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All CIRRPC Members: 

Enclosed is a copy of the report from the Chairman of the 
CIRRPC Ad Hoc Planning Group, Colonel George W. Irving, 111. The 
thrust of the report and the recommendations of the Planning Group 
were presented to both the CIRRPC members and the Science Panel 
during the week of December 5. 

The present report is a follow-up to the CIRRPC Retreat of 
July 21, 1988. While the retreat conclusions were very positive 
as to the contributions made through the CIRRPC processes, areas 
for improvements in procedure and directions were noted. The 
Ad Hoc Group report further clarifies steps that should be taken 
to bring about such improvements. 

Through the CIRRPC Executive Committee and Science Panel we 
are laying out specific steps to be taken by each group in 
addressing the issues. We will keep you informed of our progress 
and will seek your approval as appropriate for any significant 
changes in our program. 

I do request that you and your science representatives give 
me any thoughts you may have on how we should proceed to improve 
CIRRPC'S operations. 

Sincerely, 

Chairman , CIRRPC 
ALY/bj c 

Enclosure 
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I. BACKGROUND 

A variety of vehicles have been used to try to ensure a coordinated Federal 
approach to the complex issues surrounding the utilization of and exposure to radiation. 
The initial effort was the establishment by Executive Order (10831) of the Federal 
Radiation Council whose statutory responsibility (under Public Law 86-373) was "...advise 
the President with respects to radiation matters, directly or indirectly affecting health, 
including guidance for all Federal agencies in the formulation of radiation standards and 
in the establishment and execution of programs of cooperation with States ...". The Council 
members were Secretaries of the USDA, DOC, DOD, DHEW, DOL, and Chairman of the 
AEC. The Council published a series of reports addressing radiation protection issues, 
including those approved by the President as Federal guidance, the first in May 1960. The 
Council was "disestablished under the President's Reorganization Plan of 1970 and its 
authority transferred to the Administrator of the newly created Environmental Protection 
Agency. Subsequently, various committees were convened to seek improvements in 
coordination of Federal radiation research programs and in addressing policy matters. 

In 1984, the functions of two of these committees, one for policy and one for 
research, were consolidated by the President's Science Adviser under the statutory umbrella 
of the Federal Coordination Council for Science, Engineering and Technology into the 
present Committee on Interagency Radiation Research and Policy Coordination (CIRRPC) 
reporting to the Director, Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP). 

CIRRPC is charged with acting as a coordinator, clearinghouse, and evaluator of the 
Federal research effort on designated research projects and coordinating radiation policy 
between agencies, resolving policy conflicts and advising on the formulation of broad 
radiation policy; to the extent that these actions complement the research and policy 
activities of member agencies and are not in lieu thereof. Senior policy level 
representatives and senior scientists from member agencies constitute CIRRPC and its 
Science Panel, respectively. There are 18 CIRRPC member agencies at this time 
(Attachment l), with 14 agencies having representatives on the Science Panel. 
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In March 1986, following a limited survey of Federal agencies, certain members of 
Congress, industry and professional organizations, and other groups, CIRRPC published a 
report entitled "Report on Identification of Federal Radiation Issues" which listed the 
national radiation topics considered by CIRRPC to be of primary importance. Thirty-four 
specific issues were aggregated into 10 major topics for discussion in the report. 
Attachment 2 lists the original list of ten national issues previously identified, the specific 
reports completed, on-going activities and potential follow-up to completed tasks. 

This report is the result of a CIRRPC Policy and Science Panel meeting on July 21, 
1988 to review past performance and to list possible areas for future action. The Chairman 
of CIRRPC charged an Ad Hoc Planning Group to develop a plan to address issues that 
are important to the nation's radiation agenda. This document includes recommendations 
for short and long range goals for CIRRPC's participation in matters of policy and science, 
and offers some alternative approaches for achieving these goals. 
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11. ISSUES 

The five issues, important to the nation's radiation agenda, which the planning 
group recommends for priority effort by CIRRPC are discussed below, followed by a brief 
discussion of other topics. 

k Commensu ration Betwee n Risks and Costs ( Federal Radiation Policv. Rem lation$ 
and Standards) 

In the 1986 CIRRPC report on major radiation issues, the topic "Federal Radiation 
Policy, Regulations and Standards" listed the following elements of concern: consistent 
Federal policies, coordinated regulations, the below-regulatory concern (BRC) concept, 
international policy meetings, updating policies and regulations, "as low as reasonably 
achievable" (ALARA) concept clarification, the need for scientifically-based standards, 
dose-related problems (e.g., dose commitment, collective dose) and risk assessment. 
Although some effort has been devoted to these problems, they continue to require 
CIRRPC attention, especially in achieving consistency when possible. The topics of 
greatest concern within the scientific community, industry, academia and government are: 
the need for scientifically-based standards, clarification of the ALARA concept, and 
examination of the BRC concept. Discussion of these three topics has been combined 

under the heading Commensuration Between Risks and Costs. 

In the absence of scientific data to define the dose-effect curve for low-level 

radiation, regulatory standards are based on a model known as the linear, nonthreshold 
hypothesis. The necessity of using this hypothesis gave rise to the ALARA concept and to 
its use in the regulatory processes. With the advent of risk coefficients applicable at high 
doses, agencies began to extrapolate their use (linearly) to low doses for estimating cancer 
deaths. These estimates became important in governmental decision-making processes. 
When very large numbers of people are exposed to very small doses, cancer fatality 
estimates derived from collective dose estimates (exposed population times the average 
individual dose) appear large and many contend they may be misleading. These 
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extrapolations when accepted as real result in decisions that can cany very high costs for 
the benefits attained. 

Although the costs may be commensurate with the fatality estimates, many 
knowledgeable people within the scientific community believe that the risks from very low 
levels of radiation exposure may not exist or may be minuscule and below regulatory 
concern. The establishment of below regulatory concern (BRC) levels should improve the 
degree of commensuration between risks and the costs. Such an approach should help 
reduce the diversion of resources from manifest risks and the reinforcement of unfounded 
fears that can retard technological progress. 

B. Indoor Radon 

Public response to the recent announcement by EPA and the Public Health Service 
on the seriousness of the indoor radon issue and calling for testing for radon in most U.S. 
homes highlight the continued importance and controversy surrounding this issue. A 
CIRRPC Science Panel report identified issues which needed to be addressed by the 
Federal agencies. A companion CIRRPC policy report subsequently examined what was 
being done by the Federal government, supporting the non-regulatory program underway. 
The report made recommendations for improvement in research coordination, and for the 
development of an overall Federal plan, including specific actions. Recommendations were 
also included for policy coordination in the event of changes in action levels or guidelines 
and calling for meetings of all interested agencies to discuss proposed significant changes 
in programs and policies. There is a clear need to follow up on the recommendations of 
the policy report if research and policy coordination is desired. 

C. R a d i a t i o n m a t  ioq 

The issue of compensation for individuals who may have been harmed by exposure 
to radiation is a complex, controversial and emotional one. Attempts to address this issue 
for one segment of the population have ramifications for other exposed population groups 
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not covered by a specific action. For example, statutory presumptions for veterans exposed 
to ionizing radiation resulting from the detonation of a nuclear device have implications for 
individuals exposed through living downwind of the detonation site and for employees 
exposed on-the-job. Efforts to establish safe exposure levels affect the policy question of 

whether exposure to higher levels should entitle one to compensation. Occupational 
exposure levels may be affected by determinations made concerning the inclusion or 
exclusion of therapeutic exposures or accidental exposures. Each of these in turn could 
impact on the amount and type of compensation that would be awarded. As another 
example, a Federal education and information campaign could affect the liability of the 
government in the area of Federally insured loans. 

D. Radioactive Wastes 

Two components of this problem identified by CIRRPC in its initial review were: 
the control of "low level" waste and the control of "high level" waste from storage or 
reprocessing of spent fuel elements from nuclear power reactors. The absence of a 
permanent high level waste repository continues to be considered by many as being an 
impediment to expansion of the civilian nuclear power program. 

A third component, not included in the 1986 CIRRPC report, relates to the 
decontamination and decommissioning of formerly used sites. Since decommissioning is a 
combination of on-site and off-site disposition of materials, it is a part of the Radioactive 
Waste issue. The number of sites and their diversity, both in type and location, make costs 
of remedial action enormous. The levels to which such sites are required to be 
decontaminated can significantly effect the costs. Alternative levels need to be explored. 

E. Naturallv Occu rrinP and Accelerator-Produced Radioactive Materials 

Naturally Occurring and Accelerator-Produced Radioactive Materials (NARM) are 
not subject to the Atomic Energy Act. A number of Federal agencies have some authority 
to regulate various public health and safety aspects of NARM. These include DOT, 

5 



OSHA, EPA, FDA, and all have carried out some activities under their respective 
authorities. 

The Conference of Radiation Control Program Directors (CRCPD), made up of 
representatives of the programs in the States and Territories, has requested that the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission ask for authority to regulate discrete sources of NARM, 
e.g. radium needles. After conducting a staff study of the issue, NRC requested through 
the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) that CIRRPC examine the issues, the 
Agencies involved and their authorities, and develop recommendations for future action. 
The Director of OSTP in referring the request to CIRRPC directed that the action be 
completed in early 1990. 

Besides concern for discrete NARM sources, which NRC referred to CIRRPC, there 
is also concern with diffuse radioactive materials that are typified by extraction industry 
residues (or tailings). Both CRCPD and EPA have interest in this aspect of NARM. 

CIRRPC has established a Subpanel to develop a draft report that responds to the 
NRC request and the Ad Hoc Group endorses this action. 

F. Other Topics 

In addition to the five issues identified above, other topics deserving CIRRPC's 
consideration include: 

1. Review Remaininn OriPinal CIRRPC Agenda Items 

A number of the issues originally identified for CIRRPC consideration have not 
been addressed or have been addressed only in part, and are not included above. These 
include: 

a) Non-Ionizing Radiation 
b) 
c) Public Information and Education 

Radiation Measurements, Records and Control 
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d) Food Irradiation 
e) 
9 

Emergency Preparedness and Cleanup Standards 
Federal Radiation Policy, Regulations and Standard 

i) Consistent Federal Policies 
ii) Coordinated Regulations 
iii) International Policy Meetings 
iv) Updating Policies and Regulations 
v) Dose-Related Problems 
vi) Risk Assessment 

The panel recommends that CIRRPC reexamine each of these topics to determine 
their continued priority and need. In addition, the Group recommends that CIRRPC 
determine if present educational programs will provide radiobiologists for expected future 

Reexamination of Past Performance 

The past, present, and future activities of CIRRPC should be evaluated as 
to the relevance and responsiveness to its charter. 

The charter should be reviewed to determine if there are other areas that 
CIRRPC should address. 

CIRRPC should examine the need for revising its reports as new data and 
other information becomes available. 

CIRRPC should review the status of each of its tasks to ensure that each 
report represents a comprehensive scientific analysis of the issue rather than 
a limited perspective prepared in the interest of time. 
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III. ROLE OF CIRRPC 

The substantive issues listed above cut across the responsibilities of many Federal 
This requires some form of interagency coordination and cooperation to 

There are many different ways that CIRRPC could be 
agencies. 
effectively deal with them. 
structured to fill this role. 

A. Proactive vs. Reactive 

Generally, CIRRPC has reacted to requests from agencies and has limited its action 
to preparing studies or analyses. It has not forced consideration of other issues by agencies 
or taken an active role in dealing with the Congress and/or the public. This has also 
tended to make its focus be more on the short term issues. 

1. External to t he Administration 

CIRRPC provides a mechanism to cut across agency lines on common problems and 
to act as a forum for candid discussions on these problems. It could take a more proactive 
role, especially with regard to actively informing the Congress (OTA), States (both 
Governors and Legislatures), the Courts, and the public about certain issues that involve 
the use or production of radiation. However, this may create the danger of being perceived 
as biased. If this happened, it could damage credibility on all issues, whether scientific or 
more policy oriented. Alternatively, CIRRPC could be active on just a few selected issues. 
It is recommended that CIRRPC take a more active role on selected issues especially in 
dealing with Congress. 

2. Within the Administration 

CIRRPC could take a more proactive role in setting its, the Administration’s, and 

individual agency agendas and in monitoring progress. This could allow a more long-term 
focus on issues and deal with issues that no one agency really cares very much about. 
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And, it would move CIRRPC away from its present, primarily advisory, role. To do this 
would require CIRRPC to react faster than it can now. Agencies cannot be expected to 
want CIRRPC to have such power. It is recommended that CIRRPC brief occupants of 
identified positions in member agencies to ensure their familiarity with CIRRPC's activities 
and functions. 

B. Qreanizational Position 

CIRRPC has functioned largely in the scientific area under the auspices of the 
Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP). If CIRRPC is asked to take a more 
active role in policy issues, it is recommended that it report to groups in addition to OSTP 
or at least have access to other forums, e.g., the Domestic Policy Council. 

C. Radiation Research Coordination 

Since its establishment in 1984, CIRRPC, has identified radiation issues of concern 
to Federal agencies and has responded to requests for advice, assistance, or review of 
issues. With the important exception of identifying research agendas and the exchange of 
broad descriptions of research, there has been no coordination of federal, radiation 
research, including that addressing operational needs, as suggested in the name of the 
committee and the original charter. 

It is recommended that the CIRRPC Science Panel institute a method of Radiation 
Research Coordination within the Panel and among members agencies that would provide 
a forum for exchange of research plans among the member Federal agencies, and for 
discussion of selected topical areas of radiation research that are currently in progress. 
The purpose of this coordination would be to affect a meaningful exchange of information, 
identify research gaps and to avoid unnecessary duplication. 
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D. Funding 

Currently, CIRRPC is totally dependent on annual contributions from agencies and 
these do not always come in on time. This dependency could undermine CIRRPC's efforts 
to be timely and effective in addressing important issues. Biennial contributions with more 
line item earmarking in budgets could help. Although CIRRPC might be funded directly 
through OSTP or another single agency, such an approach could be a problem of priority 
within the funding agency and, most importantly, could seriously impact on the present 
feeling of participating agencies in an effort that can effectively address common problems 
and through positive attitudes find common solutions. It is recommended that once the 

other issues regarding CIRRPC's role and structure are decided, appropriate steps be taken 
to assure adequate funding. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

CIRRPC MEMBER AGENCIES 

Department of Agriculture* 
Department of Commerce* 
Department of Defense* 
Department of Energy' 
Department of Health and Human Services* 
Department of Housing and Urban Development* 
Department of Interior* 
Department of Justice 
Department of Labor* 
Department of State 
Department of Transportation* 
Environmental Protection Agency* 
Federal Emergency Management Agency* 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration* 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission* 
Office of Management and Budget* 
Veterans Administration 
National Security Council 

* Represented on Science Panel 



ATTACHMENT 2 

1984 List of National Issues 

Federal Radiation Policy, Regulations and Standards 
Radiation Compensation 
Radon 
Non-Ionizing Radiation 
High-LET Radiation 
Radiation Measurements, Records and Control 
Public Information and Edupation 
Emergency Preparedness and Cleanup Standards 
Food Irradiation 
Radioactive Wastes 

Completed or Near Completed Activities 

Reports 

Review of VA Feasibility Epidemiologic Study (9/84) 
Review of NIH Radioepidemiological Tables (1/85) 
Radon Issues Report (8/86) 
Review of Nuclear Winter Agricultural Impacts (3/88) 
Radiation SI Units/Quantities (12/86) 
International Activities-U.S. Participation (6/86) 
Use of Radioepidemiological Tables for Claims to VA 
Radiation Issues Document (3/86) 
Policy Report on Radon 
Federal Radiation Research Agenda FY 85 (ORAU) 
Compendium of U.S. Radiation Protection Standards (ORAU) 
NCRP Contract for Report No. 93-U.S. Radiation Exposure (SP/ORAU) 

Coordination of rnents 

SPR #1 
SPR #2 & #3 

SPR #4 
SPR #5 

SPR #6 

EPAs Recommendations on Federal Guidelines for Occupational Exposure 
NIOSHs Criteria Document on Occupational Radon Limits 
EPA’s Draft Radon Citizen’s Guide 



ATTACHMENT 2 
Page 2 

Ongoing Activities 

Occupational Radiation Research Coordination (SP) 
Neutron Quality Factor (SP) 
Research Planning Related to Nuclear Accidents (SP) 
Neutron Effectiveness Research Plan (SP) 
Policy Impacts of "PC" Methodology (PSP) 
BEIR V Contract with NAS/National Research Council (SP/ORAU) 
Ionizing Radiation Risk Assessment (SP) 
NARM (PSP) 

Potential Follow-up of Completed Tasks 

Fact Sheets (PI) 

Comprehensive Analysis of Rationales for Standard - 
Setting of Detailed Requirements 

Revisions - Updating, Extension of Scope 

Research Agenda - Updating, Extension of Scope (SI) 

TRU in Environment (MI) 

Radon "Policy" Report (MI) 

SP = SciencePanel 
PSP = Policy Subpanel 
PI = Policy Issue 
SI = Science Issue 
MI = Mixed Issue 



ATTACHMENT 3 

PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

I. Sub panels Underwav Comdeted Action Follow-u D 

Policy 

SI 

0 Radon . PC 

0 TRU (Ad HOC) 

Science 

0 Radon 

0 Neutron Q * 

* to member yearly 
agencies review 

* 

High LET * 

Non Ionizing 

PC 

* to DOC 

8 Pre-Disaster 

8 Risk 
Assessment 

0 SCOPE 28 

11. Other Tec hnical Activities 

0 NAS BEIR V 8 

0 NCRP - U.S. 
Exposures 

Research Agenda 

* to Science by EPA 
Adviser 

8 to Science 
Adviser 

Withdrawn 

8 to Science 
Adviser 

* 

8 NCRP-93 

8 

* 

policy 
review 

Fact Sheets 



ATTACHMENT 4 

HOW CIRRPC IS ORGANIZED TO ADDRESS ISSUES 

I. Activities of Member Agency Representatives with ORAU Technical and 
Administrative Support 

A. Program Direction and Review - (Policy Panel, Science Panel, Executive 
Committee) 

B. Specific Issues - Science Panel, Subpanels, and Ad Hoc Groups 

1. Member agency participants 

- 3 Policy Subpanels 
- 5 Science Subpanels 
- 3 Assistance Reviews (TRU, Occupational, Radon brochures) 

2. Member agency participants and consultants 

- Pre-Disaster 
- NOSH Criteria Document Review 

- High LET Subpanel/Task Group 
- SCOPE 28 

11. Major Contracts - Assigned to DOE/ORAU 

A. NAS-BEIRV 
B. NCRP - U.S. Exposures 

111. Tasks Assigned to ORAU with Contract Support 

A. Research Agenda 
B. Fact Sheets 
C. Public Acceptance Survey 

IV. Continuing Consultant Support 

k Legislative 
B. Technical 



AlTACHMENT 5 

CIRRPC RETREAT 

July 21, 1988 

I. Summary of Meeting 

II. Conclusions 

III. Responses 

Iv. Areas for Action 

V. Possible Approaches 

Attachments: 
(1) Agenda 
(2) Attendees 



I. SUMMARY OF MEETING 

The Committee on Interagency Radiation Research and Policy Coordination 
(CIRRPC) held its first "retreat", since its establishment in April, 1984, on July 21, 1988 at 
the Washington office of Oak Ridge Associated Universities (ORAU). The purpose of the 
retreat was to provide an opportunity for CIRRPC member agencies, as represented by 
both policy and science panel participants, to exchange views and ideas on the effectiveness 
and future role and direction of CIRRPC in meeting its responsibilities of assisting in the 
interagency coordination of the federal government's radiation research programs and in 
addressing policy issues. Copies of the "retreat" agenda and attendee listing are attached 
(Attachments 1 and 2, respectively). 

To facilitate discussion, the attendees were divided into smaller discussion groups; 
members of CIRRPC's Executive Committee chaired these groups. ORAU provided 
professional resource and recorder assistance. Following individual group discussion, the 
retreat attendees collectively discussed their findings. The following is a summary of these 
findings as they relate to the specific questions given in the agenda. 

WHAT HAS CIRRPC DONE THAT HAS BEEN USEFUL TO YOUR AGENCY? 

Member agencies have generally found CIRRPC to be useful; some more than 
others. It has been more useful as a scientific body than as a policy coordinating and 
information exchange body. Timely and candid reviews of documents, such as the review 
of a criteria document on radon for DOL, and balanced discussion of controversial issues, 
such as was obtained in addressing EPA's proposed guidance on transuranics in the 
environment (soil), have been of significant value to affected agencies. Two reports on 

radon (one on science issues, the other on policy topics) have been helpful in improving 
coordination between affected agencies and in identifying program needs and resources. 
Overall specific reports published by CIRRPC are widely distributed in response to requests 
from interested groups and individuals. Support for the NCRP to publish its report on 
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radiation exposure of the U.S. population was cited as an example of the usefulness of 
CIRRPC in getting results. 

WHAT ARE THE STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF CIRRPC PROGRAM 
AND ITS OPERATION? 

Participants were of the opinion that CIRRPC functioning under the umbrella 
responsibility of the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP), Executive Office of 
the President and, therefore, administratively under the Science Adviser to the President 
provided a unique source of strength in dealing with the many agencies involved, and that 
having available a competent outside secretariat for administrative and technical assistance 
is highly advantageous. ORAU's technical assistance was cited for its effective contribution 
to CIRRPC's notable success and productivity. The leadership of CIRRPC and its Science 
Panel has been outstanding and active participation by member agencies in CIRRPC 
activities is high and effective. Availability and objectivity of CIRRPC in addressing issues 
in a timely manner were considered strong points. 

Greater emphasis on policy issues and the development of a policy agenda are major 
shortcomings in CIRRPC's efforts to date. CIRRPC appears to have little, if any, clout in 
providing consensus views on controversial radiation issues and too slow to impact on 
Congressional actions. It has low visibility. Its lack of effectiveness in addressing policy 

issues can be partially attributed to the tenuous nature of its mandate and charter to exist 
as an interagency committee. Also cited as weaknesses in CIRRPC's operation are the 
lateness and "unevenness" of agency funding commitments, overall establishment of 
priorities and control of expenditures, and certain administrative matters concerning 
procurement and processing of paperwork. 
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WHAT FUTURE ISSUES SHOULD CIRRPC UNDERTAKE 
TO SUPPORT THE NEEDS OF YOUR AGENCY? 

There are both broad and specific issues that need to be considered by CIRRPC; 
some of which are extensions of ongoing activities. Of high priority to agencies are policy- 
science relationships in regard to developing consensus views, for example, on "acceptable 
risk," consistency of radiation protection standards (followup to Fact Sheets report), and 
safety goals for nuclear power plants (in the context of international activities). The 
coordination role of CIRRPC in defining policy issues, identifymg research gaps and 
objective, and participation in public awareness and education requires examination in order 
to overcome the "no clout'' and low visibility image. OSTP's support role should be 
addressed in this examination. 

Among a number of specific topics suggested for future consideration by CIRRPC 
are non-ionizing radiation, nuclear waste issues, food irradiation, and availability of 
government files for epidemiology studies. 
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11. CONCLUSIONS 

The review and open discussion of the benefits, strengths and weaknesses of 
CIRRPC lead to the overall conclusion that this unique Federal activity should continue but 
that improvements should be made. Increased member agency participation in policy 
decisions and in the initiation and overview of programs is needed to match the active role 
of the Science Panel and its subgroups. It was agreed that a plan of action to address the 
issues identified would be developed by the Executive Committee, member agency 
volunteers and the ORAU staff and submitted to the Policy Panel for discussion and 
approval at an early Fall CIRRPC meeting. 
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111. RESPONSES (Comments from group reports are italicized) 

In order to facilitate further study, the responses of the four review groups have been 
broken into categories as given below. The responses are essentially as given in the 
summary meeting without prioritization. 

A. WHAT HAS CIRRPC DONE THAT HAS BEEN USEFUL TO YOUR 
AGENCY? 

1. Specific ReDorts (so me aee ncies noted little value) 

BEIR Nand V 
Radioepidemiological Reports 
Radon Reports 
Risk Assessment 
Suntey of Issues of importance to agencies 
'The Federal Ionizing Radiation Research Agenda Related to Low 
Level Biological Effects: FY 1985" should be useful to Agency 
Research coordination 
Facts Sheets are valuable and have tremendous potential for 
improvement of the US. regulatory process 
The Radon Report was useji~l in the budget process (DOE) 
The Epidemiological Study Review was valuable to VA; provided 
financial savings 
CIRRPC review helped to improve scientific quaIity of NIH working 
group report (Rall) 
The Radon Policy Report has improved agency coordination on radon 
CIRRFC sponsored NCRP report on radiation population exposure 
has improved our undexstanding of the importance of radon in public 
exposure 

2. 

The ability of CIRRPC to provide timely and candki reviews of 
documents is a plus 
The exktence of the Science Panel has improved inter-agency 
coordination and information exchange 
The dr@ Quality Factor report is benejkial (DOE/DOD) 
Provided balanced debate on neutron quality factor 
Provided balanced debate for transuranics guidance 
Initiating risk assessment effort--bringing deliberation to process 
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3. Other 

More useful as scientific body vs. policy 
0 CIRRPC helpjid in specific cases. If reports are issued DOJ can 

defend set standards 

B. WHAT ARE THE STRENGTHS OF CIRRPC PROGRAM AND ITS 
OPERATION? 

1. Institutional Arra neements 

0 Effective ORAU support 
0 Access to top administration officials (OSTP) 
0 Technical strength of ORAU staff 
0 Established Admin- Support 
0 Placement in OSTP 
0 Position of secretariat outside of any agency 
0 Interest shown by OMB 

2. Forum 

0 

Objectivity-feeling of welcome 
There when you need it--security 
Useful as scientific body 
CIRRPC reviews improved science 
Mechanism for collecting data 
Mechanims to test idear and recommendations throughout government - before use by an agency(ies) 
Opportunity to undersand other agency positions 
Promotes consensus of opinion 

3. Product ivity and Partickation 

0 Relatively high productivity 
Generates useful scientific reports lfor agencies) 

0 Wde agency participation in all levels of CIRRPC activities 
8 Cadre of people interested and willing to work and backed by their 

agencies 
0 Present leadership superb 
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C. WHAT ARE THE WEAKNESSES OF THE CIRRPC PROGRAM AND ITS 
OPERATION? 

1. Relationship to Outside Oreanizations 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

0 

e 

e 

0 

Low Ksibility 
CIRRPC needs Public relations--press releases--low visibility 
OMB & EPA roles in policy (weakness) 
Dktn'bution outreach (reports) documents 
Is there a way to have wider distribution of reports? Say to state 
governments if interested 
Slowness of OSTP in report approval 
Relationship to NAS/NCRP not sufficiently clear and synergistic 
Impact on congressional actions 
No clout!!! 
CIRRPC too slow to have impact on congressional initiatives 

2. Role and Policy 

Temporary Mandate 
(not) Effective use of the Policy Panel 
Research Coordination 
Is C I W C  perceived as pro-nuclear - must remain neutral 
- Could influence science agenda - Are the PC Tables relevant to debate 
Can't be another hurdle for agencies to go through 
Lack of permanent mandate 
Not as effective in impactingpolicy CLS desired 
Better information among policy members 
Better Policy Agenda 

Short-tern problem (inability to meet requesting agency needs in time) 
Ability to get reports out 
Perceived as im#ective/reactive to request of agencies 
Lack of mpport for education and professional development 
Perceived gap on operationd issues (not covered by CIRRPC) 
Not enough research coordination 
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4. Administrative and Fiscal 

Funding 
- Income 
- Control/Nature of Expenditures 
Role of Science Advker in find raking 
Need for streamlining procurements and administrative processing 
Lateness/unevenness of finding 
Priorities for spending need to be reviewed 
More conservative financial management 
CIRRPC funding (Administrative Procedure) 

D. WHAT FUTURE ISSUES SHOULD CIRRPC UNDERTAKE TO SUPPORT 
THE NEEDS OF YOUR AGENCY? (AND OTHERS) 

1. Reexamine CIRRPC's role and structu re 

Does CIRRPC have a role in reducing public anxiety re radiation 
Radiation debate--scientific or political (Nuclear power) 
Role in education and training 
Coordinating strategic planning 
Should be responsive to requests for topical research agendm 
Formal Status of CIRRPC 
Review of the organizational structure of CIRRPC 
Should CIRRPC itself initiate more issues on its OWN? 
OSTP support role 
To what extent is CIRRPC a scientiflc peer review body? 
How can CIRRPC rake the comciousness of highest department 
official to radimon issues? 
To what extent will the science panel take on 'kpecially-funded" 
scient@ task? 

2. 

0 Redej7ning of research agendas on basis of emerging issues having 
social concern 

0 Federal Rkk/Resourrce Allocation 
The relationship between radimon protection needs Lznd the supporting 
sciences 

e Improve information flow to congressional support agencies 
Stronger emphasis on issues that impact federal policy 
'Acceptable" risk (as federal-wide policy) 
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3. 

4. 

Balances resources applied to various issues 
- via degree of risk - via education (decision makers, public) 
Example: Indoor Radon $ vs. Outdoor Radon $ 

Nature of commitment of policy component to science component 
Policy ------> Science Now? 
Policy <----- Science Future? 

How can CIRRPC be Qective in identij'jing (defining) policy issues? 
Input into very costly issues having little impact on radiation 
prot ection/control 

Safety goah for nuclear power (In the context of International Issues) 
Example of issue that should be evaluated with awareness of 
international activities 

CIRRPC role?? 

Public Education--In generg who? 

Differentiate between regulatory role and policy role 

Example: 'Xcceptable Risk" 
(agencies) (CIRRPC) 

Political impact of controversial issues 

UDdate Issues Document 

e Exposure from transmission lines 
Food Irradiation 

e Non-Ionizing Radiation 
0 Post-disaster study 

Revisit the issue of public infomation 
Review of the lists of possible topics 
Nuclear waste issues 

Follow-up to co mdeted act io- 

e Radon Implementation (HUD) - CIRRPC can act as internedim between agencies 
Consistency of stand&--Is there a n a  step? 
- Follow-up action on Fact Sheets 
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5. Research Review Considerations 

Assess major issues for gaps relevant to future research agenda 
0 Reexamine Libassi Report - finding/rocating people 
0 Lack of attention to Applied Radiation Research 
0 Policy member review of federal-wide resemh agenda 

(look for gaps & overlaps) 
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IV. AREAS FOR ACTION (Examples for Discussion) 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

Improvement in members’ participation in policy issues 
1. CIRRPC‘s role re broad policy 
2. Organization and replacement of officers 
3. Programs 
4. Fiscal controls 

Examination of how collection and disbursement of funds would be improved 

Develop Future Programs 
1. Reexamine past issues 
2. Identify new issues 
3. Follow-up to completed tasks 

Examine CIRRPC’s future role in regard to other agencies 
1. OSTP 
2. NAS, NCRP 
3. Continuity 



V. POSSIBLE APPROACHES (Examples for Discussion) 

A. Short term ad hoc groups under Executive Committee on Policy Panel 

B. Establishment of a steering committee of the Policy Panel (temporary or 
permanent ) 

C. Assign tasks to Executive Committee and Science Panel. 
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I. 

11. 

COMMITEE ON INTERAGENCY RADIATION RESEARCH 
AND POLICY COORDINATION 

1019 Nineteenth Street, NW, Sulte 700 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

AGENDA 

CIRRPC RETREAT 

July 21, 1988 

9:oO-9:30 a.m. 

Welcome, introductory comments to include brief review of 
past CIRRPC program objectives and objectives for the 
retreat. 

9:30-11:30 a.m. 

Assemble into small groups. Each group will be tasked with 
developing an inventory of comments on all three of the 
following questions: 

a. What has CIRRPC done that has been useful to 
your agency? 

b. What are the strengths and weaknesses of the 
CIRRPC program and its operation? 

c. What future issues should CIRRPC undertake to 
support the needs of your agency? 

111. 11:30 a.m.-1:00 p.m. 

IV. 

Luncheon and informal discussion with Dr. William R. Graham, 
Science Adviser to the President, or other OSTP 
representative. 

1:OO-3:OO p.m. 

A consolidation of ideas from the smaller groups, 
devalopment of a draft future CIRRPC agenda, and some 
proposals on how to follow-up on the results of the retreat. 
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