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Summary 
 
FEMA and NRC engaged stakeholders at two public meetings in 2012 on the strategy and scope of 
the revision to NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1.  The following is a summary of discussions at both 
meetings, held in Kansas City, MO and Rockville, MD on August 22 and September 13, respectively. 
 
Overall Industry Suggestions 
 

• The NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 project should maintain focus on radiological emergency 
preparedness and not incorporate non-REP/all-hazards requirements that are covered in 
other policies and regulations. Using the revised [DOJ] regulation concerning functional 
needs service support as an example, the FEMA REPP Manual explicitly states that the REP 
Program will not evaluate compliance with activities equal to the access provided to non-
disabled persons. 

• The revised guidance should be flexible and not prescriptive to ensure longevity of the 
document. Flexibility allows alternative approaches to achieve the same result and facilitates 
the adoption of evolving technology. To this end, consider opportunities for performance-
based approaches (Additional discussion on this is included in Attachment 2). 

• NRC and FEMA should maintain current guidance on the size of the emergency planning 
zones in accordance with the current planning basis of 10-miles for the plume exposure 
pathway and 50-miles for the ingestion pathway. 

• Other than the requirements associated with rulemaking, FEMA and NRC should not expect 
current emergency plan (on-site and off-site) modifications following the issuance of the 
revised NUREG. Existing emergency plans are approved (FEMA and NRC) documents. NRC 
and FEMA should allow licensees and OROs to adopt elements of revised guidance that lead 
to tangible improvements to emergency preparedness programs. 

• Approaches in the guidance should accommodate new technologies (e.g., small modular 
reactors, new modes of communication, social media, etc.).   

• The project scope and purpose must clearly reflect the intent of the document. FEMA and 
NRC need to maintain consensus on the document’s statutory and regulatory requirements.  
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Retain and Update Sections of the NUREG as Needed 

• In light of Fukushima-related events, it is more important than ever to retain both the 
emergency planning zone and the ingestion pathway planning zone basis sections in the 
document. 

• NRC and FEMA should retain the sections associated with the 16 planning standards and 
clarify them as needed. For example:  

o Revise Planning Standard E to reflect new requirements for back-up alert and 
notification. 

o Remove the reference to the 1963 Respiratory Protective Device manual, as it may not 
be current. 

o Re-write the requirements for dissemination of public information to reflect up-to-date 
practices. For example, a criterion for dissemination of public information at gas stations 
is an outdated method. 

• The following appendices should be retained and updated with current information and 
guidance. 

o Appendix 2: Meteorological Criteria for Emergency Preparedness at Operating Nuclear 
Power Plants 

o Appendix 3: Means for Providing Prompt Alerting and Notification of Response 
Organizations and the Population  

Material to Remove 

The following appendices are outdated and should be removed from the document: 

• Appendix 1, Emergency Action Level Guidelines for Nuclear Power Plants was superseded by 
NEI 99-01, and NEI 07-01.  These documents, however, should be referenced. 

• Appendix 4, Evacuation Time Estimates within the Plume Exposure Pathway Emergency 
Planning Zone was superseded by NUREG/CR-7002. 

Incorporation of Other Material 

The document should incorporate appropriate materials from several past and current documents: 

• NSIR/DPR-ISG-01, Interim Staff Guidance  - Emergency Planning for Nuclear Power Plants 

• NUREG-0396, Planning Basis for the Development of State and Local Government 
Radiological Emergency Response Plans in Support of Light Water Nuclear Power Plants 

• NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev.1., Supplement 4: Criteria for National Preparedness 
Initiative Integration, Exercise Enhancement, and Backup Alert and Notification Systems 
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• NUREG-0696, Functional Criteria for Emergency Response Facilities 

• NUREG-0737, Clarification of TMI Action Plan Requirements - Requirements for Emergency 
Response Capability" 

• Changes to the REPP Manual 

• FEMA FAQs 

• NRC EPFAQs 

Incorporate insights from: 

• Updated/recent accident studies (e.g., State of the Art Reactor Consequence Analysis and 
Alternative Radiological Source Terms for Evaluating Design Basis Accidents at Nuclear 
Power Reactors) 

• NRC Generic Communications 

Process 

NRC and FEMA should maintain a published project timeline that is updated on a regular basis and 
identifies meeting schedules for stakeholder involvement. FEMA and NRC should include industry 
and State and local government stakeholders in the development process and not postpone such 
involvement until after a draft is developed (see Attachment 1 for additional discussion). 

NEI suggests the following actions to build upon the success of the recent EP rulemaking process: 

• Conduct separate public meetings (as discussed in Attachment 1) on each section or on 
certain combinations of sections to solicit input 

• Conduct regional workshops to introduce proposed drafts and changes before the comment 
period opens 

• Use track changes where possible during the initial drafting of the document   

• Provide a detailed change summary/roadmap 

• Document the disposition of stakeholder comments on the first draft of the document. This 
would reduce confusion around comments that evolve as later versions of the document are 
drafted  

• Conduct two public comment periods, one following the initial draft and a second after 
comment resolution. Examples arose during the rule change process where documents were 
changed based on internal NRC comments. Industry would have appreciated the opportunity 
to submit comments on the changes made after the public comment period. One such case 
involved changes to the Notification Function in Regulation Guide 1.219  
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• Provide a 90 day comment period to allow sufficient time to conduct a comprehensive review 
and to develop detailed comments 

• Conduct regional workshops to introduce the final document  

Lastly, NEI recommends that the final revised document be published no earlier than December, 
2016. This would minimize the cumulative impact of changes from other concurrent activities such 
as: 

• EP Rule implementation 

• FEMA REPP Manual implementation  

• Guidance implementation (e.g., NUREG/CR-7002, REPP-10, Supplement 3, etc.) 

• Fukushima-related regulatory actions 

Additional Considerations 

NEI submitted extensive comments on the NUREG during the EP rule comment period (Nuclear 
Energy Institute Comments on NRC Proposed Rule, “Enhancements to Emergency Preparedness 
Regulations”, 74 Fed. Reg. 23,254 (May 18, 2009) (Docket ID NRC-2008-0122). NRC and FEMA 
should determine if the comments inform changes to the NUREG.  

FEMA should consider new public information technologies discussed in NEI 12-11, Building a Joint 
Information System. 

New dose projection model guidance should be incorporated to define high-level design and 
capability criteria such as source terms and projection distances. This would promote consistency in 
projection results and help drive alignment of model assumptions and methodologies. 

Update the licensee-related drill and exercise program evaluation criteria to reflect the availability of 
beyond-design-basis response procedures and capabilities. This update should be coordinated with 
staff work on related elements contained in Recommendations 8 and 9 of the Fukushima NearTerm 
Task Force (NTTF) Report. Factor the enhanced safety equipment and margins of advanced and 
passive reactor designs when considering drill and exercise demonstration requirements. The 
updated criteria need to balance several aspects: 

• Demonstrating proficiency;  

• Increasing demands on licensee, NRC staff and ORO resources;  

• Diluting organizational focus on responding to higher probability events such as those within 
the plant design and EOP bases;  

• Maintaining credible scenarios for large-scale drills and exercises;  

• Using other venues, such as tabletop drills, to evaluate responses to beyond-design-basis 
events. 


