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(Affirmation)
The Commissioners

William J. vircks, Executive Director for Operations

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO 10 CFR PART 50, APPENDIX E - FREQUENCY OF
EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS EXERCISES

To obtain Commission approval for publication in the Federal
Register of a proposed amendment that would provide alternatives
relative to the required frequency of full-scale emergency
preparedness exercises.

This paper covers a minor policy matter.

At a briefing on February 4, 1982, the Commission discussed
SECY-81-629, which proposes a rule change that would reduce the
required frequency of full-scale emergency preparedness exercises.
SECY-81-629 outlined an NRC staff and a FEMA proposal to reduce
the required frequency of exercises from annually to biennially.
The rationale for this proposal was based on the conclusion that
annual exercises were not cost effective. The NRC staff, FEMA,
State and local governmental representatives were convinced that
1f the proposed amendment (in SECY-81-629) became a final rule,
the available resources (on the Federal, State, local and
licensee level) could be more effectively focused on the more
pertinent issues and problems in establishing and maintaining an
upgraded and effective day-to-day state of emergency preparedness.
This would aid in ensuring appropriate protection of the health
and safety of the public.

After discussing the staff's proposal, the Commission directed
the staff to redraft the proposed Federal Register Notice and
include another alternative (Alternative B) which would essen-
tially continue to require the annual full-participation exercise
unless a recommendation is made by FEMA that a1l of the elements
in the emergency plans had been exercised in a satisfactory
manner and therefore up to a two-year period could elapse before
the next exercise. Based on this FEMA recommendation, a similar
finding could be made by NRC. The original staff proposal
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(Alternative A) has been modified to make explicit that, although
the basic frequency under this alternative would be biennial,
FEMA would recommend more frequent full-scale exercises (or
components thereof) if significant deficiencies were observed in
the exercise.

This paper responds to the Commission's direction by providing a
proposed Federal Register Notice which solicits public comment
on both alternatives. This direction is documented in the memo-
randum from the Secretary of the Commission, dated February 16,
1982 (MB20204A).

The NRC and FEMA staffs have met with the Interorganizational
Advisory Committee (IOAC) of the State Radiation Control
Directors Association and have received its concurrence with
Alternative A of the proposed regulation. Because some I0AC
members expressed concern that single site States might need more
than a biennial exercise in certain instances, a provision was
added to require the licensee to conduct exercises annually with
full State participation if requested by the State. It should

be noted that this provision establishes a precedent in that it
permits a State to require the conduct of joint exercises with
greater frequency than required by NRC. In the staff's view,
this provision is desirable--in 1ight of the strong State role

in emergency preparedness--as a means of preserving the optimal
frequency (once a year) in those States that are willing and zlle
to participate that often, while granting relief (biennial
exercises) in situations where annual State participation is not
possible.

It should be noted that FEMA still favors Aiternative A. A
letter from Mr. Giuffrida (FEMA) dated March 8, 1982, which
preposes a frequency consistent with Alternative A, is attached
as Enclosure 5.

Cost Estimate: The staff anticipates that there will be no additional costs to
the NRC, State and local governments or to licensees associated
with the proposed rule change.

Recommendation: That the Commission:

1. Approve: The publication for public comment of the
proposed rule change in the Federal Register (Enclosure 1).

2. Note:
a. That appre. .iate Congressional committees will be noti-

fied of t.e proposed rule (draft Congressional letter
is Enclosure 2).
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That the ACRS is being informed of the proposed rule.

That, pursuant to § 51.51(d)(3) of the Commission's
regulations, an environmental impact statement, nega-
tive declaration, or environmental impact appraisal
need not be prepared in connection with the subject
proposed amendment because there is no substantive or
significant environmental impact.

That the Federal Register notice contains a statement
that the NRC certifies that the proposed rule will not,
if promulgated, have a significant economic impact on
a substantial number of small entities, pursuant to
the Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980, § 605(b).

That the Federal Register notice contains a statement
that, pursuant to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980,
the NRC has made a preliminary determination that the
proposed rule does not impose new recordkeeping, infor-
mation collection, or reporting requirements.

That the staff will directly notify affected applicants,
licensees, State governments, and interested persons
of the proposed rule.

That a public announcement of the proposed rule will
be made.

That a Preliminary Value/Impact Analysis has been
prepared (Enclosure 3).

The staff's conclusions, set forth in Enclosure 4,
provide the analysis called for by the Periodic and
Systematic Review of the Regulations. The criteria
used were derived from Executive Order 12044, which
was rescinded on February 17, 1981, by Executive
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Order 12291 (see memorandum dated February 27, 1981,
from L. Bickwit, General Counsel to the Commission).
This approach is proposed as an interim procedure until
the Commission decides what to do in response to
Executive Order 12291.

G NX A

111am J. Dircks
Executive Director for Operations

Enclosures:

Federal Register Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
Draft Congressional Letter

Preliminary Value/Impact Analysis

TMI Action Plan Review

Mr. Giuffrida Ltr dtd March 8, 1982

B W N e

Commissioners' comments or consent should be provided directly
to the Office of the Secretary by c.o.b. Monday, April 12, 1982.

Commission Staff Office comments, if any, should be submitted
to the Commissioners NLT April 5, 1982, with an information
copy to the Office of the Secretary. If the paper is of

such a nature that it requires additional time for analytical
review and comment, the Commissioners and the Secretariat
should be apprised of when comments may be expected.

This paper 1s tentatively scheduled for consideration at an
open meeting during the week of March 29, 1982. Please
refer to the appropriate Weekly Commission Schedule, when
published, for a specific date and time.

DISTRIBUTION
Commissioners

Commission Staff Offices
Exec Dir for Operations
Exec Legal Director

ACRS

ASLBP

ASLAP

Secretariat
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[7590-01]

N CLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
10 CFR PART 50
EMERGENCY PLANNING AND PREPAREDNESS FOR

PRODUCTION AND UTILIZATION FACILITIES:
FREQUENCY AND PARTICIPATION OF EXERCISES

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

ACTION: Proposed Rule.

SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory Commission is proposing to amend its
regulations in order to modify the frequency of emergency priparedness
exercises and the extent of participation therein now required for nuclear

power reactor facilities.

DATES: The comment period expires *  Comments

received after this date will be considered if it is practical to do so,
but assurance of consideration cannot be given except as to comments

received on or before this date.

#JORESSES: Interested persons are invited to submit written comments
and suggestions on the proposal rule change and/or the supporting Value/
Impact analysis to the Secretary of the Commission, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555, Attention: Docketing
and Service Branch. Copies of the Value/Impact analysis and of the
comments received by the Commission may be examined in the Commission’s

Public Document Room at 1717 H Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.

¥
Insert date 30 days after publication in Federal Register.

1 Enclosure 1
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Michael T. Jamgochian, Human Factors
Branch, Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission, Washington, D.C. 20555 (Telephone: 301-443-5942).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On August 19, 1980, the NRC published
revised emergency planning regulations, which became effective on
November 3, 1980 (45 FR 55402). The regulations required nuclear power
reactor licensees to submit upgraded emergencv plans by January 2, 1981,
to submit implementing procedures by March 1, 1981, and to implement the
plans by April 1, 1981.

With regard to conducting exercises of emergency plans, Appendix E, -

Section IV.F., of 10 CFR Part 50 now requires:

"...Each licensee shall exercise aiL least annually the emergency
plan for each site at which it has one or more power reactors
licensed for operation. Both full-scale and small-scale exercises
shall be conducted and shall include participation by appropriate
State and local government agencies as follows:

1. A full-scale exercise which tests as much of the licensee,
State, and local emergency plans as is reasonably achievable
without mandatory publ.c participation shall be conducted;

a. For each site at which one or more power reactors are
located and licensed for operation, at least once
every five years and at a frequency which will enable
each State and local government within the plume
exposure pathway EPZ to participate in at least one
full-scalr exercise per year and which will enable
each State within the irgestion pathway to participate
in at least one full-scale exercise every three
years.

b. For each site at which a power reactor is located for
which the first operating license for that site is
issued after the #7fective date of this amendment,
within one year beiore the issuance of the operating
license for full power, which will enable each State

2 Enclosure 1
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and local government within the plume exposure EPZ
and each State within the ingestion pathway EPZ to
participate.”

The Commission believes that the regulations devermining the
frequency of emergency preparedness exercises, as currently reguired in
10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E, should be modified in order to provide greater
flexibility in implementation. Since the current regulation was published
in the Federal Register on August 19, 1980, the NRC and FEMA staffs have
observed and evaluated more than 50 exercises around nuclear power reactors.
These exercises have included the participation of the licensee, State
and local governmental officigls, and in some instances, have also included
the participation of Federal officials. It has become apparent that an
unnecessarily disproportionate amount of Federal, State, local government
and licensee resources is being expended in order to conduct and evaluate
the emergency preparedness exercises at the presently required frequency.
As a result of this substantial expenditure of resources for these
emergency preparedness exercises, less resources are available to estab-
lish and maintain the very important day-te-day upgraced state of emer-
gency preparedness. In addition, necessary resources for correcting any
deficiencies that surface during the exercises are being reduced.

The Commission is considering two alternatives. In Alternative A,
the frequency of fuli-participation exercises would be reduced from
annually to biennially. Any deficiencies identified during a piennial
exercise would be retested in limited or full participation exercises to
assure that all elements in the emergency plans can be adequately
implemented. Alternative B retains the presently required annual

full-participation exercise, with the proviso that if all elements in

3 Enclosure 1
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the emergency plan are performed in a satisfactory manner during the
annual exercise, EMA may recommend that another exercise is not warranted
for up to two years. Based on the FEMA recommendation, NRC could then
make a similar finding.

Neither of these proposed alternatives would relax in any manner
the onsite exercise that each licensee is required to conduct, which
includes exercising control room, technical support center and emergency
operating racility functions. A partial or full-participation exercise
would satisfy the licensee's annual requirement for an on-site exercise.

The minimum frequency of exercises in which a State would partic-
ipate for a particular site would be relaxed from the present once every
five years to once every seven years. This change will assure that
States witn the greater number of nuclear power plant sites will not be
required to exercise in a full participation mode more than about once a
year. The frequency of Federal participation at each site would also be
extended to once every seven years to be consistent with the prouposed
change in the State participation frequency.

Some Interorganizational Advisory Committee (IOAC) members expressed
concern that single site States might need more than a biennial exercise
in certain instances, a provision was added to require the licensee to
conduct exercises annually with full State participation if requested by
the State. It should be noted that this provision establishes a precedent
in that it permits a State to require the conduct of joint exercises with
greater frequency than required by NRC. In the Commission's view, this
provision is desirable, in light of the strong State role in emergency

preparedness,

4 Enclosure 1
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A new footnote to Section IV.F of Appendix E is also proposed which
would specifically provide for the use of site-specific contro’ room
simulators near the site to aid in vealism of reactor parameters and their
irtarplay in the scenario.

The Commission believes that sioption of either alternative will
more effectively focus available resources on the pertinent issues and
problems in establishing and maintaining an upgraded and effective day-
to-day state of emergency preparedness. The added flexinility that either
alternative would provide would assist in ensuring appropriate protection
of the health and safety oi the pubiic.

Because FEMA is directly involved in the evaluation of offsite
emergency preparedness exercises and, therefore, would pe affected ov
the promulgatior of this proposed rule change, the NRC staff consulted
with the FEMA staff during the development of this notice. FEMA
recommends a frequency consistent with Alternative A in the prooosed
rule change

The following tables provide further information relative to
implementation of the new proposed baseline exercise frequencies in
Alternative A. Exercises could be more frequent than indicated on these
tables if recommended by FEMA and found appropriate by NRC. The tables
also illustrate the minimum frequency that could result from Alter-
native B for the case wherw: TEMA -erommended and the NRC zade a finding
that the results of each exercise are <uch that 2 subsequent exercise

is not warranted for two years.

5 Enclosure 1
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EXAMPLE EXERCISE FREQUZNCIESAFOR JARTOUS NUMBERS

OF NUCLEAR SITES HAVING PLUME EXPOSURE E€Pis WITHIN A STATE

F = Full participation by State and local governmental agencies
and licensee
P = f#11 participation by licensee and local governmental agencies
«nd partial participation by States within plume exposure EPZ
Blank or L = Licensee unly
Case 1 One site with plume exposure EPZ within one state
ar
Bite 11 243143 %5 18433
B F F F ‘ FAJ (4F, 3L)
Case 2 Twe sites* with both plume exposure EPZ s within one state
y 8 i 11 21 338335 31817
- F F P P (aF, 3P, 7L)
B P F F
Case 3 Three sites with all nlume exposure EPZ s within one state
ar
Site $1 21 3 1838 B4
A F P P P
B P F J (4F, 7P, 10L)
c IREE, p p

*Where there are two licensees at one location, these are considered as
two sites. Where one licensee has more than one reactor at one location,
it is considered as one site.

6 Enclosure 1
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Case 4 Four sites with 211 plume exposure EPZ's within one state
ar
bite 3 12 13 18 313 16 17
3 F P P P
B P F P
o P F P P (4F, 10P, 14L)
D p P F
Case 5 Five sites with all plume exposure EPZ s within one state
bite < 1 41243 14 1% 16 17
L F P P P
B P F P
C P F P P (5F, 13p, 17L)
D P P F
E p p " F
Case 6 §g!gg’sites with a1l plume exposure EPZ s within one state
ar
Gite 112 183 14 15 18 17
A F P P 4
B F p p
c P F P P (7F, 18P, 24L)
0 p F P
E P P F P
F P P F
G P p P F

7 Enclosure 1
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Case 7 Example for Boundary Sites = Three States
ar

Bite 212 13 318 5 1 6 7

A1 2 F P P P

Bs 1 P F P

Cs P F P F

Da F P F

Ey P F P P

Fi p P F
subscript 1 = State 1 4 sites 4F, 10P)
subscript 2 = State 2 2 sites 3F, SP;
subscrizc 3 = State 3 2 sites 3F, 3P

(21L Total)

B Enclosure 1



[7590-01]

Regulatory Flexibility Certification

In accordance with the Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980, 5 U.S.C.
§ 605(b), the NRC certifies that this rule will not, if promulgated,
have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small
entities. The proposed rule concerns the frequency and extent of
conducting full-scale exercises of emergency plans for nuclear power
plants Ticensed pursuant to Sections 103 and 104b of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 2133, 2134(b). The electric
utility companies owning and operating these nuclear power plants are
dominant in their service areas and do not fall within the definition of
a small business found in Section 3 of the Small Business Act, 15 U.S.C.
§ 632, or within the Small Business Size Standards set forth in 13 CFR
Part 121. Accordingiy, there would be no significant economic impact on
a substantial number of small entities, as defined in the Regulatory

Flexibility Act of 1980.

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement

Pursuant to the provisions of the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980
(Pub. L. 96-511), the NRC has made a determination that this proposed
rule would not impose new recordkeeping, information collection, or
reporting requirements.

Pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974, as amended, and section 553 of title 5 of
the United States Code, notice is hereby given that adoption of the

following amendmert to 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E, is contemplated.

9 Enclosure 1
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PART 50 - DOMESTIC LICENSING OF PRODUCTION
AND UTILIZATION FACILITIES

The authority citation for Part 50 reads as follows:
AUTHORITY: Secs. 103, 104, 161, 182, 189, 68 Stat. 936, 937, 948, 953,
954, 956, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2133, 2134, 2201, 2232, 2233, 2239);
secs. 201, 202, 206, 88 Stat. 1243, 1244, 1245 (42 US.C. 5841, 5842,
5846), unless otherwise noted. Section 50.78 also issued under sec. 122,
68 Stat. 939 (42 U.S5.C. 2152). Section 50.78-50.81 also issued under
sec. 184, 68 Stat. 954, as amended (42 U.S5.C. 2234). Sections 50-100-50.102
issued under sec. 186, 68 Stat. 955 (42 U.S.C. 2236). For the purposes
of sec. 223, 68 Stat. 958, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2273), § 50.41(i) issued
under sec. 1611, 68 Stat. 949 (42 U.S.C. 2201(i); §§ 50.70, 50.71, and
50.78 issued under sec. 16lo, 68 Stat. 950, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2201(o0)),
and the laws referred te in Appendices.

1. 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E, Section IV.F, is revised to read

as follows:*

APPENDIX E - EMERGENCY PLANNING AND PREPAREDNESS
FOR PROUUCTION AND UTILIZATION FACILITIES
* * * * * * »
F. Training
The program to provide for (1) the training of employees and
exercising, by perfodic drills, of radiation emergency plans to ensure

that employees cf the licensee are familiar with their specific emergency

*This regulation is typed in comparative text in order to assist in review.
This will be deleted when it is submitted to the Federal Register for
publication.

10 Enclosure 1
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response duties and (2) the participation in the training and drills by
other persons whose assistance may be needed in the event of a radiation
emergency shall be described. This shall include » description of
specialized initial training and periodic retraining programs to be
provided to each of the following categories of emergency personnel:

a. Directors and/or coordinators of the plant emergency
organization;

b. Personnel responsible for accident assessment, including
control room shift personnel;

€. Radiological monitoring teams;

d. Fire control teams (fire brigades);

e. Repair and damage control teams;

T. First aid and rescue teams;

g. Medical support personnel;

h. Licensee's headquarters support personnel;

. B Security personnel.

In addition, a radiological orientation training program shall be
made available to local services personnel, e.g., local Civil Defense,
local law enforcement personnel, local news media persons.

The plan shall describe provisions for the conduct of emergency
preparedn ss exercises. Exercises shall test the adequacy of timing
and content of implementing procedures and methods, test emergency
equipment and communication networks, test the public notification
system, and ensure that emergency organization personnel are familiar

with their duties.

11 Enclosure 1
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fEach-iicensee-shati-exercise-at-ieast-annuaiiy-the-emergency-pian
for-each-site-at-which-it-has-one-or-mere-power-resctors-iicensed-for
operation:--Both-fuii-scaie-and-smaii-scaje-exercises shaii-be-conducted
and shaii-incinde-participation-by-appropriate-State-and-iocai
government-agencies-as-foiiows:

ar-~-For-each-site-at-which-one-or-more-power-reactors-are-iocated
and-iicensed-for-operation;-at-ieast-once-every-five-years-and-at-a
frequency-which-wiii-enabie-esach-State-and-iocai-government-within-the
piume-exposure-pathway-EPZ-to-participate-in-at-ienst-one-fuii-scaie
exercise-per-year-and-which-wiii-enabie-each-State-within-the-ingestion
pathway-to-participate-in-at-ieast-one-fuii-scaie-exercise-every-three
years-q

- A full-participation® [-seaie] exercise which tests as much of

the licensee, State and local emergency plans as is reasonably achievable
without mandatory public participation shall be conducted [;-b-] for each
site at which a power reactor is locat~+ for which the first operating
license for that site is issued after the effective date of this amend-

ment. This exercise shall be conducted within one year before the

issuance of the operating license for full power, which-wiii-enabie

and shall “‘nclude participation by each State and local government

within the plume exposure EPZ and each State within the ingestion

pathway EPZ to participate.

¥
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2.4. Each licensee at each site shall exercise annually its

emergency plan to test as much of the licensee emergency plan as is

reasonably achievable.®

b. Except as provided in paragraph c. below, the licensee

exercises shall include participation by offsite governmental agencies

at the following frequencies:

(i) at least [Alternative A: once every two years] [Alternative B:

annually] with full participation® by local government agencies and with

at least partial participation’ by States within the plume exposure EPls.

(ii) 2t least once every seven years with full participation by

local government agencies within the plume exposure EPZ and full particpa-

tion by States within the plume exposure and ingestion pathway EPZs.

5'Fu1l participation" when used in conjunction with emergency preparedness
exercises means all involved State and 1ncal offsite agencies shall
physically ar . actively take part in the exercise to test all major
elements of the onsite and offsite plans without mandatory public
participation.

8Site specific control room simuiators located on or near the site may
be used in iieu of the control room for exercises which do not require
offsite agency participation. Use of site specific simulators for

the purpose of generating disp]gys in the 1echnical support Center
lef; and Emergency Operations Facility (EOF) is acceptable for any
exercise provided appropriate measures are taken to assure the
reliability and availability of the 15C and EOF equipment should
an_actual event occur during such use.

7pPartial participation" when used in conjunction with emergency preparedness
exercises means involved State and local offsite agencies shall actively
take part in the exercise enougn“to test direction and control functions.
"irection and control functions' means that the participant shall
demonstrate (a) at Jeast protective action decisionmaking, and (b) com-
munications capabilities among affected State agencies, local agencies

and the affec.ed licensee.

13 Enclosure 1
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c. [Alternative A: The exercises or components of exercises

provided for in paragraph b. above shall he held more freguently than

specified therein if necessary to enable full participation in an

exercise at some site by each State within a plume exposure EPZ at

least once every two years, or if requested by the State in which the

site is located, or if recommended by FEMA and determined by the NRC

to be appropriate.]

[Alternative B: The exercises provided for in paragraph b. above

may be held less frequently than annually if FEMA recummends that all

elements in an emergency plan were performed satisfactorily during an

exercise and that another exercisze is not warranted for two vears. Based

en this recommendation the Commiscion may make a finding that a period

up to two years may elapse before another partial or full-participation

exercise must be conducted.

3. An initial exercise with full participation of State and local

governmental agencies shall have been held by each licensee at each site

prior to June 1, 1982, except where two licensees interact with the

same local governmental agency. In that instance, one of the initial

exercises shall havz been held before June 1, 1982 and one before

September 1, 1982.

4. [€23] The plan shall [eiso] describe provisions for involving

Federal emergency response agencies in a full [scate] participation

emergency preparedness exercise by each licensee at [for] each siteL;]

at which one or more power reactors are located and licensed for opera-
tion[,] at least once every [5] seven years;
[€39--A-emaii-scnie-exercise-which-tests-the-adequacy-of
communication-1inks;-estabitishes-that-response-agencies-understand-the
emergency-action-ieveiss-and-teste-at-ieast-one-other-component-fe-grs

14 Enclosure 1
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medicei-or-offsite-monitoringi-of-the-offsite-emergency-response-pian
for-}icense;-State;-and-iocai-emergency-pians-for-jurisdictions-within
the-piume-exposure-pathway-EPZ-shati-be-conducted-at-each-site-at-which
one-or-more-power-reactors-are-iocated-and-iicensed-for-operatior-each
year-at-fuii-scaie-exercise-4s-not-conducted-which-invoives-the-Statefs)
within-the-piume-exposure-pathway-£PZ-]

5. A1l training, inciuding exercises, shall provide for formal
critiques in order to identify weak or deficient areas that need
corrections. Any weaknesses or deficiencies that are identified shall

be corrected. Significant deficiencies shall be subject to the

provisions of § 50.54(s)(2).

Dated at this day of 1982.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

Samuel J. Chilk
Secretary of the Commission

15 Enclosure 1
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ORAFT CONGRESSIONAL LETTER

Dear Mr., Chairman:

Enclosed for the information of the Subcommittee on is a
copy of a notice of proposed rulen:king to be published in the Federal Register.

The Commission believes that the regulations that determine the freguency of
emergency preparedness exercises and the extent of participation therein, as
currently required in 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E, should be modified in order
to providi greater flexibility in implementation. Since the current regula-
tion was published in the Federal Register on August 19, 1980, the NRC and
FEMA staffs have observed and evaluated more than 50 exercises around nuclear
power reactors. These exercises have included the participation of not orly
licensees, State and locai governmental officials, but, in some instances,
have also included the participation of Federal officials. It has become
apparent that an unnece ily disproportionate amount of Federal, State,
local government and licer.ee resources are being expended in order to conduct
and evaluate the emergency preparedness exercises at the presently required
frequency. As a result of this substantial expenditure of resources for these
emergency preparedness exercises, less resources are available to establish
and maintain the very important day-to-day state of emergency preparedness.

In the proposed amendments, the Commission has identified two alternatives
which it is considering. In one alternative (Alternative A), the frequency of
full-participation exercises would be reduced from annuallv to biennially.

The second alternative (Alternative B) retains the presently required annual
full-participation exercise with the proviso that if all elements in the
emergency plans are performed in a satisfactory manner during an exercise,
FEMA may recommend that another exercise is not warranted for up to two years.
Based on FEMA's recommendation, NRC could then make a similar finding. This
proposed rule change will not relax in any manner the presently required
annual on-site exercise that each licensee must conduct.
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The minimum frequency of State, local, and Federal participation at each site
would also be extended.

If the proposed amendment becomes a final rule, the Commission is convinced
that regulations will be flexible enough in order to assure that the available
resources {(on the Feavrsl, State, local and licensee level) can be more
effectively used to focus on the more pertinent issues and problems in
establishing and maintaining an upgraded and effective day-to-day state of
emergency preparedness. This will serve to aid in ensuring appropria‘e
protection of the health and safety of the public.

Robert B. Minogue, Director
Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research

Enclosure: Federal Register Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking
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ENCLOSURE 3



VALUE/IMPACT ANALYS®

1.  PROPOSED ACTION

1.1 Description

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission is proposing to amend its regulations
in order to modify the frequency of emergency preparedness exercises and the
extent for participation therein now required for nuclear power reactor
licensees.

1.2 Need for Proposed Action

On August 19, 1980, the NRC published revised emergency planning
regulations, which became effective on Movember 3, 1980 (45 FR 55402). The
regulations required nuciear power reactor licensees to submit upgraded
emergency plans by January 2, 1981, to submit implementing procedures by
March 1, 1981, and to implement the plans by April 1, 1981.

wWith regard to conducting exercises of emergency plans, Appendix E,
Section IV.F, of 10 CFR Part 50 now requires:

“...Ezch licensee shall exercise at least annually the emergency plan for
each site at which it has one or more power reactors licensed for operation.
Both full-scale and small-scale exercises shall be conducted and shall
include participation by appropriate State and local government agencies

as follows:

1. A full-scale exercise which tests as much of the licensee, State,
and local emergency plans as is reasonably achievable without
mandatory public participation shall be conducted;

a. For each site at which one or more power reactors are located
and licensed for operation, at least once every five years and
at a frequency which will enable each State and local govern-
ment within the plume exposure pathway EPZ to participate in at
least one full-scale exercise per year and which will enable
each State within the ingestion pathway to participate in at
least one full-scale exercise every three years.

b. For each site at which a power reactor is located for which the
first operating license for that site is issued after the
effective date of this amendment, within one year before the
issuance of the operating license for full power, which will

1 Enclosure 3



enable each State and local government within the plume
exposure EPZ and each State within the ingestion pathway EPZ to
participate."”

The Commission believes that the regulations that determine the freguency
of emergency preparedness exercises, as currently required in 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix E, should be modified in order to provide greater flexibility in
implementation. Since the current regulation was published in the Federal
Register on August 19, 1980, the NRC and FEMA staffs have observed and
evaluated more than 50 exercises around nuclear power reactors. These
exercises have included the participation of not only the licensee, State and
local governmental officials, but, in some instances, have also included the
participation of Federal officials. It has become apparent that an unneces-
sarily disproportionate amount of Federal, State, local government and
licensee resources are being expended in order to conduct and evaluate the
emergency preparedness exercises at the presently required frequency. As a
result of this substantial expenditure of resources for these emergency
preparedness exercises, less resources are available to establish and maintain
the very important day-to-day upgraded state of emergency preparedness. In
addition, necessary resources for correcting any deficiencies that surface
during the exercises are being reduced.

In the proposed amendments, the Commission has identified two alterna-
tives which it is considering. In one alternative (Alternative A), the .
frequency of full-participation exercises would be reduced from annually to
biennially. Any deficiencies that are identified during a biennial exercise
would be retested in limited or full-participation exercises until it is
assured that all elements in the emergency plans can be adequately imple-
mented. The second alternative (Alternative B) retains the presently required
annual full-participation exercise with the proviso that if all elements in
the emergency plans are performed in a satisfactory manner during the annual
exercise, FEMA may recommend that another exercise is not warranted for up to
two years. Based on FEMA's recommendation, NRC could then make a similar
finding. Neither of these proposeu alternatives would relax in any manner the
onsite exercise that each licensee is required to conduct.
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1.3 Value/Impact of the Action

1.3.1 NRC

The Commission believes that adoption of either alternative will more
effectively focus available resources on tne pertinent issues and problems in
establishing and maintaining an upgraded and effective day-to-day state of
emergency preparedness. The added flexibility that either alternative would
provide would assist in ensuring appropriate protection of the health and
safety of the public.

The frequency of NRC participation in 7  amergency preparedness exercise
at each site would be extended from once ' '~ 5 years to once every 7 years.

1.3.2 Other Government Agencies

The minimum frequency of exercises with which a State would participate
with a particular site would be relaxed from the present once every five years
to once every seven years. This change will assure that States with the
greatest number of nuclear power plant sites will not be required to exercise
in a full participation mode more frequently than an average of once a year.
The frequency of Federal participation at each site would also be extended to
once every seven years to be consistent with the proposed change in the State
participation frequency.

The proposed amendment would also relax the frequency with which local
governments would be required to participate in emergency preparedness
exercises. This is especially true for local governments and for States with
few reactor sites within their boundary.

1.3.3 Industry
The proposed amendment will not greatly affect the industry since

licensees will still be required to conduct an annual emergency preparedness
exercise. Licensees will save a limited amount of resources because their
annual exercise may be less complex because they may not include the
participation by State officials.
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1.3.4 Public

The proposed amendment will have negligible effect on the public as
adequate emergency preparedness at and around nuclear power reactors will
still be assured under the proposed regulations. Likewise, public partici-
pation in the exercises is not required but in many instances, small segments
of the population have volunteered to participate.

1.4 Decision on the Action

The proposed regulation amendment should be published in the Federal
Register.

2. TECHNICAL APPROACH

Because the proposed amendment is of a non-technical nature, no technical
alternative has been considered.

3. PROCEDURAL ALTERNATIVES

Potential NRC procedures that could be used to promulgate the action of
the proposed amendment include the following:

(a) Immediately effective final rule change

Clearly a proposed amendment is the better alternative because it seeks
public comment.

4. STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS

4.1 NRC Authority

The proposed amendment is intended to implement the Atomic Energy Act of
1954 as amended.
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4.2 Need for NEPA Assessment

Since the proposed amendment does not represent a major action, as defined
by 10 CFR § 51.5(a)(10) and does not effect the environment, implementation of
the proposed amendment does not require a NEPA assessment.

5. RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EXISTING OR PROPOSED REGULATIONS OR POLICY

These proposed amendment relates to the NRC emergency preparedness
regulations, Regulatory Guide 1.101, Revision 2, NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 and
NUREG-0696.

6. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In summary, the proposed amendment is needed so that the regulations will
be flexible enough to assure that the available resources can be more effectively
used to focus on the pertinent issues and problems of establishing and maintain-
ing an upgraded and effective day-to-day state of emergency preparedness. This
will serve to aid in ensuring appropriate protection of the health and safety
of the public.

The conclusion is to proceed expeditiously with amending regulations as
proposed.

5 Enclosure 3



*-:;ﬂ" ':I'uh

S s )

e "—‘ uu‘wﬂ-* .,LI i L-L.‘,
IR H-'

h"% 45 ' l'fi

r C v' it

rﬂ |

! ‘.»"- ;j?‘.\mw'”J“ il

! r..r;,ur i

. i i III
15 m;‘lzst,; [kl

J : .
e cﬁ"hww‘m o r\“‘}“’

‘Hﬂjl‘ Hf “T:’T
"I p” T .ruql v”
II I.“II I

"P'\\‘I et

.."1'A E TR L Sl b I .
‘-"."'»"\E i u -:L 113',."¥,{f,"' i _'J

Nty
Rl ey = T ‘7 il 'l)”.q‘ S ‘fdﬁ" [

2

.I.“""d ¥ FII Y 'Ll-lr_'_' IT}” il

|'| IU_|L|' ”ll1| I'l”l\i |I| L r“

Yol
g m I u" 'I":III gl -" S
oy )
: g L
,.‘.Il'J 20 p )

§:
p
i B

: ||||j ;
' |h| \7'n—'||:|

il »'v:: » !

I||'" H

YL
iy .._‘.ﬂ‘. 5, 1) b

L 3 o " iy | Il' T,

o Sty U8

e .‘ il

! o Rt S e T i

o e d PRy =
‘.II'I' S e . '.':"

|
By
T

.(.‘ , I M‘H

iy el H' i
PRai=lT. iH :

' |' R II i | I"'\ﬂ_l"

e el

o
] 1y
I-' L ki ]

.|";"|”'? fa
T
t_ . -I'I"‘.' L

%,
Jh
j;' ‘}.Jmu by
o '.',f.i-ff.'f.; ,ﬂ;ﬁif%?

\"

e lm- G e Y 17
LAl m"ﬁ .”‘ jj’f:‘.
“J" ! n,“."'.‘ r“‘lil"“,‘i.’\_dhl o

S A o
i '|,‘ 11,41 .1.11';".' M“ '

|h
TR B
ﬂ ﬂl\. .

2 A
ek SR g A
',f;l w-r{.\\' .'.—\l" I 1'||"'
“l 1l |1
_F‘ l
S .|.

Gk I..w

£ T o

b i
II_.I r. >4
?“ 'J e TR A

¢
ﬂpJ Y

X ‘..|'
q%ﬂ.“.;..u. F
T
: 1”';';“-

il "’"' i 'Im

, uu;umnu L
e Lum iy |. - L;%‘ Ln*'iwg i::ha‘ th}. ¢ Il b
A i bt o et
- ’;'J“ { tH“" v J"i"}ﬂqlﬁ ) h lU‘r!ﬂ.'h‘_jg'r‘E"—_"":J

i

T hLH T

} f.'“"n‘ I‘
s % e
£ <8 fﬁ",'.\ﬁd‘%f‘w‘t iﬁﬁ”ff' h

]
*J{‘ﬁ i ;au i

A o

ot mwﬁ
e "‘.f‘:"ﬂ.' :-‘ e

i : Ml,\\ il

|"I'|J*'..||. .r' .u*.mf' 1‘ J-'u‘f““
Il il WS
e
u.;lj B '-LJ-H.* b
V'L"I‘I‘IA, ‘.t.IJ.“gl‘, lir..
Y n i nsy
LR TR A

\' ; .|‘uu \wa ..LF‘JL,‘,‘ .).‘.4|JT,JI,; i
i R

I(wt. .

Slted Ml

iaﬁn 2
Jyw-wrﬁ'r:-‘#
\ )

e

ik
1 H A
i| urhi i'[*. ”Jl“r' i 1’\”.

]

-ln' 3 ! ',-l_
96.!' G e Gl et ‘ n.
‘- 'i' ; -lr-! 'Hu. i

)

0 I...: lw
IIu L f;_n
e .A..nI,W O

B Pt ;_\ -,"'“ 'uj,_u.' “lL r"-r.l.. Ry '5'| i ’ # ﬁ'!
e o e ey 1RO SR ; Iqu.,%“, b Rl
' E ! 3 LSR5 0 d

A Lokl ]

{".I = 1"'|.l”"|.|'lf” l;.' I_J":

|||<|

.Lu'l',nm‘"

L) bl

] PR,

x - A T 7 __“ -.u“_ , ‘-.‘{'\" o | pt’- e
i - ( I i ||| hul j

P, i

.
uu|. Pl ’
IIlI ”-'Iurl_‘” .J: \u',A n- . - L |,l,

i i

fia s ul i

Jh\ |I
{

2 : Il‘ ul
= “ i ":‘-_-" L f‘:‘i JRL T I I'“ .l- i I 1i
ENCLOSURE 4 b
- 1 . ] ﬁ” o w1 LSS i
g, ;-",.’r‘v‘ __‘-f ‘.' i ,un-' ,.T gty ffﬁ& ‘ﬁ
i J" ‘}' ‘IIII'|';“ Ny r. 1 ."l'v'n'“# e
LR e I.'I"
) g iy A i .'. 5 ..j‘ I'_|. + r i _]:mJ\:[}":hN—'u F—t'."\ U"."-\'|‘
iy L e il B A i PRI .'.‘ R Rl A
{ I.j' u.u‘_l»: I-JI o :-tllll:\“_‘“.r.l: i“'if’m oy '-y"‘l‘l" A -'|J' |I1 |..P,|‘|, v IT;P o
L ..""t. gy .;“ i _|7 i L %m” ." 2
W 3 e : . -’.,' A
' = : o T . T _L~|II Hllll‘u J;h

A [t
T e
G
AR LS
e 'L\q ..\ ki
WL S i J',.]- EL8

i".'i"

ok g
\,I ..||H\
A ':...,.H
.'..|.I

2

1k, \I. .‘_" L ey - hs Loy I.,u N
by i)
' |I. Lt b b T ! oY R h T S i

ity G il ; ¥ A X [ 'I.‘:T'h‘i rT'.-.. F

X

- T . il ot oy
ey ! I—.'l"%’ﬂ{.w' i I CChus
B |'.?_1 Ay H ks 3_'T ! I|JL xl |I.‘a“|I
Jl'hmﬂnm:' b i i ,J " \."““ .v ;h i "b'h'
Uit T IR ST, fii = ]
e T T A e A = ROkt et S S H}w l
L L A r¢zL e |]'7_I J,J ks ”u',q;
I_,_I [ I e o
0 Ly %) 1 U ﬂr h | =
‘w ? ] = e L |l—
St R Nz M) b pl ‘:“JII“ t,'.iif T .I._l Jrl‘!'h:' HH.._. 'T'r-z:‘l"|'.|.f\-‘
e e G
£ M" “th gt m| i 5‘.'
) 3 'I‘ . TR EU T W B eSS
. Ry A T ‘ﬁf”hl:' Rkl oy sy
Mg T L ‘ it M vy ikl S e
i ' o | \\ : 1\.\ iy s i “ - | | I 1
]Hf _.J‘.'..I.IH rLs b
ik A A Pl o
np el = m p

e by

- || |"“ ) I

) il
i o
1\ : s E
J ! i Hllllu A
||| 1% \'\ ri ay oL

T .FIA i ' .

1 Wb \niope E

”AI ] "I.HIH\'L”Q; 0“I'| u‘] ~ ‘:‘ m\ ] ‘.Tl'_ i :L'lrﬂ”mlH md' ”’_"Jw‘ I ol
b S R ;:y ',
v, &) .

foie | "".
] 3, “J'.'.‘H

'—.\' Gt 5
‘I. —AH\J‘ “H"‘:'r

o

| T‘““I _II”I‘ ! | / [L —hah T & 1% ) I ||_|II ul,'. ||ll|'J‘,.”| l
TN {hti t ]

%’H‘




TMI ACTION PLAN REVIEW

The NRC has conducted a review of this proposed amendment to determine that it
satisfies the applicable criteria contained in Task IV.G.2 of the NRC Action
Plan Developed As A Result Of The TMI-2 Accident (NUREG-0660, May 1980).
Briefly, those criteria and the NRC's conclusions relative to each are as
follows:

1. The regulations are needed:

The proposed amendment is needed so that the regulations will be flexible
enough to assure that the available resources can be more effectively used to
focus on the pertinent issues and problems or establishing and maintaining an
upgraded and effective day-to-day state of emergency preparedness. This will
serve to aid in ensuring appropriate protection of the health and safety of
the public. The conclusion is to proceed expeditiously with amending regula-
tions as proposed.

2. The direct and indirect effects of the regulation have been considered:
The Commission has fully considered the direct and indirect effects of the

proposed amendment as set forth in the value impact analysis (Enclosure 3).

3. Alternative approaches have been considered and the least
burdensome of the acceptable alternatives has been chosen: The alternative
arpioach to proposed rulemaking would be for the Commission to proceed with
final rulemaking; the correct and least burdensome approach has been chosen.

4, Public comments have been considered and an adequate response has

been prepared: The proposed rule changes are requesting public comments.

5. The regulation is written so that it is understandable to those who
must comply with it: These proposed rule changes satisfy this criterion.

6. An estimate has been made of the reporting burdens or recordkeeping
requirements necessary for compliance with the regulation: The proposed rule

change does not increase any such burdens or requirements which may otherwise
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exist, nor does it establish any new reporting burdens or recordkeeping
requirements. There would be some small reduction in the reporting burdens
and recordkeeping requirements due to the reduced frequency of exercises.

7.  The name, address, and telephone number of a knowledgeable agency
offical has been identified: This is provided in the proposed Federal
Register notice.
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Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

8 MAk 1982

Honorable Nunzic J. Palladino -
Chaiman

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cammission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Palladino:

During the past two years, 50 radiclogical emergency preparedness exercises
involving State and local offsite emergency preparedness have been conducted in
32 states. Based on the review and critique of these exercises, the Federal
Bmergency Management Agency (FEMA) believes it is now appropriate to adjust the
frequency at which offsite emergency preparedness exercises take place. This
position is further reinforced by the fact that State and local govermments, in
a context of their overall camprehensive emergency management responsibilities,
actively participate on a regular basis in drills and exercises which relate to
natural hazards as well as civil defense.

FEMA has campleted a review of the language in our respective rules (10 CFR 50
(NRC) and 44 CFR 350 (FEMA)) regarding frequency of exercises at nuclear power
facilities and believes that certain changes are appropriate. These changes
reflect five basic points:

1. Each State which has a facility within its boundaries or within
10 miles (the plume Emergency Planning Zone) of its boundaries shall
fully exercise its radiological emergency response plan jointly with
the facility and appropriate local jurisdiction(s) no less frequently
than every two years.

2. States with more than three such facilities shall exercise more
frequently as necessary in order to fully participate with each
facility at least once within a seven-year pericd.

3. Each local jurisdiction which has a facility within its boundaries or
within 10 miles (the plume Emergency Planning Zone) of its boundaries
shall fully exercise its radiological emergency response plan jointly
with the facility and the State(s) no less freguently than every two-
years.

4. In consultation with NRC, FEMA will determine the level and freguency
for remedial drills and exercises.

5. States in the ingestion Emeryency Planning Zone of a facility shall
exercise their plan not less than once within a seven-year period and
in conjunction with a plume Bmerge~ cy Planning Zone exercise for that
facility.
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please note that nothing in our language precludes the conduct of a full State
and local exercise every year, if necessary, to ensure adequate preparedness,
even in a State with only one facility. However, as the Associate Director for
State and Local Programs and Support, Mr. Lee M. Thomas, indicated to the
Camission on February 4, 1982, we feel that the basic two-year cycle will give
us the option of zeroing in on specific jurisdictions as well as camponents of
State and local levels of preparedness in need of improvement. While this may
reduce the quantity of full-scale exercises, it most certainly will improve the
overall quality of preparedness by allowing State and local goverrments to work
on problem areas identified in the scheduled exercises in much more depth than
an annual interval allows. This modification in exercise scheduling has been
discussed with State and local governments as well as with FEMA Regional
Directors in the field. These parties not only support but are active advocates
of the basic reduction in exercise fregquency.

Delegation of authority by the President and Congress to the Director of FEMA
has resulted in FEMA taking the lead role for determinations of status of
offsite emergency plans and response related to radiological emergencies.

In carrying cut this role, FEMA reviews policy and programs on a continuing
basis to insure that the quality of State and local preparedness is upgraded.
The frequency and evaluation of exercises is an integral part of this process.
we believe, therefore, that it is appropriate for the Nuclear Regulatory
Cammission to rely on FEMA's best judgment in this closely related area of
mutual concern.

Because public safety is a basic premise of emergency Freparedness, and since
exercises are a systematic way of demonstrating our preparedness capability, we
agree that exercises are of critical importance to State and local govermments
as well as to your licensees. However, we would like to see such exercises be
as meaningful as possible to all participants. It is to that end that the
revised .anguage has been prepared and the Cammission's support requested.

Sincerely,

"NRC Staff Note: The NRC staff has discussed this letter with the FEMA staff
and understands the above points are to be interpreted as follows: (1) in item
1., read "...jointly with a facility"; (2) in item 3., read "...with the facility
and at least enough of the State(s) plan to test direction and control functions
no less frequently than every two years". _
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