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Chief, Rulemaking, Announcements and Directives Branch (RDB),
Division of Administrative Services, Office of Administration,
Mail Stop: TWB-05-B01M,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001

SUBJECT: Comments on NRC Proposed Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Revision 1,
Supplement 3, Guidance for Protective Action Recommendations for General
Emergencies, (Docket ID NRC-2010-0080)

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Progress Energy appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the subject document.
Progress Energy personnel have actively participated in industry working group reviews of the
subject document and related Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) sponsored public
meetings. Progress Energy endorses the comments submitted by the Nuclear Energy Institute
(NEI) on June 8, 2010, and is providing the following additional comments regarding the
Appendix, "Effective Communication with the Public to Support Emergency Preparedness and
Response," of the subject document.

Progress Energy concurs with NEI that the Appendix is not appropriate for Supplement 3 for
several reasons.

* The information in the Appendix differs from the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) draft Radiological Emergency Preparedness Program Manual (draft)
dated May 18, 2009.

* The Appendix recommends significant additional information for the Public Information
Brochures. Describing concepts such as "Staged Evacuation," "Shadow Evacuation,"
etc. and adding paragraphs of additional information would likely result in additional
confusion for brochure recipients.

" This information has not received input from offsite stakeholders (i.e., state and local
agencies) and FEMA.

The Appendix however, does provide good guidance for emergency messaging and public
information that should not be lost. Progress Energy recommends that the Appendix be removed
from Supplement 3, receive FEMA review and input, and be placed in another source document.
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If the NRC staff chooses to keep the Appendix in Supplement 3, Progress Energy offers the
following two comments:

Appendix, Section 3.7, Paragraph 2

This paragraph states, "Although most EPZ residents have reviewed the public information
brochures (NRC, 2008b), of those who stated they may need evacuation assistance,
42 percent indicated they did not know they could register." This is further evidence that
there is a challenge for the brochure recipient to read and comprehend the information that is
currently in the brochures. Progress Energy believes that adding more complex information
to a document that is not fully read or understood by the reader now would not be effective
and would lessen the likelihood of reader comprehension. Progress Energy recommends that
the level of detail, required by the Appendix to be included in the Public Information
Brochures, be reduced dramatically.

Appendix, Section 4.2, Paragraph 2

This paragraph discusses the results of the Sandia National Laboratories telephone survey
that was conducted to provide data for the development of this document. Progress Energy
believes that the methodology and concept of the survey was faulty. Dr. Dennis Mileti, who
is also referenced in this document, has stated during presentations that querying the public
about what they would do during an event they have never experienced leads to inaccurate
data which leads to faulty planning. In this light, Progress Energy recommends that the NRC
reconsider the information included in the Appendix that was based on the telephone survey.

If you have additional questions, please call John Stephenson, Manager - Fleet Emergency
Preparedness, at (919) 546-6271.

Sincerely,

Brian McCabe
Manager - Nuclear Regulatory Affairs
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