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OF FICE Of THE
SECHETARY

IGDRME124 IDR: Quirmn Carr
Ormissioner Roberts
Ornissione.r Rogers
Carcaissioner Curtiss
Camissioner Ec:: tick

) ITG 4: ( *uel J. Chilk, Secretary

SUBT.ECT: SIAFF REQUIRD4ENIS M" 3NIDUM

Attached is the staff requirements memorandum on SECY-88-315/SECY-89-267. In
accordance with the Carnission's decision, the SPM will be issued to the staff
by 03B July 3. 1990. unless I hear otherwise.

We understand that the staff reay provide the Ormission with a number of
'

proposed changes to update the FRN within the next several days. This SRM
will be updateri to ruflect any additional mterial received from the EDO.

The attached SRM and the subject SECY paper are considered to be " final
Catrission decisions" and as such will be releared to the public upon
publication of the Federal Register flotice.

,

Carlssioners Curtiss, Remick, and Rogers have also indicatcd tint their vote
sheets should be releanod. Their votes will accompany the paper and the SRM.
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OFFICE OF THE
SECRE T ARY

!OORA!EM FOR: James M. Taylor
Executive Director for Opera.;. ions

William C. Parler
General Counsel

FR34: S-1 J. 0111k, Secrutary

SUBJECT: SECY-89-2tn/SECY-88-315 - REVISION OF
10 CFR PATE 20 - STANDARDS IDR PFDTECTION
14AINST RADIATION

This is to advise you that the Comission (with 01airmn Carr and
commissioners Rogers, Curtiss, and Remick agreeing) has approved the proposed
revisions to 10 CFR Part 20 as presented in SECY-88-315 and as revised in
SECY-89-267 and subject to the redifications listed belw. Comissioner
Roberts disapproved the rule changes, he does not believe that the proposal
meets the regairements of the backfit rule.

Follwing Staff corpletion of the follwing items the rule should be returned
for final Commission review, affirmation of their votes, and publication in
the Federal Pfi ister.J

(EDO/OCC) (SECY Suqcnse: 8/90)

1. The Comission has agreed that publication of the rulo changes can be
supported under tne backfit rule as follows:

a.) As reflected in the revised backfit analysis provided 17; wt_ EDO on
turch 1990, the revision to Part 20 provides for a substantial
increase s. the cverall protection of the public health and safety-
c r M with the level of protection presently required by Part 20
and the direct and indirect costs of inplementation are justified in
view of the quantitative and q.:alitative benefits associated with
the Invision. UcVertheless, the Cc= mission also believes that
licensed nuclear facilities are presently pruviding adequate
protection of the public health and safety because they are
operating at dose levels far belw the present reqairenents in Part
20 in accordance with the AIARA provisions.

'
frJrE: TILIS SRM,11E SUETECT SECY PAPEP, AND '11E VCrrE SHEETS OF CCM4ISSIO!iERS

CURTISS, PD41CK, AND PDGEPS WILL BE MADE IUBLICLY AVAIIABII: ME!I TIE
FEDERAL REGISTER NCfrICE IS IUBLISHED.
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b.) he Ornission also believes that the revision to Part 20
constitutes a Ixdefinition of adequate protection as described in
10 CFR 50.109 (a)(4)(iii) and that the usual backfit analysis and
cost-tonefit balancing aIn therefore not required in this instance.

We Statement of Consideration and the Backfit analysis should be nadified and
supplemented as necessary to reflect the Ctrmtission's decision. In
particular, the Federal Register notice should incorporate the staff's str: nary
of the revised backfit analysis basal on a finding that the revisiors to Part
20 prtr/ide for a substantial increase in safety. 'Ibe analysis should conclude
with the following paragraph:

2e maion is adcpting the final rule based on the conclusion of
this analysis that the rule provides for a subqtantial increase in .\

,

the overall protection of the public health ard safety and that the
direct and indiruct costs of its implementation are justified in
terns of the giantitativa ard qualitative benefits associated 'rith
the rule. We Qnnission would note, however, that, even had e 2 3

'

analysis not con:luded that revised Part 20 provides a sube * * x
j increaa in the overall rrt,toction of the rublic health ;d n/( tj

it could have gone forward with the rule because the cyV W 4
{s

Part 20 also arount to a redefinition of the level of % a%
protection, which is one of the circumstances describe- t. L' A 450.109 where a backfit analysis is not requirnd.

2. We revision to Part 20 should become effective on January 1,1992 and
the staff should co plete development of the nemry rugulatory
guidance dxrents by January 1,1991. Early cocpletion of the guidance,
at least in draft form, should provide aqale tire for licensees to review
and ent on the guidance and to develop and irplement the measures
necessary to comply with the new Part 20 by the effective date. In,

preprirrJ regulator / guidanm, the staff should ensure that it prrr/ ides
for the same flexibilitias that have been incorporated into the rule,
prticularly in the areas of (1) determining corpliance with the a

cccupational dose linits involving internally deposited radionuclides and
(2) establishing site-specific efflt.ent lirits in air and water
censidering physical and enviremental characteristics that influence
pctential doses to merbers of the public.

,

3. We discussion in the Statement of Consideration (pg.13 of Enclosure
3 to SECY-88-315) allc s licensees to rake pen and ink changes to Part
20. Ianguage should be added to the rule itself (perhaps along the lines
establinhed by 10 CFR 50.73(g)) to rake it clearly legal to rake the pen ''

and ink charecs.

4. We Cc=:nission disagrees with the staff proposal to incorporate
generically all existing and future EPA genera: envirurental standards.
Incorporation of EPA general envi_It:m7tal standards should continue on a
case-by--case basis. We statement of consideration and rule should be
nodified accordingly.

_

5. We revision to Part 20 incorporates CSHA regulations for respirators;
the health ard safety rational for this prrvision should be incorporated

__

. _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ . _ _ _ _ _
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into the Staten2nt of Consideration and the date of the codified OSHA -

regulations should be part of the citation. (If a health and safety
ratiomie does not exist for the reqaircrent, it thould be deleted.)

__

l. The Stattront of Consideration should be expanded to clarify the iqCt
of the ctiaage in doce limits for 1xrbers of the oublic frara 500 to 100 -l
millire:n/yr when conforring the general license design standards in Parts j

32 and 40 (see confoming an2ndment in Enclosure 5 to SECl-88-315 on
pages 144 and 347). c

7. 'ihe revisions to Part 20 provide for flexibilities in (1) determnirg
! cccplian with occupational dose limits involving intemally deposited j-

radionuclides and (2) establishing site-specific effluent limits in and out ; ;l-
water. The language is the Statenant of Consideration, the rule, and the . 1
guidarce do:unents should clearly emphasize that these flexibilities ,,,

apply only within an envelope of equivalent safety and protection. The y
larguage in Enclosure 3 page 2 of SECI-89-267 should be clarificd. (g

8. The Federal Register Notice should be updated as appropriate to reflect i W
the cc:rdssion's recent decision on the Below Regulator Concern Policy )
Statenent.

..

9. Staff should clarify the definition of mtural background radiation used
in the rule, in particular in regard to sources of radioactive raterial
beyorrl federal rugulatory control (page 6 and 13 of enclosure 4 of
SECI-88-315) . I

10. The attached redifications should be incorpora*wd into the Federal
Fegister Notice. The tiotice should be reviewed to assure that all of the
inforration contained in it is updated to reflect the natioml rd
intermticm1 radiation protection developments that have occurred since
the text was prepared (i.e. BEIR V, UtISCEAR, and NCRP's report on hot
particles should be included). Finally, the Notice should have a final
gaality control check, includirn use of Enclosure 6 of SECi-88-315, to be
sure that issues raised in the statements of consideration are answered
ard that all significant changes between the proposed and firal rules are
discussed.

7he Cc=irsion cc=en ; the staff for its diligence and hard work ir
corpleting the revision to Part 20. Since the effort to revise Part 20 began
in 1978, the staf f has rerained dedicated to cogaleting the revisicna to -

ensure umM protection of the public health and safety,

ec: Chairran Cirr
Cc:rdssioner Rcberts
Ccclssioner Rogers
Ccclssioner Curtiss

' Cc=issioner Re-lck
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