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PRICE ANDERSON NUCLEAR SAFETY RULES: 
IMPACTS OF IMPLEMENTATION 

Brinley D. Varchol Neal Alhadeff 
Fernald Environmental Restoration Management Corporation 

P.O. Box 5 3 8 7 0 4 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45253 -8704 

ABSTRACT 

New nuclear safety rules are being implemented at Department of Energy sites. 
This paper examines the impacts of these rules as each site decides where rules 
will be implemented, whether implementation activities will be centralized, and how 
the site management and staff will be introduced to the new rules. 

THE PRICE ANDERSON AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1988 

In 1988, the United States Congress passed the Price Anderson Amendments Act 
(henceforth referred to as Price Anderson). In addition to extending the financial 
protection for the nuciear industry set forth in the earlier Price Anderson Act of 
1 957, the amendments added safety requirements concerning nuclear safety. One 
of the purposes of Price Anderson, as described in the Federal Register, was to 
"indemnify [Department of Energy] contractors for public liability arising from a 
nuclear incident" (10 CFR 820). New to the amended act, though, was the ability 
of the Department of Energy to hold contractors subject to civil and criminal 
penalties for violation of Price Anderson safety requirements. 

With this added responsibility, the Department of Energy began to examine its 
nuclear safety requirements, which were part of its overall requirements program 
and implemented by Orders. A number of Orders were identified to become 
codified as Rules, subject to Price Anderson enforcement. To date, three Rules 
have been finalized, issued and published in the Federal Register. The first, 10 CFR 
820, Procedural Rules for [Department of Energy] Nuclear Activities, was published 
in 1993, and establishes the framework for implementing Price Anderson wi th in 
which the Department of Energy and its contractors must operate. Occupational 
Radiation Protection, 10 CFR 835, published in 1993, and the Quality Assurance 
Requirements, 10 CFR 830.120, published in 1994, describe the contractors' 
responsibilities in those areas. 

INTRODUCTION 

The Price Anderson Rules cover a broad range of nuclear safety activities and 
practices. The implementation of the Quality Assurance Requirements, or Quality 
Assurance Rule, as it is commonly called, will serve as the focal point of this paper, 



as the impacts of implementing the Price Anderson Rules are examined. The 
Quality Assurance Rule was chosen because the practice of Quality is the 
responsibility of everyone on a Department of Energy site and is a part of how all 
business is conducted. 

PRICE ANDERSON AND QUALITY ASSURANCE 

The Quality Assurance Requirements, 10 CFR 830 .120 , were published in the 
Federal Register on April 5, 1994. It required contractors at all Department of 
Energy nuclear sites to have a Quality Assurance Program built around specific 
characteristics. 

Contractors were given 180 days to submit an implementation plan for the Quality 
Assurance Rule to the Department of Energy. The Implementation Plan was to 
contain a baseline assessment showing the contractor's compliance w i th the Rule, 
a description of when and how the contractor would achieve compliance where it 
was lacking, and what compensatory actions would be taken in the interim. 

THE GRADED APPROACH 

When implementing a Price Anderson rule, one of the first things a contractor 
should do is define its graded approach. A graded approach is used to determine 
the level of effort necessary to implement the specific rule. It is not a way to gain 
relief from various requirements; that may be done through an exemption process 
described in 10 CFR 820 . A graded approach is the process by which the levels of 
analysis, documentation, execution, and other actions necessary to implement the 
rule are based on facil i ty or activity-specific factors. The graded approach process 
should determine the appropriate level of effort necessary to attain and document 
the requirements established through the consideration of prescribed facility-
specific or activity-specific factors such as the fol lowing, f rom 10 CFR 830.3 : 

(!) The relative importance to safety, safeguards, and security; 
(2) The magnitude of any hazard involved; 
(3) The life cycle stage of a facility; 
(4) The programmatic mission of a facility; 
(5) The particular characteristics of a facility; and 
(6) Any other relevant factor. 

For example, using t h ^ Quality Assurance Rule, four Quality Levels could be 
established to help app the graded approach. The Quality Levels are based on risk 
factors that are identified in a site-specific, Department of Energy-approved 
document. These factors are applicable at ./JO levels: 1) entire facilities or 
activities and 2) structures, systems or components in the facility or used in the 
activity. 



The Quality Levels can be described in a site-specific, Department of Energy-
approved document, in the fol lowing way: 

Quality Level 4 : 

Quality Level 3: 

This is the level of resources applied to non-safety related 
services or to the purchase of non-safety related items and does 
not implement all of the Quality Assurance program 
requirements for site facilities or activities. At this level, an 
adequate amount of resources are applied as defined in project 
specific plans or purchase orders. 

This is the basic Quality Management System that implements 
the Quality Assurance Program as described in the Quality 
Assurance Rule. 

Quality Levei 2: 

Quality Level 1 

This includes the basic Quality Management System, plus the 
additional resources and vigor necessary for control and 
protection due to higher risks and/or hazards at the site. 

This includes the basic Quality Management System, plus the 
additional resources and vigor necessary for control and 
protection due to the highest risks and/or hazards at the site. 

THE THRESHOLD FOR IMPLEMENTATION 

How a Rule is implemented is as important as how it is applied. Once the gradation 
of application has been established, the contractor should decide which facilities 
and activities wil l be covered by the Rule and the enforceability of the Rule. 

The Price Anderson Rules usually require implementation plans to document the 
level of a site's compliance wi th the Rules, establish a schedule for achieving 
compliance, and describe compensatory measures that wil l be taken until 
compliance is achieved. Therefore, it is extremely important to identify nuclear 
safety-significant facilities and activities. 

A method for accomplishing this is the use of Hazard Categories as defined in 
Nuclear Safety Analysis Reports, DOE 5480.23 , issued in 1992 . The Hazard 
Categories are based on the degree of consequence in the event of an unmitigated 
accident at a nuclear facil ity. All aspects of the Rules are applied to the entire site, 
but it should only be implemented where relevant, as described in a site-specific, 
Department of Energy-approved document, based on the use of Quality Levels and 
Hazard Categories and any appropriate site-specific factors. 



Using the example described above, the Quality Assurance Rule would be 
implemented only in those facilities or activities which have a risk of hazard high 
enough to warrant a Hazard Category of 1, 2, or 3. To quantify the level of hazard 
and to establish parameters for the implementation of the Quality Assurance Rule, 
the contractor could, in a site-specific, Department of Energy-approved document, 
identify nuclear facilities on the site and general activities taking place wi th in these 
facilities. While the Quality Assurance Rule would be applied to the entire site on a 
graded basis, the contractor would only commit to implement the Rule in the areas 
identified as nuclear hazards. At the same t ime, the contractor should 
acknowledge that the risk exists for actions in the non-nuclear facilities or activities 
to possibly impact the nuclear facilities and actions. 

CENTRALIZATION VS. DECENTRALIZATION 

As sites mobilize to implement the Price Anderson Rules, they will f ind that many 
of the Rules have overlapping or similar requirements. The contractor can either 
take a centralized approach to implementation, or the impacted component 
organizations can act independently. The former approach requires cooperation, 
teamwork, t rust, and coordination. The latter creates an environment were groups 
work on their own and risk the duplication of effort. 

A centralized approach to implementation is efficient in time and resource usage. 
For example, it enables the use of consolidated implementation plans taking 
advantage of overlapping requirements and allows the contractor to approach the 
Price Anderson Rules wi th a coordinated, focused vision. 

Even if separate implementation plans are needed, a centralized view would enable 
the developers and implementers to communicate w i th each other and share their 
experiences. This would let the impacted organizations build upon previous 
successes rather than beginning from scratch. 

Having some form of a centralized Price Anderson program would promote the 
organized f low of information. As Rules are modified, finalized and issued, they 
can be passed on to everyone on the site who needs to have it. Gaps in knowledge 
would be avoided. 

The structure of the centralized concept can differ from site to site and should 
reflect the philosophy of the contractor. It can range from one or t w o people 
serving as an information clearinghouse to a permanent organization providing 
oversight w i th members drawn from across the board to represent all relevant 
disciplines. 



PRICE ANDERSON AND STANDARDS/REQUIREMENTS IDENTIFICATION 
DOCUMENTS 

Whether or not a contractor decides to use a centralized approach, its efforts 
should be closely tied to its Standards/Requirements Identification Documents 
program. 

Each Department of Energy site is required to identify the standards and 
requirements it must follow in Standards/Requirements Identification Documents. 
These are living documents which are revised to match the ever-changing 
regulatory environment. As the Price Anderson Rules are issued, they must be 
incorporated into the documents. 

Additionally, as part of a Standards/Requirements Identification Documents 
program, sites describe how they will meet the identified standards and 
requirements. This activity should be consolidated wi th the Price Anderson 
Implementation plans as much as possible. This would reduce duplication of effort 
and ensure a coordinated approach. 

MARKETING PRICE ANDERSON IMPLEMENTATION TO THE SITE 

While many of the Rules are codified versions of Department of Energy Orders, 
established implementation practices may not be sufficient, due to the new 
enforcement powers granted in Price Anderson to the Department of Energy. 
Furthermore, implementation must be defined, documented, and carried out in a 
way not required by many of the Orders. 

Site-wide understanding of the requirements and penalties of the Price Anderson 
Rules is vi tal . The best way to approach this is through top-down training. 
Contractor senior management need to learn the basics of Price Anderson. They 
need to be fully aware of the scope of the Rules and the Department of Energy's 
enforcement authority. This information then should be carried to all contractor 
personnel on a graded approach. Additionally, the personnel involved in developing 
and using the implementation plans would need rule-specific training. 

Only when everyone involved understands the concepts and ramifications of Price 
Anderson can full compliance be achieved. 

CONCLUSION 

There are many ways to appropriately implement the Price Anderson Rules. Some 
will be more efficient than others. The contractor should create a site-wide vision 
for Price Anderson compliance in order to achieve the most effective and efficient 
implementation program. The more Rule implementations are coordinated and 
consolidated wi th each other and wi th existing activities and programs, the greater 



the savings in resources and time. A coordinated effort results in a program that 
makes sense for the site and has staff acceptance. The iess coordinated, the 
greater the duplication of effort and the greater the resistance the implementation 
process will face. 
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