whether there®s a
scientifically valid dose estimate made. And -- y"all
have the paragraph 1"m talking about? And 1711 simply
point out, for example, you realize iIn this program we
are really interested in determining compensable doses.
They may not be scientifically accurate. In many cases
they greatly overestimate the scientifically accurate
dose, but -- so understood that if In saying yeah, this
is fine, go ahead, we"re not necessarily assuming that
every statement in here is technically correct, the
letter"s really a request for access.

MR. FITZGERALD: Yeah, and I would like to point
out that we wanted to provide some discussion of our
basis for pointing to certain data sources and that was
the purpose of the attachment, to say that, you know --

DR. ZIEMER: This is not -- this is not a request
for doing dose reconstruction, but --

MR. FITZGERALD: Right, and 1In a sense, at this
phase of the review I think i1t"s fair to say we have
more -- a lot more questions than we have answers.

DR. ZIEMER: And the intent is understood, so I"m -
- 1 don"t want to be overly-critical in that regard.
But the main thrust of this is access to documents and
individuals. And some of those documents and

individuals 1 believe may be on DOE sites, not in the
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MR. FITZGERALD: Yeah, I think -- again, realizing
that Savannah River -- the Savannah River review is the
first one out of the box, 1It"s the prototype, we
understand this issue will come up again and again. So
in a sense, we wanted to raise the question of access
now because 1 think that may very well be the pacing
element to our ability to deliver these reviews
completed to you. And clearly anything we can do with
you to expedite and clarify how we can do that best
would be i1deal. And actually i1t becomes the -- maybe
the most critical element of actually doing a complete
job on this. So again, we wanted to raise it early. We
wanted to raise 1t In the context of implementing these
reviews and certainly cite the kinds of questions that
are arising out of our initial phase as reflective of
what we"re going to have to tackle in the second phase.

DR. ZIEMER: In that regard, let me ask Larry
Elliott or staff to answer two questions. Number one,
does our current MOU -- "our'™ being the agency®s MOU --
with DOE basically cover the type of access that"s being
described? And number two, do you have any issues with
requests for such access, as far as the agency®s
concerned?

MR. ELLIOTT: To answer your questions, Dr. Ziemer,
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the Memorandum of Understanding that we have with the
Department of Energy does cover everything that"s
requested and by intent iIn this letter. We will --
you®ve also -- 1t"s not been mentioned here yet. You"ve
also asked to have Q clearances reinstated for people
who held Q"s before, and we will work that through.
That"s certainly covered under the MOU. We will make --
facilitate the availability of the authors of dose
reconstructions or the authors or site profiles for your
-— your line of questioning that you"ve added to this
document. And you®ve also identified some preliminary
documents that you"d like to -- and references and
source information you®"d like to have access to, and so
we will submit that to the Department of Energy under a
request for -- for that information.

MR. FITZGERALD: Yeah, the one -- the one -- 1
appreciate that. 1 think that"s very responsive. |1
think the one issue that we would sort of proffer and
what we i1dentified i1s perhaps the dynamics of what we
see as the process of going through the documentation,
looking at sources of information. 1 think maybe the
most Insidious part of this thing that may be a problem
would be 1If we were to go into an iterative process
whereby 1f we were to go through documentations and data

sources i1dentifying issues that point to perhaps other
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data sources, if we would then have to go back through
another cycle of official requests and what have you
through the Department. | think -- Department of
Energy. 1 think that would be a real problem.

Now 1 don"t have a real solution to that because 1
think that i1s the way things are or might be relative to
the MOU, but I just want to point out that might again
be a challenge that would have to be faced and would
have to be solved if in fact, you know, we would have a
-— an ability to actually look for information and ask
questions and be able to receive information in a real-
time basis. Otherwise, I could foresee where you could
get into a review and it could be months and months of
going through cycles of, you know, we saw something in
this document; can we get DOE to serve up the document.
Having letters go in, letters come back and having maybe
two or three-month cycles for each piece of paper. So I
think that can be overcome, but I"m just pointing out
that I think these are very real challenges to doing a
review of this kind.

DR. ZIEMER: Well, Joe, 1 would also observe on
cases like that that i1t would not necessarily be the job
of the auditors to pursue those documents that you
learned about. They could be brought back and this

could be a recommendation, that the agency look at some
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documents that you learned about In this process.

MR. FITZGERALD: Right.

DR. ZIEMER: So we want to make sure that the audit
remains the audit.

MR. FITZGERALD: Right.

DR. ZIEMER: And i1f things like that arise and you
say, you know, here®s something that might be or should
have been pursued, then we go back to the agency and
raise that as an issue. Again, and you"ll hear me say
this over and over again, | do not want our auditors to
do the job of the agency. We want to --

MR. FITZGERALD: Right