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UNiTED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

December 4, 1996

The Honorable Steven H. Schiff
United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Schiff:

Thank you for your October 9, 1996 letter which forwarded a September 18, 1996
letter from Mr. Mark Weidler, Secretary of the New Mexico Environment
Department, expressing concern about the Nuclear Regulatory Commission policy
to discontinue funding for Agreement State training. This policy went into
effect on October 1, 1996.

As you may know, the Commission ha- initiated a Strategic Assessment and
Rebaselining effort that includes a review of the relationship between the NRC
and the Agreement States. Funding of Agreement State training is again being
addressed in this evaluation, and the NRC has conducted several public
meetings to discuss this, along with other issues. While the Commission has
not made a final decision on this matter, a majority of the Commission is
preliminarily in faver of a compromise position in which the NRC would provide
training to Agreement States without charge on a "space available" basis.
Funding for travel and technical assistance would be borne by the Agreement
States. Our objectives in the Strategic Assessment and Rebaselining effort
with respect to this issue are to determine an equitable method of funding and
an appropriate scope for NRC's Agreement State activities.

The Commission believes that the stakeholders’ comments (from Agreement and
noi-Agreement States, Agreement and non-Agreement State licensees, and members
of the public) will be important in the final resolution of this difficult
issue. Your comments certainly will be considered in the analysis.

Therefore, I have forwarded your October 9, 1996 letter to the Secretary of
the Commission to be addressed as a comment on the Strategic Assessment and
Rebaselining effort, Direction Setting Issue 4, NRC's Relationship with
Agreement States. We welcome your further comments on this and other
Strategic Issues. For your information, I have enclosed the public
announcement and package ~f Direction-Setting Issues (DSI) that the Commission
released for discussion at the public meetings.

The Commission recently informed the staff that it does not object to the
staff implementing its preliminary views on training discussed above. NRC
expects tnat space available training partially will reduce the need for
Agreement States to seek training from other sources or to develop their own
training courses and the financial burdens of doing so. Additionally, a
working group consisting of representatives from the NRC and Agreement States
already has been formed to evaluate the ongoing evolution of training programs
for Agreement State personnel, the criteria for evaluation of Agreement State
programs in the area of training qualification, and possible training options
for Agreement State personnel.
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The Honorable S. H. Schiff -2~

The fundamental dilemma which we face in the Agreement State travel and
training reimbursement issue derives from the need to recover the vast
preponderance of our budget (other than high-level waste-related expenses)
from fees from our licensees. The Commission has long recognized the need to
address the fairness and equity issues resulting from the expenditure of NRC
fee-based budget resources on costs, such as funding for Agreement State
training, that cannot be attributed to an individual licensee or class of
licensees. In its 1994 report to the Congress on the NRC’s License Fee Policy
Review, the Commission described these fairness issues and recommended that
legislation be enacted to exclude these costs from the NRC’s user-fee base and
appropriate them separately. The Commission reaffirmed that recommendation in
a response to a question from Representative Da. Schaefer that resulted from
the September 5, 1996 hearing before the House Subcommittee on Energy and
Power. In that response, the Commission noted that the costs related to our
work at Hanford had been placed outside the fee base, and we specifically
mentioned Agreement State training and travel and international programs as
areas needing similar legislative relief. We would welcome your support of
such a legislative solution to the Agreement State training and travel issue.

Sincerely,

g
es M.
C:/; ecutive Director

for Operaticns

Enclosures:
As stated



The Honorable S. H. Schiff -2-

The fundamental dilemma which we face in the Agreement State travel and
training reimbursement issue derives from the need to recover the vast
preponderance of our budget (other than high-level waste-related expenses)
from fees from our licensees. The Commission has Tong recognized the need to
address the fairness and equity issues resulting from the expenditure of NRC
fee-based budget resources on costs, such as funding for Agreement State
training, that cannot be attributed to an individual licensee or class of
licensees. In its 1994 report to the Congress on the NRC's License Fee Policy
Review, the Commission described these fairness issues and recommended that
legislation be enacted to exclude these costs from the NRC’'s user-fee base and
appropriate them separately. The Commission reaffirmed that recommendation in
a response to a question from Representative Dan Schaefer that resulted from
the September 5, 1996 hearing before the House Subcommittee on Energy and
Power. In that response, the Commission noted that the costs related to our
work at Hanford had been placed outside the fee base, and we specifically
mentioned Agreement State training and travel and international programs as
areas needing similar legislative relief. We would welcome your support of
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The Honorable S. H. Schiff -2~

The fundamental dilemma which we face in the Agreement State travel and
training reimbursement issue derives from the need to recover the vast
preponderance of our budget (other than high-level waste-related expenses)
from fees from our licensees. The Commission has long reccgnized the need to
address the fairness and equity issues associated with charging fees to NRC
licensees for activities which do not benefit them (such as funding for
Agreement State Training). In its 1994 report to the Congress on the NRC's
License Fee Policy Review, the Commission described these fairness issues and
recommended that legislation be enacted to exclude these costs from the NRC's
user-fee base and appropriate them separately. The Commission reaffirmed that
recommendation in a response to a question from Representative Dan Schaefer
that resulted from the September 5, 1996 hearing before the House Subcommittee
on Energy and Power. In that response, the Commission noted that the costs
related to our work at Hanford had been placed outside the fee base, and we
specifically mentioned Agreement State training and travel and international
programs as areas needing similar legislative relief. We would welcome your
support of such a legislative solution to the Agreement State training and
travel issue.

Sincerely,

James M. Taylor
Executive Director
~ for Operations
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The fundamental dilemma which we face in the Agreement State travel and
training reimbursement issue derives from the need to recover the vast
preponderance of our budget (other than high-level waste-related expenses)
from fees from our licensees. The Commission has long recognized the need te
address the fairness and equity issues resulting from the expenditure of NRC
fee-based budget resources on costs, such as funding for Agreement State
training, that cannot be attributed to an individual! licensee or class of
licensecs. In its 1994 report to the Congress on the NRC's License Fee Policy
Review, the Commission described these fairness issues and recommended that
legislation be enacted to exclude these costs from the NRC’'s user-fee base and
appropriate them separately. The Commission reaffirmed that recommendation in
a response to a question from Representative Dan Schaefer that resulted from
the September 5, 1996 hearing before the House Subcommittee on Energy and
Power. In that response, the Commission noted that the costs related to our
work at Hanford had been placed outside the fee base, and we specifically
mentioned Agreement State training and travel and international programs as
areas needing similar legislative relief. We would welcome your support of
such a legislative solution to the Agreement State training and travel issue.
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for Operations
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* * . STEVEN SCHIFF

g s DisticT, New Mexico

L Congress of the 1nited States
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House of Representatives
Vice Cioamman

Rl B Shtemsiiiiet T Washington, TC 20515-3101
AND OVERRIGH

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

CoMMITTEE ON STANGARDS OF

PLEASE REPLY TO

WASHINGTON OFFICE

2404 Raveurn Buioing

WaswingTon, DC 20515
(202) 2256316

DISTRICT OFFICE
625 Suvin Avenug, SW
Sute 1640
ALBUOUEROUE. NM B7102
(505) 7662638

- October 9, 1996

The Honorable Shirley Jackson
Chairman

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
11555 Rockville Pike

Rockville, MD 20852

Dear Madam Chairman:

Enclosed please find a copy of a letter sent to me from Mark Weidler, Secretary of
the New Mexico Environment Department. Secretary Weidler is concerned about a recent
decision by the NRC to begin charging states, identified as Agreement States under the
Atomic Energy Act, for training regulatory staff in state reguiatory programs.

It is my understanding that the NRC has historically reimbursed states for their
efforts in keeping their radiation control programs in compliance with NRC requirements.
In addition, Secretary Weidler maintains in his letter that NRC reimbursement for states
carrying out these activities is less costly than would be the case if the NRC were to
assume regulatory responsibility.

Please review Secretary Weidler's letter and respond to me regarding the reasons
that the NRC decided to cease reimbursement at this time. Also, | am interested in
whether the NRC intends to revisit this matter given the arguments made by New
Mexico’s State Environment Department and others

Thank you very much for your time and attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

-
. ki,
Steven H Schiff
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1 , State of New chiqo
l ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT
‘ | Harold Runneis Building
; : 1190 St. Francis Drive, P.O, Box 26110
| ‘ Santg Fe, New Mexico 87509 MARK E WEIDLER
E (505) m.us% SECRETARY
| EDGAR T. THORNTON, 11
DEPUTY SBURFTARY
Septernber 18, 1996
. 'The Bogorable Stéven H. Schiff BECELY =
3 Unued wm. (4 -
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' Washinggon, D.C. 20515
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1 MH?: X0 became an Agreement State in 1974, The 1978 amendment 1o the Atomic Act
E requinés the NRC to periodically review Agreement State P . New Mexico's Radiation 1

* Program has ajways met the requirements to protect the bealth and safety. Amendments to the
anmmnmmmﬁm.wmmeﬂecdvemmy1995.kq)tthemte’s
program in compliance with NRC requirements.
~ Historically, the NRC has maintaived a continuing relationship with cach Agreement State to assure
| continued ‘,,‘kyoftheSw’smmmprogmandiuldaqu&ytopwwcthalmaMafety.
/ This relati iacludad.nnongoﬂnrthings.mm:)ﬁof t State regulatory staffs at no
to the parucipants. Begin October 1996, the NRC begin charging the Agreement States

: 88 New Mexico for all training needs.

. Newngjco'sRadianoaCamlngnmismndedwhollyrromthemteGunrdendmom
.| are unavailable to support training programs for staff previously sponsored by NRC.

The Deparuncrt believes that the minimal support (approximately $15,000 per year) to New
Mexico through the States Agreement Program is a in for the NRC and shoukd be continued
Shmuuncu.m@hudwnmmguhwrympombnhyfonhembypmductpmmmswed
on rescission of the agreement, the cost to the NRC would be substantia] compared to the minimal
support pow provided to New Mexico.

~ If financial assistance for Radiation Control Program personnel training is not restored, New Mexico
| will bave 10 look at remrning its entire Control Program to the NRC.  Such 20
| action ‘would y lead to the closure of mas ofﬂnSm’smmbndnem:‘gguedm
| Man&wndioncdvemmrhb.sim:ﬂwymﬂb:mumcmfommme 's ever-
.l ! m‘ | l

' Your assistance in petitioning NRC to amend its policy and restore financial support for the training
needs of the Agreement States is strongly encouraged and will be greatly appreciated.

Please contact Mr. Benito §. Garcia or Mr. William Floyd of my staff at (505) 827-1557 should you
‘ have any Questions
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% UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20856-0001

ana® Decenber 4, 1996

The Honorable Steven H. Schiff
United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Schiff:

Thank you for your October 9, 1996 letter which forwarded a September 18, 1996
letter from Mr. Mark Weidler, Secretary of the New Mexico Environment
Department, expressing concern about the Nuclear Regulatory Commission policy
to discontinue funding for Agreement State training. This policy went into
effect on October 1, 1996.

As you may know, the Commission has initiated a Strategic Assessment and
Rebaselining effort that includes a review of the relationship between the NRC
and the Agreement States. Funding of Agreement State training is again being
addressed in this evaluation, and the NRC has conducted several public
meetings to discuss this, along with other issues. While the Commission has
not made a final decision on this matter, a majority of the Commission is
preliminarily in favor of a compromise position in which the NRC would provide
training to Agreement States without charge on a "space available" basis.
Funding for travel and technical assistance would be borne by the Agreement
States. Our objectives in the Strategic Assessment and Rebaselining effort
with respect to this issue are to determine an equitable method of funding and
an appropriate scope for NRC's Agreement State activities.

The Commission believes that the stakeholders’ comments (from Agreement and
non-Agreement States, Agreement and non-Agreement State licensees, and members
of the public) will be important in the final resolution of this difficult
issue. Your comments certainly will be considered in the analysis.

Therefore, 1 have forwarded your October 9, 1996 letter to the Secretary of
the Commission to be addressed as a comment on the Strategic Assessment and
Rebaselining effort, Direction Setting Issue 4, NRC’s Relationship with
Agreement States. We welcome your further comments on this and other
Strategic Issues. For your information, I have enclosed the public
announcement and package of Direction-Setting Issues (DSI) that the Commission
released for discussion at the public meetings.

The Commission recently informed the staff that it does not object to the
staff implementing its preliminary views on training discussed above. NRC
expects that space available training partially will reduce the need for
Agreement States to seek training from other sources or to develop their own
training courses and the financial burdens of doing so. Additionally, a
working group consisting of representatives from the NRC and Agreement States
already has been formed to evaluate the ongoing evolution of training programs
for Agreement State personnel, the criteria for evaluation of Agreement State
programs in the area of training qualification, and possible training options
for Agreement State personnel.
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The Honorable S. H. Schiff -2~

The fundamental dilemma which we face in the Agreement State travel and
training reimbursement issue derives from the need to recover the vast
preponderance of our budget (other than high-level waste-related expenses)
from fees from our licensees. The Commission has long recognized the need to
address the fairness and equity issues resulting from the expenditure of NRC
fee-based budget resources on costs, such as funding for Agreement State
training, that cannot be attributed to an individual licensee or class of
licensees. In its 1994 report to the Congress on the NRC’s License Fee Policy
Review, the Commission described these fairness issues and recommended that
legislation be enacted to exclude these costs from the NRC’s user-fee base and
appropriate them separately. The Commission reaffirmed that recommendation in
a response to a question from Representative Dan Schaefer that resulted from
the September 5, 1996 hearing before the House Subcommittee on Energy and
Power. In that response, the Commission noted that the costs related to our
work at Hanford had been placed outside the fee base, and we specifically
mentioned Agreement State training and travel and international programs as
areas needin? similar legislative relief. We would welcome your support of
such » legislative solution to the Agreement State training and travel issue.

Sincerely,

TM.
.
for Operations

Enclosures:
As stated




The Honorable S. H. Schiff -2~

The fundamental dilemma which we face in the Agreement State travel and
training reimbursement issue derives from the need to recover the vast
preponderance of our budget (other than high-level waste-related expenses)
from fees from our licensees. The Commission has long recognized the need to
address the fairness and equity issues resulting from the expenditure of NRC
fee-based budget resources on costs, such as funding for Agreement State
training, that cannot be attributed to an individual licensee or class of
licensees. In its 1994 report to the Congress on the NRC's License Fee Policy
Review, the Commission described these fairness issues and recommended that
Tegislation be enacted to exclude these costs from the NRC's user-fee base and
appropriate them separately. The Commission reaffirmed that recommendation in
a response to a question from Representative Dan Schaefer that resulted from
the September 5, 1996 hearing before the House Subcommittee on Energy and
Power. In that response, the Commission noted that the costs related to our
work at Hanford had been placed outside the fee base, and we s?ecifical1y
mentioned Agreement State training and travel and international programs as
areas needing similar legislative relief. We would welcome your support of
such a legislative solution to the Agreement State trazining and travel issue.

Sincerely,
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James M. Taylor
Executive Director
for Operations
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The fundamental dilemma which we face in the Agreement State travel and
training reimbursement issue derives from the need to recover the vast
preponderance of our budget (other than high-level waste-related expenses)
from fees from our licensees. The Commission has long recognized the need to
address the fairness and equity issues associated with charging fees to NRC
Ticensees for acttvities which do not benefit them (such as funding for
Agreement State Tratning). In its 1994 report to the Congress on the NRC's
License Fee Policy Review, the Commission described these fairness issues and
recommended that legisTation be enacted to exclude these costs from the NRC's
user-fee base and appropriate them separately. The Commission reaffirmed that
recommendation in a response to a question from Representative Dan Schaefer
that resulted from the Sept r 5, 1996 hearing before the House Subcommittee
on Energy and Power. In that response, the Commission noted that the costs
related to our work at Hanford had been placed outside the fee base, and we
specifically mentioned Agreement State training and travel and internationaz}
programs as areas needing similar legislative relief. We would welcome your
support of such a legislative sol\{lon to the Agreement State training and

travel issue.
\\\ Sincerely,
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Executive Director
for Operations
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The fundamenta)l dilemma which we face in the Agreement State travel and
training reimbursement issue derives from the need to recover the vast
preponderance of our budget (other than high-level waste-related expenses)
from fees from our licensees. The Commission has long recognized the need to
address the fairness and equity issues resulting from the expenditure of NRC
fee-based budget resources on costs, such as funding for Agreement State
training, that cannot be attributed to an individual 1jcensee or class of
licensees. In its 1994 report to the Con?ress on the NRC's License Fee Policy
Review, the Commission describad these fairness issues and recommended that
legislation be enacted to exclude these costs f the NRC's user-fee base and
appropriate them separately. The Commission re:;:h‘od that recommendation in
a response to a question from Representative Dan Schaefer that resuited from
the September 5, 1996 hearing before the House Subcommittee on Energy and
Power. In that response, the Commission notged that the costs related to our
work at Hanford had been placed outside the fee base, and we specifically
mentioned Agreement State training and travel and international programs as
areas nndi»? similar legislative relief, We would welcome your support of
such a legislative solution to the Agreement State training and travel issue.

Sincerely,

James M. Taylor
Executive Director
for Operations
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COMMITTEE ON GOVERWMENT FIEFORM .l.hingtml, BC 20515-3101 [ 625 Suven Avenue, SW
ik Getober 9, 1996
The Honorable Shirley Jackson
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
11555 Rockville Pike

Rockville, MD 20852
Dear Madam Chairman:

Enclosed please find a copy of a letter sent to me from Mark Weidler, Secretary of
the New Mexico Environment Department.  Secretary Weidler is concerned about a recent
decision by the NRC to begin charging states, identified as Agreement States under the
Atomic Energy Act, for training regulatory staff in state regulatory programs.

It is my understanding that the NRC has historically reimbursed states for their
efforts in keeping their radiation control programs in compliance with NRC requirements.
In addition, Secretary Weidler maintains in his letter that NRC reimbursement for states
carrying out these activities is less costly than would be the case if the NRC were to
assume regulatory responsibility.

Please review Secretary Weidier's letter and respond to me regarding the reasons
that the NRC decided to cease reimbursement at this time. Also, I am interested in
whether the NRC intends to revisit this matter given the arguments made by New
Mexico’s State Environment Deparunent and others.

Thank you very much for your time and attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Steven H. Schiff
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