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AST Contract No. 04-91-047
Job Code L1618

STATEMENT OF WORK

TASK ORDER NO. 8

TITLE: Technical Assistance: Consistency of
Regulations With Rev. 10 CFR Part 20

1.0 Background

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission published a revision of 10 CFR Part 20,
*Standards for Protection Against Radiation,” in May 1991. The rule became
effective in June 1991, and licensees must comply on or before January 1,
1994. The revision uses the new ICRP principles and dosimetry concepts such
as Effective Dose Equivalent (EDE), and establishes limits based upon the sum
of doses to organs weighted by health effect probabilities. The former 10 CFR
Part 20 used a total body/critical organ concept for dose limiting. Al1 other
parts of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) reference the units of the
former Part 20 for control purposes. Likewise, these other portions of the
regulations use the 'I:aic of Part 20 in the establishment of their
requirements. Thus, the staff believes that there may be potential
inconsistencies within the regulations which could be confusing to users.
Other portions of the regulations may be inconsistent in terms of the
underlying principles or philosophical positions of the rules. Enclosure A
reflects an initial staff review for potential inconsistencies.

The purpose of this task order is to procure technical assistance for the task
of {dentifying, quallfyi:?‘, quantifying, prioritizing and resolving potential
inconsistencies between the new 10 CFR Part 20 principles, philosophical
positions, units and approach and those used in other parts of the
regulations.

2.0 ¥ork Requirements

Enclosure A of this SOV 1s a Tisting of candidate inconsistencies between the
new 10 CFR Part 20, and other parts of the CFR which have been {dentified by
MRC staff. This 1ist s not necessarily complete, and other.candidates have
Msmc:udinmmuuamtfmthmummim.
to the EDO request are grwldod in Enclosure B, These potential

inconsistencies have not been eva uated in terms of their potentfal fmpact, .
the extent of the inconsistency or the level of effort needed to mg‘ln:t‘u i
tssue. 1t should be moted that some items on the 14st have been, or are being
reviewed by the NRC staff. : gt Sali

The contractor shall: : s

1. Develop for NRC Staff review, . comprehensive 115t of potential i
hmnﬂ_stendes between 1imits and approach of;?art‘;zo@nd ‘other
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2 JOB CODE: L 1618

parts of the CFR. This 1ist shall include a clear description of the
potential problem and a statement regarding the scope of analysis
that the contractor believes is needed in order to resolve the
inconsictency. The list shall be prepared showing the contractor’s
recommendations regarding the importance and priority for each
potential inconsistency, and shall specifically identify any
potential inconsistencies which might require the immediate attention
of the NRC staff.

The NRC staff will review this listing and indicate which items are
to be analyzed as follows.

2. The contractor shall characterize each potential inconsistency in
detail both qualitatively and quantitatively, and shall identify
regulatory or enforcement problems that might result if the
inconsistency is not resolved.

3. The contractor shall make recommendations of options to the staff
regarding how each inconsistency should be resolved, including pros
and cons of each option, and provide an outline for each step of the

recommended option.

The NRC staff will review and comment on these recommendations and
indicate which items require further technical assistance.

4. The contractor shall provide technical assistance to the staff on
developing necessary documents such as Federal Register Notices,
regulatory analysis, regulatory guidance, etc., needed to effect
resolution of inconsistencies as directed by the staff.

3.0 Reporting Requirements

Submit monthly letter status reports to the Project Officer. The re orts
shall include a summary of work erformed, tracking of progress, p Tems
encountered and how they are to resolved, and a detailed summary of costs
incurred. The report shall be submitted by the 15th of each month.

4.0 Required Expertise

Technical experts assigned to this task order by the contractor are subject to
approval by the NRC Project Officer. The assigned experts should be cognizant
of NRC’s current policies, regulations and standa’ds regarding protection of
workers and members of the general public from tlie hazards of radiation.

5.0 Deliverables :

1. The comprehensive listing and prioritization of potentiil
{nconsistencies is due 2 months after initiation of the'task order.

2. The characterization report shall be completed within 2 months after
receipt of NRC staff comments on the listing.
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3. Recommendations on resolution of inconsistencies shall be complete
within two months of receipt of NRC comments on the characterization

reports.

4. Technical assistance on preparation of documents needed to resolve
jssues will be provided on a schedule mutually agreed to by AST and the

NRC project officer.
6.0 Period of Performance

The period of performance for this Task Order shall he from December 29, 1993
through December 28, 1994.

7.0 Estimated Level of Effort

A maximum of 1000 hours of senfor technical staff time and 100 lLours of
clerical time are expected to be required.

8.0 Project Officer/Technical Monitor

The Project Officer for this Task is Alan K. Roeckiein, who may be contacted
on (301) 492-3740.

9.0 JTravel and Meetings

One initial meeting and subsequent periodic meetings not to exceed three
between the contractor and the NRC Project Officer shall be planned to
discuss technical or procedural problems and progress.



ENCLOSURE A

CFR Portions Affected by Revision of 10 CFR Part 20

10 CFR Part 19

10 CFR Part 20

10 CFR Part 30

10 CFR Part 32

10 CFR Part 35

staff is working on two actions related to instructions to
workers. One relates to the information to be provided to
workers (19.12). The second relates to information that

would need to be provided to members of the public (19.13).

0GC has raised a question regarding possible changes needed
for 19.32 and 10 CFR 2.111 regarding discrimination.
Present wording may make enforcement of 20.1208 on dose to
am embryo/fetus difficult to enforce.

10 CFR Part 20.1005 allows the use of curies, bequerels or
disintegrations per unit of time (i.e., dpm). However,

10 CFR 20.2101 does not allow units of dpm for purposes of
recordkeeping. Was this an omission in 20.21017

Provisions for exemptions from the regulations. RES
currently has an effort underway with ORNL to reevaluate
exemptions.

Provisions for general license of devices. Although not
explicitly stated in the regulaticns, the basis for
decisions on generally licensed devices is believed to have
their genesis in acceptable dose values of 500 mrem per
year. The revision of Part 20 to 100 mrem per year could be
seen as a need for revaluation of these generally licensed
devices.

pecommissioning funding criteria are currently based upon

pendix C of the old Part 20. The revision created new
values for Appendix C, thereby potentially changing the
criteria. RES staff are considering amendment of Parts 30,
40, and 70 to append the old Part 20 Appendix C as an
interim measurs while contractor work to develop a more
precise basis for decommissioning financial assurance is
developed.

Provisions of § 32.23 and 32.24 are based upon whole body
and organ dose. Revision of Part 20 t» The Total Effective
Dose Equivalent (TVEDE) concept could result in & need to
revise criteria.

Provisions of 32. 51 that refer to 10% of values of Part 20
are currently being examined.

petitioners have identified potential inconsistencies with
the criteria for release of patients. RES 1s currently
pursuing rulemaking on this topic. :



10 CFR Part 36

10 CFR Part 39

10 CFR Part 40

10 CFR Part 50

10 CFR Part 60

10 CFR Part 61

TP

Recent enforcement activities have highli¢ited potential
interactions between the misadmiristration levels and public
dose limits.

10 CFR Part 20.2101 requires that licensees uses the units
of rem, rad and curie...for all records required by this
part. Part 35.70(h) requires that records be kept in
millizfm per hour or disintegrations per minute (dpm) per
100 cm.

Criteria of 36.23(g) conflict with 20.1902(c). This has
been addressed with the Regulatory Guide currently under
development, but not in rulemaking.

Provisions of 39.63 should be revised to update the
reference to 20.205.

Provisions for exemptions from the regulations. RES
currently has an effort underway with ORNL to reevaluate
exemptions.

Provisions of Appendix I are based upon whole body and organ
dose values. Revision of Part 20 to the TEDE concept
results in 2 need to revaluate the dose basis used in
Appendix 1. Several regulatory guides, and in particular

RG 1.109, 21so require revision.

Provisions for evaluations of safety related structures
(50.65) are based upon 2 refueling interval, not to exceed 2
years. Potential conflict could result from the periodic
(at least annual) review of radiation protection programs
required by 20.1101.

Technical specifications for reactors continue to reference
the old Part 20 for instantaneous release levels. NRR is
examining alternatives feor blanket change to specifications.

The General Design Criteria, including GDC 19, should be
reviewed to determine if revision is appropriate.

General reference to Part 20 should not result in problems.
Iot: d:“ SECY-92-408 would potentfally apply Part 20 to
accidents. ]

Provisions for protection of the general po::lation in 61.41
are based upon whole body and organ dose. ision of Part
nummmmtmld\wunmlna o e

reexamination of the appropriate criteria. ai



10 CFR Part 70

10 CFR Part 72

10 CFR Part 100

O

Provisions of 61.55 have been questioned in a petition for
rulemaking which suggests that intruder dose analysis should
be revised since Part 20 dose limits for members of the
public were reduced to 100 mrem per year.

Criteria for general license are based upon whole body and
organ dose. Revision to the TEDE concept would appear to
require a reexamination of the criteria, although it does
not appear likely that changes would be necessary.

Criteria of 40 CFR 190, which is the EPA generally
applicable environmental standards applicable to the fuel
cycle, is based upon the whole body and organ dose.

Revision to the TEDE concept would appear to require a
reexamination of the criteria. It should be noted that EPA

has already indicated, in its high level waste standard,
that it would revise the criteria to 15 mrem TEDE.

Criteria for the controlled area are based upon whole body
and organ dose. Revision to the TEDE concept would appear
to require a reexamination of the criteria.

Criteria for determination of exclusion area are based upon
whole body and organ dose. Revision to the TEDE concept
would appear to require a reexamination of the criteria.

\




.;u‘___:__

S

L B e o S S

s

ey




MOrris
Roecklein

"ﬂuc"“

% UNITED STATES i

s, ' ottier
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION B)gl

5 " L5

- o

b~ : B WASHING TON, D, C. 20955

.ok j 3 ) file (Part 20) #33
% i

. October 27, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR: 8111 M. Morris, Director
pivision of Regulatory Applications

office of Nuclear Regulatory Research

FROM: frank J. Congel, Director
Division of Radiation Safety

and Safeguards
office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

SUBJECT: PEGULATIONS THAT COULD BE IMPACTED BY
REVISION OF 10 CFR PART 20 Y10930227

ptember 30, 1993, memorandum from Hugh Thompson
memorandum requested that NRR provide RES

ractor perform work concerning

1 am responding to the Se
_to Dr. Murley on this subject. That
with any fnput regarding the plan to have 2 cont

this subject and any input concerning the enclosed list of
evision of 10 CFR Part 20.* Our comments are enclosed.

£ G/

frank J. Congél, Director
pivision of Radiation Safety

and Safeguards
office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

*“CFR Portions

Affected by R

enclosures: As stated

Contact: John Buchanan, NRR
(301) 504-3184

PH




[nclosure

Comments on "CFR Portions Affected by Revision of 10 CFR Part 20." (the
enclosure to a memorandum from H. (. Thompson, EDO, to 1. £. Murley, et al.,
dated September 9, 1993).

JRILE

*10 CFR Part 19 staff is working on two actions related to instructions to
workers. One relates to the information to be provided to
workers (19.12). The second relates to jnformation that

would need to be provided to members of the public (19.13).

0GC has raised a question regarding possible changes needed
for 19.32 and 10 CFR 2.111 regarding discrimination.
Present wording may make enforcement of 20.1208 on dose to
an embryo/fetus difficult to enforce.”

. We had not previously been told of, and we are puzzled by, the
comment concerning the 0GC question regarding possible changes needed for 10
CFR 19.32 and 2.111, and the statement that the present wording could make
enforcement difficult. Absent any other jnformation on this 0GC question, we
do not believe contractor study of this item is needed because:

(1) Action to amend (or delete) these sections has been on the NRC regulatory
agenda for some time. See NRC Regulatory Agenda, NUREG-0936, Yol. 12, No. 2,
page 38, RIN 3]150-ADS0. See also the July 29, 1993 memorandum from A. ¥s

y, NRR, to Bill K. Morris, RES, on the subject, *Semiannual Report to the
EDO on the Priorities and Status of Rulemaki .* this memorandum noted that
this rulemaking had been started but apparently had been stopped because of
higher priority work. The memorandum also requested that RES change the
priority on this rulemaking to *high.” Also see the memorandum from
1. E. Murley to E. S. geckjord, dated September 7, 1989, on'the subject
“aAmendment or Deletion of 10 CFR 19.32 and 2.111;" this memorandum requested
this rulemaking, provided reasons for the request, and enclosed a memorandum
from J. Becker, 0GC, to J. Lieberman, OF, on the subject, *Enforcement of 10
CFR 19.32,* vhich provided a legal basis for the requested change.

(2) 10 CFR 20.1208, "Dose to an Embryo/Fetus,” does not discriminate on the
basis of sex and does not require any licensee to discriminate on the basis of
sex; to our knowledge, OG( has never before taken 2 position to the contrary.
This requirement is in accordance with "Radiation Protection Guidance to
Federal Agencies for Occupational Exposure - Recommendations Approved by the
President,” 52 FR 2822, January 1, lﬁll.uhidt includes the following

!

The lidung value for the unborn does mot create a basis for
discriuination, and should be ach ) ' /
provisions of Title VII of the Civil ,R!gtt‘s»' Act of 3
regarding discrimination in qlcymt;pmctflw‘."*daclod
discharge, compensation, and terms, conditions  or

employment . NS 17 il

o




In its decision in the case of UAW vs. Johnson Controls, the Supreme Court
*May an employer exclude a fertile

responded in the negative to the question,
female emplcyee from certain jobs because of its concern for the health of the
fetus a womzn might conceive?® The court held that Title VII of the Civil

Rights Act cf 1964, as amended, forbids sex-specific fetal-protection
policies. The majority of the court concluded with a very strong statement:
*It is no mcre appropriate for the courts than it is for individual employers
to decide wrether @ woman’s reproductive role is more important to herself and
her famiiy than her economic role. Congress has left this choice to the woman
as hers to mzke.® Following that Supreme Court decision, OGC concurred in a
letter (from B. M. Morris, RES, to W. E. Morgan, The Boeing Company, dated
August &, 199]) thzt said the position taken in the regulation, and in
Regulatory Guide £.13, are in consort with the decision in Johnson Controls.

The follow!=c iten s*ould be _added to the list:

10 CFR Part 32 s--zndix A, General Design Criteria (GDC) For Nuclear Power
=~ znts, Criterion 19 - Control Room, contains provisions

z-- protection of control room personnel. The dose values

1~z bzsed upon the whole body and organ dose concept.
‘cion of Part 20 to incorporate the TEDE concept results

: need to reevaluate the dose basis used in GDC 19.

- =
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MEMORANDUM FOR: B111 M. Morris, Director
Division of Regulatory Application
office of Nuclear Regulatory Research

FROM: J. Philip Stohr, Director
Division of Radiation Safety and Safeguards
SUBJECT: REGULATIONS THAT COULD BE IMPACTED BY REVISION TO

10 CFR PART 20

This s in response to a pemorandum dated September 30, 1983, froa

Hugh Thompson, Jr., to Stewart Ebneter requesting that Region II provide the
Office of Research input on the plan to modify regulations to make them
consistent with the revised Part 20. In addition to those items listed in
Mr. Thompson's memorandum, we suggest that those regulations outlined in the
enclosure to this memorandusm also be reviewed for update.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to this program and encourage
the prompt revision of the regulations to bring them fnto concert with revised

part 20.

1f you have any questions, please give me a call.

MW/A

J. Philip Stohr

Enclosure:
CFR Potentially Affected by
Revision of 10 CFR Part 20

cc: K. Stablein, DEDS
R. Coaper, RI
¥. Axelson, RIII
L. Callan, RIV
R. Scarano, RV



0CT 211993
ENCLOSURE '

CFR Potentially Affected by Revision of 10 CFR Part 20

10 CFR Part 39 Provisions of 39.63 should be revised to update the
reference to 20.205
10 CFR Part 50 The General Design Criteria, including 6DC 19, should

be reviewed to determine if revision is appropriate.
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Eric 5. Beckjord, Director
office of Nuclear Requlatory Research

FROM: Robert M. Bernero, Director
office of Nuclear Material Safety
and Safeguards

SUBJECT: REGULATIONS THAT COULD BE IMPACTED BY REVISION OF
10 CFR PART 20

As requested by a memorandum dated September 30, 1993, from Hugh L. Thompson,
Jr., 1 have had my staff review your preliminary list of regulations that may
be impacted by the revision of 10 CFR Part 20. Enclosed please find 3

supplemental list of other potential conflicts that may arise after Janvary 1,

1994.

As more inconsistencies or problems arise in our different programs areas, <
will provide these to your staff for review by your contractor. Please
provide Cynthia Jones of my staff (E-mail CGJ; telephone 504-2629) with a
contact name in RES who will be responsible for this project, so that we may
continue to assist you in this effort.

Original signed by
Guy A. Alotto

Robert M. Bernero, Director
(/\ Office of Nuclear Material Safety
0 | and Safeguards

-

Enclosure: As stated

cc: H. L. Thompson, Jr.
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PART 20 IMPACTS

In addition to the areas identified in Hugh L. Thompson, Jr. memorandum dated
September 30, 1993, please add the following:

$e 10 CFR Part 20.2101 requires that licensees uses the units of rem, rad
and curie...for all records required by this part. Part 35.70(h)
requires that records be kept in millirem per hour or disintegrations

per minute (dpm) per 100 "

- 3 10 CFR Part 20.1005 allows the use of curies, bequerels or
disintegrations per unit of time (i.e., dpm). However, 10 CFR 20.2101
does not allow units of dpm for purposes of recordkeeping. Was this an

omission in 20.21017
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MEMORANDUM FOR: fric S. Beckjord, Director
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research
FROM: 8. H. Faulkenberry, Regional Administrator
Region V
SUBJECT: REGULATIONS THAT COULD BE IMPACTED BY REVISION OF

10 CFR Part 20

This is in response to Hugh Thompson's memorandum of September 3C, 1993, on
the above subject. That memo asked the regions and program offices to provide
input on the above subject to RES.

Region V is in agreement with the proposal outlined in the September 30th
memorandum. We have one comment to offer. Under Part 35, the list identifies
that recent enforcement activities have highlighted potential interactions
between medical misadministration levels and the public dose limits of 10 CFR
20.1301. Region V believes this issue needs to be resolved much sooner than
the schedule proposed for the overall study. The interpretation provided by
0GC (memorandum Treby to Paperiello dated 8/24/93) could result in numerous
cases where licensees could be considered to be in violation of 10 CFR
20.1301(a)(1). The medical communily is not aware of the issue and will not
be evaluating cases against 10 CFR 20.1301. It 4s imperative for this issue
to be promptly resolved and the NRC's position to be promulgated to the
medical community.

o * e
Regional Adminfgtrator

¢c: Regional Administrators RI, R1I, RILI, RIV
R. Bernero, NMSS
T. Hurley, NRR
J. Lieberman, O
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MEMORANOUM FOR: Hugh L. Thompson, Jr., Deputy Executive Director for Nuclear
Materials Safety, Safeguards, and Operations Support

FROM: John B. Martin, Regional Administrator, Region III
SUBJECT : REGULATIONS THAT COULD BE IMPACTED BY REVISION OF 10 CFR
PART 20

Region 111 has reviewed the proposal to have a contractor assist the NRC
in assessing the impact of revised 10 CFR Part 20 on existing regulations as
outlined in your memorandum of September 30, 1993. These potential conflicts
should be evaluated, and given the existing resource constraints, contracting
this task outside the NRC would conserve valuable resources. At this time,
Region 111 has no changes or additions to your enclosed list of potential
problem areas. Region-III will inform the Office of Nuclear Regulatory
Research of any conflicts between revised Part 20 and existing regulations

.

that are encountered during inspection activities.

Jotid B. Martin é&
Regional Administrator

cc: J. Taylor, EDO 4
J. Sniezek, EDO J,/’
€. Beckjord, RES ~
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