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General Public Comments 

Comment 
Number Comment Text Comment 

Disposition Adjudication Response 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-264 

General Comment Themes 
Several general themes were identified during the industry review and comment 
development process. These general themes are outlined below. 
 
- Inconsistent Wording and Terminology 
 
There are many instances where wording and terminology are not consistently 
used throughout the document. Examples include; 
- Criterion content that is ‘described,’ ‘identified,’ ‘listed,’ or ‘discussed,’ or requires 
‘provisions.’ 
- Actions that are ‘in conjunction with,’ ‘mutually agreeable,’ or ‘in coordination 
with.’ 
- Descriptors for areas - ‘key functional area,’ licensee functional area,’ or ‘principle 
functional area.’ 
- Descriptors for functions - ‘emergency plan functions’, ‘response functions,’ 
‘emergency functions,’ ‘ERO functions,’ ‘emergency response functions’, and ‘basic 
functions.’ 
 
The lack of consistency could lead to confusion on the part of both the 
implementer and reviewer. 
 
In addition, there are a number of terms and phrases used in NUREG-0654, Revision 
2, that are different from those applied to the same subject/concept in another 
regulatory document. Terms and phrases should be consistent across all regulatory 
documents in order to promote uniform understanding and implementation of the 
evaluation criteria. 
 
- Key Skills 
 
The industry believes that the NRC has not provided a definitive listing of ERO key 
skills (e.g., the term is used in 10 CFR 50, Appendix E, and the EP Rule ISG, but a list 
is not specifically identified). To drive consistent understanding and 
implementation of several criteria in Planning Standard N, the NRC staff should 
provide a definitive listing of ERO ‘key skills,’ or the attributes necessary for a 
licensee to determine them (e.g., to distinguish them from non-key skills). 

Agree in 
Part 

An effort has been made to use more consistent 
language throughout the updated document. The 
definitive listing of emergency response 
organization (ERO) key skills is contained in the 
November 2011 Interim Staff Guidance (NSIR/DPR-
ISG-01). The exercise and drill types and frequencies 
are based on Radiological Emergency Preparedness 
(REP) program experience from the last 35 years 
and provide guidance on a comprehensive drill and 
exercise program needed to maintain key skills and 
meet regulatory requirements. Alternative 
approaches for a drill and exercise program may be 
proposed.  
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- Performance-Based Approach to Scheduling Drills  
 
There are several criteria in Planning Standard N that address the demonstration 
and maintenance of ERO ‘key skills.’ For this reason, the staff should consider 
deleting sub-criteria N.4.a - N.4.j. All are legacy criteria from Revision 1 or proposed 
additions of a similar nature, and would appear to be subsumed by other drill 
requirements and guidance. 10 CFR 50, Appendix E, requires, among other things, 
the periodic demonstration of ERO key skills, and the various drill elements 
described in criteria N.4.a through N.4.j are likely considered to be key skills 
(individual and/or organizational). A licensee is responsible for ensuring that their 
ERO maintains key skills, and should have the flexibility to determine the required 
type and frequency of drills necessary to do that. This would allow a reasonable 
performance-based approach to drill scheduling. 
 
Drills are critiqued and weaknesses/deficiencies entered into the corrective action 
program (CAP). The changes necessary in improve performance, including 
adjustments to drill types, frequencies and objectives would be addressed through 
the CAP. Given current drill and CAP requirements, licensees should have the 
flexibility to conduct drills at frequencies and using objectives that meet their 
particular ERO performance enhancement needs (e.g., apply drill and personnel 
resources where they are needed to maintain key skills rather than meeting 
arbitrary drill guidance). 

  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-1 

In general, we feel that the proposed guidance in this document represents 
improvement over the existing guidance contained in Revision 1. Our comments 
primarily address areas where clarity is needed to promote consistent 
understanding or unnecessary regulatory burden can be eliminated. 

Noted Thank you for your participation in the public 
comment process. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-4 

4. Several of the new detailed planning requirements are administratively 
burdensome to implement and add little to no value to the effectiveness in the 
response and or recovery. The level of detail and specificity being requested in 
plans is not appropriate for operational plans.  

Noted 

NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 is a guidance document 
and not regulatory. It includes the 16 planning 
standards that come out of regulation. Alternative 
approaches to the evaluation criteria guidance can 
be proposed in order to meet the planning 
standards required to be met by the regulations in 
10 CFR Part 50 and 44 CFR Part 350. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-2 

- Do State/Local/Tribal plans need to meet both NUREG-0654 Rev. 2 and FEMA REP 
Manual once this document is published? Obviously the FEMA REP Manual has to 
be updated to reflect the changes. There are some additional requirements and 
some elimination of requirements. Will clear guidance be provided to OROs to 
implement? Cross Reference between NUREG-0654 Rev. 1, FEMA REP Manual and 
this document would have helped the review process little easier.  
- A lot of new requirements that don’t have clear implementation guidance. It is 
very hard to comment without knowing how much work is involved. 

Noted 

Implementation guidance will be provided. The 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual will be updated to reflect the 
changes to NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-3 

- Will related documents such as FEMA’s REP Program Manual be released 
simultaneously with Revision 2 with criteria numbering that is consistent between 
the documents? 

Noted The numbering will be consistent between the 
documents. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-7 

7. There are several areas with changes in the requirements and no clear 
implementation timelines. Please identify the implementation dates. Noted 

Implementation guidance will be provided. The 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual will be updated to reflect the 
changes to NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-1 

As you may be aware, the CRCPD was included and played a significant role in the 
writing process and for developing the original document that is currently being 
revised. Unfortunately, we were informed that under current policy and procedure, 
state, local and tribal organizations could not actively participate in the 
development of the draft NUREG-0654 document. It is unfortunate in that the 
guidance being developed is ultimately implemented and acted upon by state, local 
and tribal response organizations that could have provided valuable insights during 
the development phase. We believe that engaging the responsible offsite 
organizations earlier in the process would have helped produce a more complete 
and comprehensive document and potentially resulted in fewer comments to be 
adjudicated. We hope that appropriate consideration is given to policy changes that 
allow for better collaboration with state, local and tribal organizations impacted by 
the guidance. We hope that FEMA will continue to consider early participation with 
stakeholders for future revisions to REP documents and the REP Program Manual in 
particular.  
 
The CRCPD has included the significant concerns expressed by state members in 
detail within this cover letter in the sections that follow. The attached document 
represents the compilation of comments received from state organizations that 
have a role in nuclear emergency response for nuclear power plants located in the 
US.  

Noted 

Stakeholder engagement was a key part of the 
writing process. Public and private entities have 
been given an opportunity to be part of the writing 
process through numerous stakeholder 
engagement sessions and the public commenting 
process.   
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0086-1 

From a process perspective, IEMA is concerned about how future changes will be 
made to the evaluation criteria and the interpretation of the planning standards in 
the REP Program Manual. For several years, FEMA has been routinely making 
changes to the REP program manual including a major rewrite of the document. 
Many of those changes involve new evaluation criteria that did not have a basis in 
the planning document NUREG-0654. FEMA explained to stakeholders that it was 
necessary to make those changes quickly to meet the current best practices for 
emergency response based on presidential directives and the National Response 
Framework. FEMA believed that the changes would enhance the REP program and 
benefit state, local and tribal organizations. In part, that argument is true and 
generally acceptable. However, it sets a bad precedent for how future revisions to 
the REP Program Manual will occur and could jeopardize stakeholder involvement 
in the process. 
 
NUREG-0654 and, by reference, NUREG-0396 are the planning basis upon which 
the REP Program Manual is developed. The REP Manual is FEMA's guidance on 
what they consider acceptable practices to meet the planning standards in the 
NUREG-0654 document and the evaluation criteria that is used to test plans and 
procedure. If there is a new criterion that is identified as essential to planning for a 
response to an accident at a fixed nuclear facility, then it needs to be added to 
NUREG-0654 before it is included in the REP Program Manual for implementation 
and evaluation. That is not the process that has occurred over the past five years. 
 
NUREG document updates require a public comment period that provides 
stakeholders an opportunity to provide valuable experience and knowledge into 
the process so that the "best possible" guidance is developed. There is no public 
comment process for updates to the Rep Program Manual. IEMA is concerned that 
FEMA will continue to drive the process backward; implementing changes without 
stakeholder input and then back fitting the changes into the planning basis, NUREG-
0654. FEMA has stated that they will continue to issue regular updates to the REP 
Program Manual to ensure that it is current and based upon best available 
technologies and practices. That is admirable and certainly valuable, but it bypasses 
the process of stakeholder input. IEMA would like FEMA to explain how 
stakeholders will be included in the process moving forward to ensure that 
significant planning standard changes are not made without stakeholder input. 

Rejected 

This comment specifically addresses the updating of 
other FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness 
(REP) Program materials and is therefore out of 
scope for this public commenting process.  
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-2 

From a process perspective, NJOEM is concerned about how future changes will be 
made to the evaluation criteria and the interpretation of the planning standards in 
the REP Program Manual. For several years, FEMA has been routinely making 
changes to the REP program manual including a major rewrite of the document. 
Many of those changes involve new evaluation criteria that did not have a basis in 
the planning document NUREG-0654. FEMA explained to stakeholders that it was 
necessary to make those changes quickly to meet the current best practices for 
emergency response based on presidential directives and the National Response 
Framework. FEMA believed that the changes would enhance the REP program and 
benefit state, local and tribal organizations. In part, that argument is true and 
generally acceptable. However, it sets a bad precedent for how future revisions to 
the REP Program Manual will occur and could jeopardize stakeholder involvement 
in the process. 
 
NUREG-0654, and by reference NUREG-0396, is the planning basis upon which the 
REP Program Manual is developed. The REP Manual is FEMA's guidance on what 
they consider acceptable practices to meet the planning standards in NUREG-0654 
and the evaluation criteria that are used to test plans and procedures. If there is a 
new criterion that is identified as essential to planning for a response to an accident 
at a fixed nuclear facility then it needs to be added to NUREG-0654 before it is 
included in the REP Program Manual for implementation and evaluation. That is not 
the process that has occurred over the past five years. 
 
Updates to NUREG-0654 require a public comment period that provides 
stakeholders an opportunity to provide valuable experience and knowledge so that 
the "best possible" guidance is developed. There is no public comment process for 
updates to the REP Program Manual. We are concerned that FEMA will continue to 
drive the process backwards, implementing changes without stakeholder input and 
then back fitting the changes into the planning basis, NUREG-0654. FEMA has 
stated that they will continue to issue regular updates to the REP Program Manual 
to ensure that it is current and based upon best available technologies and 
practices. That is admirable and certainly valuable, but it by passes the process of 
stakeholder input. NJOEM would like FEMA to explain how stakeholders will be 
included in the process moving forward to ensure that significant planning standard 
changes are not made without stakeholder input. 

Rejected 

This comment specifically addresses the updating of 
other FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness 
(REP) Program materials and is therefore out of 
scope for this public commenting process.  
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-2 

Guidance in the Revision Process  
 
From a process perspective, the CRCPD is concerned about how future changes will 
be made to the evaluation criteria and the interpretation of the planning standards 
in the REP Program Manual. For several years, FEMA has been routinely making 
changes to the REP program manual including a major rewrite of the document. 
Many of those changes involve new evaluation criterion that did not have a basis in 
the planning document NUREG-0654. FEMA explained to stakeholders that it was 
necessary to make those changes quickly to meet the current best practices for 
emergency response based on presidential directives and the National Response 
Framework. FEMA believed that the changes would enhance the REP program and 
benefit state, local and tribal organizations. In part, that argument is true and 
generally acceptable. However, it sets a bad precedent for how future revisions to 
the REP Program Manual will occur and could jeopardize stakeholder involvement 
in the process.  
 
NUREG-0654, and by reference NUREG-0396, is the planning basis upon which the 
REP Program Manual is developed. The REP Manual is FEMA’s guidance on what 
they consider acceptable practices to meet the planning standards in the NUREG-
0654 document and the evaluation criteria that is used to test plans and 
procedures. If there is a new criterion that is identified as essential to planning for a 
response to an accident at a fixed nuclear facility then it needs to be added to 
NUREG-0654 before it is included in the REP Program Manual for implementation 
and evaluation. That is not the process that has occurred over the past five years. 
NUREG document updates require a public comment period that provides 
stakeholders an opportunity to provide valuable experience and knowledge into 
the process so that the “best possible” guidance is developed. There is no public 
comment process for updates to the Rep Program Manual. The CRCPD is concerned 
that FEMA will continue to drive the process backwards; implementing changes 
without stakeholder input and then back fitting the changes into the planning basis, 
NUREG-0654. FEMA has stated that they will continue to issue regular updates to 
the REP program Manual to ensure that it is current and based upon best available 
technologies and practices. That is admirable and certainly valuable, but it bypasses 
the process of stakeholder input. CRCPD would like FEMA to explain how 
stakeholders will be included in the process moving forward to ensure that 
significant planning standard changes are not made without stakeholder input. 

Rejected 

This comment specifically addresses the updating of 
other FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness 
(REP) Program materials and is therefore out of 
scope for this public commenting process.  
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-4 

Section II of the FEMA REP Manual  
 
When FEMA published the REP Manual in 2011 it contained Part II, “REP Program 
Planning Guidance”. This is manifestly a revision of certain portions of the NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1 standards, coupled with an overly restrictive set of 
specific planning requirements. FEMA describes the document as “guidance”, but it 
appears the real result is making the guidance, regulatory in nature. FEMA states 
that the revised “FEMA REP Manual serves as the principal source of policy and 
guidance for the FEMA REP Program”. FEMA also states in Part II of the REP Manual 
that, “it provides interpretation and application of the guidance”. Yet under many 
of the NUREG-0654 individual Criterion listed in Part II of the REP Manual is the 
statement, “TO MEET THE INTENT OF CRITERION x.1.a, ORO PLANS/PROCEDURES 
SHALL”, followed by an itemized list of requirements. Furthermore on page 1 of the 
FEMA REP Manual the term “shall” is defined to “denote regulatory material 
including NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1”. Contrary to the above statement found in the 
current revision of the REP Program Manual, page 4 of NUREG-0654, Revision 2 
under the Document Hierarchy states the following, “This document is considered 
the main source of joint guidance and does not describe regulatory requirements”.  
 
The CRCPD feels strongly that the inclusion of Part II of the FEMA REP Manual was 
an attempt to provide additional guidance to NUREG-0654, Revision 1. Now that 
NUREG-0654, Revision 2 has been developed, there should be no need for 
additional guidance upon updated guidance. Furthermore the process that FEMA 
has employed to update the REP Program Manual circumvents the document 
hierarchy by using Part II of the FEMA REP Manual to impose regulations without 
following approved legal proceedings for a rule change. Therefore it is the CRCPD’s 
recommendation to delete Part 2 of the FEMA REP Manual in that at best it is 
duplicative of NUREG-0654 and at worst is in violation of the administrative rule 
change procedures.  
 
The CRCPD appreciates the opportunity to comment on this important document 
and takes its responsibility in offsite emergency preparedness very seriously. 
Should you have any comments or questions on the content of the documents 
provided please feel free to reach out to me directly or contact Patrick Mulligan, 
Homeland Security Council Chair.  

Rejected 

NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 and the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual are guidance documents meant to 
provide additional information about the planning 
standards. These are not regulatory documents. All 
participants in the FEMA REP Program are welcome 
to submit alternative approaches to meet the 
planning standards.  
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-5 

Section II of the FEMA REP Manual 
 
When FEMA published the REP Manual in 2011, it contained Part II "REP Program 
Planning Guidance." Part II of the FEMA REP Manual is manifestly a revision of 
certain portions of the NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1 standards, coupled with 
an overly restrictive set of specific planning requirements. Despite describing the 
document as "guidance," Part II appears to be an attempt to make the guidance 
regulatory in nature. FEMA states that the revised "FEMA REP Manual serves as the 
principal source of policy and guidance for the FEMA REP Program." FEMA also 
states in Part II of the REP Manual that, "it provides interpretation and application 
of the guidance." Yet under many of the NUREG-0654 individual Criterion listed in 
Part II of the REP Manual is the statement, "TO MEET THE INTENT OF CRITERION 
x.l.a, ORO PLANS/PROCEDURES SHALL," followed be an itemized list of 
requirements. Furthermore, on page 1 of the FEMA REP Manual the term "shall" is 
defined to "denote regulatory material including NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-l." 
Contrary to the above statement found in the current revision of the REP Program 
Manual, page 4 of NUREG-0654, Revision 2 under the Document Hierarchy states 
the following, "This document is considered the main source of joint guidance and 
does not describe regulatory requirements." 
 
NJOEM feels strongly that the inclusion of Part II of the FEMA REP Manual was an 
attempt to provide interpretation and regulatory material beyond the scope of 
NUREG-0654, Revision 1. Now that NUREG-0654, Revision 2 has been developed, 
there should be no need for the additional guidance that is included in Part II of the 
REP Manual. Furthermore, the process that FEMA has employed to update the REP 
Program Manual circumvents the document hierarchy by using Part II of the FEMA 
REP Manual to impose regulations without following approved legal proceedings 
for a rule change. Therefore, NJOEM's recommendation is to delete Part 2 of the 
FEMA REP Manual in that at best it is duplicative of NUREG-0654 and at worst is in 
violation of the administrative rule change procedures. 

Rejected 

NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 and the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual are guidance documents meant to 
provide additional information about the planning 
standards. These are not regulatory documents. All 
participants in the FEMA REP Program are welcome 
to submit alternative approaches to meet the 
planning standards.  
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-1 

The NJOEM has been fully engaged with the numerous public meetings, webcasts 
and other forums where input has been solicited on this and other emergency 
preparedness documents undergoing review. We appreciate the opportunity to 
express our comments on the early drafts in several publically held meetings and 
the interactions we have had at various points during the process. The NJOEM 
developed these comments in coordination with other New Jersey stakeholders, 
the State of Delaware, Exelon and PSEG emergency preparedness staff. Each of the 
organizations has reviewed and provided concurrence with the content of this 
letter and attachment. In addition, comments received from state organizations 
that have a role in nuclear emergency response for nuclear power plants located in 
the United States have been included. As you may be aware, the state radiation 
played control programs through the Council of Radiation Control Program 
Directors (CRCPD) were included and a significant role in the writing process and for 
developing the original document that is currently being revised. Unfortunately, 
under current policy and procedure, state, local and tribal organizations could not 
actively participate in the development of the draft NUREG-0654 document. It is 
unfortunate that the guidance being developed is ultimately implemented and 
acted upon by state, local and tribal response organizations that could have 
provided valuable insights during the development phase. We believe that 
engaging the responsible offsite organizations earlier in the process would have 
helped produce a more complete and comprehensive document and potentially 
resulted in fewer comments to be adjudicated. We hope that appropriate 
consideration is given to policy changes that allow for better collaboration with 
state, local and tribal organizations impacted by the guidance. We hope that FEMA 
will continue to consider early participation with stakeholders for future revisions 
to REP documents and the REP Program Manual in particular. 

Noted 

Stakeholder engagement was a key part of the 
writing process. Public and private entities have 
been given an opportunity to be part of the writing 
process through numerous stakeholder 
engagement sessions and the public commenting 
process 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-1 

The NUREG has been substantially edited and reduced in size and specificity. In 
some areas this will be perceived as admirable. However, in many cases the 
elimination of specificity in the NUREG will result in elaboration in the FEMA REP 
Manual. This "transfer of specification" places performance standards into the 
FEMA REP Manual which is not subject to a stakeholder review process; therefore it 
should remain in the NUREG. 

Rejected 

Both NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 and the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual are guidance documents meant to 
provide additional information about the planning 
standards. Stakeholders are welcome to comment 
on the FEMA REP Program Manual at any time.  In 
addition, all participants in the FEMA REP Program 
are welcome to submit alternative approaches to 
meet the planning standards. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0069-2 

The REP Manual had a tremendous impact in shaping the REP program; mostly as a 
result of the detailed explanations it contains. Without supporting explanations, or 
specific language to indicate that the existing explanation remains applicable to the 
proposed criteria changes, the users must try to interpret how proposed criterion 
might be applied and evaluated. The change document should be revised to include 
explanatory language. 

Rejected 

The FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness 
(REP) Program Manual will also be updated to 
provide additional guidance for the planning 
standards and reflect the information in NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0062-1 

A matrix of changes as compared to NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1 should be 
provided to assist offsite response organizations (OROs) in assessing all the impacts 
to state and local radiological emergency response plans and procedures. This is 
particularly important since all state and local radiological emergency response 
plans and procedures are required to contain a crosswalk of NUREG-0654/FEMA-
REP-1 and will require a significant work effort to complete using the new guidance. 

Noted 

The intent of updating NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 is 
to better reflect current practices. The planning 
standards remain the same regardless of the 
version used. A change summary will help in 
comparing the documents and will be provided.   

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0079-2 

PROCESS: Public stakeholders have been effectively cut out of contribution to this 
process. The character limit constraint which has been imposed upon the public in 
these very comments is illustrative. We urge FEMA to hold a series of public 
meetings to address this deficiency.  
 
As 9/11, Katrina, Sandy, and Fukushima show, first responders are not just First 
Responders. They are ordinary citizens; volunteer organizations; individual 
administrative, institutional and professional volunteers (doctors, nurses, 
pharmacists, social workers, teachers, and so on); social service workers; utility, 
transit, and construction workers; investigators; monitoring teams; cleanup 
workers; etc. 

Noted 

Stakeholder engagement was a key part of the 
writing process. Public and private entities took 
advantage of multiple opportunities to provide 
input and feedback during the scoping and writing 
process through the stakeholder engagement 
sessions conducted in August 2012, September 
2012, October 2013, and June 2014, as well as the 
public comment period from May through October 
2015. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0069-1 

The abstract states the intent of the proposed change is "...to modernize the 
guidance while lessening the administrative burden on users." However, the 
change document itself placed a monumental burden on the users. Failure to 
include a crosswalk between the existing document and the proposed changes 
forced the users to spend countless hours creating one of their own and hoping it 
was done correctly. For this reason alone, I was pleased to see an extension to the 
comment period. However, a crosswalk to the changes is an absolute must if a 
proper and thoughtful review and intelligent comments are desired. 

Noted 

The intent of updating NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 is 
to better reflect current practices. The planning 
standards remain the same regardless of the 
version used. A change summary will help in 
comparing the documents and will be provided.   

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0079-6 

We wonder what the purpose of planning is here.  
 
Is it the goal of FEMA/NRC to truly protect the public? Or is it the goal to protect 
people to the extent feasible, given continuing operation and profitability of the 
commercial nuclear industry? 
 
These are distinct - and we believe disparate - goals. And we ask that if the 
FEMA/NRC consideration involves advancement of the second goal, that the 
agencies admit this clearly and candidly to the public you serve. 

Noted 

The NRC and FEMA are jointly responsible for 
ensuring there is reasonable assurance that 
adequate measures can and will be taken to protect 
public health and safety in the event of a 
radiological emergency at a nuclear power plant. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-3 

3. There are multiple references to additional public information requirements. We 
are concerned that many of the requirements; why it’s okay to stand outside and 
wait during and evacuation, how long it will take for evacuation support, time 
estimates for sheltering in place, need to request a ride from a neighbor, relative, 
or friend, why residents will be safe outdoors while waiting to be picked up, etc., 
will only confuse the public during an emergency. Under emergency conditions 
public messages need to contain only two of three key action messages in order to 
be understood. This type of information, if actually needed, would be more 
appropriate in the annual planning guide than in emergency messages.  

Rejected 

This comment is not applicable to the version of the 
document posted for public comment. Contact was 
made with the commenter to confirm that this 
comment was intended for a previous draft. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-3 

In addition, we ask that the FEMA and NRC staffs consider removing all references 
to the "NRC EP Handbook."  
Our basis for requesting that the NRC EP Handbook not be issued in the near-term 
is discussed in the following NEI letters: 
"Emergency Preparedness Handbook: Amplifying Guidance for the Evaluation 
Criteria in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1," Pollock to Holian, dated June 15, 2015 
"Industry Priorities for Emergency Preparedness Programs," Pollock to Johnson, 
dated October 7, 2015 

Accepted All references to the "NRC EP Manual, NUREG-TBD" 
have been removed. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0063-1 

On balance, I believe this document falls short in its stated purpose, which is to 
establish standards which are “essential for adequate radiological emergency 
planning.” Its primary shortcoming is that it ignores consideration of what could 
threaten the most people in an accident; the development of radiation-induced 
thyroid cancer. Although this afflicted at least 6000 children at Chernobyl, the word 
“cancer” does not appear in the 81 pages of NUREG-0654.  
 
NUREG-0654 does not dispute that this danger exists. It states that there is an area 
“approximately 50 miles in radius surrounding a commercial NPP [Nuclear Power 
Plant] in which the health and safety of the general public could be adversely 
affected through the ingestion of water or food that has been contaminated 
through exposure to radiation primarily from the deposition of radioisotopes after 
a radiological accident.” This area, known as the “ingestion zone,” is where the 
threat of thyroid cancer is most pronounced. It is also where most people live. 

Noted 

Planning Standard J requires the consideration of 
the use of potassium iodide (KI) as a protective 
measure. However, the final decision whether to 
stockpile, distribute, and use KI is made by each 
responsible state, local, and/or tribal government 
organization.  



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

General Public Comments 17 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0079-3 

SCOPE: The criteria and overall planning fail to take into consideration the very 
conditions most likely to result in a major nuclear plant disaster: extreme weather, 
natural disaster, wildfire, sabotage, terrorist attack, cyber-related problems (via 
malice or malfunction), and/or prolonged grid failure. The criteria and overall 
planning are based on the absurd proposition that fallout radioactivity from a major 
nuclear disaster will magically stop at a 10 mile mark, that an accident will be over 
quickly, and that there will not be multiple plumes. Chernobyl and Fukushima say 
otherwise. The criteria and overall planning utterly fail to take into consideration 
the circumstances, and vulnerabilities of special populations and environmental 
justice communities. Bluntly put, children; women; sick, infirm, and disabled 
persons; and disadvantaged persons are thrown under the proverbial bus. 
 
FEASIBILITY: The conditions noted above under "Scope" also impair feasibility of 
effective response, especially for reactor sites in heavily populated areas. Indian 
Point, as the reactor situated in the most demographically dense and populated 
metropolitan region of any existing nuclear plant in the world - much less the 
nation - presents potential challenges of extreme and unsurmountable proportion. 
Cost - and who pays - is also ignored, as is planning for "The Day After." 

Noted 

Emergency plans and response are designed to 
consider a wide range of initiating conditions or 
events, such as the ones listed in the comment, and 
the impact these may have on emergency response, 
including the implementation of public protective 
actions. Detailed emergency planning is required for 
the plume exposure pathway (10-mile) emergency 
planning zone (EPZ), but provisions to expand 
protective actions beyond the 10-mile EPZ are also 
part of the planning process. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0079-5 

The criteria and the validity of any final emergency response blueprint rests upon a 
multi-pronged foundation that is seriously flawed. Quality and integrity of key 
documents underpinning planning is poor. (The KLD Engineering Development of 
Evacuation Time Estimates for Indian Point stands out as exceptionally ludicrous.) 
Moreover the capabilities of many localities are hardly robust. (Westchester 
County, where Indian Point is situated, for example, is currently considering layoffs 
due to lack of funding.) Auditing of this foundation is an imperative. 

Noted 

This document is to be used to provide standards 
for emergency planning and preparedness that 
provide reasonable assurance that adequate 
measures can and will be taken to protect public 
health and safety in the event of a radiological 
emergency at a nuclear power plant. The evaluation 
process is designed to identify any issues and gaps 
in planning and response, including those due to a 
lack of funding and personnel.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0084-1 

Generally, MEMA concurs with the proposed guidance as it applies to OROs - and 
specifically to States (Section II. Planning Standards and Evaluation Criteria), and 
agrees with the concept that "[a]n integrated approach to the development of 
emergency plans is the most effective way to protect the health and safety of the 
public" (Section I: E. Integrated Guidance and Criteria). Additionally, the breakdown 
of the applicability of the guidance to the organization type (i.e., (1) NRC 
applicants/licensees and organizations at the (2) state, (3) local, and (4) tribal 
government levels) is a useful method of structuring the guidance and may be used 
as a sort of checklist for reviewing and updating plans (Section II. Planning 
Standards and Evaluation Criteria). A few additional comments are included, as 
follows: 

Noted Thank you for your participation in the public 
comment process. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
84-4 

MEMA, as an offsite response organization (ORO), may use this guidance during the 
development and maintenance of radiological preparedness and emergency plans 
to protect public health and safety in the event of an incident at a nuclear power 
plant (NPP), with the understanding that this document is considered the main 
source of joint NRC/FEMA guidance and does not describe regulatory 
requirements. That stated, the MEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program does comply with regulatory standards, and the MEMA REP Program does 
further the Agency's mission: "To ensure that Maryland families, communities, and 
key stakeholders are provided the tools they need to prepare for, mitigate against, 
respond to, and recover from the consequences of emergency and disaster events." 

Noted Thank you for your participation in the public 
comment process. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0063-6 

For the NRC to require utilities to create standards which are “essential for 
adequate radiological emergency planning,” consideration of KI should be a 
mandatory requirement. If the tablets are stockpiled but never needed, little is lost. 
But if they are ever needed but not available, the consequences could be 
catastrophic. Given this reality, it is difficult to construct a coherent reason why 
every child at risk should not have guaranteed access to this proven, inexpensive 
protection.  

Noted 

Planning Standard J requires the consideration of 
the use of potassium iodide (KI) as a protective 
measure. However, the final decision whether to 
stockpile, distribute, and use KI is made by each 
responsible state, local, and/or tribal government 
organization. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0088-1 

Beyond Nuclear submits the following comments for the Revision of NUREG - 0654 
to require the pre-distribution by direct delivery of potassium iodide (KI) to all 
residents within the 50-mile Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ) of every operating 
nuclear power plant in the United States and the stockpiling of KI in schools, fire 
departments and police departments out to 200 miles as recommended by the 
American Thyroid Association > http://www.thyroid.org/radioactive-iodine/ 

Noted 

Planning Standard J requires the consideration of 
the use of potassium iodide (KI) as a protective 
measure. However, the final decision whether to 
stockpile, distribute, and use KI is made by each 
responsible state, local, and/or tribal government 
organization. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0079-1 

FORM: While it is well and good for FEMA and the NRC act collaboratively, these 
agencies have drastically different mandates, regulatory schemes, and functional 
objectives. Combining preparation and evaluation into one framework is likely to 
subvert what should be the primary goal of FEMA, which (we hope) is to protect 
the public without undue concern for the commercial feasibility of one type of 
electric power provider - especially one which imposes massive costs upon the 
taxpayer and which is in competition with other types of cleaner lower-carbon 
emission forms of electric power generation and transmission.  

Noted 

Although the NRC and FEMA may have different 
mandates and regulatory schemes, both agencies 
are jointly responsible for ensuring there is 
reasonable assurance that adequate measures can 
and will be taken to protect public health and safety 
in the event of a radiological emergency at a 
nuclear power plant. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-2 

The intent of NUREG-0654 is to provide planning and performance criteria for 
emergency response with the desired outcome of preventing dose to the public 
and emergency workers. The inclusions of concepts that are not dose related do 
not enhance emergency preparedness around nuclear power plants.  

Noted 

All concepts included within the NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 have the desired 
outcome of preventing or reducing dose and 
exposure to the public and emergency workers. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0079-4 

We urge planners to read the "Witt Report," 
http://www.nirs.org/reactorwatch/emergency/epwittrpt2003.pdf, the only 
comprehensive and independent review of emergency preparedness for Indian 
Point. After its publication in 2003, IPSEC attempted without success to determine 
if anybody at FEMA had actually read it. A few months later FEMA rubberstamped 
the Indian Point emergency plan, rather ironically on a day NY Metro roads were at 
a logjam because of several accidents.  
 
Genuine public protection is even less feasible today. Weather conditions are 
increasingly extreme, infrastructure needed to support response and mitigation 
activity is deteriorated, the population is greater, and roadways are a mess. The 
explosion of social media also substantially challenges the concept that 
communication will proceed linearly from government to media to the public. This 
reality is all but ignored in the criteria.  
 
Most notably, after Fukushima, the populace is no longer naive. We know what a 
nuclear disaster looks like. 

Noted 

This is beyond the scope of this document. The 
purpose of this document is not to specify what the 
response plans and actions will be, but instead to 
establish the planning standards and evaluation 
criteria by which those plans will be evaluated. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0084-3 

2. MEMA concurs with the comments provided by the Virginia Department of 
Health, Office of Radiological Health. Noted Thank you for your participation in the public 

comment process. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0080-1 

By a letter dated October 13, 2015, the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) submitted 
comments on Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Revision 2. These comments were 
developed by, and submitted on behalf of the nuclear power industry. TVA hereby 
expresses our support of the industry comments submitted by NEI.  
 
Please contact Walter Lee at 423-751-8577 if you have any questions concerning 
our endorsement of the NEI comment package.  

Noted Thank you for your participation in the public 
comment process. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0076-1 

By a letter dated October 13, 2015, the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) submitted 
comments on Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Revision 2. These comments were 
developed by, and submitted on behalf of, the nuclear power industry. FENOC 
participated in the development of the industry comments, and FENOC hereby 
expresses our support of the industry comments submitted by NEI.  

Noted Thank you for your participation in the public 
comment process. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0081 -1 

Exelon Generation Company, LLC (Exelon) appreciates the opportunity to comment 
on draft Revision 2 to NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1. Exelon fully supports the 
comments submitted by the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) on behalf of NPP 
licensees regarding the subject draft NUREG. 

Noted Thank you for your participation in the public 
comment process. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0077-1 

STARS endorses the comments submitted by the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) in 
their letter written on behalf of the nuclear energy industry, dated October 13, 
2015 (Reference 3). STARS agrees with NEI that in general the proposed guidance is 
an improvement over the existing guidance contained in Revision 1, but that there 
are still areas where clarity is needed to promote consistent understanding or 
unnecessary burden can be eliminated.  

Noted Thank you for your participation in the public 
comment process. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0090-1 

By letter dated October 13, 2015, the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) submitted 
comments on Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Revision 2. These comments were 
developed by, and submitted on behalf of, the nuclear power industry. Northern 
States Power Company, a Minnesota corporation (NSPM), d/b/a Xcel Energy, 
endorses and supports the industry comments submitted by NEI. 

Noted Thank you for your participation in the public 
comment process. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-4 

The industry coordinated its review of Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Revision 2, 
with the Council of Radiation Control Program Directors (CRCPD). NEI supports the 
comments and concerns presented in the CRCPD submittal letter dated October 13, 
2015. 
 
Questions concerning the attached comments should be directed to David Young 
(202-739-8127; dly@nei.org). 

Noted Thank you for your participation in the public 
comment process. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0059-1 

For the following reasons, the Conference of Radiation Control Program Directors 
(CRCPD) asks that FEMA extend the comment period for this critically important 
guidance document for an additional 90 days.  
 
Notably, this is the first substantive amendment to the jointly issued NRC/FEMA 
emergency planning and preparedness requirements since the document was 
originally published in November 1980. NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 will serve 
as the basis document for the FEMA REP Program Manual, which has undergone 
several substantive revisions. The modifications to the existing emergency planning 
guidance merit careful stakeholder scrutiny to ensure that the basis document is 
consistent with the already developed evaluation and acceptance criteria 
established in the REP Program Manual. Considering the importance of the 
document and the relatively infrequent opportunity to make changes, it would be 
prudent to provide ample opportunity for a comprehensive and detailed evaluation 
by stakeholders.  
 
Further, FEMA has already publically announced that they will be releasing an 
updated version of the REP Program Manual in the coming months. While it is not 
expected that there will be significant changes to the document, state and local 
planners are still obligated to be diligent in their review of new material to ensure 
that all areas of the guidance have been addressed in plans and procedures. That 
process takes time regardless of the magnitude and number of changes that have 
been made. The release of an updated version of the REP Manual while the review 
is in process will add more time for the review. If there is to be a new version of the 
REP Manual made available, then the CRCPD encourages FEMA to release that 
sooner rather than later in order to minimize the impact on the review process.  
 
The NRC has recently released NUREG-0654, Emergency Preparedness Handbook: 
Amplifying Guidance for the Evaluation Criteria in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, 
“Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological Emergency Response Plans 
and Preparedness in Support of Nuclear Power Plants,” (Revision 2, June 2015). 
While this document is not intended to impact offsite emergency response plans, 
procedures or operational protocols, state, local and tribal organizations have not 
had the opportunity to evaluate that document to ensure that there are no 
impacts. This is a substantial document that will take some time to review and cross 
walk with NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 document, the REP Program Manual 
and current state and local plans procedures.  

Agree in 
Part 

The public comment period was extended by 45 
days to October 13, 2015. The NRC also decided to 
suspend any further work on the Emergency 
Preparedness (EP) Handbook until after the 
issuance of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2. 
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Finally, many stakeholders will need additional time to coordinate their review 
across response organizations and discuss this new guidance to determine if there 
are crosscutting concerns between onsite and offsite response organizations and 
consideration of how adherence to the guidance will be coordinated. Cross-cutting 
areas of coordination might include but not be limited to offsite response 
organization responsibilities, determination of reasonable assurance, evacuation 
time estimates, alert and notification system criteria, new exercise criteria, and  
implementation schedules. Coordination and review across the various 
organizations can be lengthy due to time constraints and schedules.  
 
For all of these reasons, the CRCPD respectfully requests that FEMA extend the 
public comment period on “Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological 
Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of Nuclear Power Plants” 
(NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2)., from 90 to 180 days, which would make public 
comments due on or around November 25, 2015. 
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Section I: Introduction Public Comments 
Comment 
Number Comment Text Comment 

Disposition Adjudication Response 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-4 

Federal Applicability 
 
The resources and expertise that the federal agencies can bring to bear on a 
radiological emergency are significant. Clearly, state and local resources will be 
depleted quickly with respect to the necessary radiological response personnel and 
equipment that will be necessary to adequately characterize the impact of a 
radiological release from a fixed nuclear facility. The staff required to collect 
sufficient samples, the laboratories necessary to analyze radiologically 
contaminated samples and assessment scientists capable of interpreting laboratory 
data is considerable and well beyond state capabilities. State's agencies rely heavily 
on the resources of the federal government and mutual aid that is available 
between states within a region. Further, the development of protective action 
recommendations and action levels during the intermediate and late phases of a 
radiological response will be heavily influenced by the subject matter experts at the 
Federal Radiological Monitoring Assessment Center (FRMAC) and on the Advisory 
Team for Food Health and the Environment. 
 
The planning standards should include those criteria that are applicable to federal 
agencies as they are identified in the National Response Framework (NRF) and the 
Nuclear Radiological Incident Annex (NRIA). We do not believe that it is sufficient 
that the document includes language that states that states are encouraged to take 
credit for resources available in the NRF. We believe that criteria should be 
applicable to federal agencies and that should be included where appropriate in 
the NUREG. 

Rejected 

Specifics of the Federal response are not 
appropriate in this document. The role of the 
Federal Government is specified in other 
documents such as the National Response 
Framework (NRF), the National Disaster Recovery 
Framework (NDRF), the Federal Interagency 
Operational Plans (FIOPs) and the 
Nuclear/Radiological Incident Annex (NRIA) to the 
FIOPs. The guidance describes methods that NRC 
and FEMA staff consider to be acceptable for use in 
implementing specific parts of each agency’s 
regulations, and may also be used by stakeholders 
in the preparation of emergency plans. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-1 

1. Section 1 of the document goes into sufficient detail about the basis and 
background leading to the planning standards. However, there is no discussion of 
the proposed changes and implications of the proposed planning standard changes 
put forth in this document. The document reads as though the revisions are simply 
an integration of existing guidance. However, the changes made within the 
proposed document go well beyond integration of existing guidance and includes 
major implications for offsite response organizations (OROs). Many of these 
changes will require extensive modifications to existing programs. It is difficult to 
estimate the extent of the impact without evaluating the impact of this document 
on the REP Program Manual. However, it is clear that there will be increased costs 
to state, county, local, tribal and industry programs in order to meet the planning 
standard changes or added clarifications. It is requested that the document clearly 
summarize the proposed guidance changes or clarifications in Section 1 of the 
document and that section of the document needs to include discussion about the 
practical impacts it may have on OROs. 

Agree in 
part 

The intent of updating NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 is 
to better reflect current practices. The planning 
standards remain the same regardless of the 
version used. A change summary will help in 
comparing the documents and will be provided. 
Furthermore, offsite response organizations (OROs) 
(and NRC licensees/applicants) always have the 
option of developing alternative approaches to 
meet the planning standards.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0068-1 

1. Section 1 of the document goes into sufficient detail about the basis and 
background leading to the planning standards. However, there is no discussion of 
the proposed changes and the implications of the proposed planning standard 
changes put forth in this document. The document reads as though the revisions 
are simply an integration of existing guidance. However, it appears that the 
changes move beyond integration of existing guidance with major implications for 
offsite response organizations (OROs) and with increased costs to their programs in 
order to meet the planning standard changes or added clarifications.  
 
It is requested that the document clearly summarize the proposed guidance 
changes or clarifications in Section 1 of the document. That section of the 
document needs to include discussion about the practical impacts it may have on 
OROs.  

Agree in 
part 

The intent of updating NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 is 
to better reflect current practices. The planning 
standards remain the same regardless of the 
version used. A change summary will help in 
comparing the documents and will be provided. 
Furthermore, offsite response organizations (OROs) 
(and NRC licensees/applicants) always have the 
option of developing alternative approaches to 
meet the planning standards.  
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-6 

Section 1 Introduction generally: This section of the document goes into sufficient 
detail about the basis and background leading to the planning standards. However, 
there is no discussion of the proposed changes and implications of the proposed 
planning standard changes put forth in this document. The document reads as 
though the revisions are simply an integration of existing guidance. However, the 
changes made within the proposed document go well beyond integration of 
existing guidance and includes major implications for offsite response organizations 
(OROs). Many of these changes may require extensive modifications to existing 
programs. It is difficult to estimate the extent without evaluating the impact of this 
document on the REP Program Manual. However, it is clear that there will likely be 
increased costs to state, county, local, tribal and industry programs in order to 
meet the planning standard changes or added clarifications. It is requested that the 
document clearly summarize the proposed guidance changes or clarifications in 
Section 1 of the document and that this section of the document include discussion 
about the practical impacts it may have on OROs.  

Agree in 
part 

The intent of updating NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 is 
to better reflect current practices. The planning 
standards remain the same regardless of the 
version used. A change summary will help in 
comparing the documents and will be provided. 
Furthermore, offsite response organizations (OROs) 
(and NRC licensees/applicants) always have the 
option of developing alternative approaches to 
meet the planning standards.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
89-7 

Section 1: Introduction 
 
1. Section 1 of the document goes into sufficient detail about the basis and 
background leading to the planning standards. However, there is no discussion of 
the proposed changes and implications of the proposed planning standard changes 
put forth in this document. The document reads as though the revisions are simply 
an integration of existing guidance. However, the changes made within the 
proposed document go well beyond integration of existing guidance and includes 
major implications for offsite response organizations (OROs) and is described in the 
comments that follow. Many 'of these changes will require extensive modifications 
to existing programs. It is difficult to estimate the extent of the impact without 
evaluating the impact of this document on the REP Program Manual. However, it is 
clear that there will be increased costs to state, county, local, tribal and industry 
programs in order to meet the planning standard changes or added clarifications. It 
is requested that the document clearly summarize the proposed guidance changes 
or clarifications in Section I of the document and for that section to include 
discussion about the practical impacts it may have on OROs. 

Agree in 
part 

The intent of updating NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 is 
to better reflect current practices. The planning 
standards remain the same regardless of the 
version used. A change summary will help in 
comparing the documents and will be provided. 
Furthermore, offsite response organizations (OROs) 
(and NRC licensees/applicants) always have the 
option of developing alternative approaches to 
meet the planning standards.  
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-20 

Section I: General Observations and Comments  
 
Section I only addresses factors related to human health consequences. There is no 
expectation of a broader environmental assessment. This absence is consistent 
with the state of mind prevailing in the 1950s and 60s, when commercial nuclear 
power was first introduced. However, it is not consistent with current policy 
expectations. For example, NEPA’s Environmental Assessment requirements and 
CERCLA’s Hazard Ranking System are both firmly established demonstrations that 
Federal authorities are expected to perform broader environmental evaluations. 
Remaining silent on the issue of environmental impact assessment implies a lack of 
awareness of current environmental policy. Because of the scope of potential 
impacts, the Federal government must be the lead on this action: laying this 
requirement on the step of the State or licensee would be equally naive. In general, 
this relates to the broader need for the Federal government to provide specific 
descriptions of its responsibilities during an emergency response.  

Noted 

Specifics of the Federal response are not 
appropriate in this document. The role of the 
Federal Government is specified in other 
documents such as the National Response 
Framework (NRF), the National Disaster Recovery 
Framework (NDRF), the Federal Interagency 
Operational Plans (FIOPs) and the 
Nuclear/Radiological Incident Annex (NRIA) to the 
FIOPs. The guidance describes methods that NRC 
and FEMA staff consider to be acceptable for use in 
implementing specific parts of each agency’s 
regulations, and may also be used by stakeholders 
in the preparation of emergency plans. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-18 

Section I: General Observations and Comments 
 
Section I only addresses factors related to human health consequences. There is no 
expectation of a broader environmental assessment. This absence is consistent 
with the state of mind prevailing in the 1950s and 60s, when commercial nuclear 
power was first introduced. However, it is not consistent with current policy 
expectations. For example, NEPA’s Environmental Assessment requirements and 
CERCLA’s Hazard Ranking System are both firmly established demonstrations that 
Federal authorities are expected to perform broader environmental evaluations. 
Remaining silent on the issue environmental impact assessment implies a lack of 
awareness of current environmental policy. Because of the scope of potential 
impacts, the Federal government must be the lead on this action: laying this 
requirement on the step of the State or licensee is inappropriate. In general, this 
relates to the broader need for the Federal government to provide specific 
descriptions of its responsibilities during an emergency response. 

Noted 

Specifics of the Federal response are not 
appropriate in this document. The role of the 
Federal Government is specified in other 
documents such as the National Response 
Framework (NRF), the National Disaster Recovery 
Framework (NDRF), the Federal Interagency 
Operational Plans (FIOPs) and the 
Nuclear/Radiological Incident Annex (NRIA) to the 
FIOPs. The guidance describes methods that NRC 
and FEMA staff consider to be acceptable for use in 
implementing specific parts of each agency’s 
regulations, and may also be used by stakeholders 
in the preparation of emergency plans. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-5 

Foreword: “This update aligns with NRC EP regulations…”: The focus of the NUREG 
should remain capability based. The inclusion of CPG 101, 102, THIRA, and HSEEP 
dilute the original drafter’s intent. These guides and programs are reflections of 
current administration and grant funding mechanisms that do not improve or assist 
in creating capability based criteria. Remove these references.  

Rejected 

References to the comprehensive preparedness 
guides (CPGs) 101 and 201, the threat and hazard 
identification and risk assessment (THIRA), and the 
Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program 
(HSEEP) support the FEMA Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program’s alignment with the 
National Preparedness System (NPS). The NPS is law 
and required to be incorporated into Federal 
preparedness, response, and recovery programs. 
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General Comments 
 
1. Preface: "This update aligns with NRC EP regulations..." The focus of the NUREG 
should remain capability based. The inclusion of CPG 101, 102, THIRA, and HSEEP 
dilute the original drafter's intent. These guides and programs are reflections of 
current administration and grant funding mechanisms that do not improve or assist 
in creating capability based criteria. Remove these references. 

Rejected 

References to the comprehensive preparedness 
guides (CPGs) 101 and 201, the threat and hazard 
identification and risk assessment (THIRA), and the 
Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program 
(HSEEP) support the FEMA Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program’s alignment with the 
National Preparedness System (NPS). The NPS is law 
and required to be incorporated into Federal 
preparedness, response, and recovery programs. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-3 

Page ix 
Preface "This update aligns with NRC EP regulations ... "  
 
Comment - The focus of the NUREG should remain capability based. The inclusion 
of CPG 101, 102, THIRA and HSEEP dilute the original drafters' intent. These guides 
and programs are reflections of current administration and grant funding 
mechanisms that do not improve or assist in creating capability based criteria. 
Remove these references.  

Rejected 

References to the comprehensive preparedness 
guides (CPGs) 101 and 201, the threat and hazard 
identification and risk assessment (THIRA), and the 
Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program 
(HSEEP) support the FEMA Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program’s alignment with the 
National Preparedness System (NPS). The NPS is law 
and required to be incorporated into Federal 
preparedness, response, and recovery programs. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0086-5 

Preface: "This update aligns with NRC EP regulations ..." The focus of the NUREG 
should remain capability based. The inclusion of CPG 101, 102, THIRA, and HSEEP 
dilute the original drafter's intent. These guides and programs do not improve or 
assist in creating capability based criteria for this NUREG. Remove these references. 

Rejected 

References to the comprehensive preparedness 
guides (CPGs) 101 and 201, the threat and hazard 
identification and risk assessment (THIRA), and the 
Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program 
(HSEEP) support the FEMA Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program’s alignment with the 
National Preparedness System (NPS). The NPS is law 
and required to be incorporated into Federal 
preparedness, response, and recovery programs. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-2 

Preface: “This update aligns with NRC EP regulations...” The focus of the NUREG 
should remain capability based. The inclusion of CPG 101, 102, THIRA, and HSEEP 
dilute the original drafter’s intent. These guides and programs are reflections of 
current administration and grant funding mechanisms that do not improve or assist 
in creating capability based criteria. We request that these references be removed. 

Rejected 

References to the comprehensive preparedness 
guides (CPGs) 101 and 201, the threat and hazard 
identification and risk assessment (THIRA), and the 
Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program 
(HSEEP) support the FEMA Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program’s alignment with the 
National Preparedness System (NPS). The NPS is law 
and required to be incorporated into Federal 
preparedness, response, and recovery programs. 
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A. Background: 
 
The bottom of the second paragraph states: “Accordingly FEMA established the 
REP program to manage its responsibility for offsite emergency planning and 
preparedness in areas around commercial NPPS.” 
 
This statement is incorrect. This sounds like FEMA is responsible for the offsite 
emergency planning. In fact it is the responsibility of the states and local 
jurisdictions. FEMA is responsible for review, evaluation and approval of offsite 
emergency plans and preparedness per 44 CFR 350 and Public Law 96-295 Sec 109. 
 
This statement need to be restated to reflect FEMA’s responsibility to review, 
evaluate and approve.  
 
Third paragraph: The reference to public law 96-295 is misstated. Correct as 
follows: 
 
(a) Standards developed with FEMA which provide for the response to a 
radiological emergencies at a commercial nuclear power plant to ensure state or 
local radiological emergency response plans provide by reasonable assurance that 
the health and safety of the public are protected. 

  Agree in 
Part 

The information provided in Section I, A. 
Background is consistent with Public Law 96-295 
and the sentence has been reworded to better 
reflect the intent that the commenter suggests. 
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B. Scope 
 
First paragraph last sentence: “The NRC and FEMA evaluate the adequacy of 
emergency plans and preparedness programs.” 
 
This underestimates what is intended by 44 CFR 350 and 10 CFR 50.47.  
 
FEMA and the NRC uses the criteria for the review, evaluation and approval of 
plans and preparedness to ensure the intent of the planning standards are met. 
 
By just stating the criteria is used to “evaluate of the adequacy” is would be 
considered a reduction in the emergency planning requirements. 
 
Last sentence of the scope: “This guidance is not a substitute for regulations, and 
compliance with it is recommended but not required.” 
 
This statement is in direct opposition to 44 CFR 350 and multiple court cases. 44 
CFR 350.5 indicated that the “planning standards and the related criteria” will be 
used to review and approve plans and preparedness. All court cases reviewed 
indicate the planning standards and criteria are required. They are either met as 
written, as approved alternative method meeting the intent or it does not apply. 
 
The effect of this statement as it stands will be a serious reduction in emergency 
planning for nuclear power plants. 
 
In addition, it is not consistent with multiple other statements throughout the draft 
revision. Other references indicate that these are criteria are required to meet the 
planning standards or there has to be an approved alternative meeting the intent. 
 
Additionally, the entire industry believes them to be regulation and follow the 
criteria to ensure the planning standards are met and to ensure reasonable 
assurance. This has been the case since 1983. This statement and similar 
statements will set back the REP program to pre-TMI and pre - NuReg 0654. This 
statement needs to be deleted or changes to reflect what the regulation states.  
 
On a side note: There are multiple cases that explicitly states regulations have the 
same effect as law and can be enforced with the full power of the government. 
 
As in almost all regulations they can be met as written or the intent can be met by 
some alternate. The REP program is no different. 

 Rejected 

Overall, this comment is editorial in nature and the 
commenter’s point is addressed within Section I, B. 
Scope and throughout the rest of the document. 
With regards to the status of NUREG-0654/FEMA-
REP-1 as guidance, the 1980 version of NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1 explicitly states, “FEMA, NRC, 
and other involved Federal agencies intend to use 
the guidance contained in [NUREG-0654/FEMA-
REP-1] in their individual and joint reviews of State 
and local government radiological emergency 
response plans and preparedness, and of the plans 
and preparedness of NRC facility licensees.” [p.2]. 
Moreover, the District of Columbia Court of Appeals 
described NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 as “emergency 
preparedness guidelines developed and published 
jointly by FEMA and the NRC….”  Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts, et al. v. United States Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, 924 F.2d 311 (D.C. Cir.), 
cert. denied, 502 U.S. 899 (1991). Accordingly, 
reference to NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 in FEMA 
regulations makes plain that NUREG-0654/FEMA-
REP-1 is a staff document intended simply to 
provide guidance to parties in complying with the 
planning standards set forth in the regulations.   
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B. Scope 
 
Industry Comments: 
Recommend removal of references to NRC EP Handbook and NUREG-[TBD] for 
reasons discussed in NEI letter, Emergency Preparedness Handbook: Amplifying 
Guidance for the Evaluation Criteria in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Pollock to Holian, 
dated June 15, 2015. A definitive response is not yet available. 

Accepted All references to the "NRC EP Manual, NUREG-TBD" 
have been removed. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-1 

Emergency Management can be best achieved through the team work of all the 
stakeholders through good coordination and collaborative efforts from all parties. 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness is no exception to that. Licensees, States, 
Locals and Tribal should work toward the common goals. However, this document 
did not provide the foundation for working together as teams. As NRC stated 
repeatedly throughout the document, The NRC staff does not intend or approve 
any imposition or back fitting of the guidance in this document. The NRC staff does 
not expect any existing licensee to use or commit to using the guidance in this 
document, unless the licensee makes a change to its licensing basis, while it states 
FEMA, as well as other Federal agencies, use this document to review state, local, 
and tribal government emergency planning and preparedness. Therefore, either 
allows similar exemption to OROs from FEMA or NRC make licensees to follow the 
guidance from this document. So everyone is working under the same guidance 
and same goal. 

Noted 

The intent of updating NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 is 
to better reflect current practices. The planning 
standards remain the same regardless of the 
version used. A change summary will help in 
comparing the documents and will be provided. 
Furthermore, offsite response organizations (OROs) 
(and NRC licensees/applicants) always have the 
option of developing alternative approaches to 
meet the planning standards. Regardless, close 
coordination with the licensee will ensure that 
there are no significant gaps or inconsistencies 
within the onsite and offsite emergency plans.   

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0082-1 

B. SCOPE, Use of This Document, Use by NRC, 2nd paragraph 
"The NRC staff does not intend or approve any imposition or backfitting of the 
guidance in this document. The NRC staff does not expect any existing licensee to 
use or commit to using the guidance in this document, unless the licensee makes 
changes to its licensing basis." A major problem is that the recommendations in this 
revision are not going to be legally binding on the licensees. The licensee may 
choose to voluntarily follow the recommendations. The FEMA Radiological 
Emergency Preparedness Program Manual gives the lead for the exercise process 
with the State. Without any mechanism to compel the licensee to adopt this 
guidance, we see this potentially leading to divisiveness within the emergency 
response organizations of which the utility is a part of, It makes no sense to force 
offsite response organizations to meet expectations of the national preparedness 
doctrine as directed by presidential directives and then to allow the utility to 
operate under a doctrine that is decades old. 

Noted 

The intent of updating NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 is 
to better reflect current practices. The planning 
standards remain the same regardless of the 
version used. A change summary will help in 
comparing the documents and will be provided. 
Furthermore, offsite response organizations (OROs) 
(and NRC licensees/applicants) always have the 
option of developing alternative approaches to 
meet the planning standards. Regardless, close 
coordination with the licensee will ensure that 
there are no significant gaps or inconsistencies 
within the onsite and offsite emergency plans.  
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Further down in the Scope under Use by FEMA: 
 
First paragraph: 
FEMA, as well as other Federal Agencies, use this document to review and approve 
state, local and tribal government emergency planning and preparedness.  
 
And approve must be added to be compliant with 44 CFR 350. 
 
Again this would be a reduction of emergency preparedness for the REP program. 

Accepted 

The sentence was rewritten to state, “FEMA, as well 
as other Federal agencies, such as those serving on 
the Regional Assistance Committee (RAC), use this 
guidance document to review and approve state, 
local, and tribal government radiological emergency 
plans.” 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-3 

Page 2 - “The NRC staff does not intend or approve any imposition or back fitting of 
the guidance in this document. The NRC staff does not expect any existing licensee 
to use or commit to using the guidance in this document, unless the licensee makes 
a change to its licensing basis.”  
- While I understand the NRC’s position on this document, some of the new 
requirements are for all licensee, state, local, and tribal, if the licensees are not 
required to change on their EP, then OROs still have to meet the requirements?  

Noted 

The intent of updating NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 is 
to better reflect current practices. The planning 
standards remain the same regardless of the 
version used. A change summary will help in 
comparing the documents and will be provided. 
Furthermore, offsite response organizations (OROs) 
(and NRC licensees/applicants) always have the 
option of developing alternative approaches to 
meet the planning standards. Regardless, close 
coordination with the licensee will ensure that 
there are no significant gaps or inconsistencies 
within the onsite and offsite emergency plans.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0057-1 

Page 2 Bottom of First Column Shouldnt State Emergency Planning Agencies be 
added to the list of potential users? This document specifies interfaces with States, 
Federal agencies and tribal governments. 

Rejected State emergency planning agencies are included as 
offsite response organizations (OROs). 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-4 

Page 3 – “FEMA, as well as other Federal agencies, use this document to review 
state, local, and tribal government emergency planning and preparedness.”  
- Will FEMA continue to use REP Manual as well to review OROs plan review?  

Noted 

NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 is the document 
that is used when conducting plan reviews. 
Information in the FEMA Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program Manual provides 
additional guidance to FEMA personnel on how to 
conduct plan reviews. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-5 

Page 3 – “Licensees may use the information in this document for actions which do 
not require NRC review and approval”  
- Once again, since this document is not being forced to the licensee but will it 
forced to OROs to use this document as planning basis?  

Noted 

The intent of updating NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 is 
to better reflect current practices. The planning 
standards remain the same regardless of the 
version used. A change summary will help in 
comparing the documents and will be provided. 
Furthermore, offsite response organizations (OROs) 
(and NRC licensees/applicants) always have the 
option of developing alternative approaches to 
meet the planning standards. Regardless, close 
coordination with the licensee will ensure that 
there are no significant gaps or inconsistencies 
within the onsite and offsite emergency plans.  
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Page 3, second to last paragraph states: 
 
Methods or solutions that differ from those described in this document may be 
deemed acceptable if an applicant or licensee makes available sufficient bases and 
information for the NRC staff to evaluate whether the proposed alternative(s) 
demonstrate compliance with the appropriate NRC regulations. 
 
The highlighted language needs to have a clear definition of what constitutes 
sufficient bases and information. Should the licensee or ORO choose to pursue 
alternative methods to meet planning criteria, there must be some definite 
objective criteria to meet rather than the subjective opinions of NRC or FEMA staff. 

Noted 

The supporting basis and information for an 
alternative method will vary depending on the 
planning standard and evaluation criteria that the 
proposed method is addressing. Therefore, 
developing a general definition of what constitutes 
sufficient bases and information is impractical. The 
details of developing alternative approaches are 
discussed briefly in the last paragraph of Section I, 
Part B titled “Alternative Approaches” which directs 
the reader to further information in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. The NRC provides guidance for 
developing alternative approaches for specific 
aspects of emergency preparedness (EP) programs 
through EPFAQs and discussions with 
licensees/applicants on a case-by-case basis. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-6 

Page 3, second to last paragraph states: 
 
Methods or solutions that differ from those described in this document may be 
deemed acceptable if an applicant or licensee makes available [highlighted: 
sufficient bases and information] for the NRC staff to evaluate whether the 
proposed alternative(s) demonstrate compliance with the appropriate NRC 
regulations. 
 
The highlighted language needs to have a clear definition of what constitutes 
sufficient bases and information. Should the licensee or ORO choose to pursue 
alternative methods to meet planning criteria, there must be some objective 
criteria to meet rather than the subjective opinions of NRC or FEMA staff. 

Noted 

The supporting basis and information for an 
alternative method will vary depending on the 
planning standard and evaluation criteria that the 
proposed method is addressing. Therefore, 
developing a general definition of what constitutes 
sufficient bases and information is impractical. The 
details of developing alternative approaches are 
discussed briefly in the last paragraph of Section I, 
Part B titled “Alternative Approaches” which directs 
the reader to further information in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. The NRC provides guidance for 
developing alternative approaches for specific 
aspects of emergency preparedness (EP) programs 
through EPFAQs and discussions with 
licensees/applicants on a case-by-case basis. 
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Section 1 Introduction part B. Scope: Page 3, second to last paragraph states:  
 
Methods or solutions that differ from those described in this document may be 
deemed acceptable if an applicant or licensee makes available sufficient bases and 
information for the NRC staff to evaluate whether the proposed alternative(s) 
demonstrate compliance with the appropriate NRC regulations.  
 
The highlighted language needs to have a clear definition of what constitutes 
sufficient bases and information. Should the licensee or ORO choose to pursue 
alternative methods to meet planning criteria, there must be some objective 
criteria to meet rather than the subjective opinions of NRC or FEMA staff.  

Noted 

The supporting basis and information for an 
alternative method will vary depending on the 
planning standard and evaluation criteria that the 
proposed method is addressing. Therefore, 
developing a general definition of what constitutes 
sufficient bases and information is impractical. The 
details of developing alternative approaches are 
discussed briefly in the last paragraph of Section I, 
Part B titled “Alternative Approaches” which directs 
the reader to further information in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. The NRC provides guidance for 
developing alternative approaches for specific 
aspects of emergency preparedness (EP) programs 
through EPFAQs and discussions with 
licensees/applicants on a case-by-case basis. 
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FEMA-
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Section B. (SCOPE) discusses the applicability and use of NUREG-0654 by various 
organizations. Within the "Use by NRC" section, the document states: 
 
The NRC staff does not expect any existing licensee to use or commit to using the 
guidance in this document, unless the licensee makes a change to its licensing basis. 
The NRC staff does not expect or plan to request licensees to voluntarily adopt this 
document to resolve a generic regulatory issue. The NRC staff does not expect or 
plan to initiate NRC regulatory action which would require the use of this document. 
 
The document further states within "Use by NPP Applicants and Licensees:" 
 
Applicants and licensees may seek approval of a new emergency plan based on 
Revision 1, Revision 2, or a combination of Revisions 1 and 2. The NRC will evaluate 
emergency plans submitted for initial approval using the revision(s) of NUREG- 
0654/FEMA-REP-1 upon which the plans are based and, once the plans are 
approved, will evaluate any future emergency plan changes using the revision(s) of 
NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 upon which each change is based. 
 
While there is no language within the new guidance that requires that state, local 
and tribal offsite response organizations use Revision 2 of NUREG-0654, it is 
recommended with no option to continue to use Revision 1. Further, the REP 
Program manual has already been revised to reflect many of the new or updated 
requirements within the draft NUREG-0654 Revision 2 document. It is not only 
conceivable but very likely that state, local and tribal organizations will be using a 
different planning basis than the licensees, and that could cause significant issues 
with plans and procedures. The intent of the updated guidance was to simplify and 
standardize response plans while consolidating guidance into a single document. If 
licensees are using Revision 1 and offsite agencies are using Revision 2, there could 
be significant gaps or inconsistencies within the plans and procedures that lead to 
serious conflicts in operations and response. 

Noted 

The intent of updating NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 is 
to better reflect current practices. The planning 
standards remain the same regardless of the 
version used. A change summary will help in 
comparing the documents and will be provided.  
Furthermore, offsite response organizations (OROs) 
(and NRC licensees/applicants) always have the 
option of developing alternative approaches to 
meet the planning standards. Regardless, close 
coordination with the licensee will ensure that 
there are no significant gaps or inconsistencies 
within the onsite and offsite emergency plans.  
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Section B. (SCOPE) discusses the applicability and use of NUREG-0654 by various 
organizations. Within the “Use by NRC” section, the document states:  
The NRC staff does not expect any existing licensee to use or commit to using the 
guidance in this document, unless the licensee makes a change to its licensing 
basis. The NRC staff does not expect or plan to request licensees to voluntarily 
adopt this document to resolve a generic regulatory issue. The NRC staff does not 
expect or plan to initiate NRC regulatory action which would require the use of this 
document.  
 
The document further states within “Use by NPP Applicants and Licensees”:  
Applicants and licensees may seek approval of a new emergency plan based on 
Revision 1, Revision 2, or a combination of Revisions 1 and 2. The NRC will evaluate 
emergency plans submitted for initial approval using the revision(s) of NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1 upon which the plans are based and, once the plans are 
approved, will evaluate any future emergency plan changes using the revision(s) of 
NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 upon which each change is based.  
 
While there is no language within the new guidance that requires that state, local 
and tribal offsite response organizations use Revision 2 of NUREG-0654, it is 
recommended with no option to continue to use Revision 1. Further, the REP 
Program manual has already been revised to reflect many of the new or updated 
requirements within the draft NUREG-0654 Revision 2 document. It is not only 
conceivable but very likely that state, local and tribal organizations will be using a 
different planning basis than the licensees and that could cause significant issues 
with plans and procedures. The intent of the updated guidance was to simplify and 
standardize response plans while consolidating guidance into a single document. If 
licensees are using Revision 1 and offsite agencies are using Revision 2 there could 
be significant gaps or inconsistencies within the plans and procedure that may lead 
to serious conflicts in operations and response. These competing approaches for 
NRC licensees and state, local and tribal organizations should not remain, but 
instead be resolved clearly and explicitly by FEMA.  

Noted 

The intent of updating NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 is 
to better reflect current practices. The planning 
standards remain the same regardless of the 
version used. A change summary will help in 
comparing the documents and will be provided.  
Furthermore, offsite response organizations (OROs) 
(and NRC licensees/applicants) always have the 
option of developing alternative approaches to 
meet the planning standards. Regardless, close 
coordination with the licensee will ensure that 
there are no significant gaps or inconsistencies 
within the onsite and offsite emergency plans.  
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Section B. (SCOPE) discusses the applicability and use of NUREG-0654 by various 
organizations. Within the “Use by NRC” section, the document states: 
 
The NRC staff does not expect any existing licensee to use or commit to using the 
guidance in this document, unless the licensee makes a change to its licensing 
basis. The NRC staff does not expect or plan to request licensees to voluntarily 
adopt this document to resolve a generic regulatory issue. The NRC staff does not 
expect or plan to initiate NRC regulatory action which would require the use of this 
document. 
 
The document further states within “Use by NPP Applicants and Licensees”: 
 
Applicants and licensees may seek approval of a new emergency plan based on 
Revision 1, Revision 2, or a combination of Revisions 1 and 2. The NRC will evaluate 
emergency plans submitted for initial approval using the revision(s) of NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1 upon which the plans are based and, once the plans are 
approved, will evaluate any future emergency plan changes using the revision(s) of 
NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 upon which each change is based. 
 
While there is no language within the new guidance that requires that state, local 
and tribal offsite response organizations to use Revision 2 of NUREG-0654, it is 
recommended with no option to continue to use Revision 1. Further, the REP 
Program manual has already been revised to reflect many of the new or updated 
requirements within the draft NUREG-0654 Revision 2 document. It is not only 
conceivable but very likely that state, local and tribal organizations will be using a 
different planning basis than the licensees and that could cause significant issues 
with plans and procedures. The intent of the updated guidance was to simplify and 
standardize response plans while consolidating guidance into a single document. If 
licensees are using Revision 1 and offsite agencies are using Revision 2 there could 
be significant gaps or inconsistencies within the plans and procedure that may lead 
to serious conflicts in operations and response. 

Noted 

The intent of updating NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 is 
to better reflect current practices. The planning 
standards remain the same regardless of the 
version used. A change summary will help in 
comparing the documents and will be provided.  
Furthermore, offsite response organizations (OROs) 
(and NRC licensees/applicants) always have the 
option of developing alternative approaches to 
meet the planning standards. Regardless, close 
coordination with the licensee will ensure that 
there are no significant gaps or inconsistencies 
within the onsite and offsite emergency plans.  



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

Section I: Introduction Public Comments 37 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0086-2 

Section I Part B. (SCOPE) discusses the applicability and use of NUREG-0654 by 
various organizations. Within the "Use by NRC" section, the document states that 
the NRC "does not expect any existing licensee to use or commit to using guidance 
in this document, unless the licensee makes a change to its licensing basis." 
 
While there is no language within the new guidance that requires state, local and 
tribal offsite response organizations to use Revision 2 of NUREG-0654, it is 
recommended. With no option to continue to use Revision 1. Further, the REP 
Program manual has already been revised to reflect many of the new or updated 
requirements within the draft NUREG-0654 Revision 2 document. The intent of the 
updated guidance was to simplify and standardize response plans while 
consolidating guidance into a single document. If licensees are using Revision 1 and 
offsite agencies are using Revision 2, there could be significant gaps or 
inconsistencies within the plans and procedure that may lead to se1ious conflicts in 
operations and response. 
 
Summary of Proposed Changes 
Section I of the document goes into sufficient detail about the basis and 
background leading to the planning standards. However, there is no discussion of 
the proposed changes and implications of the proposed planning standard changes 
put forth in this document. The document reads as though the revisions are simply 
an integration of existing guidance. However, the changes made within the 
proposed document go well beyond integration of existing guidance and includes 
major implications for off-site response organizations (OROs). Many of these 
changes will require extensive modifications to existing programs. It is difficult to 
estimate the extent of the impact without evaluating the impact of this document 
on the REP Program Manual. However, it is clear that there will be increased costs 
to state, county, local, tribal and industry programs in order to address the planning 
standard changes or added clarifications. It is requested that Section I of the 
document clearly summarize the proposed guidance changes or clarifications and 
include discussion about the practical impacts these changes may have on OROs. 

Noted 

The intent of updating NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 is 
to better reflect current practices. The planning 
standards remain the same regardless of the 
version used. A change summary will help in 
comparing the documents and will be provided.  
Furthermore, offsite response organizations (OROs) 
(and NRC licensees/applicants) always have the 
option of developing alternative approaches to 
meet the planning standards. Regardless, close 
coordination with the licensee will ensure that 
there are no significant gaps or inconsistencies 
within the onsite and offsite emergency plans.  
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Section I, Scope  
 
- On page 3 of the document under the Scope section it is recommended that 
Offsite Response Organizations (OROs) utilize this guidance for planning purposes. 
Later on this same page it states that licensees of the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) may adopt this guidance or use Revision 1 and its associated 
supplements. As the criteria numbering in Revision 2 do not align with Revision 1 
this will make communication between OROs and licensees difficult and may 
require significant revisions of crosswalk documents. To avoid these difficulties it 
would be best to give the new or significantly revised criteria of Revision 2 new 
numbers and reserve the numbers of deleted criteria. This would maintain 
consistent numbering between the two documents.  

Noted 

The intent of updating NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 is 
to better reflect current practices. The planning 
standards remain the same regardless of the 
version used. A change summary will help in 
comparing the documents and will be provided.  
Furthermore, offsite response organizations (OROs) 
(and NRC licensees/applicants) always have the 
option of developing alternative approaches to 
meet the planning standards. Regardless, close 
coordination with the licensee will ensure that 
there are no significant gaps or inconsistencies 
within the onsite and offsite emergency plans.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-4 

Document Hierarchy 
 
Last sentence first paragraph: It is not just guidance. The criteria describe how the 
planning standards can be met. If the criteria are not followed then there must be 
an approved alternate meeting the intent of the standard. This statement needs to 
be restated to reflect this. 
 
The same with the last sentence of the second paragraph. The intent must be met. 

Rejected 

The document is guidance and provides one 
example of how the planning standards can be met. 
Information about proposing alternative 
approaches for meeting the planning standards is 
provided in Section I: B: Scope - Alternative 
Approaches, as well as the FEMA Radiological 
Emergency Preparedness (REP) Program Manual 
and by the NRC on a topic-by-topic basis. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-4 

Section I, Planning Basis, Background 
 
On page 5 the description of plume exposure pathway includes the sentence “The 
ability to best reduce potential exposure under the specific conditions during the 
course of an incident should determine the appropriate response.” This would be 
stated better by making reference to ALARA and adding this term to the 
Abbreviations and Acronyms section as noted above.  

Rejected 

The term "ALARA" encompasses concepts that are 
relevant to occupational workers and dose and is 
rarely used when discussing the public and 
exposure. The section referenced on page 5 is 
relevant to the public and discusses exposure. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0063-2 

By defining the ingestion zone to 50 miles, this document implicitly rejects the 
possibility that RAI might spread as far as 200 miles downwind, as occurred at 
Chernobyl. Given the differences in reactor design, this expectation is reasonable. 
But while containing the spread is obviously desirable, it means that any inhaled 
RAI would be less diluted, and thus deliver a higher dose. This would increase the 
chance of cancer to anyone living within the ingestion zone.  

Noted 

Planning Standard J requires the consideration of 
the use of potassium iodide (KI) as a protective 
measure. However, the final decision whether to 
stockpile, distribute, and use KI is made by each 
responsible state, local, and/or tribal government 
organization. Detailed emergency planning is 
required for the plume exposure pathway (10-mile) 
emergency planning zone (EPZ), but provisions to 
expand protective actions beyond the 10-mile EPZ 
are also part of the planning process. 
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I guess I am not surprised but I am really disappointed. How can knowledgeable 
regulators not consider the disasters at the Tokyo Electric Power Company 
Fukushima Dai ichi site which, according to the bottom of page 42 of the Institute 
of Nuclear Power Operations report "INPO 11-005", resulted in measurable dose 
rates 19 miles northwest of the station, and then support a 10 mile radius? 

Noted 

Planning Standard J requires the consideration of 
the use of potassium iodide (KI) as a protective 
measure. However, the final decision whether to 
stockpile, distribute, and use KI is made by each 
responsible state, local, and/or tribal government 
organization. Detailed emergency planning is 
required for the plume exposure pathway (10-mile) 
emergency planning zone (EPZ), but provisions to 
expand protective actions beyond the 10-mile EPZ 
are also part of the planning process. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0057-2 

Page 6  
 
Several of the criteria listed in column 2 so not appear to have been met in 
previous reactor accidents:  
 
The size of the ingestion exposure pathway EPZ was based on the following 
considerations: 
 
a. the downwind range within which contamination will generally not exceed the 
Federal PAGs is limited to about 50 miles from a NPP because of wind shifts during 
the release and travel periods. 
 
There is no certainty that the wind will shift and wont be unidirectional. 
 
b. there may be conversion of atmospheric iodine to chemical forms which do not 
readily enter the 
ingestion pathway. Conversion of iodine chemical forms may be more likely to go 
from forms that do not readily enter the food chain (e.g., methyl iodide and other 
organic forms) to forms that are assimilated into the grass-cow-milk chain (e.g., 
particulates or inorganic iodides.) 
 
c. much of any particulate material in a radioactive plume would have been 
deposited on the ground 
within about 50 miles from the facility. Although this was true for Chernobyl, 
considerable particulates (e.g., Cs and Sr) were detected beyond 50 miles.  
 
d. the likelihood of exceeding ingestion exposure pathway PAG levels at 50 miles is 
comparable to the likelihood of exceeding plume exposure pathway PAG levels at 
10 miles. 

Noted 

Previous petitions for rulemaking (PRM) to change 
the general size of the emergency planning zones 
(EPZs) have been received and it has been decided 
that there is no compelling basis to change the size 
of EPZs for the current fleet of nuclear power 
reactors (see NRC denial of PRM 50-104, 79 FR 
19501).  
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Page: 6 
Reference Text: Emergency Planning Zones (EPZs):  
...45 FR 2893, is "The EPZ for airborne exposure has a radius of about 10 miles; the 
EPZ for contaminated food has a radius of about 50 miles. 
 
Comment: Does any guidance exist for waterborne/liquid release pathways? 
Criterion I.5 (formerly I.8) requires this consideration.  
 
This statement is also missing the ending quotation marks 

Agree in 
part 

The quotation mark has been added as suggested 
by the commenter. The updated EPA Protective 
Action Guide (PAG) Manual addresses liquid release 
pathways. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0063-5 

The apparent logical inconsistency between recognizing the need for a 50-mile 
ingestion zone, while denying that there is any danger beyond ten miles, is difficult 
to understand. While some in the industry speculate that there is only limited 
danger beyond 10 miles, as some models suggest, the deliberate decision by the 
NRC not to require or provide thyroid protection to everyone within the ingestion 
zone appears inconsistent with the NRC’s policy, as expressed in NUREG-0396, that 
“Radiological emergency planning is not based on probabilities, but on public 
perceptions of the problem and what could be done to protect health and safety. In 
essence, it is a matter of prudence rather than necessity.”  
 
Unfortunately, the approach chosen in NUREG-0654 appears inconsistent with the 
policy of “prudence rather than necessity.” By failing to require protective 
measures for those living beyond ten miles, the perception could be created that 
authorities are ignoring a threat to the public’s health and safety. Yet the fact that 
this threat could largely be eliminated by the wide availability of KI is ignored in 
NUREG-0654. Although these tablets have been endorsed by virtually every 
independent medical group that has studied them, the NRC is reluctant to require 
utilities to acquire KI as part of their emergency response procedures.  

Noted 

Planning Standard J requires the consideration of 
the use of potassium iodide (KI) as a protective 
measure. However, the final decision whether to 
stockpile, distribute, and use KI is made by each 
responsible state, local, and/or tribal government 
organization. Detailed emergency planning is 
required for the plume exposure pathway (10-mile) 
emergency planning zones (EPZs), but provisions to 
expand protective actions beyond the 10-mile EPZ 
are also part of the planning process. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0063-3 

The purpose of the ingestion zone is to delineate where food and water might be 
contaminated by airborne radiation in the event of an accident. Contaminated food 
could be collected and destroyed in order to prevent it from being eaten. This step, 
if successful, could eliminate one of the pathways that could spread radioactive 
iodine (RAI) among the general public.  
 
While it certainly makes sense to destroy crops grown on irradiated land, these 
Criteria show surprisingly little concern for people who live in the ingestion zone. 
Stated simply, if crops can be affected out to 50 miles from airborne RAI, so can 
children. Yet these Criteria are silent on what must be done to protect the people 
who live and breathe in the affected area. Further, while obviously no one should 
eat irradiated food, it is generally believed that during the early stages of an 
accident, when the radiation is most intense, the danger from breathing 
contaminated air is much greater than the danger from eating contaminated food  

Noted 

Planning Standard J requires the consideration of 
the use of potassium iodide (KI) as a protective 
measure. However, the final decision whether to 
stockpile, distribute, and use KI is made by each 
responsible state, local, and/or tribal government 
organization. Detailed emergency planning is 
required for the plume exposure pathway (10-mile) 
emergency planning zones (EPZs), but provisions to 
expand protective actions beyond the 10-mile EPZ 
are also part of the planning process. 
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This draft document also contends that most emergency response measures can be 
limited to just 10 miles based on the assessment that in severe accidents 
“immediate life threatening doses would generally not occur outside the [ten-mile] 
EPZ.” Considerable research suggests that these doses would be expected to be in 
the range of hundreds, or even thousands, of rem. But thyroid cancer is not caused 
by doses of this magnitude. Instead, it is associated with doses as low as 3 to 5 rem, 
and these levels would be likely to be seen well-beyond the EPZ. In fact, NUREG-
0654 itself acknowledges that “the worst possible incidents may necessitate 
protective actions be taken outside the EPZ,” yet the document imposes no 
requirements on licensees to prepare for this kind of accident.  
 
[There are two studies from the NRC that support the need for thyroid protection 
beyond ten miles. NUREG-1433 predicted that a major accident would lead to 
“significant health hazards to persons at distances of more than 100 miles from the 
site.” It noted that this dose would be “dominated by the inhalation of 
radioiodine.” And NUREG-6310 predicted, with near certainty, that thyroid doses 
from inhalation of RAI at 50 miles would reach or greatly exceed 5 rem. It should be 
noted that both studies were based on accidents involving light-water reactors, and 
neither has been repudiated.]  

Noted 

Planning Standard J requires the consideration of 
the use of potassium iodide (KI) as a protective 
measure. However, the final decision whether to 
stockpile, distribute, and use KI is made by each 
responsible state, local, and/or tribal government 
organization. Detailed emergency planning is 
required for the plume exposure pathway (10-mile) 
emergency planning zones (EPZs), but provisions to 
expand protective actions beyond the 10-mile EPZ 
are also part of the planning process. 
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As an overarching comment, we believe that Revision 2 of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-
1 should acknowledge that the "Time Factors Associated with Releases" can vary 
widely based on site-specific plant designs and accident/event mitigation 
strategies. Where such time factors are important in establishing a basis for a 
particular planning element, licensees and Offsite Response Organizations should 
have flexibility to establish criteria that consider information from site-specific 
accident/event analyses. Should the staff wish to specify generic minimum time 
factors (i.e., no site-specific justification would be necessary to use as a planning 
basis), then such criteria should be informed by the capability of beyond-design-
basis event mitigation strategies to prevent core damage and a radiological release 
(e.g., strategies required by NRC Order EA12049 and 10 CFR 50.54[hh]). The 
industry is prepared to support public discussions on the development of time 
factor criteria and, if necessary, submit a technical report on this subject for staff 
review and endorsement. 

Agree in 
Part 

The NRC staff acknowledges that time factors for 
radiological releases can vary widely based on the 
specific plant design, accident/event types, and 
mitigation strategies and implementation. The 
original emergency preparedness (EP) planning 
basis established as part of the NRC’s defense-in-
depth approach to protecting public health and 
safety was based on early mobilization of licensee 
emergency responders and offsite response 
organizations (OROs) and augmentation of the on-
shift site staff to ensure adequate resources were in 
place to adapt and respond to widely varying 
situations.  
 
Revised EP regulations were issued in 1980 in 
response to the 1979 Three Mile Island accident. 
The 1975 probabilistic risk analysis WASH-1400 
provided a technical basis for the regulatory 
structure (Release Category PWR 8, 9). NRC 
regulations require the capability for a rapid 
response to an emergency as there is a small 
potential that a radiological release can begin 
within about 30 minutes of event initiation (Table VI 
2-1 Summary of Release Categories Representing 
Hypothetical Accidents, WASH 1400). The source 
term estimates in WASH-1400 informed the 
determination of the emergency planning zone 
(EPZ) sizes. Studies conducted since that time have 
shown the risk of a large early radiological release is 
very unlikely (NUREG-1150 and NUREG-1935). 
However, these studies show that early core 
damage is possible (within 30 minutes). Core 
damage is a General Emergency in itself. This being 
the case, the requirement for emergency response 
resource mobilization and the associated guidance 
provided in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 remain 
appropriate. 
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C. Planning Basis, Background 
 
Industry Comments: 
Recommend alternate approach to “Time Factors Associated with Releases.” 
 
This section currently states that “core damage within 30 minutes is possible,” and 
that “a release is possible within approximately an hour of event initiation.” The 
industry believes that the cited supporting references in this section do not provide 
an appropriate technical basis for the proposed time factors and, as a consequence, 
the specified times are overly conservative. Further, the development of a technical 
basis for these time factors should consider the recent enhancements to accident 
mitigation capabilities being implemented by licensees in response to the NRC 
Orders associated with the Fukushima Near-Term Task Force (NTTF) Report (e.g., 
EA-12- 049). 
 
Two of the cited supporting references for the proposed time factors are: 
 
- NUREG/CR-7177, Compendium of Analyses to Investigate Select Level 1 
Probabilistic Risk Assessment End-State Definition and Success Criteria Modeling 
Issues, and 
- NUREG-1953, Confirmatory Thermal-Hydraulic Analysis to Support Specific 
Success Criteria in the Standardized Plant Analysis Risk Models—Surry and Peach 
Bottom. 
 
These documents are not suitable as technical bases for establishing time factors 
associated with radiological emergency preparedness. Their content was intended 
to support NRC staff work in the area risk assessment modeling and not to provide 
a technically appropriate, risk-informed basis for regulatory actions. The analyses 
described in the documents were performed to confirm Level 1 PRA and SPAR 
model success criteria; they were not conducted to analyze realistic outcomes of 
postulated severe reactor accidents or to develop best estimates of the offsite 
radiological health consequences from those accidents. When applied to areas 
outside their stated purpose, the results from these documents lead to excessively 
conservative conclusions. 
 
The other two cited supporting references for the proposed time factors are: 
 
- NUREG/CR-7160, Emergency Preparedness Significance Quantification Process: 
Proof of Concept, and 
- NUREG-1935, State-of-the-Art Reactor Consequence Analyses (SOARCA) Report. 

Rejected 

The NRC staff acknowledges that time factors for 
radiological releases can vary widely based on the 
specific plant design, accident/event types, and 
mitigation strategies and implementation. The 
original emergency preparedness (EP) planning 
basis established as part of the NRC’s defense-in-
depth approach to protecting public health and 
safety was based on early mobilization of licensee 
emergency responders and offsite response 
organizations (OROs) and augmentation of the on-
shift site staff to ensure adequate resources were in 
place to adapt and respond to widely varying 
situations.  
 
Revised EP regulations were issued in 1980 in 
response to the 1979 Three Mile Island accident. 
The 1975 probabilistic risk analysis WASH-1400 
provided a technical basis for the regulatory 
structure (Release Category PWR 8, 9). NRC 
regulations require the capability for a rapid 
response to an emergency as there is a small 
potential that a radiological release can begin 
within about 30 minutes of event initiation (Table VI 
2-1 Summary of Release Categories Representing 
Hypothetical Accidents, WASH 1400). The source 
term estimates in WASH-1400 informed the 
determination of the emergency planning zone 
(EPZ) sizes. Studies conducted since that time have 
shown the risk of a large early radiological release is 
very unlikely (NUREG-1150 and NUREG-1935). 
However, these studies show that early core 
damage is possible (within 30 minutes). Core 
damage is a General Emergency in itself. This being 
the case, the requirement for emergency response 
resource mobilization and the associated guidance 
provided in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 remain 
appropriate. 
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NUREG/CR-7160 was developed to aid in the determination of risk significance of 
Emergency Preparedness (EP) program elements with the goal of increasing 
effectiveness and efficiency through improved prioritization of regulatory activities. 
The process described in the document makes use of credible accident scenarios 
selected by a review of existing probabilistic risk analyses for two reference sites. It 
appears that the authors relied mostly on accident scenario information derived 
from NUREG-1935. The following points were noted after a review of both 
documents. 
 
- The analyses described in NUREG-1935 considered a spectrum of accidents, 
including severe accidents, as illustrated by the statement: “the [SOARCA] project 
team elected to analyze sequences with a CDF greater than 10-6 per reactor-year. 
In addition, the SOARCA team included sequences that have an inherent potential 
for higher consequences (and risk) with a lower CDF (i.e., those with a frequency 
greater than 10-7 per reactor-year). Such sequences would be associated with 
events involving containment bypass or leading to an early failure of the 
containment. By adopting these criteria, the SOARCA team is reasonably assured 
that the more probable and important core melt sequences will be captured. 
Further, SOARCA includes certain scenarios that had CDFs lower than the screening 
criteria, because of their historical significance.” 
 
- The SOARCA analyses considered internal and external initiating events and chose 
those which produced the shortest timelines to core damage and a release of 
radioactivity to the environment. NUREG-1935 states that, “During the 
consequence analysis, the core damage groups for station blackouts were analyzed 
as if they were initiated by a seismic event. This approach was taken because 
seismically induced equipment failures occur immediately following the seismic 
event, which produces the most severe challenge to the plant.” 
 
- The SOARCA assessed the effect of operator actions and the use of portable 
equipment (i.e., 10 CFR 50.54(hh) equipment) on the ability to mitigate an accident. 
Therefore, each scenario was analyzed twice: a “mitigated” case assuming 
mitigative equipment was available and operable and operators were completely 
successful in implementing mitigative actions; and an “unmitigated” case assuming 
mitigation was not available, was not implemented, or was not effective. It should 
be kept in mind that 10 CFR 50.54(hh) equipment is intended to support mitigation 
strategies that would be employed under circumstances associated with loss of 
large areas of the plant due to explosions or fire. The initiating events chosen for 
the SOARCA did not include those addressed by 10 CFR 50.54(hh), therefore, this 
equipment would have been used in an improvised manner in response to the 
accidents postulated in the analyses. 
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Because of the timing of SOARCA completion relative to the accident at Fukushima 
Daiichi, the analyses did not assess the effects of newly available strategies for the 
mitigation of beyond design basis (BDB) events required by NRC Orders issued in 
2012 and 2013. The BDB events addressed by these orders include the initiating 
event used in the SOARCA analyses to produce the shortest timelines to core 
damage and a release of radioactivity to the environment (i.e., a seismic event). In 
particular, NRC Order EA-12-049 requires licensees to have strategies to maintain 
or restore core cooling, containment and spent fuel pool cooling capabilities 
following a BDB external event resulting in an extended loss of AC power affecting 
all onsite units. The industry refers to these strategies as Diverse and Flexible 
Mitigation or FLEX strategies. Given the initiating event and accident sequence 
postulated by each of the SOARCA analysis cases, FLEX strategies would provide a 
more timely and effective mitigative capability than implementation of 10 CFR 
50.54(hh) equipment. In addition to BDB events, these strategies could also be 
employed anytime that operators needed them to compensate for a failure of 
design basis accident mitigation strategies (e.g., equipment failures leading to a 
total loss of all feedwater flow to steam generators). 
 
It is reasonable to expect that the SOARCA results would have been different (i.e., 
less consequential) had the analyses assumed that both reference sites were in 
compliance with NRC Order EA-12-049 (and related NRC Orders). While the results 
for the “mitigated” cases would have been improved (e.g., no core damage in 
either short-term SBO case for Surry since portable power sources are now 
available for instrumentation and equipment), there likely would have been no 
credible “unmitigated” cases because operators and the plant staff would be 
following their FLEX support guidelines to implement FLEX strategies. With safety 
functions maintained on an indefinite basis, there would be no core damage or 
radiological release. 
 
Turning to security-related events, the likelihood of an attack on a nuclear power 
plant leading to core damage is not quantifiable but can reasonably be assumed to 
be very low. As a result of compliance with NRC regulations governing security at 
power reactors, a site’s security force, supported by local law enforcement, would 
almost certainly neutralize the threat before the adversaries could create the 
conditions necessary for core damage and a release path. Even if an attack were 
successful, the consequences would likely take several hours to unfold and thus 
could be mitigated through response measures taken in a post-attack environment 
(e.g., as demonstrated in HAB exercises). Mitigation measures could make use of 
FLEX and/or 10 CFR 50.54(hh) strategies. 
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In conclusion, NUREG-0654 R2 should acknowledge that the “Time Factors 
Associated with Releases” can vary widely based on site-specific plant designs and 
accident/event mitigation strategies. Where such time factors are important in 
establishing a basis for a particular planning element (e.g., augmentation times), 
licensees and Offsite Response Organizations should have flexibility to establish 
criteria that consider information from site-specific accident/event analyses.  
 
Should the staff wish to specify generic minimum time factors (i.e., no site-specific 
justification would be necessary to use as a planning basis), then such criteria 
should be informed by the capability of BDB event mitigation strategies to prevent 
core damage and a radiological release (e.g., strategies required by NRC Order EA-
12-049 and 10 CFR 50.54[hh]). 
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NUREG 0654 Revision 2 contains a section entitled, "Time Factors Associated with 
Releases," which states that "core damage within 30 minutes is possible," and that 
"a release is possible within approximately an hour of event initiation." NJOEM 
believes that the cited supporting references in this section do not provide an 
appropriate technical basis for the proposed time factors and, as a consequence, 
the specified times are overly conservative. Further, the development of a technical 
basis for these time factors should consider the recent enhancements to accident 
mitigation capabilities being implemented by licensees in response to the NRC 
Orders associated with the Fukushima Near-Term Task Force (NTTF) Report (e.g., 
EA-12-049). Two of the cited supporting references for the proposed time factors 
are: 
 
a. NUREG/CR-7177, Compendium of Analyses to Investigate Select Level 1 
Probabilistic Risk Assessment End-State Definition and Success Criteria Modeling 
Issues, and 
b. NUREG -1953, Confirmatory Thermal-Hydraulic Analysis to Support Specific 
Success Criteria in the Standardized Plant Analysis Risk Models-Surry and Peach 
Bottom. 
 
These documents are not suitable as technical bases for establishing time factors 
associated with the emergency planning basis. Their content was intended to 
support NRC staff work in the area risk assessment modeling and not to provide a 
technically appropriate, risk-informed basis for regulatory actions. The analyses 
described in the documents were performed to confirm Level 1 PRA and SPAR 
model success criteria; they were not conducted to analyze realistic outcomes of 
postulated severe reactor accidents or to develop best estimates of the offsite 
radiological health consequences from those accidents. When applied to areas 
outside their stated purpose, the results from these documents lead to excessively 
conservative conclusions. 
 
The other two cited supporting references for the proposed time factors are: 
 
a. NUREG/CR-7160, Emergency Preparedness Significance Quantification Process: 
Proof of Concept, and 
 
b. NUREG-1935, State-of-the-Art Reactor Consequence Analyses (SOARCA) Report. 

Rejected 

The NRC staff acknowledges that time factors for 
radiological releases can vary widely based on the 
specific plant design, accident/event types, and 
mitigation strategies and implementation. The 
original emergency preparedness (EP) planning 
basis established as part of the NRC’s defense-in-
depth approach to protecting public health and 
safety was based on early mobilization of licensee 
emergency responders and offsite response 
organizations (OROs) and augmentation of the on-
shift site staff to ensure adequate resources were in 
place to adapt and respond to widely varying 
situations.  
 
Revised EP regulations were issued in 1980 in 
response to the 1979 Three Mile Island accident. 
The 1975 probabilistic risk analysis WASH-1400 
provided a technical basis for the regulatory 
structure (Release Category PWR 8, 9). NRC 
regulations require the capability for a rapid 
response to an emergency as there is a small 
potential that a radiological release can begin 
within about 30 minutes of event initiation (Table VI 
2-1 Summary of Release Categories Representing 
Hypothetical Accidents, WASH 1400). The source 
term estimates in WASH-1400 informed the 
determination of the emergency planning zone 
(EPZ) sizes. Studies conducted since that time have 
shown the risk of a large early radiological release is 
very unlikely (NUREG-1150 and NUREG-1935).  
However, these studies show that early core 
damage is possible (within 30 minutes). Core 
damage is a General Emergency in itself. This being 
the case, the requirement for emergency response 
resource mobilization and the associated guidance 
provided in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 remain 
appropriate. 



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

Section I: Introduction Public Comments 48 

 

NUREG/CR-7160 was developed to aid in the determination of risk significance of 
Emergency Preparedness (EP) program elements with the goal of increasing 
effectiveness and efficiency through improved prioritization of regulatory activities. 
The process described in the document makes use of credible accident scenarios 
selected by a review of existing probabilistic risk analyses for two reference sites. It 
appears that the authors relied mostly on accident scenario information derived 
from NUREG-1935. The following points were noted after a review of both 
documents. 
 
a. The analyses described in NUREG-1935 considered a spectrum of accidents, 
including severe accidents, as illustrated by the statement: "the [SOARCA] project 
team elected to analyze sequences with a CDF greater than 10-6 per reactor-year. 
In addition, the SOARCA team included sequences that have an inherent potential 
for higher consequences (and risk) with a lower CDF (i.e., those with a frequency 
greater than 10 per reactor-year). Such sequences would be associated with events 
involving containment bypass or leading to an early failure of the containment. By 
adopting these criteria, the SOARCA team is reasonably assured that the more 
probable and important core melt sequences will be captured. Further, SOARCA 
includes certain scenarios that had CDFs lower than the screening criteria, because 
of their historical significance."  
 
b. The SOARCA analyses considered internal and external initiating events and 
chose those which produced the shortest timelines to core damage and a release of 
radioactivity to the environment. NUREG -1935 states that, "During the 
consequence analysis, the core damage groups for station blackouts were analyzed 
as if they were initiated by a seismic event. This approach was taken because 
seismically induced equipment failures occur immediately following the seismic 
event, which produces the most severe challenge to the plant." 
 
c. The SOARCA assessed the effect of operator actions and the use of portable 
equipment (i.e., 10 CFR 50.54(hh) equipment) on the ability to mitigate an accident. 
Therefore, each scenario was analyzed twice: a "mitigated" case assuming 
mitigative equipment was available and operable and operators were completely 
successful in implementing mitigative actions; and an "unmitigated" case assuming 
mitigation was not available, was not implemented, or was not effective. It should 
be kept in mind that 10 CFR 50.54(hh) equipment is intended to support mitigation 
strategies that would be employed under circumstances associated with loss of 
large areas of the plant due to explosions or fire. The initiating events chosen for 
the SOARCA did not include those addressed by 10 CFR 50.54(hh), therefore, this 
equipment would have been used in an improvised manner in response to the 
accidents postulated in the analyses. 
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d. Because of the timing of SOARCA completion relative to the accident at 
Fukushima Daiichi, the analyses did not assess the effects of newly available 
strategies for the mitigation of beyond design basis (BDB) events required by NRC 
Orders issued in 2012 and 2013. The BDB events addressed by these orders include 
the initiating event used in the SOARCA analyses to produce the shortest timelines 
to core damage and a release of radioactivity to the environment (i.e., a seismic 
event). In particular, NRC Order EA-12-049 requires licensees to have strategies to 
maintain or restore core cooling, containment and spent fuel pool cooling 
capabilities following a BDB external event resulting in an extended loss of AC 
power affecting all onsite units. The industry refers to these strategies as Diverse 
and Flexible Mitigation or FLEX strategies. Given the initiating event and accident 
sequence postulated by each of the SOARCA analysis cases, FLEX strategies would 
provide a more timely and effective mitigative capability than implementation of 
10 CFR 50.54(hh) equipment. In addition to BDB events, these strategies could also 
be employed anytime that operators needed them to compensate for a failure of 
design basis accident mitigation strategies (e.g., equipment failures leading to a 
total loss of all feed water flow to steam generators). 
 
e. It is reasonable to expect that the SOARCA results would have been different 
(i.e., less consequential) had the analyses assumed that both reference sites were 
in compliance with NRC Order EA-12-049 (and related NRC Orders). While the 
results for the "mitigated" cases would have been improved (e.g., no core damage 
in either short-term SBO case for Surry since portable power sources are now 
available for instrumentation and equipment), there likely would have been no 
credible "unmitigated" cases because operators and the plant staff would be 
following their FLEX support guidelines to implement FLEX strategies. With safety 
functions maintained on an indefinite basis, there would be no core damage or 
radiological release. 
 
f. Turning to security-related events, the likelihood of an attack on a nuclear power 
plant leading to core damage is not quantifiable but can reasonably be assumed to 
be very low. As a result of compliance with NRC regulations governing security at 
power reactors, a site's security force, supported by local law enforcement, would 
almost certainly neutralize the threat before the adversaries could create the 
conditions necessary for core damage and a release path. Even if an attack were 
successful, the consequences would likely take several hours to unfold and thus 
could be mitigated through response measures taken in a post-attack environment 
(e.g., as demonstrated in HAB exercises). Mitigation measures could make use of 
FLEX and/or 10 CFR 50.54(hh) strategies. 
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g. In conclusion, NUREG-0654 Revision 2 should acknowledge that the "Time 
Factors Associated with Releases" can vary widely based on site-specific plant 
designs and accident/event mitigation strategies. Where such time factors are 
important in establishing a basis for a particular planning standard (e.g., 
augmentation times), licensees and OROs should have flexibility to establish criteria 
that consider information from site-specific accident/event analyses. Should the 
staff wish to specify generic minimum time factors (i.e., no site-specific justification 
would be necessary to use as a planning basis), then such criteria should be 
informed by the capability of FLEX and 10 CFR 50.54(hh) strategies to prevent core 
damage and a radiological release. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-8 

NUREG 0654 Revision 2 contains a section entitled, “Time Factors Associated with 
Releases,” which states that “core damage within 30 minutes is possible,” and that 
“a release is possible within approximately an hour of event initiation.” The cited 
supporting references in this section do not provide an appropriate technical basis 
for the proposed time factors and, as a consequence, the specified times are overly 
conservative. Further, the development of a technical basis for these time factors 
should consider the recent enhancements to accident mitigation capabilities being 
implemented by licensees in response to the NRC Orders associated with the 
Fukushima Near-Term Task Force (NTTF) Report (e.g., EA-12-049). Two of the cited 
supporting references for the proposed time factors are: 
 
a. NUREG/CR-7177, Compendium of Analyses to Investigate Select Level 1 
Probabilistic Risk Assessment End-State Definition and Success Criteria Modeling 
Issues, and 
 
b. NUREG-1953, Confirmatory Thermal-Hydraulic Analysis to Support Specific 
Success Criteria in the Standardized Plant Analysis Risk Models—Surry and Peach 
Bottom. 
 
These documents are not suitable as technical bases for establishing time factors 
associated with the emergency planning basis. Their content was intended to 
support NRC staff work in the area risk assessment modeling and not to provide a 
technically appropriate, risk-informed basis for regulatory actions. The analyses 
described in the documents were performed to confirm Level 1 PRA and SPAR 
model success criteria; they were not conducted to analyze realistic outcomes of 
postulated severe reactor accidents or to develop best estimates of the offsite 
radiological health consequences from those accidents. When applied to areas 
outside their stated purpose, the results from these documents lead to excessively 
conservative conclusions. 
 
The other two cited supporting references for the proposed time factors are: 
 
a. NUREG/CR-7160, Emergency Preparedness Significance Quantification Process: 
Proof of Concept, and 
 
b. NUREG-1935, State-of-the-Art Reactor Consequence Analyses (SOARCA) Report. 

Rejected 

The NRC staff acknowledges that time factors for 
radiological releases can vary widely based on the 
specific plant design, accident/event types, and 
mitigation strategies and implementation. The 
original emergency preparedness (EP) planning 
basis established as part of the NRC’s defense-in-
depth approach to protecting public health and 
safety was based on early mobilization of licensee 
emergency responders and offsite response 
organizations (OROs) and augmentation of the on-
shift site staff to ensure adequate resources were in 
place to adapt and respond to widely varying 
situations.  
 
Revised EP regulations were issued in 1980 in 
response to the 1979 Three Mile Island accident. 
The 1975 probabilistic risk analysis WASH-1400 
provided a technical basis for the regulatory 
structure (Release Category PWR 8, 9). NRC 
regulations require the capability for a rapid 
response to an emergency as there is a small 
potential that a radiological release can begin 
within about 30 minutes of event initiation (Table VI 
2-1 Summary of Release Categories Representing 
Hypothetical Accidents, WASH 1400). The source 
term estimates in WASH-1400 informed the 
determination of the emergency planning zone 
(EPZ) sizes. Studies conducted since that time have 
shown the risk of a large early radiological release is 
very unlikely (NUREG-1150 and NUREG-1935).  
However, these studies show that early core 
damage is possible (within 30 minutes). Core 
damage is a General Emergency in itself. This being 
the case, the requirement for emergency response 
resource mobilization and the associated guidance 
provided in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 remain 
appropriate. 
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NUREG/CR-7160 was developed to aid in the determination of risk significance of 
Emergency Preparedness (EP) program elements with the goal of increasing 
effectiveness and efficiency through improved prioritization of regulatory activities. 
The process described in the document makes use of credible accident scenarios 
selected by a review of existing probabilistic risk analyses for two reference sites. It 
appears that the authors relied mostly on accident scenario information derived 
from NUREG- 1935. The following points were noted after a review of both 
documents: 
 
a. The analyses described in NUREG-1935 considered a spectrum of accidents, 
including severe accidents, as illustrated by the statement: “the [SOARCA] project 
team elected to analyze sequences with a CDF greater than 10-6 per reactor-year. 
In addition, the SOARCA team included sequences that have an inherent potential 
for higher consequences (and risk) with a lower CDF (i.e., those with a frequency 
greater than 10-7 per reactor-year). Such sequences would be associated with 
events involving containment bypass or leading to an early failure of the 
containment. By adopting these criteria, the SOARCA team is reasonably assured 
that the more probable and important core melt sequences will be captured. 
Further, SOARCA includes certain scenarios that had CDFs lower than the screening 
criteria, because of their historical significance.” 
 
b. The SOARCA analyses considered internal and external initiating events and 
chose those which produced the shortest timelines to core damage and a release of 
radioactivity to the environment. NUREG-1935 states that, “During the 
consequence analysis, the core damage groups for station blackouts were analyzed 
as if they were initiated by a seismic event. This approach was taken because 
seismically induced equipment failures occur immediately following the seismic 
event, which produces the most severe challenge to the plant.” 
 
c. The SOARCA assessed the effect of operator actions and the use of portable 
equipment (i.e., 10 CFR 50.54(hh) equipment) on the ability to mitigate an accident. 
Therefore, each scenario was analyzed twice: a “mitigated” case assuming 
mitigative equipment was available and operable and operators were completely 
successful in implementing mitigative actions; and an “unmitigated” case assuming 
mitigation was not available, was not implemented, or was not effective. It should 
be kept in mind that 10 CFR 50.54(hh) equipment is intended to support mitigation 
strategies that would be employed under circumstances associated with loss of 
large areas of the plant due to explosions or fire. The initiating events chosen for 
the SOARCA did not include those addressed by 10 CFR 50.54(hh), therefore, this 
equipment would have been used in an improvised manner in response to the 
accidents postulated in the analyses. 
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d. Because of the timing of SOARCA completion relative to the accident at 
Fukushima Daiichi, the analyses did not assess the effects of newly available 
strategies for the mitigation of beyond design basis (BDB) events required by NRC 
Orders issued in 2012 and 2013. The BDB events addressed by these orders include 
the initiating event used in the SOARCA analyses to produce the shortest timelines 
to core damage and a release of radioactivity to the environment (i.e., a seismic 
event). In particular, NRC Order EA-12-049 requires licensees to have strategies to 
maintain or restore core cooling, containment and spent fuel pool cooling 
capabilities following a BDB external event resulting in an extended loss of AC 
power affecting all onsite units. The industry refers to these strategies as Diverse 
and Flexible Mitigation or FLEX strategies. Given the initiating event and accident 
sequence postulated by each of the SOARCA analysis cases, FLEX strategies would 
provide a more timely and effective mitigative capability than implementation of 
10 CFR 50.54(hh) equipment. In addition to BDB events, these strategies could also 
be employed anytime that operators needed them to compensate for a failure of 
design basis accident mitigation strategies (e.g., equipment failures leading to a 
total loss of all feed water flow to steam generators). 
 
e. It is reasonable to expect that the SOARCA results would have been different 
(i.e., less consequential) had the analyses assumed that both reference sites were 
in compliance with NRC Order EA-12-049 (and related NRC Orders). While the 
results for the “mitigated” cases would have been improved (e.g., no core damage 
in either short-term SBO case for Surry since portable power sources are now 
available for instrumentation and equipment), there likely would have been no 
credible “unmitigated” cases because operators and the plant staff would be 
following their FLEX support guidelines to implement FLEX strategies. With safety 
functions maintained on an indefinite basis, there would be no core damage or 
radiological release. 
 
f. Turning to security-related events, the likelihood of an attack on a nuclear power 
plant leading to core damage is not quantifiable but can reasonably be assumed to 
be very low. As a result of compliance with NRC regulations governing security at 
power reactors, a site’s security force, supported by local law enforcement, would 
almost certainly neutralize the threat before the adversaries could create the 
conditions necessary for core damage and a release path. Even if an attack were 
successful, the consequences would likely take several hours to unfold and thus 
could be mitigated through response measures taken in a post-attack environment 
(e.g., as demonstrated in HAB exercises). Mitigation measures could make use of 
FLEX and/or 10 CFR 50.54(hh) strategies. 
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g. In conclusion, NUREG-0654 Revision 2 should acknowledge that the “Time 
Factors Associated with Releases” can vary widely based on site-specific plant 
designs and accident/event mitigation strategies. Where such time factors are 
important in establishing a basis for a particular planning standard (e.g., 
augmentation times), licensees and OROs should have flexibility to establish criteria 
that consider information from site-specific accident/event analyses. Should the 
staff wish to specify generic minimum time factors (i.e., no site- specific justification 
would be necessary to use as a planning basis), then such criteria should be 
informed by the capability of FLEX and 10 CFR 50.54(hh) strategies to prevent core 
damage and a radiological release. 

  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-10 

On Page 6 within the section "Time Factors Associated with Releases," there is a 
reference to NUREG-[TBD]. The citation should be provided in the NUREG-0654 
draft available for public comment. 

Accepted All references to the "NRC EP Manual, NUREG-TBD" 
have been removed. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-7 

On Page 6 within the section “Time Factors Associated with Releases”, there is a 
reference to NUREG- [TBD]. The appropriate reference needs to be included in the 
final document. 

Accepted All references to the "NRC EP Manual, NUREG-TBD" 
have been removed. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-6 

Page 6 – “NUREG-[TBD] provides guidance on developing protective action 
strategies to minimize public exposure in such events.”  
 
- This sentence is giving unpublished document or future document as reference. 
Any referenced material in the document should also be available for review to 
complete the review process.  

Noted All references to the "NRC EP Manual, NUREG-TBD" 
have been removed. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-3 

Page: 6 
Reference Text: Time Factors Associated with Releases:  
NUREG-[TBD] provides guidance on developing protective action strategies to 
minimize public exposure in such an event.  
 
Comment: Where is the guidance currently?   

Noted All references to the "NRC EP Manual, NUREG-TBD" 
have been removed. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-9 

Section 1 Introduction part C. Planning Basis: contains a section entitled, “Time 
Factors Associated with Releases,” which states that “core damage within 30 
minutes is possible,” and that “a release is possible within approximately an hour of 
event initiation.” CRCPD believes that the cited supporting references in this 
section do not provide an appropriate technical basis for the proposed time factors 
and, as a consequence, the specified times may be overly conservative. Further, the 
development of a technical basis for these time factors should consider the recent 
enhancements to accident mitigation capabilities being implemented by licensees 
in response to the NRC Orders associated with the Fukushima Near-Term Task 
Force (NTTF) Report (e.g., EA-12-049). Two of the cited supporting references for 
the proposed time factors are:  
 
a. NUREG/CR-7177, Compendium of Analyses to Investigate Select Level 1 
Probabilistic Risk Assessment End-State Definition and Success Criteria Modeling 
Issues, and  
 
b. NUREG-1953, Confirmatory Thermal-Hydraulic Analysis to Support Specific 
Success Criteria in the Standardized Plant Analysis Risk Models—Surry and Peach 
Bottom.  
 
These documents are not suitable as technical bases for establishing time factors 
associated with the emergency planning basis. Their content was intended to 
support NRC staff work in the area of risk assessment modeling and not to provide 
a technically appropriate, risk-informed basis for regulatory actions. The analyses 
described in the documents were performed to confirm Level 1 PRA and SPAR 
model success criteria; they were not conducted to analyze realistic outcomes of 
postulated severe reactor accidents or to develop best estimates of the offsite 
radiological health consequences from those accidents. When applied to areas 
outside their stated purpose, the results from these documents lead to excessively 
conservative conclusions.  
 
The other two cited supporting references for the proposed time factors are:  
 
a. NUREG/CR-7160, Emergency Preparedness Significance Quantification Process: 
Proof of Concept, and  
 
b. NUREG-1935, State-of-the-Art Reactor Consequence Analyses (SOARCA) Report.  

Agree in 
Part 

The NRC staff acknowledges that time factors for 
radiological releases can vary widely based on the 
specific plant design, accident/event types, and 
mitigation strategies and implementation. The 
original emergency preparedness (EP) planning 
basis established as part of the NRC’s defense-in-
depth approach to protecting public health and 
safety was based on early mobilization of licensee 
emergency responders and offsite response 
organizations (OROs) and augmentation of the on-
shift site staff to ensure adequate resources were in 
place to adapt and respond to widely varying 
situations.  
 
Revised EP regulations were issued in 1980 in 
response to the 1979 Three Mile Island accident. 
The 1975 probabilistic risk analysis WASH-1400 
provided a technical basis for the regulatory 
structure (Release Category PWR 8, 9). NRC 
regulations require the capability for a rapid 
response to an emergency as there is a small 
potential that a radiological release can begin 
within about 30 minutes of event initiation (Table VI 
2-1 Summary of Release Categories Representing 
Hypothetical Accidents, WASH 1400). The source 
term estimates in WASH-1400 informed the 
determination of the emergency planning zone 
(EPZ) sizes. Studies conducted since that time have 
shown the risk of a large early radiological release is 
very unlikely (NUREG-1150 and NUREG-1935).  
However, these studies show that early core 
damage is possible (within 30 minutes). Core 
damage is a General Emergency in itself. This being 
the case, the requirement for emergency response 
resource mobilization and the associated guidance 
provided in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 remain 
appropriate. 
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NUREG/CR-7160 was developed to aid in the determination of risk significance of 
Emergency Preparedness (EP) program elements with the goal of increasing 
effectiveness and efficiency through improved prioritization of regulatory activities. 
The process described in the document makes use of credible accident scenarios 
selected by a review of existing probabilistic risk analyses for two reference sites. It 
appears that the authors relied mostly on accident scenario information derived 
from NUREG-1935. The following points were noted after a review of both 
documents.  
 
a. The analyses described in NUREG-1935 considered a spectrum of accidents, 
including severe accidents, as illustrated by the statement: “the [SOARCA] project 
team elected to analyze sequences with a CDF greater than 10-6 per reactor-year. 
In addition, the SOARCA team included sequences that have an inherent potential 
for higher consequences (and risk) with a lower CDF (i.e., those with a frequency 
greater than 10-7 per reactor-year). Such sequences would be associated with 
events involving containment bypass or leading to an early failure of the 
containment. By adopting these criteria, the SOARCA team is reasonably assured 
that the more probable and important core melt sequences will be captured. 
Further, SOARCA includes certain scenarios that had CDFs lower than the screening 
criteria, because of their historical significance.”  
 
b. The SOARCA analyses considered internal and external initiating events and 
chose those which produced the shortest timelines to core damage and a release of 
radioactivity to the environment. NUREG-1935 states that, “During the 
consequence analysis, the core damage groups for station blackouts were analyzed 
as if they were initiated by a seismic event. This approach was taken because 
seismically induced equipment failures occur immediately following the seismic 
event, which produces the most severe challenge to the plant.”  
 
c. The SOARCA assessed the effect of operator actions and the use of portable 
equipment (i.e., 10 CFR 50.54(hh) equipment) on the ability to mitigate an accident. 
Therefore, each scenario was analyzed twice: a “mitigated” case  
assuming mitigative equipment was available and operable and operators were 
completely successful in implementing mitigative actions; and an “unmitigated” 
case assuming mitigation was not available, was not implemented, or was not 
effective. It should be kept in mind that 10 CFR 50.54(hh) equipment is intended to 
support mitigation strategies that would be employed under circumstances 
associated with loss of large areas of the plant due to explosions or fire. The 
initiating events chosen for the SOARCA did not include those addressed by 10 CFR 
50.54(hh), therefore, this equipment may have been used in an improvised manner 
in response to the accidents postulated in the analyses. 
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d. Because of the timing of SOARCA completion relative to the accident at 
Fukushima Daiichi, the analyses did not assess the effects of newly available 
strategies for the mitigation of beyond design basis (BDB) events required by NRC 
Orders issued in 2012 and 2013. The BDB events addressed by these orders include 
the initiating event used in the SOARCA analyses to produce the shortest timelines 
to core damage and a release of radioactivity to the environment (i.e., a seismic 
event). In particular, NRC Order EA-12-049 requires licensees to have strategies to 
maintain or restore core cooling, containment and spent fuel pool cooling 
capabilities following a BDB external event resulting in an extended loss of AC 
power affecting all onsite units. The industry refers to these strategies as Diverse 
and Flexible Mitigation or FLEX strategies. Given the initiating event and accident 
sequence postulated by each of the SOARCA analysis cases, FLEX strategies could 
provide a more timely and effective mitigative capability than implementation of 
10 CFR 50.54(hh) equipment. In addition to BDB events, these strategies could also 
be employed anytime that operators needed them to compensate for a failure of 
design basis accident mitigation strategies (e.g., equipment failures leading to a 
total loss of all feed water flow to steam generators).  
 
e. It is reasonable to expect that the SOARCA results may have been different (i.e., 
less consequential) had the analyses assumed that both reference sites were in 
compliance with NRC Order EA-12-049 (and related NRC Orders). While the results 
for the “mitigated” cases would have been improved (e.g., no core damage in 
either short-term SBO case for Surry since portable power sources are now 
available for instrumentation and equipment), there likely would have been no 
credible “unmitigated” cases because operators and the plant staff would be 
following their FLEX support guidelines to implement FLEX strategies. With safety 
functions maintained on a potentially indefinite basis, there may be no core 
damage or radiological release.  
 
f. Turning to security-related events, the likelihood of an attack on a nuclear power 
plant leading to core damage is not quantifiable but can reasonably be assumed to 
be low. As a result of compliance with NRC regulations governing security at power 
reactors, a site’s security force, supported by local law enforcement, may neutralize 
the threat before the adversaries could create the conditions necessary for core 
damage and a release path. Even if an attack were successful, the consequences 
may take several hours to unfold and thus could be mitigated through response 
measures taken in a post-attack environment (e.g., as demonstrated in HAB 
exercises). Mitigation measures could make use of FLEX and/or 10 CFR 50.54(hh) 
strategies. 
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g. In conclusion, NUREG-0654 Revision 2 should acknowledge that the “Time 
Factors Associated with Releases” can vary widely based on site-specific plant 
designs and accident/event mitigation strategies. Where such time factors are 
important in establishing a basis for a particular planning standard (e.g., 
augmentation times), licensees and OROs should have flexibility to establish criteria 
that consider information from site-specific accident/event analyses. Should the 
staff wish to specify generic minimum time factors (i.e., no site-specific justification 
would be necessary to use as a planning basis), then such criteria should be 
informed by the capability of FLEX and 10 CFR 50.54(hh) strategies to prevent core 
damage and a radiological release. 

  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-8 

Section 1 Introduction part C. Planning Basis: On Page 6 within the section “Time 
Factors Associated with Releases”, there is a reference to NUREG-[TBD]. The 
appropriate reference needs to be included in the final document.  

Accepted All references to the "NRC EP Manual, NUREG-TBD" 
have been removed. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0086-3 

Time Factors Associated with Releases 
 
There is a reference to NUREG-[TBD]. The appropriate reference needs to be 
included in the final document. 
 
This section references documents that were never intended to be used as a 
planning basis (NUREG-1935, NUREG/CR-7177, and NUREG-1953). This section 
would be more technically correct if it included references to SOARCA, FLEX and/or 
10 CFR 50.54 (hh) mitigation strategies. Time factors can vary widely based on site-
specific plan designs and accident/event mitigation strategies. Where such time 
factors are important in establishing a basis for a particular planning standard (e.g., 
augmentation times), licensees and OROs should have flexibility to establish criteria 
that consider information from site-specific accident/event analyses. See 
attachment for more detailed information. 

Agree in 
Part 

The NRC staff acknowledges that time factors for 
radiological releases can vary widely based on the 
specific plant design, accident/event types, and 
mitigation strategies and implementation. The 
original emergency preparedness (EP) planning 
basis established as part of the NRC’s defense-in-
depth approach to protecting public health and 
safety was based on early mobilization of licensee 
emergency responders and offsite response 
organizations (OROs) and augmentation of the on-
shift site staff to ensure adequate resources were in 
place to adapt and respond to widely varying 
situations.  
 
Revised EP regulations were issued in 1980 in 
response to the 1979 Three Mile Island accident. 
The 1975 probabilistic risk analysis WASH-1400 
provided a technical basis for the regulatory 
structure (Release Category PWR 8, 9). NRC 
regulations require the capability for a rapid 
response to an emergency as there is a small 
potential that a radiological release can begin 
within about 30 minutes of event initiation (Table VI 
2-1 Summary of Release Categories Representing 
Hypothetical Accidents, WASH 1400). The source 
term estimates in WASH-1400 informed the 
determination of the emergency planning zone 
(EPZ) sizes. Studies conducted since that time have 
shown the risk of a large early radiological release is 
very unlikely (NUREG-1150 and NUREG-1935).  
However, these studies show that early core 
damage is possible (within 30 minutes). Core 
damage is a General Emergency in itself. This being 
the case, the requirement for emergency response 
resource mobilization and the associated guidance 
provided in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 remain 
appropriate. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0057-3 

Page 7, Column 1, Para 2.  
 
Add to thyroid: and external radiation from airborne and deposited material and 
repeat this after other organs. The fact that inhalation and ingestion are the major 
dose contributors doesnt mean that external radiation should be neglected.  

Rejected 

This is beyond the scope of this document. The list 
of exposure modes identified is not exhaustive and 
identifies the three most likely and damaging 
exposure modes. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-5 

Section I, Planning Basis, Radiological Characteristics of Releases  
Page 7 references radiological exposure modes. Table 3 in Revision 1 was a useful 
visual for this topic. It should be retained in Revision 2.  

Rejected 

The level of detail provided in Table 3 of NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1 is beyond the scope of 
this document. That information is better provided 
by other agencies in detailed documents such as 
the EPA Protective Action Guide (PAG) Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0084-2 

1. Section I: D. Coordinated Government Emergency Planning: MEMA submits the 
annual Threat and Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment (THIRA)/State 
Preparedness Report (SPR) to FEMA, and in the guidance, OROs are encouraged to 
use the THIRA to "develop an understanding of a jurisdiction's risks and inform 
decisions about manage those risks." Additional information should be included in 
Section II to provide specific guidance on how to integrate REP considerations into 
the THIRA process, as well as THIRA results into REP plans and procedures, as 
appropriate. 

 Noted 

Additional information regarding the use of the 
threat and hazard identification and risk assessment 
(THIRA) and integration with the Radiological 
Emergency Preparedness (REP) Program will be 
addressed in the FEMA Reasonable Assurance 
Alignment Framework (RAAF) as part of the REP 
Program Manual (RPM). 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-5 

D: Coordinated Government Emergency Planning. 
 
Under THIRA: 
In 1979, FEMA and the NRC formed a joint committee to evaluate the threat and 
risk of nuclear power plants following the lessons of TMI. The committee’s analysis 
identified many gaps in emergency planning for nuclear power plants. In 1980, the 
committee produced and published the 16 planning standards and related criteria 
of NuReg 0654/FEMA REP 1. These then became regulation in 1983. NuReg 0654 is 
a direct result of a THIRA consideration, even though it wasn’t called that at the 
time. The REP Program has been basically following the THIRA considerations for 
the last 35 years. The section may not be applicable in this document. 

Noted 

References to the comprehensive preparedness 
guides (CPGs) 101 and 201, the threat and hazard 
identification and risk assessment (THIRA), and the 
Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program 
(HSEEP) support the FEMA Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program’s alignment with the 
National Preparedness System (NPS). The NPS is law 
and required to be incorporated into Federal 
preparedness, response, and recovery programs. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0062-2 

Offsite response organizations are encouraged to use Threat and Hazard 
Identification and Risk Assessment (THIRA) considerations to develop an 
understanding of a jurisdictions risks and management of those risks. Additional 
information is needed about how to integrate THIRA considerations and rankings 
specific to radiological emergency response plans and procedures. 

 Noted 

Additional information regarding the use of the 
threat and hazard identification and risk assessment 
(THIRA) and integration with the Radiological 
Emergency Preparedness (REP) Program will be 
addressed in the FEMA Reasonable Assurance 
Alignment Framework (RAAF) as part of the REP 
Program Manual (RPM). 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-5 

Page: 8 
Reference Text: Threat and Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment (THIRA) 
Considerations:  
...CPG 201, "Threat and Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment Guide" to 
develop an understanding of a jurisdiction's risks and inform decisions about 
manage those risks. 
 
Comment: "to manage" or "about managing" 

Noted 
  

This section has been removed, so the requested 
change could not be implemented. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-4 

Threat and Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment (THIRA) does not add or 
describe a capability for the NUREG. The criteria in the NUREG can benefit a 
jurisdiction when it attempts to meet the Federal mandate for use of THIRA. 
Programs such as this, that are required and attached to funding, should not be 
part of the discussion on coordinated planning for a nuclear power plant event in 
the NUREG, it simply does not describe a capability or need. We request this entire 
section be removed. 

Rejected 

References to the comprehensive preparedness 
guides (CPGs) 101 and 201, the threat and hazard 
identification and risk assessment (THIRA), and the 
Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program 
(HSEEP) support the FEMA Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program’s alignment with the 
National Preparedness System (NPS). The NPS is law 
and required to be incorporated into Federal 
preparedness, response, and recovery programs. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-12 

Threat and Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment (THIRA) does not add or 
describe a capability for the NUREG. The criteria in the NUREG can benefit a 
jurisdiction when it attempts to meet the Federal mandate for use of THIRA. 
Programs such as this, that are required and attached to funding, should not be 
part of the discussion on coordinated planning for a nuclear power plant event in 
the NUREG; it simply does not describe a capability or need. Remove the entire 
section. 

Rejected 

References to the comprehensive preparedness 
guides (CPGs) 101 and 201, the threat and hazard 
identification and risk assessment (THIRA), and the 
Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program 
(HSEEP) support the FEMA Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program’s alignment with the 
National Preparedness System (NPS). The NPS is law 
and required to be incorporated into Federal 
preparedness, response, and recovery programs. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-4 

Page 8 
SECTION 1: Introduction  
D. Coordinated Government Emergency Planning  
"Additional information regarding integrating and synchronizing efforts across 
various levels of government can be found in CPG 101, "Developing and 
Maintaining Emergency Operations Plans.""  
 
Comment - CPG 101 is not a capability. It is a current guide by FEMA on writing 
emergency plans. This guide may not exist in the next few years rendering this 
paragraph useless. Remove this sentence.  
 
Comment - Threat and Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment (THIRA)  
THIRA does not add or describe a capability for the NUREG. The criteria in the 
NUREG can benefit a jurisdiction when it attempts to meet the Federal mandate for 
use of THIRA. Programs such as this, that are required and attached to funding, 
should not be part of the discussion on coordinated planning for a nuclear power 
plant event in the NUREG, it simply does not describe a capability or need. Remove 
the entire section. 

Rejected 

References to the comprehensive preparedness 
guides (CPGs) 101 and 201, the threat and hazard 
identification and risk assessment (THIRA), and the 
Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program 
(HSEEP) support the FEMA Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program’s alignment with the 
National Preparedness System (NPS). The NPS is law 
and required to be incorporated into Federal 
preparedness, response, and recovery programs. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-3 

Section 1 Introduction D. Coordinated Government Emergency Planning 
“Additional information regarding integrating and synchronizing efforts across 
various levels of government can be found in CPG 101, “Developing and 
Maintaining Emergency Operations Plans.” CPG 101 is not a capability. It is a 
current guide by FEMA on writing emergency plans. This guide may not exist in the 
next few years rendering this paragraph useless. We request this sentence be 
removed. 

Rejected 

References to the comprehensive preparedness 
guides (CPGs) 101 and 201, the threat and hazard 
identification and risk assessment (THIRA), and the 
Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program 
(HSEEP) support the FEMA Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program’s alignment with the 
National Preparedness System (NPS). The NPS is law 
and required to be incorporated into Federal 
preparedness, response, and recovery programs. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-8 

Section 1 Introduction D: Coordinated Government Emergency Planning  
 
Additional information regarding integrating and synchronizing efforts across 
various levels of government can be found in CPG 101, "Developing and 
Maintaining Emergency Operations Plans." CPG 101 is not a capability. It is a 
current guide by FEMA on writing all hazards emergency operations plans. It offers 
no specific insight on writing Radiological Emergency Response plans over the 
current guidance in NUREG-0654. This guide may not exist in the next few years 
rendering this paragraph useless. It is recommended that this sentence is removed. 

Rejected 

References to the comprehensive preparedness 
guides (CPGs) 101 and 201, the threat and hazard 
identification and risk assessment (THIRA), and the 
Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program 
(HSEEP) support the FEMA Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program’s alignment with the 
National Preparedness System (NPS). The NPS is law 
and required to be incorporated into Federal 
preparedness, response, and recovery programs. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-10 

Section 1 Introduction part D. Coordinated Government Emergency Planning: 
“Additional information regarding integrating and synchronizing efforts across 
various levels of government can be found in CPG 101, ’Developing and 
Maintaining Emergency Operations Plans.’” CPG 101 is not a capability. It is a 
current guide by FEMA on writing all hazards emergency operations plans. It offers 
no specific insight on writing Radiological Emergency Response plans over the 
current guidance in NUREG-0654.  
 
This guide may not exist in the next few years rendering this paragraph useless. 
Remove this sentence.  

Rejected 

References to the comprehensive preparedness 
guides (CPGs) 101 and 201, the threat and hazard 
identification and risk assessment (THIRA), and the 
Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program 
(HSEEP) support the FEMA Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program’s alignment with the 
National Preparedness System (NPS). The NPS is law 
and required to be incorporated into Federal 
preparedness, response, and recovery programs. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0082-2 

Without the utility (NRC licensee) participating in this process as revised, it is not 
clear how the statements made in the preface opening paragraph can be valid: 
"This update aligns with NRC EP regulations and national preparedness doctrine as 
directed by the President in directives and supported by the National Preparedness 
System (NPS). Additionally, this revision incorporates the REP Program guidance 
into the NPS, thus ensuring that it is risk-and threat-informed and appropriate for 
the whole community. "The Kansas Division of Emergency Management has the 
policy that the State of Kansas will utilize Homeland Security Exercise and 
Evaluation Program (HSEEP) methodology for the design, development, conduct, 
and evaluation of radiological emergency preparedness (REP) exercises that involve 
activation of county and state emergency operations centers and participation 
from offsite response organizations (OROs). The use of this methodology ensures 
REP exercises are inclusive of key stakeholders and address the needs of all parties 
involved, including the utility. We are very fortunate that the utility has embraced 
this process, but that may not be the case for other offsite response organizations 
throughout the nation. Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on 
this important document. 

Noted 

References to the comprehensive preparedness 
guides (CPGs) 101 and 201, the threat and hazard 
identification and risk assessment (THIRA), and the 
Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program 
(HSEEP) support the FEMA Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program’s alignment with the 
National Preparedness System (NPS). The NPS is law 
and required to be incorporated into Federal 
preparedness, response, and recovery programs. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0086-4 

Coordinated Government Emergency Planning 
 
This section includes references to CPG 101, 102, THIRA, and HSEEP. IEMA feels 
that inclusion of these documents dilute the intent of NUREG-0654. These guides 
and programs are reflections of current administration and grant funding 
mechanisms and do not assist in creating capability based criteria. 

Noted 

References to the comprehensive preparedness 
guides (CPGs) 101 and 201, the threat and hazard 
identification and risk assessment (THIRA), and the 
Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program 
(HSEEP) support the FEMA Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program’s alignment with the 
National Preparedness System (NPS). The NPS is law 
and required to be incorporated into Federal 
preparedness, response, and recovery programs. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-4 

Page: 8 
Reference Text: Additional information regarding integrating and synchronizing 
efforts across various levels of government can be found in CPG 101, "Developing 
and Maintain Emergency Operations Plans."  
 
Comment: CPG 101, "Developing and Maintaining Emergency Operations Plans" 

Accepted 

The sentence was corrected to, “Additional 
information regarding integrating and synchronizing 
efforts across various levels of government can be 
found in CPG 101, ‘Developing and Maintaining 
Emergency Operations Plans.’” 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-5 

Page 10  
F. FORM AND CONTENT OF PLANS  
Paragraph beginning with "The NPS contains a number of concepts that assist 
applicants"  
 
Comment- Inclusion of the NPS, CPGs, NRF, NDRF, and THIRA are not necessary in 
the form and content of the plans discussion. This should be up to the individual 
jurisdictions to ensure the content and forms selected best provide for public 
safety in the jurisdiction's opinion. Remove this paragraph.  

Rejected 

References to the comprehensive preparedness 
guides (CPGs) 101 and 201, the threat and hazard 
identification and risk assessment (THIRA), and the 
Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program 
(HSEEP) support the FEMA Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program’s alignment with the 
National Preparedness System (NPS). The NPS is law 
and required to be incorporated into Federal 
preparedness, response, and recovery programs. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-11 

Section 1 Introduction part F. Form and Content of Plans: On Page 10 within Section 
F, the document states: The NRF, Nuclear/Radiological Incident Annex (NRIA) 
identifies Federal assets that are available for OROs. OROs are encouraged to 
incorporate Federal assets that may be used in state, local, and tribal emergency 
plans. Details of Federal roles, responsibilities, and assets are provided in the NRF 
as well as individual agency plans and manuals. The resources and expertise that 
the federal agencies can bring to bear on a radiological emergency are significant. 
State and local resources may be depleted quickly with respect to the necessary 
radiological response personnel and equipment that will be necessary to 
adequately characterize the impact of a large radiological release from a fixed 
nuclear facility. The staff required to collect sufficient samples, the laboratories 
necessary to analyze radiologically contaminated samples and assessment 
scientists capable of interpreting laboratory data is considerable and in some 
events well beyond state capabilities. State's agencies rely heavily on the resources 
of the federal government and mutual aid that is available between states within a 
region. The planning standards should include those criteria that can be filled by 
federal agencies. We do not believe that it is sufficient that the document state 
that states are encouraged to take credit for resources available in the NRF. We 
believe that criteria should be applicable to federal agencies and that they should 
be included where appropriate in the NUREG. 

 Noted 

Specifics of the Federal response are not 
appropriate in this document.  The role of the 
Federal Government is specified in other 
documents such as the National Response 
Framework (NRF), the National Disaster Recovery 
Framework (NDRF), the Federal Interagency 
Operational Plans (FIOPs) and the 
Nuclear/Radiological Incident Annex (NRIA) to the 
FIOPs. The guidance describes methods that NRC 
and FEMA staff consider to be acceptable for use in 
implementing specific parts of each agency’s 
regulations, and may also be used by stakeholders 
in the preparation of emergency plans. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-13 

On Page 10 within Section F, it states: 
 
The NRF, Nuclear/Radiological Incident Annex (NRIA) identifies Federal assets that 
are available for OROs. OROs are encouraged to incorporate Federal assets that 
may be used in state, local, and tribal emergency plans. Details of Federal roles, 
responsibilities, and assets are provided in the NRF as well as individual agency 
plans and manuals. 
 
The resources and expertise that the federal agencies can bring to bear on a 
radiological emergency are significant. Clearly, state and local resources will be 
depleted quickly with respect to the necessary radiological response personnel and 
equipment that will be necessary to adequately characterize the impact of a 
radiological release from a fixed nuclear facility. The staff required to collect 
sufficient samples, the laboratories necessary to analyze radiologically 
contaminated samples and assessment scientists capable of interpreting laboratory 
data each represent substantial commitments of resources that are well beyond 
state capabilities. State's agencies rely heavily on the resources of the federal 
government and mutual aid that is available between states within a region. 
Further, the development of protective actions recommendations and actions 
levels during the intermediate and late phases of a radiological response will be 
heavily influenced by the subject matter experts at the FRMAC and on the Advisory 
Team for Food Health and the Environment. 
 
The planning standards should include those criteria that are applicable to federal 
agencies as they are identified in the National Response Framework (NRF) and the 
Nuclear Radiological Incident Annex (NRIA). We do not believe that it is sufficient 
that the document includes language that notes that states are encouraged to take 
credit for resources available in the NRF. We believe that evaluation criteria should 
be applicable to federal agencies and that should be included where appropriate in 
the NUREG. 

 Noted 

Specifics of the Federal response are not 
appropriate in this document.  The role of the 
Federal Government is specified in other 
documents such as the National Response 
Framework (NRF), the National Disaster Recovery 
Framework (NDRF), the Federal Interagency 
Operational Plans (FIOPs) and the 
Nuclear/Radiological Incident Annex (NRIA) to the 
FIOPs. The guidance describes methods that NRC 
and FEMA staff consider to be acceptable for use in 
implementing specific parts of each agency’s 
regulations, and may also be used by stakeholders 
in the preparation of emergency plans. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-9 

On Page 10 within Section F, the document states: 
 
The NRF, Nuclear/Radiological Incident Annex (NRIA) identifies Federal assets that 
are available for OROs. OROs are encouraged to incorporate Federal assets that 
may be used in state, local, and tribal emergency plans. Details of Federal roles, 
responsibilities, and assets are provided in the NRF as well as individual agency 
plans and manuals. 
 
The resources and expertise that the federal agencies can bring to bear on a 
radiological emergency are significant. Clearly, state and local resources will be 
depleted quickly with respect to the necessary radiological response personnel and 
equipment that will be necessary to adequately characterize the impact of a 
radiological release from a fixed nuclear facility. The staff required to collect 
sufficient samples, the laboratories necessary to analyze radiologically 
contaminated samples and assessment scientists capable of interpreting laboratory 
data is considerable and well beyond state capabilities. 
 
State’s agencies rely heavily on the resources of the federal government and 
mutual aid that is available between states within a region. 
 
The planning standards should include those criteria that can and should be filled 
by federal agencies. We do not believe that it is sufficient that the document state 
that states are encouraged to take credit for resources available in the NRF. We 
believe that criteria should be applicable to federal agencies and that should be 
included where appropriate in the NUREG. 

 Noted 

Specifics of the Federal response are not 
appropriate in this document.  The role of the 
Federal Government is specified in other 
documents such as the National Response 
Framework (NRF), the National Disaster Recovery 
Framework (NDRF), the Federal Interagency 
Operational Plans (FIOPs) and the 
Nuclear/Radiological Incident Annex (NRIA) to the 
FIOPs. The guidance describes methods that NRC 
and FEMA staff consider to be acceptable for use in 
implementing specific parts of each agency’s 
regulations, and may also be used by stakeholders 
in the preparation of emergency plans. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-6 

Section I, Form and Content of Plans  
 
On page 10 this document states “This guidance does not specify a format for 
emergency plans, but it is important that the evaluation criteria are addressed fully 
and clearly, as outlined in “Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological 
Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of Nuclear Power Plants” 
(NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1)”.” It is confusing to have the document reference itself 
in the third person. It would be better to have it refer to the specific section in 
which the criteria are listed.  

Accepted 

This sentence was updated to state: “This guidance 
does not specify a format for emergency plans, but 
it is important that the evaluation criteria are 
addressed fully and clearly, as outlined in Section II 
of this document.” 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-6 

H. Criteria for Emergency Planning in Early Site Permits (ESP) Application. 
 
Emergency Planning Provisions of the Rule 
 
Option 2 
 
Following the reference to 10 CFR 50.47 add: “and 44 CFR 350 or propose 
acceptable alternatives meeting the intent.”  
 
Same in the last full paragraph of this section. 
 
Major Features of Emergency Plans 
 
The major feature of the emergency plans and the size of the EPZ must also be 
based upon the relation of the risk. The risk isn’t mentioned. The risk could be 
effected by plant size and design. 

Agree in 
Part 

Footnotes have been added on page 11 to address 
the commenter’s concern. However, the focus of 
the Major Features of Emergency Plans, Emergency 
Planning Zones (EPZs) paragraph provides guidance 
as to what other characteristics will influence the 
exact size of the EPZs. Risk factors used to 
determine the EPZ are discussed in more detail in 
Section I, Part C. 
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Section II: Planning Standards and Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 
Comment 
Number Comment Text Comment 

Disposition Adjudication Response 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0069-3 

In the introduction to Section II, and other places throughout the document, 
references to non-existing (TBD) documents or the REP Program Manual for more 
specific guidance. It is unreasonable to offer a proposed change and refer to non-
existing documents or documents that are contingent on the proposed changes for 
their content, in support of the change. 

Noted All references to the "NRC EP Manual, NUREG-TBD" 
have been removed. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-6 

Pages 15-16  
SECTION II: Planning Standards and evaluation Criteria  
Introduction -last sentence " ... found in NUREG-[TBD} and the ...... " 
 
Comment- Please pick a NUREG to reference.  

Noted All references to the "NRC EP Manual, NUREG-TBD" 
have been removed. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-267 

INTRODUCTION 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Section II of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 contains evaluation criteria for each 
planning standard of 10 CFR 50.47(b) and 44 CFR 350.5(a) that provide specific 
guidance for developing radiological emergency plans. The colored boxes to the left 
of each criterion’s text indicate applicability, which has been divided into four 
categories that represent (1) NRC applicants/licensees and organizations at the (2) 
state, (3) local, and (4) tribal government levels. When a box is colored in and 
labeled, it indicates that the corresponding criterion may be applicable to 
organizations in that category. Although a category box may be highlighted for a 
certain criterion, there can be exceptions or variations to the actual 
implementation within emergency plans. Users of this document may reference the 
more specific guidance found in [Deletion: NUREG-[TBD] and] the FEMA REP 
Program Manual for further details and clarification. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend deletion of reference to proposed EP Handbook. Refer to NEI letter, 
Emergency Preparedness Handbook: Amplifying Guidance for the Evaluation 
Criteria in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Pollock to Holian, dated June 15, 2015. 

Accepted All references to the "NRC EP Manual, NUREG-TBD" 
have been removed. 
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Planning Standard A Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 
Comment 
Number Comment Text Comment 

Disposition Adjudication Response 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-7 

Section II, Criterion A.1  
 
Criteria A.1.d and A.1.e of Revision 1 were removed or renumbered. As both are 
still required they should not be modified so the numbering between the revisions 
is preserved for cross comparison  

Rejected 

Some evaluation criteria have been renumbered 
and reorganized in an effort to improve this 
version’s ease of use. The concept addressed by 
evaluation criterion A.1.d in the previous version is 
now addressed in evaluation criterion A.1.c. The 
concept addressed by evaluation criterion A.1.e in 
the previous version is now addressed in evaluation 
criteria A.5 and F.1.a.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-7 

A: Assignment of Responsibility  
 
Comment- Eliminates existing sub-criterion "A.1.e Each organization shall provide 
for 24-hour per day manning of communication links." Having 24-hour coverage is 
significant to receive and act upon notifications; therefore it should remain as it is 
in existing language. 

Rejected 

Some evaluation criteria have been renumbered 
and reorganized in an effort to improve this 
version’s ease of use. The concept addressed by 
evaluation criterion A.1.e in the previous version is 
now addressed in evaluation criteria A.5 and F.1.a. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-6 

Page: 15 
Reference Text: A: Assignment of Responsibility 
 
Comment: Former criterion A.1.e "24-hour" preparedness has been removed. This 
capability is an important part of being able to respond to an incident whenever it 
may happen.  
 
Concern is that if the requirement does not appear, it is possible that the need to 
do so may not be supported for implementing agencies at the state and local level.  

Rejected 

Some evaluation criteria have been renumbered 
and reorganized in an effort to improve this 
version’s ease of use. The concept addressed by 
evaluation criterion A.1.e in the previous version is 
now addressed in evaluation criteria A.5 and F.1.a. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0071 -5 

Page: 15 
 
Comment: Text of A.1.a and A.1.b are not clear. Recommend changing to read as:  
A.1.a 
The organizations having an operational role specify their concept of operations 
and their relationship to the total effort.  
 
A.1.b 
Each organization's emergency plan illustrates their relationship to the total effort 
in a block diagram. 

Rejected 
This information is already included in the 
evaluation criterion and further clarification would 
result in redundant language. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0087-5 

Text of A.1.a and A.1.b are not clear. Recommend changing to read as: 
A.1.a 
 
The organizations having an operational role specify their concept of operations 
and their relationship to the total effort. 

Rejected  
This information is already included in the 
evaluation criterion and further clarification would 
result in redundant language 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0087-6 

A.1.b 
 
Each organization’s emergency plan illustrates their relationship to the total effort 
in a block diagram. 

Rejected 
This information is already included in the 
evaluation criterion and further clarification would 
result in redundant language 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-268 

Evaluation Criteria: A.3 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Each organization specifies the key individual(s), by title/position, responsible for 
the following functions: 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend maintaining a separation between licensee and State, Local and Tribal 
responsibilities in Section A.3 in order to provide clarity on the applicability of 
specific functions. Added criteria specific to Licensees (A.3.a) and developed A.3.b 
for the functions applicable to State, Local and Tribal organizations. 

Rejected 

The applicability of specific functions is already 
included in the evaluation criterion and further 
clarification would result in redundant language or 
additional, unnecessary evaluation criteria. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-269 

Evaluation Criteria: A.3.a 
Applicability: [Addition: Licensee] 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
[Addition: Command and control, alerting and notification, communications, public 
information, accident assessment, and radiological exposure control.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend maintaining a separation between licensee and State, Local and Tribal 
responsibilities in Section A.3 in order to provide clarity on the applicability of 
specific functions. Added criteria specific to Licensees (A.3.a) and developed A.3.b 
for the functions applicable to State, Local and Tribal organizations. 

Rejected 

The applicability of specific functions is already 
included in the evaluation criterion and further 
clarification would result in redundant language or 
additional, unnecessary evaluation criteria. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-270 

Evaluation Criteria: A.3.b 
Applicability: State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
[Addition: Command and control, alerting and notification, communications, public 
information, public health and sanitation, social services, fire and rescue, traffic 
control, emergency medical services, law enforcement, transportation, protective 
response (including authority to request Federal assistance and to initiate other 
protective actions), and radiological exposure control.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend maintaining a separation between licensee and State, Local and Tribal 
responsibilities in Section A.3 in order to provide clarity on the applicability of 
specific functions. Added criteria specific to Licensees (A.3.a) and developed A.3.b 
for the functions applicable to State, Local and Tribal organizations. 

Rejected 

The applicability of specific functions is already 
included in evaluation criterion A.3 and further 
clarification would result in redundant language or 
additional, unnecessary evaluation criteria. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-12 

1. Criterion A.4 states that written agreements with support organizations that 
have an emergency response role be included. To add flexibility change the 
wording to a list of written agreements is included instead of implying the actual 
signed agreements need to be included in the plan.  
 
This Criterion, as well as several others, implies that detailed lists and descriptions 
of agreements between state, local and tribal organizations for support during 
radiological emergencies are included in plans and procedures. A requirement to 
maintain details of the specific agreements; the specific resources that are made 
available; and the conditions under which the resources are supplied along with 
deployment times is excessive. All of that information is made available through 
the mutual aid agreements themselves as established at the state, local, and tribal 
levels. FEMA should re-evaluate what information is actually necessary to meet the 
criterion and consider whether or not most of this detail is provided under all 
hazard response operations and this is just duplicating work. It may be a significant 
burden to organizations to maintain a separate document for REP as this may be a 
considerable amount of information that changes frequently.  

Agree in 
Part 

The first sentence of evaluation criterion A.4 was 
updated to state: “Written agreements with the 
support organizations having an emergency 
response role within the EPZs are referenced.” This 
change was made to ensure that there is flexibility 
in how the evaluation criterion can be met. 
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1. Criterion A.4 states that written agreements with support organizations that 
have an emergency response role be included. To add flexibility change the 
wording to a list of written agreements is included instead of implying the actual 
signed agreements need to be included in the plan. 
 
This Criterion, as well as several others, implies that detailed lists and descriptions 
of agreements between state, local and tribal organizations for support during 
radiological emergencies are included in plans and procedures. A requirement to 
maintain details of the specific agreements; the specific resources that are made 
available; and the conditions under which the resources are supplied along with 
deployment times is excessive. All of that information is made available through 
mutual aid agreements that are established at the state, local, and tribal levels. 
FEMA should re-evaluate what information is actually necessary to meet the 
criterion and consider whether or not most of this detail is provided under all 
hazard response operations and this is just duplicating work. It may be a significant 
burden to organizations to maintain a separate document for REP as this may be a 
considerable amount of information that changes frequently. 

Agree in 
Part 

The first sentence of evaluation criterion A.4 was 
updated to read, “Written agreements with the 
support organizations having an emergency 
response role within the EPZs are referenced.” This 
change was made to ensure that there is flexibility 
in how the evaluation criterion can be met. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-14 

Criterion A.4 directs that written agreements with support organizations that have 
an emergency response role be included. To add flexibility, change the wording 
instead to direct that a list of written agreements be included instead of implying 
the actual signed agreements need to be included in the plan. 
 
This Criterion, as well as several others, implies that detailed lists and descriptions 
of agreements between state, local and tribal organizations for support during 
radiological emergencies are included in plans and procedures. A requirement to 
maintain details of the specific agreements; the specific resources that are made 
available; and the conditions under which the resources are supplied along with 
deployment times is excessive. All of that information is made available through 
mutual aid agreements that are established at the state, local, and tribal levels. 
FEMA should re-evaluate what information is actually necessary to meet the 
criterion and consider whether or not most of this detail is already provided under 
all-hazard response operations as this is just duplicating work. It may be a 
significant burden to organizations to maintain a separate document for REP as this 
may be a considerable amount of information that changes frequently. 

Agree in 
Part 

The first sentence of evaluation criterion A.4 was 
updated to state: “Written agreements with the 
support organizations having an emergency 
response role within the EPZs are referenced.” This 
change was made to ensure that there is flexibility 
in how the evaluation criterion can be met. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0086-6 

1. Criterion A.4 states that written agreements with support organizations that 
have an emergency response role be included. To add flexibility, change the 
wording to a list and brief description of written agreements included instead of 
implying the actual signed agreements need to be included in the plan. 

Agree in 
Part 

The first sentence of evaluation criterion A.4 was 
updated to state: “Written agreements with the 
support organizations having an emergency 
response role within the EPZs are referenced.” This 
change was made to ensure that there is flexibility 
in how the evaluation criterion can be met. 
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Evaluation Criteria: A.4 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Written agreements with the support organizations having an emergency response 
role within the EPZs are [Addition: referenced] [Deletion: included]. The 
agreements describe the concept of operations, emergency measures to be 
provided, mutually acceptable criteria for their implementation, and arrangements 
for exchange of information. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend use of ‘referenced’ vs ‘included’ at the end of the first sentence. 
‘Referenced’ is consistent with Appendix E and EP FAQ 2013-003 wording. Inclusion 
of LOAs in their entirety is not advisable since they may contain individual names 
and contact information, or other sensitive information. A reference to the LOAs 
meets the intent of the requirement in Appendix E, and this approach would 
reduce the administrative burden associated with updating the emergency plan 
and LOAs, as well as redacting information. Copies of the LOAs are maintained on 
file such that they can be readily inspected. 

Agree in 
Part 

The first sentence of evaluation criterion A.4 was 
updated to state: “Written agreements with the 
support organizations having an emergency 
response role within the EPZs are referenced.” This 
change was made to ensure that there is flexibility 
in how the evaluation criterion can be met. 
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Planning Standard B Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 
Comment 
Number Comment Text Comment 

Disposition Adjudication Response 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-272 

Evaluation Criteria: B.1.a 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Licensees develop [Addition: an] [Deletion: the onsite] emergency response 
organization (ERO). Note that while other site programs, such as operations, fire 
response, rescue and first aid, and security, may be controlled via other licensing 
documents, it is only when these personnel are assigned ERO functions do they 
become part of this regulatory standard. Consideration is given to ensure that ERO 
functions are not assigned to individuals who may have difficulties performing their 
ERO function(s) simultaneously with their other assigned (non-ERO) functions. 
Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 requires licensees to perform a shift staffing analysis 
to ensure on-shift staff can support the ERO functions assigned, as well as other 
assigned duties. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend removal of the term ‘onsite’ from this criterion. It is the industry’s 
understanding that this criterion applies to the development of a licensee ERO for 
on-shift, and onsite and offsite facilities. Removal of the ‘onsite’ reference clarifies 
this application of the criterion. This change does not alter the intent of the Note. 

Accepted Evaluation criterion B.1.a was revised to state "site-
specific" instead of "onsite." 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-273 

Evaluation Criteria: B.4 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
The interfaces between and among the licensee functional areas of emergency 
activity, local services support, and state local, and tribal government response 
organizations are identified. The information includes all the licensee emergency 
response facilities. [Addition: This should be illustrated in a block diagram.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend the re-insertion of the reference to the block diagram as currently 
noted in NUREG-0654 Revision 1 so that the expected end product is clear. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion B.4 was revised to reflect that a 
block diagram is preferred, but not required. 
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Evaluation Criteria: B.5 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Deletion: The contractor and private o] [Addition: External o]rganizations that may 
be requested to provide technical assistance, [Addition: resources] [Deletion: to] 
[Addition: or other support to] [Deletion: and augmentation of] the emergency 
[Addition: response] organization, as applicable, are specified. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Replaced reference to ‘contractor and private’ sources with ‘External;’ this terms 
subsumes ‘contractor and private’ and is consistent with wording used in other 
criteria. Replaced reference to ‘augmentation’ with ‘resources and other support’ 
to improve clarity; ‘augmentation’ is subsumed by ‘technical assistance, resources 
or other support.’ These changes do not alter the intent of the Note. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion B.5 was revised to state 
"…external organizations, including contractors,…" 
as it is important to specify applicable contractor 
support resources, which some licensees may 
consider to be an external organization, while some 
may consider to be an internal organization. 
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Table B-1 Public Comments 
Comment 
Number Comment Text Comment 

Disposition Adjudication Response 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-8 

Section II, Table B-1  
This table would be more appropriately placed in the forthcoming NRC EP Manual. Rejected 

Although the table provides guidance for addressing 
Planning Standard B evaluation criteria, which are 
only applicable to NRC licensees/applicants, this 
information can be useful for OROs in 
understanding the components of the licensee 
emergency response organization, which is an 
important part of planning for OROs.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-275 

NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Note (1) 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
The minimum number of [Addition: on-shift] personnel assigned [Addition: 
emergency response] [Deletion: ERO] functions [Deletion: (minimum staffing)] is 
dependent on specific licensee requirements and is as approved by the NRC for the 
site-specific emergency plan. Control of the site-specific emergency plan is 
regulated via 10 CFR 50.54(q). 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend replacement of ‘ERO functions’ with ‘emergency response functions’ 
to maintain consistency with Notes (6), (8) and (9); consistent terms should be used 
throughout this criterion. 
‘Minimum staffing’ is a term more commonly used to describe criteria by which 
ERO facilities such as the TSC or EOF become activated as stated in NSIR/DPR-ISG-
01, Section IV.D, p. 16, and Inspection Procedure 71114.03 step 03 (p. 2). Use of the 
term in context with on-shift staffing may to lead to confusion. Addressed by 
replacing ‘minimum staffing’ with ‘on-shift.’ 
 
These changes do not alter the intent of the note. 

Agree in 
Part 

Note (i) was reworded as follows: deleted "ERO 
functions (minimum staffing)" and added 
"emergency preparedness (EP) functions for on-
shift and augmented response (henceforth called 
the ERO staffing plan) is dependent on specific 
licensee requirements and is as approved by the 
NRC for the site-specific emergency plan." Also, the 
text "Control of the site-specific emergency plan is 
regulated via 10 CFR 50.54(q)." was deleted and 
replaced with "Augmented response provides (1) 
relief to the on-shift staff of EP functions (if 
necessary) and (2) provides support staff for 
effective emergency plan implementation."   
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NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Note (2) 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
This table lists the [Addition: emergency response] [Deletion: basic] functions 
needed to implement the typical emergency plan. It is intended to provide a model 
for applicants and licensees to consider in the development of their site-specific 
emergency plan. [Deletion: The minimum] on-shift [Addition: and augmented ERO] 
staffing [Deletion: and ERO augmentation] needs of a specific licensee should be 
described. The emergency plan should describe only one on-shift and ERO 
augmentation staffing plan. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend replacement of ‘basic functions’ with ‘emergency response functions’ 
to maintain consistency with Notes (6), (8) and (9); consistent terms should be used 
throughout this criterion. If ‘basic’ is retained, then also recommend that the term 
‘basic functions’ be defined, or a clarification provided for how and why it is used 
here (e.g., contrast with ‘non-basic functions’). 
 
Delete ‘minimum’ - this term is more commonly used to describe criteria by which 
ERO facilities such as the TSC or EOF become activated as stated in NSIR/DPR-ISG-
01, Section IV.D, p. 16, and Inspection Procedure 71114.03 step 03 (p. 2). Use of the 
term as proposed here may to lead to confusion. 
Editorial changes to improve clarity. 
 
These changes do not alter the intent of the note. 

Agree in 
Part 

Note (ii) was reworded.  "Basic" has been replaced 
with "EP" and new language has been added after 
"The minimum" as follows: "ERO staffing plan of a 
specific licensee should be described." 
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FEMA-
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NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Note (6) 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Many of these [Addition: emergency response] functions may be assigned as 
additional [Addition: (collateral)] duties [Addition: to positions other than those 
indicated provided that] [Deletion:, but the licensee is required to support the 
position that no credible accident scenario(s) can occur which would detract a] 
[Addition: the] given position [Addition: s can] [Deletion: from the] 
perform[Deletion: ance] [Addition: all] [Deletion: of its] assigned [Deletion: 
emergency response] function[Addition: s] [Deletion: (s)] [Addition: in a timely 
manner.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Reworded Note to improve clarity and align with terminology in 10 CFR 50, 
Appendix E, 
IV.A.9 (i.e., inserted ‘timely’). Deleted reference to ‘credible accident scenario(s)’ 
since these are undefined in this document and there is no reference to a source 
document for these scenarios. The industry understands that the EP Rule ISG may 
be retired with the implementation of NUREG-0654 Revision 2. That being the case, 
it is important that the information contained in the ISG related to ‘credible 
accident scenarios’ be carried forward to this document. If that occurs, then the 
Note could be revised to reference the scenarios and their location within this 
document. 
 
Added ‘(collateral)’ to promote correct understanding of ‘additional.’ Editorial 
changes made to improve clarity. 

Agree in 
Part 

Note (vi) preceding Table B-1 now reads as follows: 
"Many of these EP functions may be assigned as 
collateral duties; however, the licensee is required 
to evaluate if the addition of collateral duties would 
preclude the performance of EP functions 
regardless of the other (non-EP) functions assigned 
an individual responder." 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-278 

NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Note (7) 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
The development of on-shift and [Addition: augmented] ERO staffing levels should 
[Addition: use a] [Deletion: be] performance-based [Addition: approach, to the 
degree practicable. The licensee will need to demonstrate that] [Deletion: as much 
as possible, as long as the capabilities of] the listed [Addition: emergency response] 
functions are constantly maintained. Once developed, and approved by the NRC, 
changes to the on-shift and ERO staffing are evaluated and controlled in 
accordance with 10 CFR 50.54(q). 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Added ‘augmented’ to clarify applicability - applies to on-shift and augmenting ERO 
personnel (i.e., those called-in). Replaced ‘as much as possible’ with ‘to the degree 
practicable’ which is a more reasonable and workable standard. Changed 
‘capabilities’ to ‘emergency response functions’ to promote consistent use of 
terminology. Editorial changes made to improve clarity. 

  
Noted 

Note (vii) preceding Table B-1 now reads as follows: 
"The development of an ERO staffing plan should 
use a performance-based approach to the degree 
practicable. The licensee will need to demonstrate 
that the listed EP functions are constantly 
maintained. Once developed, and approved by the 
NRC, changes to the minimum ERO staffing plan are 
evaluated and controlled in accordance with 10 CFR 
50.54(q)." 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-279 

NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Note (8) 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
The number of operations staff on-shift is controlled by the site-specific Technical 
Specifications or other licensing documents; however, the normal plant operating 
organization should be described in sufficient detail to determine if adding 
emergency response functions to existing operations staff [Addition: requires a 
detailed analysis in accordance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix E,. IV.A.9.] [Deletion: 
creates situations where competing priorities could preclude timely emergency 
response action(s).] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend replacing ‘creates situations where competing priorities could 
preclude timely emergency response action(s)’ with ‘requires a detailed analysis in 
accordance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix E, IV.A.9,’ which seems to be goal of the 
note. This change does not alter the intent of the note. 

 
Noted 

Note (viii) preceding Table B-1 now reads as 
follows: “The number of operations staff, security 
forces staff, or fire brigade staff on-shift is 
controlled by the site-specific Technical 
Specifications or other licensing documents.” 
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NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Note (9) 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
The fire brigade is controlled by the site- specific Technical Specifications or other 
licensing documents; however, the normal plant fire brigade organization should be 
described in sufficient detail to determine if adding emergency response functions 
[Addition: to existing fire brigade staff requires a detailed analysis in accordance 
with 10 CFR 50, Appendix E,. IV.A.9.] [Deletion: creates situations where competing 
priorities could preclude timely emergency response action(s).] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend replacing ‘creates situations where competing priorities could 
preclude timely emergency response action(s)’ with ‘requires a detailed analysis in 
accordance with 10 CFR 50, Appendix E, IV.A.9,’ which seems to be goal of the 
note. Also added ‘to existing fire brigade staff’ to make sentence structure match 
the Note above for Operations staff. These changes do not alter the intent of the 
note. 

 
Noted Note (ix) preceding Table B-1 has been removed.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-8 

Page 19  
B: Onsite Emergency Organization  
TABLEB-1  
 
Column (TSC/-Alert or Greater Augment w/in 60-min); Row (Communicators {TSC) 
(2)): Comment- Revise "offsite response agencies" to "Offsite Response 
Organizations (OROs)". This provides consistency in the term throughout the 
document.  

 
Agree in 
Part 

Table B.1 was revised to use the acronym “OROs” to 
keep in line with accepted document guidelines to 
define acronyms only upon first use and then utilize 
the acronym thereafter. 



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

Table B-1 Public Comments 84 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
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NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Heading 
 
Revision 2 Proposed Wording: 
Alert or Greater Augment w/in 60-min[1,2] 
Alert or Greater Augment w/in 60-min1,2 /90-min [1,2,6]  
Site Area Emergency (SAE) or Greater Augment w/in 60 min[3]  
Site Area Emergency (SAE) or Greater Augment w/in 60 min[3]/90-min[3,6] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
NUREG 0654 Table B-1 requires 60 minute augmentation capability for most TSC 
and EOF positions, with a limited number of positions responding within 90 
minutes of event declaration. Although a detailed technical basis has not been 
establish for proposed augmentation response, the criterion is related to Section I, 
Time Factors Associated with Releases. In this section it is stated that “core damage 
within 30 minutes is possible,” and that “a release is possible within approximately 
an hour of event initiation.” The industry believes that the cited supporting 
references in this section do not provide an appropriate technical basis for the 
proposed time factors and, as a consequence, the specified times are overly 
conservative. As a result, the augmentation timeframes listed in Table B-1 are also 
overly conservative. NUREG- 0654 R2 should acknowledge that the “Time Factors 
Associated with Releases” can vary widely based on site-specific plant designs and 
accident/event mitigation strategies. Where such time factors are important in 
establishing a basis for a particular planning element (e.g., augmentation times), 
licensees and Offsite Response Organizations should have flexibility to establish 
criteria that consider information from site-specific accident/event analyses. 
Should the staff wish to specify generic minimum time factors (i.e., no site- specific 
justification would be necessary to use as a planning basis), then such criteria 
should be informed by the capability of BDB event mitigation strategies to prevent 
core damage and a radiological release (e.g., strategies required by NRC Order EA-
12-049 and 10 CFR 50.54[hh]). 
 
The industry proposes that the distinction be made that 60 minute augmentation 
response does not require a basis for its use. For response times greater than 60 
minutes may be acceptable if a technical basis is provided to support its use by 
licensees. 

Rejected 

It is important to note that Table B-1of NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 is generic (i.e., not site-
specific) guidance for how licensees can develop a 
site-specific emergency response organization 
(ERO) staffing plan and the applicable emergency 
preparedness (EP) functions associated with the 
stated positions. Since publication of NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1, Revision 1 (1980), the staff has 
reviewed, approved, and observed ERO staffing 
plans throughout the industry and has reached the 
conclusion that requiring 30-minute responders is 
too conservative and places an undue burden on 
licensees. However, the staff has determined that 
site response to a wide spectrum of events should 
be acceptable if licensees developed the ERO 
staffing plan in accordance with the proposed 
guidance. As with all guidance, licensees may seek 
staff approval for ERO staffing plans that differ from 
that provided here. The purpose of a site 
emergency plan, of which an ERO staffing plan is 
part, is to mitigate the consequences of a 
radiological event to the public. In fact, the staff's 
review of the site-specific emergency plan must 
reach the conclusion, in accordance with 10 CFR 
50.47(a), that there is "...reasonable assurance that 
adequate protective measures can and will be taken 
in the event of a radiological emergency." A 
significant part of this reasonable assurance finding 
is the licensee's capability of dealing with a serious 
radiological event (regardless of cause) for a 
reasonable amount of time before augmented 
response is available (relief and support). The staff 
has determined that 60 minutes is a reasonable 
time period for the first wave of ERO response 
(relief of EP functions from on-shift staff, and 
selected support functions important for event 
mitigation), and that 90 minutes is a reasonable 
time period for additional ERO support staff to 
arrive. As always, licensees may submit alternatives 
to this generic guidance for NRC staff approval. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
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NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Heading  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Emergency [Addition: Response][Deletion: Preparedness] Function 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend replacement of ‘basic functions’ with ‘emergency response functions’ 
to maintain consistency with Notes (6), (8) and (9); consistent terms should be used 
throughout this criterion. 

Rejected 

Refer to the revised Table B-1. “Emergency 
Preparedness (EP) function” is the term used 
consistently throughout this section of NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-286 

NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Heading 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Emergency Operations Facility (EOF) / Joint Information Center (JIC)/ [Deletion: 
Joint Information System (JIS)] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend removal of Joint Information System (JIS) from Table B-1. The JIS is 
more appropriately captured in Section G, Public Education and Information, as 
there is no augmentation activity associated with this process. Media relations 
personnel could accomplish this function from any location (work, home, etc.). 
Reference to the JIC in Table B-1 maintains alignment across emergency response 
facilities which include a physical reporting location. 

Agree in 
Part 

Additional language has been added as a Note to 
footnote 3 after Table B-1, as follows: "For JIC/JIS, 
licensees should use whatever term is used for the 
media support function/program/location as 
applicable." 
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- Emergency [Addition: Response] [Deletion: Preparedness] Function:  
Command & Control 
- Provide overall ERO command and control until relieved. 
- Approve emergency action level (EAL) and/or PAR classifications until relieved 
- Authorize personnel dose extensions until relieved 
- On Shift:  
Operations Shift Manager  
- Technical Support Center (TSC) / Operations Support Center (OSC) 
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 60-min [1] [2] [Addition: 90-min [1] [2] [6]] 
Emergency Coordinator (1)  
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 90-min [1] [2] 
Not applicable  
- Emergency Operations Facility (EOF)/Joint Information Center (JIC)/ Joint 
Information System (JIS) 
- Site Area Emergency (SAE) or Greater Augment w/in 60 min [3] [Addition: 90-min 
[3] [6]] 
Emergency Director (1)  
 
- Emergency [Addition: Response] [Deletion: Preparedness] Function:  
Communications 
- Communicate EAL and PAR classifications to offsite agencies, including NRC, until 
relieved.  
- On Shift:  
Communicator1  
- Technical Support Center (TSC) / Operations Support Center (OSC) 
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 60-min [1] [2] [Addition: 90-min [1] [2] [6]] 
Communicators (TSC) (2)  
One communicator for the NRC and one communicator for offsite response 
agencies.  
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 90-min [1] [2] 
As needed.  
One Communicator staffed for NRC communications if needed. 
- Emergency Operations Facility (EOF)/Joint Information Center (JIC)/ Joint 
Information System (JIS) 
- Site Area Emergency (SAE) or Greater Augment w/in 60 min [3] [Addition: 90-min 
[3] [6]] 
Communicator (1)  

Agree in 
Part 

Refer to the revised Table B-1. For those changes 
requesting an adjustment of the expected response 
times of ERO staff, the proposals are rejected. For 
those changes requesting an adjustment in ERO 
staffing levels, the proposals are rejected. The 
proposed revision to Table B-1 was based upon staff 
consideration of industry best practices and 
acceptable performance criteria developed and 
observed/evaluated throughout the industry since 
1980. As with all NRC guidance, licensees are not 
compelled to adopt the revised evaluation criteria 
and may submit alternatives for NRC staff approval 
if a licensee desires to do so. This revision to Table 
B-1 is intended to re-baseline ERO staffing (on-shift 
and augmented) using information observed during 
evaluated exercises as well as information provided 
by licensees (since 1980) to revise their ERO staffing 
levels and augmentation timing. The expectation 
that licensees prepare for response to a wide 
spectrum of events is still valid. 
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- Emergency [Addition: Response] [Deletion: Preparedness] Function:  
Radiation Protection 
- Provide qualified radiation protection coverage for responders accessing 
potentially unknown radiological environments during emergency conditions  
- Provide in-plant surveys, [Deletion: onsite surveys and offsite surveys]  
[Deletion: - Support offsite field monitoring teams (FMTs)1]  
- Control dosimetry and access control  
- On Shift:  
[Deletion: H][Addition:R]P Personnel4  
- Technical Support Center (TSC) / Operations Support Center (OSC) 
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 60-min [1] [2] [Addition: 90-min [1] [2] [6]] 
Additional [Deletion: H][Addition:R]P Technicians [In addition to personnel on-shift] 
(OSC) (3)  
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 90-min [1] [2] 
Additional [Deletion: H][Addition:R]P Technicians [In addition to personnel on-shift 
and those responding within 60 minutes] (OSC) (13)  
- Emergency Operations Facility (EOF)/Joint Information Center (JIC)/ Joint 
Information System (JIS) 
- Site Area Emergency (SAE) or Greater Augment w/in 60 min [3] [Addition: 90-min 
[3] [6]] 
Not applicable 
 
- Emergency [Addition: Response] [Deletion: Preparedness] Function:  
Emergency Classifications  
- Evaluate plant conditions and recommend emergency classifications, until 
relieved  
- On Shift:  
Emergency Classification Advisor1  
- Technical Support Center (TSC) / Operations Support Center (OSC) 
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 60-min [1] [2] [Addition: 90-min [1] [2] [6]] 
Emergency Classification Advisor (1) (TSC)  
Licensees should consider having a liaison between Operations (Control Room) and 
the TSC to perform this function  
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 90-min [1] [2] 
Not applicable  
- Emergency Operations Facility (EOF)/Joint Information Center (JIC)/ Joint 
Information System (JIS) 
- Site Area Emergency (SAE) or Greater Augment w/in 60 min [3] [Addition: 90-min 
[3] [6]] 
Not applicable 
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- Emergency [Addition: Response] [Deletion: Preparedness] Function:  
Engineering 
- Provide engineering coverage related to the specific discipline of the assigned 
engineer, until relieved  
- On Shift:  
Core/Thermal Hydraulics Engineer1  
- Evaluate reactor conditions  
- Technical Support Center (TSC) / Operations Support Center (OSC) 
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 60-min [1] [2] [Addition: 90-min [1] [2] [6]] 
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 90-min [1] [2] 
TSC Engineering Staff  
- Electrical/ Instrumentation and Control (I&C): Provide engineering coverage for 
the ERO related to electrical or I&C equipment.  
- Mechanical: Provide engineering coverage for the ERO related to mechanical 
equipment.  
- Core/Thermal Hydraulics: Evaluate reactor conditions.  
As needed  
- Emergency Operations Facility (EOF)/Joint Information Center (JIC)/ Joint 
Information System (JIS) 
- Site Area Emergency (SAE) or Greater Augment w/in 60 min [3] [Addition: 90-min 
[3] [6]] 
Not applicable 
 
- Emergency [Addition: Response] [Deletion: Preparedness] Function:  
Security 
- On Shift:  
Security staffing is per the site Security Plan 
- Technical Support Center (TSC) / Operations Support Center (OSC) 
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 60-min [1] [2] [Addition: 90-min [1] [2] [6]] 
Site-specific Security Position Supervisor (TSC) (1)  
- Coordinate security related activities and information with the Emergency 
Coordinator.  
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 90-min [1] [2] 
Not applicable  
- Emergency Operations Facility (EOF)/Joint Information Center (JIC)/ Joint 
Information System (JIS) 
- Site Area Emergency (SAE) or Greater Augment w/in 60 min [3] [Addition: 90-min 
[3] [6]] 
Not applicable 
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- Emergency [Addition: Response] [Deletion: Preparedness] Function:  
Repair Team Activities  
- On Shift:  
Operations Staff  
- Limited [Deletion: maintenance] [Addition: repair] capability needed on-shift5. 
This is typically limited to minor electrical and/or mechanical work [Addition: which 
does not require work planning or implementation of lockout/tagout controls to 
complete.] [Deletion: to restore power and/or emergency core cooling system 
(ECCS) flow, as well as possibly filling and venting instrumentation lines.]  
- Technical Support Center (TSC) / Operations Support Center (OSC) 
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 60-min [1] [2] [Addition: 90-min [1] [2] [6]] 
Maintenance Personnel (OSC) (1 electrician, 1 mechanic)  
- Electrician: Provide electrical support for [Deletion: ECCS equipment], event 
mitigation, and equipment repair.  
- Mechanic: Provide mechanical support for [Deletion: ECCS equipment], event 
mitigation, and equipment repair.  
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 90-min [1] [2] 
Maintenance Personnel (OSC)  
- I&C Technician: Provide assistance with logic manipulation, support for event 
mitigation and equipment repair, and support of digital I&C if applicable. Additional 
I&C staff may be called out if needed.  
- Electricians – As needed.  
- Mechanics – As needed.  
- Emergency Operations Facility (EOF)/Joint Information Center (JIC)/ Joint 
Information System (JIS) 
- Site Area Emergency (SAE) or Greater Augment w/in 60 min [3] [Addition: 90-min 
[3] [6]] 
Not applicable 
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- Emergency [Addition: Response] [Deletion: Preparedness] Function:  
Supervision of Repair Team Activities  
- On Shift:  
Repair Team Supervisor [1] 
- Technical Support Center (TSC) / Operations Support Center (OSC) 
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 60-min [1] [2] [Addition: 90-min [1] [2] [6]] 
Lead OSC Supervisor (1)  
- Supervise OSC activities as directed by Emergency Coordinator.  
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 90-min [1] [2] 
OSC Supervisors  
- Electrical: Supervise OSC activities related to electrical equipment.  
- Mechanical: Supervise OSC activities related to mechanical equipment.  
- I&C: Supervise OSC activities related to I&C equipment. May be combined with 
Electrical Supervisor.  
- HRP: Supervise OSC activities related to radiation protection.  
- Emergency Operations Facility (EOF)/Joint Information Center (JIC)/ Joint 
Information System (JIS) 
- Site Area Emergency (SAE) or Greater Augment w/in 60 min [3] [Addition: 90-min 
[3] [6]] 
Not applicable 
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- Emergency [Addition: Response] [Deletion: Preparedness] Function:  
F[Addition: ield] M[Addition: onitoring][Deletion:Ts]  
- On Shift:  
Not applicable  
- Technical Support Center (TSC) / Operations Support Center (OSC) 
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 60-min [1] [2] [Addition: 90-min [1] [2] [6]] 
Onsite FMT  
- (1) [Deletion: Radiation Monitor] [Addition: Qualified individual] to assess 
environmental radiation[Deletion: / contamination] and provide input to the SRPC. 
[Addition: Responsible for] [Deletion: Also provide] [Addition: radiation protection 
of field team (independently or as directed)] [Deletion: HP coverage for team.]  
- (1) Driver to provide transportation, if applicable.  
Offsite FMT A  
- (1) Qualified individual to perform environmental radiation/ contamination 
assessments and radioactive plume tracking. Communicate and coordinate with 
applicable ERO supervision. [Deletion: R][Addition:r]esponsible for the radiation 
protection of the field team [Addition: (independently or as directed)][Deletion: .]  
- (1) Driver to provide transportation, if applicable.  
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 90-min [1] [2] 
Offsite FMT B  
- (1) Qualified individual to perform environmental radiation/ contamination 
assessments and radioactive plume tracking. Communicate and coordinate with 
applicable ERO supervision. [Deletion: R][Addition:r]esponsible for the radiation 
protection of the field team (independently or as directed)..  
- (1) Driver to provide transportation, if applicable.  
- Emergency Operations Facility (EOF)/Joint Information Center (JIC)/ Joint 
Information System (JIS) 
- Site Area Emergency (SAE) or Greater Augment w/in 60 min [3] [Addition: 90-min 
[3] [6]] 
Not Applicable  
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- Emergency [Addition: Response] [Deletion: Preparedness] Function:  
Media Information  
- Manage and coordinate media information related to the event.  
- On Shift:  
Not applicable  
- Technical Support Center (TSC) / Operations Support Center (OSC) 
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 60-min [1] [2] [Addition: 90-min [1] [2] [6]] 
JIC[Deletion: /JIS] staff to address media inquiries6  
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 90-min [1] [2] 
Not applicable  
- Emergency Operations Facility (EOF)/Joint Information Center (JIC)/ Joint 
Information System (JIS) 
- Site Area Emergency (SAE) or Greater Augment w/in 60 min [3] [Addition: 90-min 
[3] [6]] 
Staff to perform JIC[Deletion: /JIS]-related tasks  
 
- Emergency [Addition: Response] [Deletion: Preparedness] Function:  
[Deletion: Information Technology (IT)  
- If emergency plan functions rely on computer-based equipment, provide IT 
support.]  
- On Shift:  
[Deletion: Not applicable]  
- Technical Support Center (TSC) / Operations Support Center (OSC) 
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 60-min [1] [2] [Addition: 90-min [1] [2] [6]] 
[Deletion: Not applicable] 
- Alert or Greater Augment w/in 90-min [1] [2] 
[Deletion: IT Lead (TSC) (1)1  
- Qualified individual to ensure IT equipment is operable.]  
- Emergency Operations Facility (EOF)/Joint Information Center (JIC)/ Joint 
Information System (JIS) 
- Site Area Emergency (SAE) or Greater Augment w/in 60 min [3] [Addition: 90-min 
[3] [6]] 
[Deletion: IT Lead (EOF/JIC/JIS) (1)1  
- Qualified individual to ensure IT equipment is operable.] 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0067-1 

Section: B: ONSITE EMERGENCY ORGANIZATION  
Table B-1  
 
Emergency Planning Function: Radiation Protection (RP)  
- "Provide in-plant surveys, onsite surveys, and offsite surveys." 
Issue: Conflicts with the Field Monitoring Team (FMT) function in that the FMT's 
sole purpose is to provide offsite surveys.  
Note: The RP function already contains a bullet to: "Support offsite field teams." 
Proposed Modification: Modify the bullet in question to state:  
"Provide in-plant surveys and onsite surveys."  
Outcome with Proposed Modification: Improve clarity for how RP and FMT 
functions are defined with regard to performing offsite surveys. 

Agree in 
Part 

The bullet was modified as follows: from "Provide 
in-plant surveys, onsite surveys, and offsite 
surveys," to "Provide in-plant surveys." Onsite and 
offsite field monitoring teams (FMTs) are addressed 
elsewhere in Table B-1. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-287 

NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Radiation Protection 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
- Provide qualified radiation protection coverage for responders accessing 
potentially unknown radiological environments during emergency conditions 
- Provide in-plant surveys , [Deletion: onsite surveys and offsite surveys] 
- [Deletion: Support offsite field monitoring teams (FMTs)1] 
- Control dosimetry and access control 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend relocating references to onsite surveys, offsite surveys and support of 
offsite field monitoring teams from this emergency response functional area to the 
Field Monitoring area where they are more appropriately addressed (i.e., places all 
out-of- plant monitoring activities together). 

Agree in 
Part 

Refer to the revised Table B-1. The proposed 
change to the bullet related to surveys has already 
been addressed by comment FEMA-2012-0026-
0067-1. The proposed change related to the 
removal of the bullet associated with field 
monitoring team (FMT) support is acceptable and 
has been incorporated into Table B-1. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-288 

NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Radiation Protection  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Deletion: H]RP Personnel 4 
Additional [Deletion: H][Addition: R]P Technicians [In addition to personnel on-
shift] (OSC) (3) 
Additional [Deletion: H][Addition: R]P Technicians [In addition to personnel on-shift 
and those responding within 60-minutes] OSC) ([Addition: 1][Deletion: 3]) 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend replacement of references to ‘HP’ with ‘RP’ to maintain consistent use 
of terminology within this table and with other criteria. 
Proposed different augmented staffing; the recommended minimum number of 
onsite RP technicians would be 6 for each ERO work shift. They would be comprised 
of 2 on- shift + 3 augmented within 60 min. + 1 augmented within 90 min. Industry 
operating experience has indicated that an ERO can effectively perform required 
emergency response functions with 6 onsite RP technicians per ERO work shift. If 
needed, additional RP technicians could be called-out, or otherwise obtained from 
fleet or alliance resources, or arranged through INPO. 

Agree in 
Part 

Refer to the revised Table B-1. While the current 
version of Table B-1 in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 
1 is somewhat ambiguous for radiation protection (RP) 
functions (as well as how limited RP functions can be 
added to non-RP on-shift staff assigned other 
functions), it has been interpreted by the staff that the 
guidance calls for three RP qualified people on-shift, 
with six people arriving in 30 minutes and six more in 
60 minutes, for a total of 12 RP qualified people in an 
emergency response organization (ERO) shift (of which 
three were initially onsite as part of the on-shift staff). 
The staff understands that the method by which 
licensees accommodate on-shift staff expertise is 
inconsistent throughout the industry and is based 
upon licensee adoption of guidance and staff's review 
of alternatives to the guidance. However, for the 
purposes of this discussion, it will be assumed that 
licensees adopted the guidance as stated. Based upon 
staff review and approval of ERO staffing plans, and 
the evaluation of licensee exercises, the staff has 
determined that expecting two qualified RP staff on-
shift is reasonable for the increased time period (30 
minutes to 60 minutes) whereby additional RP 
resources would become available, and that three 
additional RP staff in 60 minutes and three additional 
RP staff in 90 minutes is acceptable to ensure the NRC 
staff can maintain a reasonable assurance finding (per 
10 CFR 50.47(a)). In addition, the staff has determined 
that FMTs (onsite and offsite) can function with 
limited RP expertise while under the direct supervision 
of senior RP staff in the TSC or EOF. Also, note the 
Chemistry/Rad Chemistry function listed in the current 
version of Table B-1 in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 
1 is no longer needed as the need for immediate 
reactor coolant sampling has been reduced due to the 
variety of plant indications of fuel damage available. 
Overall, these reductions streamline the ERO functions 
assigned to qualified RP staff and reduce the overall 
staffing levels for qualified RP staff. Licensees may 
consider alternatives to this guidance for NRC staff 
approval if desired. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-289 

NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Security  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Addition: Site-specific] Security [Addition: Position] [Deletion: Supervisor] (TSC) (1) 
Coordinate security related activities and information with the Emergency 
Coordinator 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend use of a generic title for the TSC Security function. The Security 
Supervisor is a Security Department position that would typically have overall 
responsibility for implementation of the Physical Security Plan. Use of a generic title 
would provide greater flexibility for staffing the position and still meet the intent of 
the function. 

Agree in 
Part 

Refer to the revised Table B-1. The "Security 
Supervisor (TSC)" is now referred to as the "Security 
Liaison (TSC)." 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-290 

NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Repair Team Activities 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Operations Staff 
- Limited [Deletion: maintenance][Addition: repair] capability needed on-shift5. This 
is typically limited to minor electrical and/or mechanical work [Addition: which 
does not require work planning or implementation of lockout/tagout controls to 
complete] [Deletion: to restore power and/or emergency core cooling system 
(ECCS) flow, as well as possibly filling and venting instrumentation lines.] 
Maintenance Personnel (OSC) (1 electrician, 1 mechanic) 
- (1) Electrician: 
Provide electrical support for [Deletion: ECCS equipment,] event mitigation, and 
equipment repair. 
- (1) Mechanic: 
Provide mechanical support for [Deletion: ECCS equipment,] event mitigation, and 
equipment repair. 
Maintenance Personnel (OSC) 
- (1) I&C Technician: 
Provide assistance with logic manipulation, support for event mitigation and 
equipment repair, and support of digital I&C if applicable. Additional I&C staff may 
be called out if needed. 
- Electricians - As needed. 
- Mechanics - As needed. Not applicable 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend replacement of ‘maintenance’ with ‘repair’ in the first bullet so the 
activity description is aligned with the title of the emergency response functional 
area of Repair Team Activities, and better reflects what the teams actually perform 
(repairs vs. maintenance). 
 
Recommend adding the applicable descriptive criterion for the scope of on-shift 
repair work from endorsed guidance NEI 10-05, Assessment of On-Shift ERO 
Staffing and Capabilities, Section 2.5 - ‘...which does not require work planning or 
implementation of lockout/tagout controls to complete.’ This will promote 
consistent licensee understanding and implementation since it will align 
terminology in this table with material in on-shift staffing analyses. References to 
specific repair activities such as power or ECCS flow restoration, or filling and 
venting, are unnecessary as they are subsumed in the proposed wording. 

Rejected 

The proposed changes are rejected. The intent of 
maintaining limited maintenance expertise on-shift 
is in case Emergency Core Cooling System (ECCS) 
problems occur requiring intervention for core 
cooling. Work planning and/or tagout controls is 
not the issue of concern. The technical basis for why 
maintenance expertise is listed in Table B-1 of 
present guidance (NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 
1) does not exist; however, the NRC staff 
determined that it is reasonable that the only 
reason why limited maintenance capability is 
needed on-shift as part of the site radiological 
emergency plan is to ensure ECCS functionality. This 
is not to say that maintenance functions are not 
important to the site, just that, within the context 
of the emergency plan, ECCS is the driving concern. 
Augmented maintenance support can be as 
depicted in Table-B-1.  Additional guidance has 
been also been provided in Table B-1. 
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Recommend deleting “ECCS equipment” since the remainder of the sentence 
subsumes the ECCS and all other systems as well, i.e., these personnel will support 
‘event mitigation and equipment repair,’ including actions affecting any plant 
system, structure and component, not just ECCS. 

  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-291 

NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Supervision of Repairs Team Activities 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Repair Team Supervisor1 Lead OSC Supervisor (1) 
- Supervise OSC activities as directed by Emergency Coordinator. 
OSC Supervisors 
- (1) Electrical: Supervise OSC activities related to electrical equipment. 
- (1) Mechanical: Supervise OSC activities related to mechanical equipment. 
- (1) I&C: Supervise OSC activities related to I&C equipment. May be combined with 
Electrical Supervisor. 
- (1) [Deletion: HP][Addition: RP]: Supervise OSC activities related to radiation 
protection. 
Not applicable 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend replacement of reference to ‘HP’ with ‘RP’ to maintain consistent use 
of terminology throughout the document. The use of ‘RP’ is also consistent with the 
emergency response functional area of Radiation Protection. 

Accepted Refer to the revised Table B-1.  “HP” was changed 
to “RP.” 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-292 

NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
F[Addition: ield] M[Addition: onitoring][Deletion: Ts] 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Onsite FMT 
- (1) [Addition: Qualified individual] [Deletion: Radiation Monitor] to assess 
environmental radiation[Deletion: / contamination] and provide input to the SRPC. 
[Addition: Responsible for radiation protection] [Deletion: Also provide HP 
coverage for] [Addition: of the field] team [Addition: (independently or as directed). 
- (1) Driver to provide transportation, if applicable. 
Offsite FMT A 
- (1) Qualified individual to perform environmental radiation/ contamination 
assessments and radioactive plume tracking. Communicate and coordinate with 
applicable ERO supervision. [Deletion: R]responsible for the radiation protection of 
the field team. 
- (1) Driver to provide transportation, if applicable. 
Offsite FMT B 
- (1) Qualified individual to perform environmental radiation/ contamination 
assessments and radioactive plume tracking. Communicate and coordinate with 
applicable ERO supervision. [Deletion: R]responsible for the radiation protection of 
the field team [Addition: (independently or as directed)]. 
- (1) Driver to provide transportation, if applicable. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend spelling out of ‘Field Monitoring’ to better reflect the emergency 
response functional area; ‘Teams’ is not necessary for understanding. 
 
Relocated ‘Onsite FMT’ to this emergency response functional area from the 
Radiation Protection area because it is more appropriately addressed here (i.e., 
places all out-of-plant monitoring activities together). 
 
For Onsite FMT, replaced ‘Radiation Monitor’ with ‘Qualified individual’ to align 
with term used for Offsite FMTs. This allows licensees greater flexibility in staffing 
and event response while still meeting the functional requirement. Deleted 
‘contamination’ as this parameter is not necessary for the initial phase emergency 
response (i.e., dose rate measurements are the necessary parameter for assessing 
EALs, formulating PARs and determining/confirming the status of a release. 
Contamination readings can be gathered later by the same or other personnel. 
Changed ‘HP coverage’ to ‘radiation protection’ to maintain consistency with 
terminology used in the Offsite FMT descriptions. 

Agree in 
Part 

Refer to the revised Table B-1. Field Monitoring 
Teams (FMTs) have now been clearly defined as a 
distinct emergency preparedness (EP) function, 
including an Onsite FMT and an Offsite FMT A, 
which are considered to be 60-minute 
augmentation positions and an Offsite FMT B, 
which is considered to be a 90-minute 
augmentation position. 
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For Onsite and Offsite FMTs, added ‘(independently or as directed)’ to account for 
individuals who are qualified to make independent RP decisions (e.g., an RP 
Technician) and individuals who are not but can implement directions provided by 
a qualified individual (e.g., the SRPC or an Offsite FMT Coordinator). 

  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-293 

NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Media Information  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Not applicable 
JIC/[Deletion: JIS] staff to address media inquiries[6]  
Not applicable 
Staff to perform JIC[Deletion: /JIS-]related tasks 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend removal of Joint Information System (JIS) from Table B-1. The JIS is 
more appropriately captured in Section G, Public Education and Information, as 
there is no augmentation activity associated with this process. Media relations 
personnel could accomplish this function from any location (work, home, etc.). 
Reference to the JIC in Table B-1 maintains alignment across emergency response 
facilities which include a physical reporting location. 

Agree in 
Part 

Additional language has been added as a Note to 
footnote 3 after Table B-1, as follows: "For JIC/JIS, 
licensees should use whatever term is used for the 
media support function/program/location as 
applicable." 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-294 

NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Information Technology  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Deletion: Information Technology (IT) 
If emergency plan functions rely on computer-based equipment, provide IT 
support.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend removal of the line item. 
 
The industry considers ‘information technology’ to be a support function that is 
called out on an as needed basis. Maintenance and testing is in place to ensure 
reliability of computer and other IT systems. Call out of personnel would only be 
required to address specific issues should they arise. 

Agree in 
Part 

Footnote 6 was added after the revised Table B-1, it 
reads as follows: "IT staff is only required to be 
described in the emergency plan if critical digital 
assets are identified per 10 CFR 73.54." 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-295 

NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Information Technology  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Deletion: Not applicable  
Not applicable 
IT Lead (TSC) (1)1 
- Qualified individual to ensure IT equipment is operable. 
IT Lead (EOF/JIC/JIS) (1)1 
- Qualified individual to ensure IT equipment is operable.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend removal of the line item. 
 
The industry considers ‘information technology’ to be a support function that is 
called out on an as needed basis. Maintenance and testing is in place to ensure 
reliability of computer and other IT systems. Call out of personnel would only be 
required to address specific issues should they arise. 

Agree in 
Part 

Footnote 6 was added after the revised Table B-1, it 
reads as follows: "IT staff is only required to be 
described in the emergency plan if critical digital 
assets are identified per 10 CFR 73.54." 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-283 

[Footnote 1: Other personnel may be assigned this function if no collateral duties 
are assigned to an individual that are beyond the capability of that individual to 
perform at any given time. A 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E shift staffing evaluation 
must be performed to support assignment of multiple roles to individual 
responders on- shift. [Deletion: For augmented ERO positions, a][Addition: A] 
[Deletion: similar][Addition: performance-based] approach is acceptable for 
evaluating whether [Addition: augmented] personnel can adequately perform 
multiple functions without having competing priorities.] [Footnote 2: Specified 
TSC/OSC personnel should be capable of performing their required functions within 
60(90)-minutes of an Alert or higher EAL classification.] [Addition: [Footnote 6: 
Augmentation times greater than 60 minutes require a technical basis.]] 
 
[Footnote 3: Specified EOF/JIC[Deletion: /JIS] personnel should be capable of 
performing their required functions within 60-minutes of a SAE or higher EAL 
classification.] 
[Footnote 4: Two qualified [Deletion: H][Addition: R]P personnel for a single unit 
site or one per unit for a multi-unit site.] 
[Deletion: [Footnote 5: The ability to get ECCS equipment operational is the primary 
need while on-shift.]] 
[Footnote [Deletion: 6][Addition: 5] May not be performed in the TSC/OSC, but 
needs to be established at this point.] 
[Addition: [Footnote 6: Augmentation times greater than 60 minutes require a 
technical basis.]] 

Agree in 
Part 

Refer to the revised Table B-1. The proposed 
elimination of footnote 5 is accepted. The proposed 
footnote (revised) 6 is rejected as licensees are 
already required to justify site-specific changes 
submitted for staff prior approval, therefore there 
is no need to address this separately in this table. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-296 

NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Foot Note 1 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
1 Other personnel may be assigned this function if no collateral duties are assigned 
to an individual that are beyond the capability of that individual to perform at any 
given time. A 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E shift staffing evaluation must be 
performed to support assignment of multiple roles to individual responders on- 
shift. [Deletion: For augmented ERO positions,] [Addition: A][Deletion: a similar] 
[Addition: performance-based] approach is acceptable for evaluating whether 
[Addition: augmented] personnel can adequately perform multiple functions 
without having competing priorities. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend revision of the second sentence to better align with wording included 
in Note (7). Use of the term ‘performance-based’ from Note (7) clarifies the 
reference to ‘a similar approach’ while maintaining consistency within the 
document. Also, the methodology in NEI 10-05 was specifically designed for 
application to on-shift EROs; it would not work well for augmented EROs without 
extensive revision. As proposed, this would have to be done on a site-by-site basis. 
Given this, referencing its use introduces the potential for inconsistent evaluations 
and inspection of those evaluations. A performance-based approach will provide 
more reliable and consistent evaluations (e.g., a mini-drill for a given position to 
assess the ability to perform assigned tasks with results documented). 

Agree in 
Part 

Footnote 1 after the revised Table B-1 has been 
modified and now reads as follows: "Other 
personnel may be assigned this function if no 
collateral duties are assigned to an individual that 
are beyond the capability of that individual to 
perform at any given time. A 10 CFR Part 50, 
Appendix E on-shift staffing analysis must be 
performed to support assignment of multiple roles 
to individual responders on-shift. For augmented 
ERO positions, a performance-based approach is 
acceptable for evaluating whether augmented 
personnel can adequately perform collateral 
functions without having competing priorities." 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-297 

NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Foot Note 3  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
3 Specified EOF/JIC[Deletion: /JIS] personnel should be capable of performing their 
required functions within 60-minutes of a SAE or higher EAL classification. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend removal of Joint Information System (JIS) from Table B-1. The JIS is 
more appropriately captured in Section G, Public Education and Information, as 
there is no augmentation activity associated with this process. Media relations 
personnel could accomplish this function from any location (work, home, etc.). 
Reference to the JIC in Table B-1 maintains alignment across emergency response 
facilities which include a physical reporting location. 

Agree in 
Part 

Additional language has been added as a Note to 
footnote 3 after Table B-1, as follows: "For JIC/JIS, 
licensees should use whatever term is used for the 
media support function/program/location as 
applicable." 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-298 

NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Foot Note 4  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
4 Two qualified [Deletion: H][Addition: R]P personnel for a single unit site or one 
per unit for a multi-unit site. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend replacement of references to ‘HP’ with ‘RP’ to maintain consistent use 
of terminology with emergency response function title. 

Accepted This change has been incorporated in the revised 
Table B-1. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-299 

NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
Foot Note 5  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Deletion: 5 The ability to get ECCS equipment operational is the primary need 
while on-shift.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend removal of Footnote 5 based on proposed change to language under 
Repair Team Activities of the table ‘...which does not require work planning or 
implementation of lockout/tagout controls to complete.’ This will promote 
consistent licensee understanding and implementation since it will align 
terminology in this table with material in on-shift staffing analyses. References to 
specific repair activities such as power or ECCS flow restoration, or filling and 
venting, are unnecessary as they are subsumed in the proposed wording. With the 
proposed wording, Footnote 5 is no longer necessary. 

 
Accepted The proposed removal has been accepted. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-300 

NUREG-0654 Revision 2 Table B-1 
[Addition: Foot Note 6] 
 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Addition: 6 Augmentation times greater than 60 minutes require a technical basis.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
The industry proposes that the distinction be made such that 60 minute 
augmentation response does not require a basis for its use and that augmentation 
greater than 60 minutes may be acceptable if a technical basis is provided to 
support its use by licensees. 

Rejected 

This circumvents 10 CFR 50.54(q) as all changes 
made to the site emergency plan are to be 
evaluated and dispositioned in accordance with 10 
CFR 50.54(q), or as directed in Appendix E to 10 CFR 
Part 50. New license applicants may submit 
alternatives to the guidance for NRC staff 
consideration and prior approval. 
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Planning Standard C Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 
Comment 
Number Comment Text Comment 

Disposition Adjudication Response 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-7 

Page 27 - there is no requirement for previously under C.6 “Each organization shall 
make provisions to enable onsite response support from OROs in a hostile action-
based incident as needed.” “Hostile Action” is defined in page 57 of this document 
but I didn’t see anything similar to C.6 in current FEMA REP Manual.  

Noted 

The concepts previously addressed in evaluation 
criterion C.6 are now addressed within evaluation 
criterion C.2 and its subordinate evaluation criteria. 
Additional guidance for offsite response 
organizations (OROs) regarding this new criterion 
and other hostile action-based (HAB) planning 
considerations will be addressed within the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-7 

C: Emergency Response Support and Resources 
 
This section C1 - C.2.e are poorly written. Most of it doesn’t make sense. These 
sections need to be reworded to include what needs to be done or and action to be 
taken, i.e. described, identified.  
 
Example: C.1:  
 
Currently: “Organizations provide emergency response support and resources, as 
agreed upon, to the licensee EOF.” Whatever that means! It is not just the EOF. It is 
also for the state and local jurisdictions. 
 
I think what it is trying to say is: Organizations which may provide emergency 
response and resources, along with their capabilities, are described in plans. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criteria C.1, C.2, C.2.a, C.2.b, C.2.c, and 
C.2.d have been rewritten to clarify their meaning. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-9 

C.1 - OROs provide emergency response support and resources for staffing of the 
licensee’s EOF. This should be an optional item for OROs not a requirement. OROs 
may…..  

Rejected 

As described in evaluation criterion C.1, the support 
and resources should be provided as agreed upon; 
this evaluation criterion does not constitute a 
requirement. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-7 

Page: 26 
Reference Text: C.1: Organizations provide emergency response support and 
resources, as agreed upon, to the licensee's EOF.  
 
Comment: To what extent is this referring? Does "as agreed upon" refer to 
MOU/LOA between the licensee and state/local/tribal or something else?  

Noted 

Evaluation criterion C.1 is intentionally flexible to 
allow for these agreements to exist in whatever 
format is appropriate. Evaluation criteria C.1 and 
C.2 have been edited to ensure this concept is clear.  
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-10 

C.2 - State agencies that must interface with Federal agencies shall incorporate 
information into their plans and procedures that allow for a smooth coordination of 
effort. Clarification required as what level of detail meets this “smooth 
coordination of effort” standard. Detailed Federal Agency plans must also be made 
available for states to incorporate in to their plans in order to meet this 
requirement. 

Rejected 

This comment is not applicable to the version of the 
document posted for public comment. Contact was 
made with the commenter to confirm that this 
comment was intended for a previous draft. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-11 

C.2.b – The plan describes (1) each individual organization from which assistance 
may be requested, (2) the circumstance(s) in which the support will be required, (3) 
each specific resource or capability expected to be provided, and (4) when the 
expected resources would be available once requested. State and county plans 
should not be requiring detailed information on federal resource requests 
explaining what circumstances requests will be made, specific 
resources/capabilities expected, and response timelines. That information is too 
detailed for plans and federal resource deployment times are outside the control of 
state and local jurisdictions.  

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion C.2.b is to ensure 
that the support organizations and the emergency 
response support and resources they are expected 
to provide are identified. These agreements need 
only be referenced in the emergency plan.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-13 

Criterion C.2.b  
 
Emergency Operations Center (EOC) operations which follow the all hazards 
approach using the Incident Command System (ICS) and National Incident 
Management System (NIMS) incorporates each of the six provisions noted within 
Criterion C.2.b. This criterion presents a small subset of the activities and planning 
that already occur in an EOC implementing NIMS for any incident. Resource 
management and mutual aid are a key component in NIMS. Specifying the items in 
this criterion only for REP responses may require putting systems in place that 
could contradict the NIMS operations already taking place. The existing structure is 
sufficient to satisfy the criteria in C.2.b. and it should be omitted from this 
guidance.  

Rejected 

Though it is recommended, neither licensees nor 
offsite response organizations (OROs) are required 
to be compliant with the National Incident 
Management System (NIMS). 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-15 

Criterion C.2.b 
 
Emergency Operations Center (EOC) operations which follow the all hazards 
approach using the Incident Command System (ICS) and National Incident 
Management System (NIMS) incorporate each of the six provisions noted within 
Criterion C.2.b. This criterion presents a small subset of the activities and planning 
that already occur in an EOC implementing NIMS for any incident. Resource 
management and mutual aid are a key component in NIMS. Specifying the items in 
this criterion only for REP responses may require putting systems in place that 
could contradict the NIMS operations already taking place. The existing structure is 
sufficient to satisfy the criteria in C.2.b. and it should be omitted from this 
guidance. 

Rejected 

Though it is recommended, neither licensees nor 
offsite response organizations (OROs) are required 
to be compliant with the National Incident 
Management System (NIMS). 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-11 

Criterion C.2.b 
 
Emergency Operations Center (EOC) operations which follow the all hazards 
approach using the Incident Command System (ICS) and National Incident 
Management System (NIMS) incorporates each of the six provisions noted within 
Criterion C.2.b. This criterion presents a small subset of the activities and planning 
that already occur in an EOC implementing NIMS for any incident. Resource 
management and mutual aid are a key component in NIMS. Specifying the items in 
this criterion only for REP responses may require putting systems in place that 
could contradict the NIMS operations already taking place. The existing structure is 
sufficient to satisfy the criteria in C.2.b. and it should be omitted from this 
guidance. 

Rejected 

Though it is recommended, neither licensees nor 
offsite response organizations (OROs) are required 
to be compliant with the National Incident 
Management System (NIMS). 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-301 

Evaluation Criteria: C.2.b 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
(1) Each organization from which assistance may be requested, 
(2) the circumstance(s) in which the support would be required, 
(3) the process for [Deletion: obtaining][Addition: requesting] needed assistance 
and resources, 
(4) [Deletion: each] [Addition: categories of] resource[Deletion: s] or 
capabilit[Addition: ies][Deletion: y] expected to be provided, 
[Deletion: (5) when the expected resources would be available once requested 
(6) how integration will occur] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
General discussion - 10 CFR 50 Appendix E.IV.A.7 requires, “..identification of and a 
description of the assistance expected...”. NSIR/DPR-ISG-01, informed by RIS 2004-
15, states that licensees should verify the type of assistance to be provided is 
“identified and described to support onsite response activities”. FAQ 2013-003 
provides an example of acceptable wording which includes “agency name, a clear 
concise summary of its responsibilities, emergency measures or support to be 
provided, and its concept of operation as applicable.” 
 
Item #3 - Recommend removal of the word ‘obtaining’ and use of the term 
‘requesting’ for this item. In the examples provided in FAQ 2013-003, ‘requested’ is 
the terminology used. Additionally, during an event leading to large offsite impacts, 
deployment of ORO resources will be prioritized by senior officials. The site may 
not be able to obtain the resources and assistance but the Plan should address the 
means for requesting them. 
 
Item #4 - Recommend use of the term ‘categories’ rather than ‘each’. ‘Categories’ 
better reflects the FAQ wording relating to a ‘summary of....measures or support..’ 
A specific list of ‘each resource’ could introduce a level of detail not sustainable by 
either the license or the OROs, and the list could frequently change. There are 
cases where some offsite agencies will not commit to specific resources. 
Additionally, the proposed wording would facilitate the addition or upgrading of 
equipment, or use of different equipment without the unnecessary regulatory 
burden of revising the emergency plan. 
 
Item #5 - Recommend removal of item #5. The direction and control of external 
resources are determined at the time of the event and based on various factors. 
The dispatch and arrival time of a resource is beyond the licensee’s control. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion C.2.b was updated with some of 
the suggested edits. The information included for 
Items #5 and #6 are being retained as that 
information represents crucial planning 
considerations.  
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Item #6 - Recommend removal of item #6. Discussion on the process to address 
integration of onsite and offsite resources is better suited to procedure-level 
documents than the Emergency Plan. 

  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-9 

Section II, Criterion C.2.b  
 
The wording of this criterion is very broad and could be interpreted in such a way 
as to require detail and specificity which is impractical or impossible to know prior 
to an emergency. Particularly if an organization is part of a compact or mutual aid 
agreement with numerous member agencies. Information of this type would be 
better handled by Letters of Agreement. 

Noted 

The intent of evaluation criterion C.2.b is to ensure 
that the support organizations and the emergency 
response support and resources they are expected 
to provide are identified. These agreements need 
only be referenced in the emergency plan.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-12 

C.2.d - The plan identifies the resources (e.g., working space, airfields, full spectrum 
of telecommunication capabilities, and transportation systems) that would be 
provided or made available to the supporting organizations. This is a federal 
mission specific requirement and not the responsibility of state of local jurisdictions 
to include in plans.  

Noted 

This information is inconsistent with evaluation 
criterion C.2.d, renumbered as evaluation criterion 
C.2.c. The focus of this evaluation criterion is offsite 
response organization (ORO) coordination onsite 
with the licensee. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-302 

Evaluation Criteria: C.2.e 
Applicability: Licensee  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Agreements are established with local agencies such for [Deletion: various 
situations that may arise. These situations may require] police, medical and 
ambulance services, fire [Addition: response,] and/or hospital support. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Reworded sentence for clarity - the term “various situations” was unnecessary 
since it was defined by the example listed agencies. Added word “response” to 
reflect common terminology. The proposed wording does not change the intent of 
the criterion. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion C.2.e, renumbered as 
evaluation criterion C.2.d, has been updated for 
clarity and the noted ambiguity has been removed. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-9 

Page 26  
C: Emergency Response Support and Resources  
C.2.e  
 
Comment - This creates a new evaluation criterion. Wording "various situations" is 
too vague. Provide examples of "various situations" or provide specific detailed 
language which eliminates vagueness.  

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion C.2.e, renumbered as 
evaluation criterion C.2.d, has been updated for 
clarity and the noted ambiguity has been removed. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-10 

Section II, Criterion C.3  
 
The wording of this criterion is very broad. It is unclear how organization and 
principle organization are defined. It is unclear as to what information needs to be 
included in the description of how agencies coordinate.  

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion C.3 was revised to alleviate the 
ambiguity. Additionally, the term “principal 
organization” is defined in the Glossary. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-13 

C.3.b - The plan describes the arrangements for working space and 
telecommunications support at its emergency response center for designated 
coordinating agency liaisons. Plans are not intended to provide this detail and it’s 
not the state or local jurisdictions responsibility for provide space and 
telecommunications capability for outside agencies.  

Rejected 

This comment is not applicable to the version of the 
document posted for public comment. Contact was 
made with the commenter to confirm that this 
comment was intended for a previous draft. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-14 

Criterion C.4  
 
This criterion exceeds the ability of any single organization to meet and should be 
modified to represent what is actually feasible with respect to identifying 
laboratory capabilities for radiological emergencies. Experience with the response 
to Fukushima demonstrates that laboratory services will be at a premium during a 
response and the process for prioritization of samples will need to be managed at a 
federal level to ensure that samples affecting public health decisions receive 
adequate processing priorities.  

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion C.4 is to ensure 
that planners have adequately identified support 
organizations and that those organizations have 
committed to provide the support that may be 
required. These agreements need only be identified 
in the emergency plan, and the evaluation criterion 
has been updated to reflect that. In regards to 
laboratory capabilities, the expectation continues to 
be that the state can process and analyze samples 
and maintain control of data.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-12 

Criterion C.4 
 
This criterion exceeds the ability of any single organization to meet and should be 
modified to represent what is actually feasible with respect to identifying 
laboratory capabilities for radiological emergencies. Experience with the response 
to Fukushima demonstrates that laboratory services will be at a premium during a 
response and the process for prioritization of samples will need to be managed at a 
federal level to ensure that samples affecting public health decisions receive 
adequate processing priorities. 
 
It is unreasonable to expect that any one state organization can adequately identify 
and provide capabilities of all the laboratories that would be necessary to process 
samples for a large scale radiological incident. There are several federal working 
groups that are dedicated to accomplishing the tasks required within this criterion 
(ERLN? and FERN?). It is unclear what the intent of this criterion is since the general 
interpretation seems to be an enormous task that is beyond the capabilities of the 
organizations to which it is assigned in the NUREG. This criterion should be assigned 
to the federal response agencies and provided to state and locals through the NRF 
and NRIA. 

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion C.4 is to ensure 
that planners have adequately identified support 
organizations and that those organizations have 
committed to provide the support that may be 
required. These agreements need only be identified 
in the emergency plan, and the evaluation criterion 
has been updated to reflect that. In regards to 
laboratory capabilities, the expectation continues to 
be that the state can process and analyze samples 
and maintain control of data.  
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-16 

Criterion C.4 
 
This criterion exceeds the ability of any single organization to meet and should be 
modified to represent what is actually feasible with respect to identifying 
laboratory capabilities for radiological emergencies. Experience with the response 
to Fukushima demonstrates that laboratory services will be at a premium during a 
response, and the process for prioritization of samples will need to be managed at 
a federal level to ensure that samples affecting public health decisions receive 
adequate processing priorities. 
 
It is unreasonable to expect that any one state organization can adequately identify 
and describes the capabilities of all the laboratories that would be necessary to 
process samples for a large scale radiological incident. There are several federal 
working groups that are dedicated to accomplishing the tasks required within this 
criterion (ERLN? and FERN?). It is unclear what the intent of this criterion is since 
the general interpretation seems to be an enormous task that is beyond the 
capabilities of the organizations to which it is assigned in the NUREG. This criterion 
should be assigned to the federal response agencies and the results provided by 
the federal government to state and local agencies through the NRF and NRIA. 

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion C.4 is to ensure 
that planners have adequately identified support 
organizations and that those organizations have 
committed to provide the support that may be 
required. These agreements need only be identified 
in the emergency plan, and the evaluation criterion 
has been updated to reflect that. In regards to 
laboratory capabilities, the expectation continues to 
be that the State can process and analyze samples 
and maintain control of data.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-303 

Evaluation Criteria: C.4 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Radiological laboratories, their general capabilities, and expected availability to 
provide radiological monitoring and analyses services that can be used in an 
emergency are identified. [Deletion: Provisions to augment the identified 
radiological laboratories are identified.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend removal of the last sentence. The term ‘provision’ as used in the last 
sentence is unclear; need to distinguish between radiological laboratories for which 
detailed planning is necessary and a “provision” for a radiological laboratory. A 
‘provision to augment’ could imply that backup capability through additional 
agreements or contracts is required. ERO and State/Tribal staffs are capable of 
identifying additional resources if planned and available resources are inadequate 
(e.g., request additional resources through INPO, interstate compacts, Federal 
agencies, etc.) Inclusion of this provision adds unnecessary regulatory burden. 

Agree in 
Part 

To clarify its meaning, the last sentence of the 
evaluation criterion C.4 has been updated as 
follows: “Plans to augment the identified 
radiological laboratories are described.” 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-304 

Evaluation Criteria: C.5.a 
Applicability: Licensee  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Provisions for [Addition: use of] [Deletion: activating] the NRC’s Emergency 
Response Data System (ERDS) during an emergency are described. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommended wording change to accommodate sites that “activate” ERDS as an 
emergency action as well as sites that maintain an ERDS connection at all times 
(i.e., it’s an open connection and not activated following an emergency 
declaration). The proposed wording does not change the intent of the criterion. 

Agree in 
Part 

The suggested edit has not been implemented 
verbatim, however the intent of the commenter’s 
edit has been incorporated. 
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Planning Standard D Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 
Comment 
Number Comment Text Comment 

Disposition Adjudication Response 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-8 

Page: 28 
Reference Text: D.1: A standard emergency classification and action level scheme is 
established and maintained. The scheme provides detailed EALs for each of the 
four ECLs in Section IV.C.1 of Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50.  
 
Comment: 10 CFR 50 Appendix E Sections IV.C.1 states: "The emergency classes 
defined shall include: (1) Notification of unusual events 

Noted 

The intent of the comment provided is unclear, and 
appears as if only a portion of the comment was 
provided. If the point of the comment was to 
suggest that the document quote 10 CFR 50 Section 
IV.C.1 of Appendix E, the suggestion is not being 
implemented. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-8 

D.1.b  
 
Second sentence add the following: Thereafter, the scheme is reviewed and agreed 
upon with the ORO’s on an annual basis.  

Rejected 

The suggested change to evaluation criterion D.1.b 
would make it inconsistent with regulatory 
language found at Section IV.B.1 of Appendix E to 
10 CFR Part 50, which states: “The initial emergency 
action levels shall be discussed and agreed on by 
the applicant or licensee and state and local 
governmental authorities, and approved by the 
NRC. Thereafter, emergency action levels shall be 
reviewed with the State and local governmental 
authorities on an annual basis.” 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-9 

D.3 and D.4 following the word “immediate” add: and follow up.  Agree in 
Part 

The term “immediate” has been replaced by 
“emergency” in both evaluation criteria D.3 and 
D.4. The use of “emergency” provides more 
flexibility to address initial and follow-up activities. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-9 

Page: 28 
Reference Text: D.4: Procedures include immediate actions to be taken which are 
consistent with the ECL declared by the licensee.  
Comment: "immediate" has been added, "timely" may be a more appropriate word 

Agree in 
Part 

The term “immediate” has been replaced by 
“emergency” in both evaluation criteria D.3 and 
D.4. The use of “emergency” provides more 
flexibility to address initial and follow-up activities. 
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Planning Standard E Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 
Comment 
Number Comment Text Comment 

Disposition Adjudication Response 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-305 

Evaluation Criteria: E.1 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
The [Deletion: mutually agreeable] [Addition: process][Deletion: bases] for direct 
and prompt notification of response organizations for emergency declarations are 
described. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend removal of term ‘mutually agreeable’. This is an unnecessary 
descriptor since all planning arrangements between organizations, such as the 
licensee and OROs, are expected to be ‘mutually agreeable.’ 
Recommend replacement of the word ‘bases’ with ‘process’. ‘Process’ describes 
how the notification is to be accomplished. The bases for the notification is the 
regulatory requirement as stated in 10 CFR 50 Appendix E.IV.D.1. 

Agree in 
Part 

As proposed, the word “bases” has been replaced 
with “process” within evaluation criterion E.1. 
However, “mutually agreeable” remains as the 
need for cooperation in the development of a 
notification process, acceptable to all response 
organizations, should be emphasized. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-11 

Section II, Criterion E.1.a  
 
Will acceptable methods of message verification be defined in this document or 
one of the supporting documents (e.g. FEMA REP Manual)?  

Noted 

The acceptable methods of message verification will 
be defined in supporting documents as appropriate, 
such as the FEMA Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program Manual.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-10 

E.3 and E.4  
 
Add the words: “the content to be discussed and agreed upon” where appropriate. 

Rejected 
The concept the commenter is trying to convey with 
the suggested edit is already addressed within 
evaluation criteria E.3 and E.4.   

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-306 

Evaluation Criteria: E.3 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
The licensee, [Deletion: in conjunction] [Addition: coordinates] with State, local, 
and Tribal organizations, [Addition: to] establish[Deletion: es] the contents of the 
initial and follow-up emergency notifications to be sent from the NPP. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend replacement of the term ‘in conjunction’ with ‘coordinates’. Editorial 
change to improve clarity. The proposed change does not alter the intent of this 
criterion. 

Agree in 
Part 

The phrase “in conjunction with” has been removed 
from evaluation criterion E.3 and the rest of the 
sentence has been updated to correct grammar. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-10 

Page 29  
E: Notification Methods and Procedures.  
E.3  
 
Comment - The content of follow-up messages from the licensee to offsite 
authorities has been removed. The new E.3 simply says the content of the initial 
and follow-up messages shall be established by the licensee in conjunction with the 
OROs. There are essential elements of information that shouldn't be negotiable 
such as ECL, time/date of incident, radiological release information, meteorology 
conditions, and utility PAR. These minimum elements should be consistent for all 
nuclear power plants. Other elements should be agreed upon between the licensee 
and the OROs. All the required contents in existing E.4.a.-E.4.n should remain as is.  

Rejected 

The content of the emergency notifications sent 
from the nuclear power plant still needs to be 
agreed upon by all parties. Guidance regarding the 
information that should be considered for inclusion 
in these messages will be provided in supporting 
documents as appropriate, such as the Radiological 
Emergency Preparedness (REP) Program Manual.   

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-10 

Page: 29 
Reference Text: E.3: The licensee, in conjunction with state, local, and tribal 
organizations, establishes the contents of the initial and follow-up emergency 
notifications to be sent from the NPP.  
 
Comment: This appears to have been combined somewhat with E.4 from Rev. 1. 
The concern is that licensees are no longer required to provide specific information 
as previously listed in E.4 from Rev. 1.  

Rejected 

The content of the emergency notifications sent 
from the nuclear power plant still needs to be 
agreed upon by all parties. Guidance regarding the 
information that should be considered for inclusion 
in these messages will be provided in supporting 
documents as appropriate, such as the Radiological 
Emergency Preparedness (REP) Program Manual.   

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-11 

Under E.4  
 
Add: Messages must contain instructions to the public which are consistent with 
the protective action recommendations.  

Rejected 

The phrase “instructions for protective actions” in 
evaluation criterion E.4 has the same intent as the 
suggested wording. Furthermore, public 
instructions should be consistent with protective 
action decisions, not protective action 
recommendations.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-13 

E.5  
 
Modify as follows: Provisions are made to provide timely and accurate 
supplemental information...... 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion E.5 has been edited to state: 
“Provisions are made to provide timely 
supplemental information…”.  
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-307 

Evaluation Criteria: E.5 
Applicability: [Deletion: Licensee], State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Provisions are made to provide supplemental information periodically throughout 
the incident to inform the public. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
The term ‘supplemental information’ is not used in NRC regulations or in the FEMA 
REP Manual, and no definition has been provided in this document. The term needs 
to be defined or this criterion deleted. 
If the criterion is retained, the ‘Licensee’ should be removed from applicability. 
Information provided to the public, beyond that required by the Public Information 
planning standard, is the responsibility of ‘State, Local, Tribal’ OROs and not the 
licensee. 

Rejected 

“Supplemental information” is a term that is 
understood and does not need defining. Licensees 
have traditionally been involved in providing 
ongoing information to the public without needing 
to have this term defined.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0087-7 

Page 29 
 
The original text of E.6 included the establishment of “administrative and physical 
means” for public notification within the plume EPZ, with a reference to Appendix 
3, Means for Providing Prompt Alerting and Notification of Response Organizations 
and the Public. The new text in E.6 contracts this to “administrative means.” Since 
few would accept an “administratively” adequate plan which could not be 
“physically” implemented, the distinction is probably unimportant. Therefore, the 
following new wording is recommended: 
 
E.6 
The means and the time required for alerting, notifying, and providing prompt 
instructions to the public within the plume exposure pathway EPZ are established. 
The organizations or titles/positions responsible for activating the system are 
identified. 

Agree in 
Part 

The physical and administrative means for public 
notification is addressed in evaluation criterion E.2. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0071 -6 

Page: 29 
 
Comment: The original text of E.6 included the establishment of "administrative 
and physical means" for public notification within the plume EPZ, with a reference 
to Appendix 3, Means for Providing Prompt Alerting and Notification of Response 
Organizations and the Public. The new text in E.6 contracts this to "administrative 
means." Since few would accept an "administratively" adequate plan which could 
not be "physically" implemented, the distinction is probably unimportant. 
Therefore, the following new wording is recommended:  
 
E.6 
The means and the time required for alerting, notifying, and providing prompt 
instructions to the public within the plume exposure pathway EPZ are established. 
The organizations or titles/positions responsible for activating the system are 
identified.  

Agree in 
Part 

The physical and administrative means for public 
notification is addressed in evaluation criterion E.2. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-14 

E.8 - Supplemental information bulletins are provided periodically to inform the 
public throughout an incident. Information addresses topics such as:  
 
1. Offsite response organizations’ (OROs) expectations for those under an advisory 
to monitor and prepare (e.g., reunite with family members, prepare for evacuation, 
monitor information channels, etc.);  
[highlighted: 2. The expected length of time the public may need to monitor and 
prepare;  
3. The expected length of time members of the public may need to shelter in place;  
4. Instructions regarding how to shelter in place for residents at home or not at 
home within the EPZ (e.g., in transit, shopping, dining, etc.);]  
5. Requesting people stay off the roads to reduce shadow evacuation;  
6. What people should do if they are ordered to evacuate (e.g., gather family 
members, pack, etc.);  
7. Who is to evacuate, where evacuees are to go, and when evacuees need to 
leave;  
8. Transportation alternatives; and  
9. If the ORO program includes KI, instructions should include when to take KI and 
what to do if KI is not available (e.g., residents cannot find KI, or they do not have it 
with them when directed to ingest the KI).  
There is no way of initially determining the length of time the “public may need to 
monitor and prepare” or expected length of time members of the public may need 
to shelter in place. The shelter in place information for people “in transit” is not 
appropriate. People in transit would be evacuating. 

Rejected 

This comment is not applicable to the version of the 
document posted for public comment. Contact was 
made with the commenter to confirm that this 
comment was intended for a previous draft. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-15 

7. E.9 - Supplemental information bulletins are provided periodically to inform 
persons with disabilities and access/functional needs who are not in special 
facilities. Information addresses topics such as:  
 
1. The need to request a ride from a neighbor, relative, or friend, if at all possible;  
2. For those who cannot obtain a ride, information is provided about other 
available modes of transport, how residents are expected to get to transport, and 
what to do if they cannot get to an alternate means of transport;  
3. Why residents will be safe outdoors while waiting to be picked up, what they 
should bring, and how long they may expect to wait for transportation (for some 
EPZs this may take hours); and  
4. For those residents who have registered with authorities, address how long they 
may expect to wait for prearranged assistance, what to do while they are waiting, 
and what to do if assistance does not arrive during the specified timeframe (for 
some EPZs this may take many hours).  
 
There is no way to address the specifics of waiting times and details required in 
these messaging requirements. We have hotlines and direct communications lines 
for people that need assistance with evacuation. General public messaging would 
be too confusing.  

Rejected 

This comment is not applicable to the version of the 
document posted for public comment. Contact was 
made with the commenter to confirm that this 
comment was intended for a previous draft. 
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Planning Standard F Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 
Comment 
Number Comment Text Comment 

Disposition Adjudication Response 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-11 

Page 30  
 
F: Emergency Communications  
Comment - This standard has become too generic and non-specific. Many of the 
specifics for emergency communications have been removed, which reduces 
emergency capabilities.  
 
Examples include:  
Current NUREG Planning Standard F.1: Requirements for communication links 
between the nuclear facility and the EOF, local EOCs, and radiological monitoring 
teams have been removed. The key communication points have been removed. 
Recommend maintaining the existing specific requirements as found in the current 
NUREG.  
 
F.1.a: "Continuous capability for notifications of "the emergency response network, 
"  
Comment - Please define the "emergency response network" and what entities are 
involved.  
Retain the level of specifics in the current NUREG such as 24 hour/day manning of 
notification  
points.  
 
F.1.b: "Communications with "applicable organizations."  
Comment - Please define "applicable organization." The requirements for notifying 
local, state, and federal agencies (such as the NRC) has been eliminated and 
replaced with a non-specific term. Retain the level of specifics in the current 
NUREG. 

Rejected 

The changes made to the evaluation criteria under 
Planning Standard F were made to allow flexibility 
in how the evaluation criteria are met. All of the 
concepts addressed in the previous version of F.1 
can be found throughout the new evaluation 
criteria. The term “emergency response network” is 
now defined in the Glossary and “continuous 
capability” in evaluation criterion F.1.a addresses 24 
hour/day staffing. “Applicable organizations” was 
used in evaluation criterion F.1.b to provide the 
utmost amount of flexibility and addresses the 
organizations as identified in the emergency plan. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-17 

Criterion F. 1.b has been revised in Revision 2 to add a description of the methods 
used for communication. We recommend deleting the requirement to add a 
description to the plan and return to the original wording in Revision 1 to NUREG-
0654. This level of detail is usually not found in the plan but rather in an 
implementing procedure. 

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion F.1.b is not to 
provide the type of specific information that would 
be found in the implementing procedures, but 
rather a high-level description of the types of 
communication methods available for use with the 
organizations noted within the emergency plan. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-15 

Criterion F.1.b has been revised in Revision 2 to add a description of the methods 
used for communication. Recommend deleting the requirement to add a 
description to the plan and return to the original wording in Revision 1 to NUREG-
0654. This level of detail is usually not found in the plan but rather an implementing 
procedure. 

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion F.1.b is not to 
provide the type of specific information that would 
be found in the implementing procedures, but 
rather a high-level description of the types of 
communication methods available for use with the 
organizations noted within the emergency plan. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-13 

Criterion F.1.b has been revised in Revision 2 to add a description of the methods 
used for communication. Recommend deleting the requirement to add a 
description to the plan and return to the original wording in Revision 1 to NUREG-
0654. This level of detail is usually not found in the plan but rather an implementing 
procedure. 

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion F.1.b is not to 
provide the type of specific information that would 
be found in the implementing procedures, but 
rather a high-level description of the types of 
communication methods available for use with the 
organizations noted within the emergency plan. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-308 

[Deletion: Evaluation Criteria: F.1.c] 
 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Deletion: Systems for alerting or activating emergency personnel in each response 
organization.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend deletion of this criterion as it addressed by criterion E.2. 

Agree in 
Part  

Former evaluation criterion E.2 has been removed 
as it is redundant with F.1.c. The evaluation criteria 
under Planning Standard E have since been 
renumbered. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-14 

F.1.c add at the end: including Federal emergency response organizations. Rejected 

Evaluation criterion F.1.c refers to the need to alert 
or activate the emergency personnel for the 
response organizations deemed necessary by the 
emergency plan and therefore does not specifically 
include or exclude Federal response organizations. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0086-7 

2. Criteria F.2 and F.3 include "methods . . . are described." We would like some 
clarification of the word "describe." If "describe" is used to provide flexibility, such 
that the actual method does not need to be included, then we do not have any 
comments on these criteria. However, if "describe" implies as level of detail that 
should be in a procedure and not in the plan, then we recommend changing this to 
"listed." 

Noted 

The intent of evaluation criterion E.2, formerly 
evaluation criterion F.2, and evaluation criterion 
F.2, formerly evaluation criterion F.3, is not to 
provide the type of specific information that would 
be found in the implementing procedures, but 
rather a high-level description of the types of 
communication methods available for use with the 
organizations noted within the emergency plan.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-18 

Criterion F.2 should be revised to change "methods of activation are described" to 
"methods of activation are listed." As in Criterion F. 1.b the key point is not to have 
this level of detail in the plan but rather in a procedure. 

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion E.2, formerly 
evaluation criterion F.2, is not to provide the type of 
specific information that would be found in the 
implementing procedures, but rather a high-level 
description of the activation methods available for 
use. 



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

Planning Standard F Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 122 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-14 

Criterion F.2 should be revised to change “methods of activation are described” to 
“methods of activation are listed”. As in Criterion F.1.b the key point is not to have 
this level of detail in the plan but rather in a procedure. 

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion E.2, formerly 
evaluation criterion F.2, is not to provide the type of 
specific information that would be found in the 
implementing procedures, but rather a high-level 
description of the activation methods available for 
use. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-16 

Criterion F.2 should be revised to change “methods of activation are described” to 
“methods of activation are listed”. As in Criterion F.1.b the key point is not to have 
this level of detail in the plan but rather in a procedure.  

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion E.2, formerly 
evaluation criterion F.2, is not to provide the type of 
specific information that would be found in the 
implementing procedures, but rather a high-level 
description of the activation methods available for 
use. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-309 

Evaluation Criteria: F.2 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
The systems used to alert and notify the general public within the plume exposure 
pathway EPZ, and methods of activation are [Deletion: described][Addition: listed 
and/[Deletion:.] or the emergency plan includes a reference[Deletion: d] to these 
systems and methods in the FEMA-approved alert and notification design report.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Change “described” to “listed;” a description level of detail for a system is more 
appropriate to a procedure or a design report document than an emergency plan. 
 
Recommend inclusion of an alternate approach for providing this information by 
allowing a reference to the FEMA- approved ANS design report. The approach is 
consistent with the allowance to incorporate ETE information by reference as 
specified in criterion J.8. 

Agree in 
part 

Evaluation criterion E.2, formerly evaluation 
criterion F.2, has been modified to read, "The alert 
and notification systems (ANSs) used to alert and 
notify the general public within the plume exposure 
pathway EPZ and methods of activation are 
described. This description includes the 
administrative and physical means, the time 
required for notifying and providing prompt 
instructions to the public within the plume 
exposure pathway EPZ, and the organizations or 
titles/positions responsible for activating the 
system." Additionally, the intent of evaluation 
criterion E.2, formerly evaluation criterion F.2, is 
not to provide the type of specific information that 
would be found in the implementing procedures, 
but rather a high-level description of the activation 
methods available for use. Furthermore, offsite 
response organizations (OROs) and NRC 
licensees/applicants always have the option of 
developing alternative approaches to meet the 
planning standards.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-16 

8. F.2.c – [Plans include] Primary and backup communication capability between all 
local/tribal governments within the plume EPZ. The tribal governments are not 
required to maintain operational plans or undergo exercise evaluation. The tribe 
does not participate in exercises and is under federal oversight not state. The State 
would have no authority to install or maintain communications systems on tribal 
property or require them to activate an emergency center during an event.  

Rejected 

This comment is not applicable to the version of the 
document posted for public comment. Contact was 
made with the commenter to confirm that this 
comment was intended for a previous draft. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-17 

9. F.2.d - Primary and backup communication capability between each local/tribal 
government and any associated host/support counties located outside the plume 
EPZ. How are “associated host/support counties” defined? Are these ingestion 
counties?  

Rejected 

This comment is not applicable to the version of the 
document posted for public comment. Contact was 
made with the commenter to confirm that this 
comment was intended for a previous draft. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-18 

10. F.2.f - Provisions for communication, as needed, with Federal emergency 
response organizations; including a primary and at least one backup system (e.g., 
commercial telephone lines, dedicated telephone lines, or radio networks). What 
federal emergency response organizations does this include? Wouldn’t this be a 
requirement on the federal organizations and not the state or local organizations?  

Rejected 

This comment is not applicable to the version of the 
document posted for public comment. Contact was 
made with the commenter to confirm that this 
comment was intended for a previous draft. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-19 

Criterion F.3 should be revised to delete "describe" and replace with "listed." As 
stated above, the Emergency Plan purpose is not to provide instructions but rather 
to list the methods used. 

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion F.2, formerly 
evaluation criterion F.3, is not to provide the type of 
specific information that would be found in an 
implementing procedures, but rather a high-level 
description of the types of communication methods 
available for use with the organizations noted 
within the emergency plan. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-15 

Criterion F.3 should be revised to delete “describe and replace with listed. As stated 
above the Emergency Plan purpose is not to provide instructions but rather to list 
the methods used. 

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion F.2, formerly 
evaluation criterion F.3, is not to provide the type of 
specific information that would be found in an 
implementing procedures, but rather a high-level 
description of the types of communication methods 
available for use with the organizations noted 
within the emergency plan. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-17 

Criterion F.3 should be revised to delete “describe” and replace with “listed”. As 
stated above the Emergency Plan purpose is not to provide instructions but rather 
to list the methods used.  

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion F.2, formerly 
evaluation criterion F.3, is not to provide the type of 
specific information that would be found in an 
implementing procedures, but rather a high-level 
description of the types of communication methods 
available for use with the organizations noted 
within the emergency plan. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-20 

Criterion F.4. Consider changing the word "periodicity" to "frequency." Rejected 

Evaluation criterion F.4 has been renumbered to 
evaluation criterion F.3. The term “periodicity” was 
specifically used as the word “frequency” can be 
confusing when used to describe communication 
system testing.   
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Planning Standard G Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 
Comment 
Number Comment Text Comment 

Disposition Adjudication Response 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-12 

Page 31  
G: Public Education and Information.  
 
Comment - This section has become non-specific with general concepts. The 
measureable performance standards have been removed. Retain the level of 
specifics in the current NUREG.  

Rejected 

The necessary amount of detail is still included in 
Planning Standard G. Additional guidance can be 
found in other guidance documents, such as the 
FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-21 

Planning Standard G  
 
New requirements to have a digital communications plan and annual media 
education on the digital communications plan. What constitutes a digital 
communications plan? 

Rejected 

This comment is not applicable to the version of the 
document posted for public comment.  Contact was 
made with the commenter to confirm that this 
comment was intended for a previous draft. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-20 

Planning Standard G  
 
What constitutes the requirement for a law enforcement person for every 
jurisdiction to be in the JIC? The lead law enforcement agency needs to have a 
representative in the JIC. 

Rejected 

This comment is not applicable to the version of the 
document posted for public comment. Contact was 
made with the commenter to confirm that this 
comment was intended for a previous draft. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-19 

Planning Standard G,  
 
a virtual JIC is proposed as a requirement. What constitutes a virtual JIC and how 
will it be evaluated? 

Rejected 

This comment is not applicable to the version of the 
document posted for public comment. Contact was 
made with the commenter to confirm that this 
comment was intended for a previous draft. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-21 

Criterion G.1. Consider changing the word "disseminated" to "made available." Rejected 

The term “disseminated” was purposely used to 
denote the action of pushing information out to the 
public. The term “made available” does not have 
the same connotation of action and changing the 
wording would affect the intent of the evaluation 
criterion. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-13 

G.1  
 
Comment - What specific guidance issued by which federal agency should be used? 
A specific federal regulation should be cited and not a guidance document that can 
be changed without public comment.  

Agree in 
Part 

Efforts were made to allow for this revision of 
NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 to remain as timeless as 
possible and not require constant revision to 
update references. If there is any question about 
which document is being referenced, Section III: 
Resources and/or the FEMA regional offices should 
be consulted. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-15 

G.1 
 
Add a subsection G1.a: 
Information includes at least: 
Information on radiation 
Contact for additional information 
Protective measures 
Location of reception and care centers 
Use of potassium iodide 
Address any special needs. 

Rejected 

The necessary amount of detail is still included in 
Planning Standard G. Additional guidance can be 
found in other guidance documents, such as the 
FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-11 

Page: 31 
Reference Text: G.1: Provisions are made for a coordinated annual dissemination of 
information to the public, including transient populations and those with 
disabilities and access/functional needs, regarding how they will be notified and 
what their actions should be in an emergency. The information is disseminated 
using multiple methods, to include non-English translations per current Federal 
guidance.  
 
Comment: The previous version of this included specific information requirements 
to be met. The required information should continue to be required, specifically:  
a. education information on radiation;  
b. contact for additional information;  
c. protection measures;  
d. special needs of the handicapped 

Rejected 

The necessary amount of detail is still included in 
Planning Standard G. Additional guidance can be 
found in other guidance documents, such as the 
FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-18 

Criteria G.2 and H.5. The comments provided below are applicable to both criteria 
since they are closely related in concept and topic but do not seem to provide 
consistent guidance.  
 
Criterion G.2 states, “Methods, consistent with JIS concepts, are established for 
coordinating and disseminating information to the public and media. Plans include 
the physical locations(s) for interacting with the media.”  
 
Criterion H.5 states, “A JIC is established to coordinate communication from 
Federal, state, local, and tribal authorities with the public and media. The location 
of the JIC has the same requirements as the location of the EOF (i.e., within 25 
miles of the plant). If the JIC is located at a consolidated EOF that is located more 
than 25 miles from the site, then a facility is provided within 25 miles of the site, 
which is agreed upon by state, local, and tribal stakeholders, to provide information 
to the public and media.  
 
The following definitions of JIC and JIS are taken from the NUREG-0654 glossary:  
 
Joint Information Center (JIC): a centralized location for news media at or near the 
scene of a NPP incident to obtain information regarding onsite/offsite conditions, 
response organization activities, and any public protective actions; under specific 
circumstances, the JIC may be a virtual location. News media representatives are 
kept informed of activities and events via public information officials from the 
licensee and participating Federal, state, local, and tribal agencies, which ideally are 
collocated at the JIC.  
 
Joint information system (JIS): a structured approach that integrates incident 
information and public affairs into a cohesive organization designed to provide 
consistent, coordinated, accurate, accessible, timely, and complete information 
during a crisis or incident. The purpose of a JIS is to provide a structure and system 
for developing and delivering coordinated interagency messages; developing, 
recommending, and executing public information plans/procedures and strategies 
on behalf of the Incident Commander; advising the incident command concerning 
public affairs issues that could affect a response effort; and controlling rumors and 
inaccurate information that could undermine public confidence in the emergency 
response effort. The JIC is a central location that facilitates operation of the JIS.  

Agree in 
Part 

Both of the definitions for the "joint information 
center (JIC)" and "joint information system (JIS)" 
have been updated to address the discrepancies the 
commenter noted. Additionally, edits have been 
made to evaluation criterion H.5 to help improve 
clarity. Evaluation criterion H.5 now reads, "A JIC is 
established, and its location is identified, to 
coordinate communication from Federal, state, 
local, and tribal government authorities and 
licensee personnel with the public and media." 
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Both of these criteria need to be reworded to improve clarity. In its current form, 
there is potential contradiction of the decentralized operation implied with the JIS 
approach and the “brick and mortar” details specified for the JIC in H.5. The 
definitions presented in the glossary seem to allow coordination and integration of 
the JIC and JIS. However the wording in Criterion G.2 and H.5 seem to mutually 
exclude that coordination and integration. For example, in the definition of the JIC, 
it states that, under specific circumstances, the JIC may be a virtual location. 
However, the definition of JIS states that the JIC is a central location that facilitates 
operation of the JIS. The definitions and criteria are confusing and need clarification 
to incorporate the JIS concept and the development of a virtual JIC instead of the 
traditional bricks and mortar location. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-22 

Criteria G.2 and H.5. The comments provided below are applicable to both criteria 
since they are closely related in concept and topic but do not seem to provide 
consistent guidance. 
 
Criterion G.2 states, "Methods, consistent with JIS concepts, are established for 
coordinating and disseminating information to the public and media. Plans include 
the physical locations(s) for interacting with the media." 
 
Criterion H.5 states, "A JIC is established to coordinate communication from 
Federal, state, local, and tribal authorities with the public and media. The location 
of the JIC has the same requirements as the location of the EOF (i.e., within 25 
miles of the plant). If the JIC is located at a consolidated EOF that is located more 
than 25 miles from the site, then a facility is provided within 25 miles of the site, 
which is agreed upon by state, local, and tribal stakeholders, to provide information 
to the public and media. 
 
The following definitions of JIC and JIS are taken from the NUREG-0654 glossary: 
 
Joint Information Center (JIC): a centralized location for news media at or near the 
scene of a NPP incident to obtain information regarding onsite/offsite conditions, 
response organization activities, and any public protective actions; under specific 
circumstances, the JJC may be a virtual location. News media representatives are 
kept informed of activities and events via public information officials from the 
licensee and participating Federal, state, local, and tribal agencies, which ideally are 
collocated at the JJC. 
 
Joint Information System (JIS): a structured approach that integrates incident 
information and public affairs into a cohesive organization designed to provide 
consistent, coordinated, accurate, accessible, timely, and complete information 
during a crisis or incident. The purpose of a JIS is to provide a structure and system 
for developing and delivering coordinated interagency messages; developing, 
recommending, and executing public information plans/procedures and strategies 
on behalf of the Incident Commander; advising the incident command concerning 
public affairs issues that could affect a response effort; and controlling rumors and 
inaccurate information that could undermine public confidence in the emergency 
response effort. The JIC is a central location that facilitates operation of the JIS. 

Agree in 
Part 

Both of the definitions for the "joint information 
center (JIC)" and "joint information system (JIS)" 
have been updated to address the discrepancies the 
commenter noted. Additionally, edits have been 
made to evaluation criterion H.5 to help improve 
clarity. Evaluation criterion H.5 now reads, "A JIC is 
established, and its location is identified, to 
coordinate communication from Federal, state, 
local, and tribal government authorities and 
licensee personnel with the public and media." 
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Both of these criteria need to be reworded to improve clarity. In its current form, 
there is potential contradiction between the decentralized operation implied with 
the JIS approach and the “brick and mortar" details specified for the JIC in H.5. The 
definitions presented in the glossary seem to allow coordination and integration of 
the JIC and JIS. However, the wording in Criterion G.2 and H.5 seem to mutually 
exclude that coordination and integration. For example, in the definition of the JIC, 
it states that, under specific circumstances, the JIC may be a virtual location. 
However, the definition of JIS states that the JIC is a central location that facilitates 
operation of the JIS. The definitions and criteria are confusing and need clarification 
to incorporate the JIS concept and the development of a virtual JIC instead of the 
traditional bricks-and-mortar location. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-16 

Criteria G.2 and H.5. The comments provided below are applicable to both 
criterions since they are closely related in concept and topic but do not seem to 
provide consistent guidance. 
 
Criterion G.2 states, “Methods, consistent with JIS concepts, are established for 
coordinating and disseminating information to the public and media. Plans include 
the physical locations(s) for interacting with the media.” 
 
Criterion H.5 states, “A JIC is established to coordinate communication from 
Federal, state, local, and tribal authorities with the public and media. The location 
of the JIC has the same requirements as the location of the EOF (i.e., within 25 
miles of the plant). If the JIC is located at a consolidated EOF that is located more 
than 25 miles from the site, then a facility is provided within 25 miles of the site, 
which is agreed upon by state, local, and tribal stakeholders, to provide information 
to the public and media. 
 
The following definitions of JIC and JIS are taken from the NUREG-0654 glossary: 
 
Joint Information Center (JIC): a centralized location for news media at or near the 
scene of a NPP incident to obtain information regarding onsite/offsite conditions, 
response organization activities, and any public protective actions; under specific 
circumstances, the JIC may be a virtual location. News media representatives are 
kept informed of activities and events via public information officials from the 
licensee and participating Federal, state, local, and tribal agencies, which ideally are 
collocated at the JIC. 
 
Joint information system (JIS): a structured approach that integrates incident 
information and public affairs into a cohesive organization designed to provide 
consistent, coordinated, accurate, accessible, timely, and complete information 
during a crisis or incident. The purpose of a JIS is to provide a structure and system 
for developing and delivering coordinated interagency messages; developing, 
recommending, and executing public information plans/procedures and strategies 
on behalf of the Incident Commander; advising the incident command concerning 
public affairs issues that could affect a response effort; and controlling rumors and 
inaccurate information that could undermine public confidence in the emergency 
response effort. The JIC is a central location that facilitates operation of the JIS. 

Agree in 
Part 

Both of the definitions for the "joint information 
center (JIC)" and "joint information system (JIS)" 
have been updated to address the discrepancies the 
commenter noted. Additionally, edits have been 
made to evaluation criterion H.5 to help improve 
clarity. Evaluation criterion H.5 now reads, "A JIC is 
established, and its location is identified, to 
coordinate communication from Federal, state, 
local, and tribal government authorities and 
licensee personnel with the public and media." 
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Both of these criteria need to be reworded to improve clarity. In its current form, 
there is potential contradiction of the decentralized operation implied with the JIS 
approach and the “brick and mortar” details specified for the JIC in H.5. The 
definitions presented in the glossary seem to allow coordination and integration of 
the JIC and JIS. However the wording in Criterion G.2 and H.5 seem to mutually 
exclude that coordination and integration. For example, in the definition of the JIC, 
it states that, under specific circumstances, the JIC may be a virtual location. 
However, the definition of JIS states that the JIC is a central location that facilitates 
operation of the JIS. The definitions and criteria are confusing and need clarification 
to incorporate the JIS concept and the development of a virtual JIC instead of the 
traditional bricks and mortar location. 

  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-310 

Evaluation Criteria: G.2 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Methods[Deletion: , consistent with JIS concepts,] are established for coordinating 
and disseminating information to the public and media[Addition: , and may include 
JIS concepts.] Plans include the physical location(s) for interacting with the media. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend rewording first sentence to stress that use of JIS concepts are 
permissible. It is unnecessary to specify the ‘consistent with’ aspect if JIS concepts 
are one of the established methods; clearly, all the methods would be designed to 
work together. 

Rejected 

The phrase “consistent with JIS concepts” has been 
retained in evaluation criterion G.2. While the 
methods for coordinating and disseminating 
information to the public and media do not have to 
match the concepts exactly, it is recommended that 
the chosen methods align with joint information 
system (JIS) concepts. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-14 

G.2  
 
Comment - The term JIS is defined in the glossary, but as used in this reference 
there is no list of which concepts will be used. Neither minimum nor maximum are 
defined. Please elaborate on this item.  

Noted 

The exact process and methods for public 
information coordination and dissemination must 
be decided by each organization. The methods for 
coordinating and disseminating information to the 
public and media do not have to match the 
concepts exactly, but it is recommended that the 
chosen methods align with joint information system 
(JIS) concepts. Additional information can be found 
in NUREG/CR-7033 and its companion document 
NUREG/CR-7032, which are listed in Section III: 
Resources. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-16 

G.4: add: and establish a means of rumor control. Rejected 
Public inquiry and rumor control address the same 
concepts; adding rumor control to this evaluation 
criterion would be redundant. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-311 

Evaluation Criteria: G.5 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Organizations [Addition: offer opportunities][Deletion: coordinate programs] to 
acquaint news media with the emergency plans at least annually. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend replacing the term ‘coordinate programs’ with ‘offer opportunities.’ 
The suggested term more accurately reflects how licensees and OROs currently 
meet this criterion. This change does not alter the intent of the criterion. 

Agree in 
Part 

Modifications have been made to the language to 
more accurately reflect how licensees and offsite 
response organizations (OROs) address this 
evaluation criterion.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-12 

Page: 31 
Reference Text: G.5: Organizations coordinate programs to acquaint news media 
with the emergency plans at least annually.  
 
Comment: The intent of this criterion seems to have been originally to conduct a 
face-to-face media orientation with specific topics to be covered. As written, this 
seems to eliminate a lot of the coordination with the media that is extremely 
important.  

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion G.5 has been modified to 
ensure that the interface with the media occurs in 
the most effective manner.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-312 

Evaluation Criteria: G.6 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Each organization creates a public messaging plan that addresses how information 
is coordinated with other organizations and shared with the public. The public 
messaging plan [Addition: may utilize] [Deletion: is consistent with] Joint 
Information System (JIS) concepts. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend rewording second sentence to stress that use of JIS concepts are 
permissible. It is unnecessary to specify the ‘consistent with’ aspect if JIS concepts 
are one element of a public messaging plan; clearly, the plan would ensure that all 
messaging methods would be designed to work together. 

Rejected 

This comment is irrelevant to the version of the 
document posted for public comment, however it 
appears to be related to evaluation criterion G.2 
The phrase “consistent with JIS concepts” has been 
retained. While the methods for coordinating and 
disseminating information to the public and media 
do not have to match the concepts exactly, it is 
recommended that the chosen methods align with 
joint information system (JIS) concepts. 
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Planning Standard H Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 
Comment 
Number Comment Text Comment 

Disposition Adjudication Response 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-15 

Pages 32-34  
H: Emergency Facilities and Equipment  
 
Comments - Current NUREG Planning Standard H.3 was removed. Retain the 
language in the current NUREG. Emergency Operations Centers should be 
established.  

Rejected 
The information that was previously contained in 
evaluation criterion H.3 has been moved to 
evaluation criterion H.6. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-16 

Current NUREG Planning Standard H.4 was removed. Retain the language in the 
current NUREG. A standard for timely activation and staffing of facilities and 
centers should be included in emergency plans.  

Agree in 
Part 

Timely activation of a licensee’s emergency 
response facilities is now addressed in Table B-1, 
while timely activation of emergency operations 
centers is addressed in evaluation criterion H.6. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-17 

Current NUREG Planning Standard H.7 was removed. Retain the language in the 
current NUREG. Off-site radiological monitoring equipment should be stored in the 
vicinity of the nuclear facility. 

Rejected 
The information that was previously contained in 
evaluation criterion H.7 has been moved to 
evaluation criterion H.9. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-313 

Evaluation Criteria: H.1 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
A TSC is established from which plant conditions are evaluated and [Deletion: 
corrective] actions are developed to mitigate accident conditions 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend deletion of the term ‘corrective’ for clarity. The term ‘corrective 
actions’ typically refers to Appendix B and corrective action program criteria 
whereas the actions being addressed here are emergency response actions 
associated with accident mitigation. The change does not alter the intent of the 
criterion. 

Agree in 
Part  

The word “corrective” has been replaced with 
“mitigative.” 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-314 

Evaluation Criteria: H.2 
Applicability: Licensee  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
An OSC is established from which repair team activities are planned and teams are 
dispatched to implement [Deletion: corrective] actions developed by the TSC. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend deletion of the term ‘corrective’ for clarity. The term ‘corrective 
actions’ typically refers to Appendix B and corrective action program criteria 
whereas the actions being addressed here are emergency response actions 
associated with accident mitigation. The change does not alter the intent of the 
criterion. 

Agree in 
Part  

The word “corrective” has been replaced with 
“mitigative.” 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-315 

Evaluation Criteria: H.3 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
An EOF is established [Addition: as the primary base of emergency operations for 
the][Deletion: from which evaluation and coordination of] licensee [Addition: in a 
radiological incident. The EOF facilitates the management and coordination of the 
overall][Deletion: activities related to an] emergency [Addition: response, 
including] [Deletion: are to be carried out and from which] the [Addition: sharing of 
[Deletion: licensee can provide] information [Addition: with][Deletion: to] Federal, 
state, local, and tribal authorities responding to a radiological emergency. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Reworded the criterion to align with the definition of the Emergency Operations 
Facility provided in the Glossary. This change does not alter the intent of the 
criterion. 

Agree in 
Part 

The evaluation criterion has been updated to state: 
“An EOF is established, using current Federal 
guidance, as the primary base of emergency 
operations for the licensee during an incident. The 
EOF facilitates the management and coordination of 
the overall emergency response, including the 
sharing of information with Federal, state, local, 
and tribal government authorities.” 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-6 

6. Requirement that the JIC be located within 25 miles of the plant is 
counterproductive to moving people away from the incident and pulls it away for 
the major media outlets in Minnesota. There is a requirement for a virtual JIC so 
what is the basis for being within 25 miles? The 25 mile requirements would also 
mean two separate JICs one for each plant in Minnesota and would require 
duplication of systems and technology already in places in the State JIC. In 
Minnesota the JIC is managed by the State and not the utility and is centrally 
located in the base of the media markets for both sites.  

Noted 

Evaluation criterion H.5 has been updated to state:  
"A JIC is established, and its location is identified, to 
coordinate communication from Federal, state, 
local, and tribal government authorities and 
licensee personnel with the public and media." 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-316 

Evaluation Criteria: H.5 
Applicability: Licensee  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
A JIC is established to coordinate communication from Federal, State, local, and 
Tribal authorities with the public and the media. [Deletion: The location of the JIC 
has the same requirements as the location of the EOF (i.e., within 25 miles of the 
plant). If the JIC is located at a consolidated EOF that is located more than 25 miles 
from the site, then a facility is provided within 25 miles of the site, which is agreed 
upon by State, local, and Tribal stakeholders, to provide information to public and 
media.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend deletion of the second and third sentences from this criteria. 
Specifying the location does not facilitate coordination with Federal, State, local 
and Tribal counterparts. The location should be mutually agreeable by all 
participants. 
 
The regulatory references to joint information centers, include: 
 
- 10 CFR 50.47(b)(7) identifies a requirement to “...establishing points of contact 
(including physical location or locations)..” and does not specify any requirement 
associated with distance from the site or in relation to the EPZ as a whole. 
 
- Appendix E IV.F(2)(j) requires that, “Each exercise must provide the opportunity to 
demonstration of key skills specific to emergency response duties in the control 
room, TSC, OSC, EOF and joint information center.” 
 
- 10 CFR 50.47 Appendix E IV.E.8.b, addresses facility location for only the EOF. 
Inclusion of a location requirement as listed here represents an increase in program 
scope without the appropriate regulatory basis. Moreover, in accordance with 
FEMA 517, Basic Guidance for Public Information Officers, “The JIC is a central 
location that facilitates operation of the JIS.” There are circumstances where a pre-
designated facility is not optimum or necessary for immediate transmission of 
public information/instructions. Licensees need flexibility to establish a center that 
works best for coordinating with all stakeholders and comports with the NIMS 
principles of public information. As an example, during a hostile action response 
event, the licensee would likely coordinate public information via the Incident 
Command Center. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion H.5 has been updated to state:  
"A JIC is established, and its location is identified, to 
coordinate communication from Federal, state, 
local, and tribal government authorities and 
licensee personnel with the public and media." 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-8 

Page 32 – H.5 “A JIC is established to coordinate communication from Federal, 
state, local, and tribal authorities with the public and media. The location of the JIC 
has the same requirements as the location of the EOF (i.e., within 25 miles of the 
plant). If the JIC is located at a consolidated EOF that is located more than 25 miles 
from the site, then a facility is provided within 25 miles of the site, which is agreed 
upon by state, local and tribal stakeholders, to provide information to the public 
and media.”  
 
- Is there any technical reason JIC has to be within 25 miles from the Nuclear Power 
Plant? JIC need to be located where PIOs from State and Locals, and media 
personnel could easily get to. Also this document fails to acknowledge JIC is 
location agreed upon by licensees, states, and locals possibly co-located with ORO 
owned facility. If there is no particular technical basis of the distance limit, guidance 
should allow JIC located outside of 25 miles.  

Noted 

Evaluation criterion H.5 has been updated to state:  
 "A JIC is established, and its location is identified, to 
coordinate communication from Federal, state, 
local, and tribal government authorities and 
licensee personnel with the public and media." 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-13 

Page: 32 
Reference Text: H.5: A JIC is established to coordinate communication from 
Federal, state, local, and tribal authorities with the public and media. The location 
of the JIC has the same requirements as the location of the EOF (i.e., within 25 
miles of the plant). If the JIC is located at a consolidated EOF that is located more 
than 25 miles from the site, then a facility is provided within 25 miles of the site, 
which is agreed upon by state, local, and tribal stakeholders, to provide information 
to the public and media.  
 
Comment: This is a new requirement and seems oddly specific. Is the situation 
addressed where an EOF combined with JIC onsite or near-site has to be moved to 
the alternate EOF due to high levels of radiation or other situational concerns? 
Would a JIC within 25 miles still need to be operated outside of the alternate EOF, 
which in many cases would require a new facility to be determined?  

Noted 

Evaluation criterion H.5 has been updated to state:  
 "A JIC is established, and its location is identified, to 
coordinate communication from Federal, state, 
local, and tribal government authorities and 
licensee personnel with the public and media." 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-12 

Section II, Criterion H.5  
 
This criterion is focused on the physical facility of a JIC and should reference the 
concept of a Joint Information System as it may not be possible for every 
organization to have representatives at all of the facilities as implied by this 
requirement.  

Noted 

Evaluation criterion H.5 has been updated to state:  
 "A JIC is established, and its location is identified, to 
coordinate communication from Federal, state, 
local, and tribal government authorities and 
licensee personnel with the public and media." 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
000078-
288 

With the draft of NUREG 0654/FEMA REP 1 Revision 2 out for comment, we have 
noted a proposed requirement that we believe provides no value and in light of the 
issues at Fukushima and the associated assumptions for a loss of all infrastructure 
within 25 miles, the following suggested criteria needs to be revised.  
 
Please see criterion H.5 on page 32 of the document proposed document. 
 
The criterion requires that any JIC be located within 25 miles of the plant. If its 
outside of 25 miles then another facility needs to be provided for state, local, and 
tribal stakeholders within 25 miles. The JIC at MEMAs State EOC is roughly 58 miles 
from the NPP. The Louisiana State EOC is 25 miles from RBS and 49 miles from W3. 
Waterfords current JIC in Algiers is about 25.5 miles from the NPP. 
 
With the new efforts to plan for Beyond Design Basis External Events affecting a 25 
mile radius we are looking at how we can improve our JIC effectiveness as well as 
consolidate facilities and have them outside of the 25 mile impacted area. 
Additionally with the new emphasis on social media and joint information systems 
it would seem redundant and inefficient as well as an additional unwarranted 
expense to have to maintain two JIC facilities. Entergy is requesting that this 
requirement be revisited and deleted from the proposed revision and that the 
wording remain consistent with the current guidance. 
 
I believe the current criterion governing this is G.3.a and it makes no mention of 
acceptable distances from the NPP for a JIC. 
 
Here is the proposed wording of H.5: 
A JIC is established to coordinate communication from Federal, state, local, and 
tribal authorities with the public and media. The location of the JIC has the same 
requirements as the location of the EOF (i.e., within 25 miles of the plant). If the JIC 
is located at a consolidated EOF that is located more than 25 miles from the site, 
then a facility is provided within 25 miles of the site, which is agreed upon by state, 
local, and tribal stakeholders, to 
provide information to the public and media. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion H.5 has been updated to state:  
 "A JIC is established, and its location is identified, to 
coordinate communication from Federal, state, 
local, and tribal government authorities and 
licensee personnel with the public and media." 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-17 

H.6 add the following at the end of the first sentence: and provide for the timely 
activation of the facilities. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion H.6 was updated to state: “Each 
organization establishes an emergency operations 
center (EOC) for use in directing and controlling 
response functions, and provides for timely EOC 
activation. For an EOC located within the plume 
exposure pathway EPZ, an alternate EOC, or 
location outside the plume exposure pathway EPZ, 
is identified to continue response functions in the 
event of an evacuation.” 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-317 

Evaluation Criteria: H.7.b 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Radi[Addition: ation][Deletion: ological] monitors, [Deletion: including process, 
area, emergency, effluent, wound, and portable monitors,] and sampling 
equipment. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend use of the term ‘Radiation Monitor’ as this is the commonly used term 
in the industry. 
Delete references to example types of monitors as the list is incomplete. The 
licensee is capable of identifying the necessary monitors (e.g., from a review of the 
emergency classification scheme [i.e., in the EALs], dose assessment and protective 
action decision-making methodologies, related program documents [e.g., the 
Radiation Protection program or ODCM], etc.). 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion H.7.b has been incorporated 
into evaluation criterion H.7. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-318 

Evaluation Criteria: H.7.c 
Applicability: Licensee  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Addition: Plant p][Deletion: P]rocess monitors.[Deletion:, including reactor coolant 
system pressure and temperature, containment pressure and temperature, liquid 
levels, flow rates, status or lineup of equipment components.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend use of the term ‘Plant process monitors’ to clearly differentiate these 
monitors from process radiation monitors. Delete references to example types of 
monitors as the list is incomplete. The licensee is capable of identifying the 
necessary monitors (e.g., from a review of the emergency classification scheme 
[i.e., in the EALs], dose assessment and protective action decision-making 
methodologies, related program documents [e.g., EOPs or Critical Safety Function 
Status Tress], etc.). 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion H.7.c has been incorporated 
into evaluation criterion H.7. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-18 

H.7.c add: including ventilation systems, plant vent, and other release points. Rejected This level of detail is unnecessary for the evaluation 
sub-criterion. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-319 

Evaluation Criteria: H.8 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Provisions are made to acquire [Addition: information on geophysical phenomena 
that may affect the site (e.g., meteorological, hydrologic, and seismic) and 
radiological data (e.g., from field monitoring teams and laboratory 
analyses)][Deletion: data from, or for emergency access to,][Addition: from] offsite 
[Addition: sources.][Deletion: monitoring and analysis equipment including:] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
The expectations in the Rev. 2 proposed wording are unclear and could lead to 
unnecessary requirements. The criterion should be focused on the information that 
a licensee would obtain to support emergency assessment activities, and not the 
type or form of information (e.g., a qualitative statement summarizing or 
characterizing an event vs. the data on the event). In addition, the term ‘access’ is 
ambiguous as used here - physical access to equipment, electronic access to raw 
data, or voice access to personnel/organizations that can provide results or 
summaries of the event and related analyses. The access needs could vary by 
information type. The proposed wording provides flexibility in defining the types of 
information acquired from offsite sources, the methods for doing so and the type 
or form of information. 
 
For simplicity, incorporated criteria from H.8.a, H.8.b and H.8.c. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion H.8 was updated to state: 
“Provisions are made to acquire data from offsite 
monitoring and analysis equipment, including data 
on geophysical phenomena (e.g., meteorological, 
hydrologic, and seismic monitors) and radiological 
data (e.g., from FMTs, environmental dosimeters, 
and laboratory analyses).” Evaluation sub-criteria 
H.8.a, H.8.b, and H.8.c were removed. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-320 

Evaluation Criteria: H.8.a 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
[Deletion: Geophysical phenomena monitors, including meteorological, hydrologic, 
and seismic instrumentation.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend deletion of this criterion. References to geophysical monitors are 
subsumed by the proposed wording in criterion H.8. 

Accepted This evaluation sub-criterion was incorporated into 
evaluation criterion H.8 and removed. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-321 

Evaluation Criteria: H.8.b 
Applicability: Licensee  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Deletion: Radiological monitors, including ratemeters, sampling devices, and 
environmental dosimeters.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend deletion of this criterion. References to radiological monitors are 
subsumed by the proposed wording in criterion H.8 

Accepted This evaluation sub-criterion was incorporated into 
evaluation criterion H.8 and removed. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-322 

Evaluation Criteria: H.8.c 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Deletion: Laboratory facilities, fixed or mobile.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend deletion of this criterion. References to laboratory facilities are 
subsumed by the proposed wording in criterion H.8 

Accepted This evaluation sub-criterion was incorporated into 
evaluation criterion H.8 and removed. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0086-8 

3. Criterion H.9 
 
-This criterion requires that organizations responsible for offsite radiological 
monitoring provide for equipment in the vicinity of the nuclear facility. This 
criterion remains as it was written in Revision 1 with no changes. Is the important 
issue that this criterion is seeking to address related to the physical location of the 
equipment with respect to the facility or is the critical factor related to the ability of 
the organization responsible for offsite monitoring to respond and collect data in 
sufficient time to inform decision making for public health and safety? If the latter 
is the intent of H.9, then the criterion needs to be rewritten. We do not believe the 
physical location of the equipment is a critical requirement, and we believe that "in 
the vicinity" is unclear. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion H.9 has been updated to clarify 
the intent of “in the vicinity” and now states: 
“Organizations directly responsible for offsite 
radiological monitoring provide for radiological 
monitoring equipment. This includes equipment 
that is located or stored near the NPP site, as well 
as additional equipment that may be brought to the 
site.” 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-19 

Criterion H.9  
 
This criterion requires that organizations responsible for offsite radiological 
monitoring provide for equipment in the vicinity of the nuclear facility. This 
criterion remains as it was written in Revision 1 with no changes. Is the important 
issue that this criterion is seeking to address related to the physical location of the 
equipment with respect to the facility or is the critical factor related to the ability of 
the organization responsible for offsite monitoring to respond and collect data in 
sufficient time to inform decision making for public health and safety? If the latter 
is the intent of H.9, then the criterion needs to be rewritten. We do not believe the 
physical location of the equipment is a critical requirement and that “in the 
vicinity” is unclear.  

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion H.9 has been updated to clarify 
the intent of “in the vicinity” and now states: 
“Organizations directly responsible for offsite 
radiological monitoring provide for radiological 
monitoring equipment. This includes equipment 
that is located or stored near the NPP site, as well 
as additional equipment that may be brought to the 
site.” 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-17 

Criterion H.9 
 
This criterion requires that organizations responsible for offsite radiological 
monitoring provide for equipment in the vicinity of the nuclear facility. This 
criterion remains as it was written in Revision 1 with no changes. Is the important 
issue that this criterion is seeking to address related to the physical location of the 
equipment with respect to the facility or is the critical factor related to the ability of 
the organization responsible for offsite monitoring to respond and collect data in 
sufficient time to inform decision making for public health and safety? If the latter 
is the intent of H.9, then the criterion needs to be rewritten. We do not believe the 
physical location of the equipment is a critical requirement and that “in the 
vicinity” is unclear. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion H.9 has been updated to clarify 
the intent of “in the vicinity” and now states: 
“Organizations directly responsible for offsite 
radiological monitoring provide for radiological 
monitoring equipment. This includes equipment 
that is located or stored near the NPP site, as well 
as additional equipment that may be brought to the 
site.” 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-23 

Criterion H.9 
 
This criterion requires that organizations responsible for offsite radiological 
monitoring provide for equipment in the vicinity of the nuclear facility. This 
criterion remains as it was written in Revision 1 with no changes. Is the important 
issue that this criterion is seeking to address related to the physical location of the 
equipment with respect to the facility or is the critical factor related to the ability of 
the organization responsible for offsite monitoring to respond and collect data in 
sufficient time to inform decision making for public health and safety? If the latter 
is the intent of H.9, then the criterion needs to be rewritten. We do not believe the 
physical location of the equipment is a critical requirement and that "in the 
vicinity'' is unclear. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion H.9 has been updated to clarify 
the intent of “in the vicinity” and now states: 
“Organizations directly responsible for offsite 
radiological monitoring provide for radiological 
monitoring equipment. This includes equipment 
that is located or stored near the NPP site, as well 
as additional equipment that may be brought to the 
site.” 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-14 

Page: 33 
Reference Text: H.9: Organizations directly responsible for offsite radiological 
monitoring, provide for radiological equipment in the vicinity of the nuclear facility. 
 
Comment: What is an acceptable range of staging? Inside the 10-mile EPZ, outside, 
or some other definition?  

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion H.9 has been updated to clarify 
the intent of “in the vicinity” and now states: 
“Organizations directly responsible for offsite 
radiological monitoring provide for radiological 
monitoring equipment. This includes equipment 
that is located or stored near the NPP site, as well 
as additional equipment that may be brought to the 
site.” 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-323 

Evaluation Criteria: H.10 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Instrumentation is provided to obtain current meteorological information and 
additional provisions are made to [Deletion: get] [Addition: obtain] representative 
meteorological information from other sources. [Deletion: Monitoring systems 
provide the following information][Addition: Meteorological information is 
provided to:] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Editorial change - replace ‘get’ with ‘obtain.’ Recommend change in second 
sentence to improve clarity. These changes do not alter the intent of the criterion. 

Agree in 
Part 

The editorial changes to evaluation criterion H.10 
were accepted.  Evaluation criteria H.10.a and 
H.10.b were also incorporated into H.10 and 
removed. Evaluation criterion H.10 now states: 
“Instrumentation is provided to obtain current 
meteorological information. Additional provisions 
are made to obtain representative meteorological 
information from other sources as needed by the 
NPP’s radiological assessment models for site-
specific characterization of plume dispersion and 
transport. Meteorological information is provided 
to the control room, TSC, EOF (or backup EOF), and 
NRC (via ERDS).” 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-324 

Evaluation Criteria: H.10.a 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Deletion: Site meteorological information to t]The control room, TSC, EOF, and 
NRC (via ERDS). 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Editorial change to support recommended change to criterion H.10. This change 
does not alter the intent of the criterion. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion H.10.a was incorporated into 
evaluation criterion H.10. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-325 

Evaluation Criteria: H.10.b 
Applicability: Licensee  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Deletion: Meteorological instrumentation inputs needed by the facility’s] 
[Addition: Personnel running] emergency radiological assessment models for site-
specific characterization of plume dispersion and transport. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Editorial change to support recommended change to criterion H.10. This change 
does not alter the intent of the criterion. 
 
Alternate comment - licensees run emergency radiological assessment models in 
the Control Room, TSC and EOF. Those facilities are listed in criterion H.10.a. For 
this reason, criterion H.10.b could be deleted, and H.10.a combined with H.10. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion H.10.b was incorporated into 
evaluation criterion H.10. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-326 

Evaluation Criteria: H.11 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Deletion: Each organization makes p]Provisions [Addition: are made] to [Addition: 
ensure that emergency equipment and supplies are tested and maintained, and 
available and functional in sufficient quantities when needed during emergency 
conditions.] [Deletion: inspect, inventory, and operationally check emergency 
equipment/instruments at least once each calendar quarter. This includes:] 
[Addition: The organization(s) responsible for the testing and maintenance of 
radiological equipment and supplies are identified.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Reworded to align with the requirement of 10 CFR 50, Appendix E, Section G. The 
emergency plan should contain a high-level description of the program(s) that 
ensure the readiness of emergency response facilities and equipment. 
Implementing details of inspections, inventories, operational checks and 
frequencies are more appropriately addressed in testing/maintenance-level 
procedures, guidelines or operator aids. Including this detail in an emergency plan 
imposes an unnecessary administrative and regulatory burden. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion H.11 has been updated to state: 
“Provisions are made to ensure that emergency 
equipment and supplies are tested, maintained, and 
available in sufficient quantities, to include reserves 
and replacements, when needed. This includes:” 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-19 

H.11 add at the ends of the first sentence: and after each use. Rejected This change is unnecessary; this provision is now 
addressed in evaluation criterion H.11.b. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-15 

Page: 34 
Reference Text: H.11 "Each organization makes provisions to inspect, inventory, 
and operationally check emergency equipment/instruments at least once each 
calendar quarter" 
 
Comment: In the specific case of portal monitors used by states and local OROs 
which are not set up for regular use, a quarterly operational check requires set up 
and break down of the equipment four times per year at a minimum. This has 
shown to lead to unnecessary wear and tear on the equipment rendering some 
equipment inoperable for use in an emergency.  
 
The portal expedites personnel/vehicle survey and there are still alternate methods 
available to conduct operations. At the time NUREG-0654 was originally written, 
hand-held survey meters were the only option and could be viewed as a single 
point of failure.  
 
Could consideration be given to some equipment (such as these) to allow for 
operational checks to be done according to manufacturer's recommendations and 
not necessarily be conducted quarterly?  

Agree in 
Part 

This evaluation criterion has been updated to 
remove the direction to test equipment quarterly 
and now states: “Provisions are made to ensure 
that emergency equipment and supplies are tested, 
maintained, and available in sufficient quantities, to 
include reserves and replacements, when needed.  
This includes:”  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-327 

Evaluation Criteria: H.11.a 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Deletion: Provisions to operationally check emergency equipment/instruments 
prior to each use.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Delete this criterion. The emergency plan should contain a high-level description of 
the program(s) that ensure the readiness of emergency response facilities and 
equipment. Implementing details of inspections, inventories, operational checks 
and frequencies are more appropriately addressed in testing/maintenance-level 
procedures, guidelines or operator aids. Including this detail in an emergency plan 
imposes an unnecessary administrative and regulatory burden. 

Accepted 

Evaluation criterion H.11.a has been updated to 
state: “Identification of the organization(s) 
responsible for the testing and maintenance of 
emergency equipment.” 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-328 

Evaluation Criteria: H.11.b 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Deletion: Sufficient reserves of instruments/equipment to replace those which are 
removed from emergency kits for calibration or repair.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Delete this criterion. The emergency plan should contain a high-level description of 
the program(s) that ensure the readiness of emergency response facilities and 
equipment. Implementing details associated with reserves of instruments and 
equipment are more appropriately addressed in testing/maintenance-level 
procedures, guidelines or operator aids. Including this detail in an emergency plan 
imposes an unnecessary administrative and regulatory burden. 

Accepted 
The provision for reserves of instruments/ 
equipment was revised and is now addressed in 
evaluation criterion H.11. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-329 

Evaluation Criteria: H.11.c 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal  
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
[Deletion: Calibrating equipment at intervals recommended by the supplier of the 
equipment/instruments.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Delete this criterion. The emergency plan should contain a high-level description of 
the program(s) that ensure the readiness of emergency response facilities and 
equipment. Implementing details associated with calibration of equipment are 
more appropriately addressed in testing/maintenance-level procedures, guidelines 
or operator aids. Including this detail in an emergency plan imposes an unnecessary 
administrative and regulatory burden. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion H.11.c, renumbered to 
evaluation criterion H.11.b, has been revised to 
take some of the commenter’s concerns into 
account. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-20 

H.11.c modify to include: Calibrating equipment at least annually or at intervals 
recommended by the supplier....... Rejected 

Recommended calibration and servicing 
frequencies for instruments and equipment are 
provided by each manufacturer; there is no need to 
specifically address an annual frequency. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-330 

Evaluation Criteria: H.11.d 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Deletion: Identifying the organization(s) responsible for the maintenance and 
storage of radiological equipment/instruments.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Delete this criterion - incorporated into criterion H.11. 

Accepted Evaluation criterion H.11.d has been removed. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-13 

Section II, Criterion H.11.d.  
 
This criterion states “Identifying the organization(s) responsible for the 
maintenance and storage of radiological equipment/instruments.” Does this mean 
that every fire department reception center, etc. which has radiological detection 
equipment must be listed in the plan? 

Noted 

This is not a new evaluation criterion and the 
concepts addressed here were previously 
addressed in evaluation criteria H.10 and H.11. 
Additional information will be provided in the REP 
Program Manual (RPM).   

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-331 

Evaluation Criteria: H.12 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
Emergency kits are identified by general category, [Deletion: as][Addition: if 
applicable.][Deletion: . Contents and quantity of each emergency kit are specified 
in the emergency plan or other document(s) referenced in the emergency plan.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend the addition of ‘if applicable.’ Many sites no longer use emergency 
kits. If utilized, the contents of kits should be documented in sub-tier documents 
rather than the Emergency Plan in order to reduce the administrative and 
regulatory burden of changing kit contents (upgrades, dealing with obsolescence, 
etc.). It should be sufficient to state the purpose of a particular kit (i.e., identified) 
without the need to list the contents. Information pertaining to kit contents are 
appropriate for implementing documents such as a procedure or operator aid. 

Rejected Supplies expected to be used during an emergency 
should be inventoried on a regular basis. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-332 

Evaluation Criteria: H.13 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
Each organization [Addition: identifies][Deletion: establishes a central] [Addition: 
location(s)point for the receipt and analysis of field monitoring data and 
coordination of sample media.[Deletion: , and identifies the organization(s) 
responsible for assessing radiological data.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend changing ‘establishing a central point’ to ‘identification of location(s).’ 
Locations are agreed upon by licensee and ORO organizations, and a ‘a central 
point’ approach may not be utilized. The proposed wording allows for one or more 
locations to be specified. 
 
Recommend deletion of the second half of the criterion since this element, 
identification of ‘organization(s) responsible for assessing radiological data’ is 
addressed by the criteria in Planning Standard I. Organizational aspects of assessing 
radiological data should be addressed in Planning Standard I criteria since Planning 
Standard H covers facilities and equipment. 

Agree in 
Part 

The language changes to the first sentence of 
evaluation criterion H.13 have been made; 
however, the identification of responsible 
organizations was not removed.   
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-22 

H.14 - Each plan includes identification of emergency kits by general category. 
Contents and quantity of each emergency kit are listed. It is not appropriate to list 
continents of emergency kits in plans; those are an inventory control issue. 

Rejected 
This comment appears to refer to evaluation 
criterion H.12 and addresses the ability to reference 
other documents that may contain the information.   
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Planning Standard I Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 
Comment 
Number Comment Text Comment 

Disposition Adjudication Response 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-333 

Evaluation Criteria: I.1 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
Capabilities for performing radiological assessment [Deletion: for each reactor on 
the site, individually and collectively, including response to events occurring 
simultaneously at all units on the site,] are described. These capabilities include: 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
To align with the applicable pending requirement in the Mitigation of Beyond 
Design Basis Events Rule, recommend relocating the phrase ‘for each reactor on 
the site, individually and collectively, including response to events occurring 
simultaneously at all units on the site’ to criterion I.1.b where it is more 
appropriate. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion I.1 has been updated to take 
the pending Mitigation of Beyond Design Basis 
Events Rule into consideration and now states: 
“Capabilities for performing radiological assessment 
for all reactor core and spent fuel pool sources, 
individually and collectively, including response to 
events occurring simultaneously at all units on the 
NPP site, are described. These capabilities include:” 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-19 

Criterion I.1.a.  
 
The expectations for modelling fate and transport in aqueous environments 
(surface and ground water) are vague and there is not significant amount guidance 
available. Are there any minimum assessment capabilities expected? 

Rejected 

The “Offsite Dose Calculation Manual Guidance: 
Standard Radiological Effluent Controls for 
Pressurized Water Reactors” and “Offsite Dose 
Calculation Manual Guidance: Standard Radiological 
Effluent Controls for Boiling Water Reactors” 
provide licensees with the guidance to perform this 
management. These documents have been added 
to Section III: Resources. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-21 

Criterion I.1.a. The expectations for modelling fate and transport in aqueous 
environments (surface and ground water) are vague and there is not significant 
amount guidance available. Are there any minimum assessment capabilities 
expected? 

Rejected 

The “Offsite Dose Calculation Manual Guidance: 
Standard Radiological Effluent Controls for 
Pressurized Water Reactors” and “Offsite Dose 
Calculation Manual Guidance: Standard Radiological 
Effluent Controls for Boiling Water Reactors” 
provide licensees with the guidance to perform this 
management. These documents have been added 
to Section III: Resources. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-24 

Criterion I.1.a. The expectations for modelling fate and transport in aqueous 
environments (surface and ground water) are vague and there is not significant 
amount of guidance available for events of this scale. Are there any minimum 
assessment capabilities expected? 

Rejected 

The “Offsite Dose Calculation Manual Guidance: 
Standard Radiological Effluent Controls for 
Pressurized Water Reactors” and “Offsite Dose 
Calculation Manual Guidance: Standard Radiological 
Effluent Controls for Boiling Water Reactors” 
provide licensees with the guidance to perform this 
management. These documents have been added 
to Section III: Resources. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-334 

Evaluation Criteria: I.1.a 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
[Deletion: A methodology][Addition: Methods] for determining the magnitude and 
isotopic composition of [Addition: an] [Deletion: potential or] ongoing 
release[Deletion: s] of radioactive material through waterborne or airborne release 
pathways[Deletion: , or estimating these parameters for a potential release.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Change ‘A methodology’ to ‘Methods’ since one or more means may be used to 
assess radiological releases. Revised wording to accommodate difference between 
an actual release and a potential release. Characteristics of an actual release can be 
‘determined’ but parameters associated with a potential release must be 
estimated. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion I.1.a was modified to address 
the commenter’s intent with the suggested 
language; however, it was not used verbatim. 
Evaluation criterion I.1.a now states: “Methods for 
determining the magnitude and isotopic 
composition of an ongoing release of radioactive 
material through waterborne or airborne release 
pathways, or estimating these parameters for a 
potential release.” 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-335 

Evaluation Criteria: I.1.b 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
A radiological assessment model for airborne releases [Addition: from each reactor 
on the site, and collectively from all onsite units. The model][Deletion: that] 
provides [Deletion: realistic] estimates of [Deletion: onsite and] offsite radiation 
exposures and contamination levels using a dispersion model that is representative 
of the plant release point configuration, topographical features, and meteorological 
regimes at the plant site. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Added text was relocated from criterion I.1 as discussed above; text is more 
appropriate in this criterion and reflects the applicable pending requirement in the 
Mitigation of Beyond Design Basis Events Rule. 
Delete ‘realistic’ - this is an undefined and subjective term. 
Delete ‘onsite’ - Some site models do not provide projections for portions of the 
Owner Controlled Area. In these cases, sites use other methods such as surveys and 
posted TLDs for determining on-site radiological consequences. 

Agree in 
Part 

The words “Realistic” and “onsite” were removed 
from evaluation criterion I.1.b. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-20 

Criterion I.1.c  
 
refers to methods for assessing contamination of drinking water by waterborne 
releases. Surface-water contamination may result from deposition of airborne 
materials and soil-borne transport such as soil erosion. Bioconcentration in aquatic 
organisms may then lead to high concentrations in wildlife despite low 
concentrations in the original release. The discussion should therefore not be 
limited to waterborne releases. This concern relates to the expectations for fate 
and transport modelling in aqueous environments, and the required capabilities for 
direct assessment that each party is responsible for. 
 
Some of the assessment activities required for public protection are beyond the 
capabilities of licensees, for example sampling drinking water intakes. They are 
prohibited for a variety of reasons from accessing these places. Government 
support will be needed to access and evaluate drinking water pathways. 
 
Note that the impacts of waterborne releases are likely to extend well beyond fifty 
miles. In addition to bulk transport of water and sediment, bioconcentration in fish 
and algae may greatly increase the geographic range of concern. 
 
It would be unrealistic to expect licensees to perform large-scale assessments, for 
example searching for contaminated swordfish off the coast of Madagascar. Ideally, 
the licensee is going to focus on what they are best qualified to address: processes 
at the site such as source-term evaluation and release characteristics. Local, county 
and State government can perform assessments appropriate to their geographic 
scale. National and international resources will be needed address wider-scale 
impacts. 
 
Overall, the NUREG document should specify what role the Federal government 
will play. Remaining silent, or assigning unrealistic responsibilities to other parties, 
makes it appear that the Federal government is unprepared. 
 
Has the experience at Fukushima demonstrated that a licensee/operator is capable 
of performing a comprehensive assessment of global impacts to aquatic 
environments? 

Rejected 

The role of the Federal Government is specified in 
other documents such as the National Response 
Framework (NRF), the National Disaster Recovery 
Framework (NDRF), the Federal Interagency 
Operational Plans (FIOPs) and the 
Nuclear/Radiological Incident Annex (NRIA) to the 
FIOPs. The guidance describes methods that NRC 
and FEMA staff consider to be acceptable for use in 
implementing specific parts of each agency’s 
regulations, and may also be used by stakeholders 
in the preparation of emergency plans. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-22 

Criterion I.1.c refers to methods for assessing contamination of drinking water by 
waterborne releases. Surface-water contamination may result from deposition of 
airborne materials and soil-borne transport such as soil erosion. Bioconcentration 
in aquatic organisms may then lead to high concentrations in wildlife despite low 
concentrations in the original release. The discussion should therefore not be 
limited to waterborne releases. This concern relates to the expectations for fate 
and transport modelling in aqueous environments, and the required capabilities for 
direct assessment that each party is responsible for.  
 
Some of the assessment activities required for public protection are beyond the 
capabilities of licensees, for example sampling drinking water intakes. They are 
prohibited for a variety of reasons from accessing these places. Government 
support will be needed to access and evaluate drinking water pathways.  
 
Note that the impacts of waterborne releases may extend well beyond fifty miles. 
In addition to bulk transport of water and sediment, bioconcentration in fish and 
algae may greatly increase the geographic range of concern.  
 
Ideally, the licensee is going to focus on what they are best qualified to address: 
processes at the site such as source-term evaluation and release characteristics. 
Local, county and State government can perform assessments appropriate to their 
geographic scale. National and international resources will be needed address 
wider-scale impacts.  
 
Overall, the NUREG document should specify what role the Federal government 
will play. Remaining silent, or assigning unrealistic responsibilities to other parties, 
makes it appear that the Federal government is unprepared.  

Rejected 

The role of the Federal Government is specified in 
other documents such as the National Response 
Framework (NRF), the National Disaster Recovery 
Framework (NDRF), the Federal Interagency 
Operational Plans (FIOPs) and the 
Nuclear/Radiological Incident Annex (NRIA) to the 
Frameworks FIOPs. The guidance describes 
methods that NRC and FEMA staff consider to be 
acceptable for use in implementing specific parts of 
each agency’s regulations, and may also be used by 
stakeholders in the preparation of emergency plans. 
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Criterion I.1.c refers to methods for assessing contamination of drinking water by 
waterborne releases. Surface-water contamination may result from deposition of 
airborne materials and soil-borne transport such as soil erosion. Bioconcentration 
in aquatic organisms may then lead to high concentrations in wildlife despite low 
concentrations in the original release. The discussion should therefore not be 
limited to waterborne releases. This concern relates to the expectations for fate 
and transport modelling in aqueous environments, and the required capabilities for 
direct assessment that each party is responsible for. 
 
Some of the assessment activities required for public protection are beyond the 
capabilities of licensees, for example sampling drinking water intakes. They are 
prohibited for a variety of reasons from accessing these places. Government 
support will be needed to access and evaluate drinking water pathways. 
 
Note that the impacts of waterborne releases are likely to extend well beyond fifty 
miles. In addition to bulk transport of water and sediment, bioconcentration in fish 
and algae may greatly increase the geographic range of concern. 
 
It would be unrealistic to expect licensees to perform large-scale assessments, for 
example searching for contaminated swordfish off the coast of Madagascar. Ideally, 
the licensee will focus on what they are best qualified to address: processes at the 
site such as source-term evaluation and release characteristics. Local, county and 
State government can perform assessments appropriate to their geographic scale. 
National and international resources will be needed address wider-scale impacts. 
Overall, the NUREG document should specify what role the Federal government 
will play. 

Rejected 

The role of the Federal Government is specified in 
other documents such as the National Response 
Framework (NRF), the National Disaster Recovery 
Framework (NDRF), the Federal Interagency 
Operational Plans (FIOPs) and the 
Nuclear/Radiological Incident Annex (NRIA) to the 
Frameworks FIOPs. The guidance describes 
methods that NRC and FEMA staff consider to be 
acceptable for use in implementing specific parts of 
each agency’s regulations, and may also be used by 
stakeholders in the preparation of emergency plans. 
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0078-336 

Evaluation Criteria: I.1.c 
Applicability: [Deletion: Licensee] [Addition: State, Local, Tribal] 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
A methodology for assessing contamination of drinking water by waterborne 
releases for sites located on bodies of water from which public drinking water is 
drawn. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend removal of ‘Licensee’ from applicability. Licensee monitoring of 
drinking water is managed under the Offsite Dose Calculation Manual (ODCM) and 
is governed under a separate regulation. Licensee monitoring of drinking water 
under this regulation applies to routine sampling rather than sampling completed 
from an event response perspective. 
Recommend the additional of ‘State, Local, Tribal’ under applicability. EPA has 
established enforceable drinking water standards for radionuclides under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act (SDWA). EPA recommends that, to the extent practicable, 
emergency measures for drinking water be based on the National Primary Drinking 
Water Regulations (NPDWR) for Radionuclides. The Radionuclides Rule provides 
states with flexibility when responding to radiological events. If a public water 
system exceeds the radionuclides standard it must work to get back into 
compliance as soon as feasible. States have the authority and responsibility for 
determination as to whether other corrective actions are needed (e.g. providing 
alternative water). Guidance on monitoring, notification and protective actions is 
provided in Chapter 3, along with several online resources for drinking water 
system operators and is the responsibility of State, Local and Tribal organizations. 
Additionally, criterion for assessing contamination of onsite sources as the 
responsibility of the Licensee are addressed in criterion K.1.d and so do not need to 
be repeated here. 

Accepted 

State, local, and tribal governments have been 
added to the applicability section and licensees 
have been removed; however, the coordination 
between all parties is integral to the process of this 
assessment. 
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0078-337 

Evaluation Criteria: I.1.d 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
A capability to coordinate and implement in-field radiological assessments by field 
monitoring [Deletion: and/or sampling] teams, and [Addition: provisions] to assess 
the data obtained.[Addition: A means is established for relating the various 
measured parameters (e.g., exposure rates, contamination levels, and air activity 
levels) to dose or dose rates.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend removal of the reference to ‘sampling teams’. ‘Field Monitoring’ is the 
term typically used by the industry to describe this function (i.e., FMTs also perform 
sampling activities). 
Recommend the addition of ‘provisions’ to reflect that assessments of field 
monitoring data and samples may occur at different locations and by different 
organizations, depending upon the organization collecting the data or samples, and 
the data or sample type. 
Recommend including last sentence which is text relocated from criterion I.7 
because this location seems more appropriate. 

Agree in 
Part 

The term “sampling teams” was replaced by “field 
monitoring teams” and “provisions to assess the 
data obtained” was added to evaluation criterion 
I.1.c, formerly evaluation criterion I.1.d. However, 
the last sentence was not added and remains in 
evaluation criterion I.8, formerly evaluation 
criterion I.7.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-23 

I.11 - Arrangements to locate and track the airborne radioactive plume are made, 
using either or both Federal and State resources. Provisions are made to 
characterize the plume including taking near peak plume measurements. What is a 
near peak plume and why is it necessary? Forcing responders into peak plume 
areas/conditions to take measurements is not necessary and increases responder 
dose unnecessarily.  

Rejected 

This comment is not applicable to the version of the 
document posted for public comment. Contact was 
made with the commenter to confirm that this 
comment was intended for a previous draft. 
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0078-338 

Evaluation Criteria: I.2 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
The capability and responsibility for [Deletion: continually assessing] [Addition: 
monitoring] the following parameters, that provide input to radiological 
assessments during an emergency, are described: 
1. [Addition: Status] [Deletion: Fraction] of reactor fuel [Deletion: that has been 
damaged] (e.g., [Addition: no fuel damage,] clad failure, core melt), 
2. Status of containment integrity. 
3. [Deletion: Identification of l][Addition: L]eakage of radioactive material from 
plant systems, [Addition: structures and components][Deletion: storage tanks, 
spent fuel pools, and onsite dry fuel storage casks.] 
4. Status of engineered safety [Addition: features used][Deletion: systems] to 
mitigate the release of radioactive material to the environment (e.g., filters, 
containment spray, etc.). 
5. Onset and duration of [Addition: an] actual [Deletion: or potential] release of 
radioactive material to the environment[Addition: , or estimating these parameters 
for potential releases.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Replace ‘continually assessing’ with ‘monitoring’ which a more accurate and 
widely-used term. 
Reworded statement 1 to reflect that an ERO can monitor the status of the reactor 
fuel and characterize it in a qualitative manner (e.g., using core exit thermocouples, 
RPV water level, radiation monitors, etc.). Determining the fraction of damage 
requires sampling and analyses. Depending upon radiation levels, this may be done 
after the initial phase of the emergency response. Added ‘no fuel damage’ as an 
example of a fuel state. 
In statement 3, deleted ‘Identification of’ - editorial change. The words are 
unnecessary. Replaced ‘storage tanks, spent fuel pools, and onsite dry fuel storage 
casks’ with more encompassing wording ‘structures and components.’ In statement 
4, changed ‘systems’ to ‘features’ to align with common industry terminology (i.e., 
ESF). 
 
In statement 5, revised wording to accommodate difference between an actual 
release and a potential release. Parameters associated with an actual release can 
be monitored but those for a potential release must be estimated. 

Agree in 
Part  

The majority of the requested edits have been 
made to evaluation criterion I.3, formerly 
evaluation criterion I.2. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-339 

Evaluation Criteria: I.3 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
The methods, [Deletion: techniques,] and responsibility for determining the source 
term present in reactor coolant, containment [Deletion: (including drywell and wet 
well) air spaces][Addition: atmosphere,] and [Addition: spent] fuel [Addition: pool] 
[Deletion: storage] area [Addition: atmosphere][Deletion: air spaces] are described. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Deleted ‘techniques’ - while a description of methods is appropriate, ‘techniques’ 
are implementing details of a method and more appropriately addressed in 
sampling and analysis procedures, guidelines or operator aids. Including this detail 
in an emergency plan imposes an unnecessary administrative and regulatory 
burden. 
 
Deleted ‘(including drywell and wet well)’ - specifying the term ‘containment’ is 
adequate to understand the criterion as a BWR containment is defined in site 
licensing and design basis documents. Changed ‘fuel storage area’ to ‘spent fuel 
pool area’ to reflect common industry terminology. In both locations, replaced ‘air 
spaces’ with ‘atmosphere’ to reflect common industry terminology. 

Accepted Evaluation criterion I.4, formerly evaluation 
criterion I.3, has been updated as suggested. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-340 

Evaluation Criteria: I.3.a 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
The contingency arrangements to obtain and analyze highly radioactive samples 
from the reactor coolant system, and containment[Deletion: , containment 
(including drywell and wet well)] atmosphere, and sump are described. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Editorial changes to correct sentence structure. Deleted ‘(including drywell and wet 
well)’ - specifying the term ‘containment’ is adequate to understand the criterion as 
a BWR containment is defined in site licensing and design basis documents. These 
documents will also identify the locations from which post-accident samples can be 
obtained. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion I.4.a, formerly evaluation 
criterion I.3.a, has been updated and now reads: 
“The contingency arrangements to obtain and 
analyze highly radioactive samples from the reactor 
coolant system, containment atmosphere and 
sump, and spent fuel pool storage area are 
described.” 
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Evaluation Criteria: I.4 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
The organization[Addition: s] [Deletion: with the primary responsibility] [Addition: 
responsible] for field monitoring activities, [Addition: and][Deletion: including the] 
necessary resources, [Deletion: is] [Addition: are] identified. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Delete ‘primary’ - this term presumes the existence of an inter-organizational 
structure or hierarchy that may not exist. Reworded sentence to allow 
identification of all organizations that conduct field monitoring activities and for 
improved readability. 

Agree in 
Part  

The majority of the requested edits have been 
made to evaluation criterion I.5, formerly 
evaluation criterion I.4. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-18 

I.4  
 
Comment - All organizations with responsibility for field monitoring should be 
identified. Additionally, the capability and resources for field monitoring should be 
identified. The original standard I.7 should be maintained.  

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion I.5, formerly evaluation 
criterion I.4, has been updated to include 
identification of all organizations with responsibility 
for field monitoring activities. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-342 

Evaluation Criteria: I.5 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal  
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
Each organization, where appropriate, provides methods, equipment, and expertise 
to make [Deletion: rapid][Addition: timely] assessments of the actual or potential 
magnitude and locations of [Deletion: any] radiological hazards through liquid or 
gaseous release pathways. [Addition: In addition, provisions are established to 
verify these assessments with field data and compare projections with other 
organizations also performing assessments.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Within the context used, recommend changing ’rapid’ to ‘timely’ as this is a more 
accurate and less subjective term. Delete ‘any’ - this is an unnecessary qualifier. 
 
Recommend including last sentence which is text relocated from criterion I.7 
because this location seems more appropriate. 

Agree in 
Part 

The word “rapid” was replaced with the word 
“timely” in evaluation criterion I.6, formerly 
evaluation criterion I.5.  



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

Planning Standard I Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 160 
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Criterion I.6  
 
The NUREG is written in a way that is specific to cartridge sampling, for example by 
referring to the “collection efficiency of the sample media used.” The wording 
should be revised to acknowledge the potential for alternative technologies that 
may be available or may become available for estimating the airborne iodine 
concentration. This could be addressed by starting that discussion with “If a 
cartridge sample technique is used . . . “  

Rejected 

The language is appropriate for currently 
acceptable methods. Offsite response organizations 
(OROs) and licensees have the ability to apply for 
alternative approaches if they should find another 
technology that is equally or more efficient than 
currently acceptable methods. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-26 

Criterion I.6 
 
The NUREG is written in a way that is specific to cartridge sampling, for example by 
referring to the "collection efficiency of the sample media used." The wording 
should be revised to acknowledge the potential for alternative technologies that 
may be available or may become available for estimating the airborne iodine 
concentration. This could be addressed by starting that discussion with "If a 
cartridge sample technique is used…" 

Rejected 

The language is appropriate for currently 
acceptable methods. Offsite response organizations 
(OROs) and licensees have the ability to apply for 
alternative approaches if they should find another 
technology that is equally or more efficient than 
currently acceptable methods. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-21 

Criterion I.6 
 
The NUREG is written in a way that is specific to cartridge sampling, for example by 
referring to the “collection efficiency of the sample media used.” The wording 
should be revised to acknowledge the potential for alternative technologies that 
may be available or may become available for estimating the airborne iodine 
concentration. This could be addressed by starting that discussion with “If a 
cartridge sample technique is used . . . “ 

Rejected 

The language is appropriate for currently 
acceptable methods. Offsite response organizations 
(OROs) and licensees have the ability to apply for 
alternative approaches if they should find another 
technology that is equally or more efficient than 
currently acceptable methods. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-343 

Evaluation Criteria: I.6 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal  
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
The capability to detect and measure radioiodine concentrations in air in the plume 
exposure pathway EPZ as low as 10-7 µCi/cc (microcuries per cubic centimeter) 
under field conditions is described. [Deletion: The sample collection process takes 
into account the sample flow rate, collection efficiency of the sample media used to 
collect the sample, duration of the sample, counter efficiency, and background 
radiation, including interference from the presence of noble gases.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend removal of the second half of this criterion; this level of detail is not 
appropriate for inclusion in an emergency plan. The implementing techniques for 
performing sample collection and analysis are more appropriately addressed in 
procedures, guidelines or operator aids. Including this detail in an emergency plan 
imposes an unnecessary administrative and regulatory burden. 

Rejected 

The language is appropriate for currently 
acceptable methods. Offsite response organizations 
(OROs) and licensees have the ability to apply for 
alternative approaches if they should find another 
technology that is equally or more efficient than 
currently acceptable methods. 
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Criterion I.7 has been revised to remove the phrase "comparing these estimates 
with protective action guides." In its place now is comparison with current Federal 
Guidance. Has this been modified to reflect the FDA guidance for food? State 
programs may adopt action levels that are more restrictive than the federal 
guidance provided by EPA and FDA particularly for post plume decision making. 
Consider re-wording to reflect more generic comparisons to applicable guidelines. 
 
This criterion also adds the additional requirement to "establish provisions to verify 
dose projections with field data and compare projections with other organizations 
also calculating dose projections. The detailed provisions are described in separate 
Procedures." These added requirements serve no valuable purpose to enhancing 
the response operations or for public health impacts. There will be many 
organizations performing dose projections and calculations. It is unreasonable to 
expect that state agencies will identify all of these organizations and then draft 
detailed procedures on methods for comparison. The NRC, DOE, licensee and 
potentially a number of state and local organizations will all be performing dose 
assessments and calculations with a variety of models. This criterion is too 
encompassing and provides little benefit from the action. Once actual field 
measurements are taken, there is very little value in validating the model. It will be 
a great study after the accident and response operations are completed, but the 
comparison adds very little to the early or intermediate phase of the response. 

Agree in 
Part 

The applicability of evaluation criterion I.8, formerly 
evaluation criterion I.7, was updated to include 
“local” applicability.  In addition, the word “verify” 
was replaced with “validate.”  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-24 

Criterion I.7 has been revised to remove the phrase “comparing these estimates 
with protective action guides”. In its place now is comparison with current Federal 
Guidance. Has this been modified to reflect the FDA guidance for food? State 
programs may adopt action levels that are more restrictive than the federal 
guidance provided by EPA and FDA particularly for post plume decision making. 
Consider re-wording to reflect more generic comparisons to applicable guidelines.  
 
This criterion also adds the requirement to “establish provisions to verify dose 
projections with field data and compare projections with other organizations also 
calculating dose projections. The detailed provisions are described in separate 
Procedures”. The NRC, DOE, licensee and potentially a number of state and local 
organizations will all be performing dose assessments and calculations with a 
variety of models. This criterion could be too encompassing. Limited interagency 
validation should be allowed. Once actual field measurements are taken, there is 
very little value in validating the model.  

Agree in 
Part 

The applicability of evaluation criterion I.8, formerly 
evaluation criterion I.7, was updated to include 
“local” applicability.  In addition, the word “verify” 
was replaced with “validate.”  



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

Planning Standard I Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 162 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-22 

Criterion I.7 has been revised to remove the phrase “comparing these estimates 
with protective action guides”. In its place now is comparison with current Federal 
Guidance. Has this been modified to reflect the FDA guidance for food? State 
programs may adopt action levels that are more restrictive than the federal 
guidance provided by EPA and FDA particularly for post plume decision making. 
This should be reworded to reflect more generic comparisons to applicable 
guidelines. 
 
This criterion also adds the additional requirement to establish provisions to verify 
dose projections with field data and compare projections with other organizations 
also calculating dose projections. The detailed provisions are described in separate 
procedures. These added requirements serve no valuable purpose to enhancing the 
response operations or for public health impacts. There will be many organizations 
that are performing dose projections and calculations. It is unreasonable to expect 
that state agencies will identify all of these organizations and then draft detailed 
procedures on methods for comparison. The NRC, DOE, licensee and potentially a 
number of state and local organizations will all be performing dose assessments 
and calculations with a variety of models. This criterion seems to be too 
encompassing and provides little benefit from the action. Once actual field 
measurements are taken, there is very little value in validating the model. It will be 
a worthwhile study after the accident and response operations are competed, but 
the comparison adds little benefit to the emergency or intermediate phase of the 
response. 

Agree in 
Part 

The applicability of evaluation criterion I.8, formerly 
evaluation criterion I.7, was updated to include 
“local” applicability. In addition, the word “verify” 
was replaced with “validate.”  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-344 

Evaluation Criteria: I.7 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Tribal  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Deletion: A means is established for relating the various measured parameters 
(e.g., exposure rates, contamination levels, and air activity levels) to dose or dose 
rates.] Provisions are made for estimating integrated dose from the projected and 
actual dose rates and for comparing these estimates with current Federal guidance. 
[Deletion: In addition, provisions are established to verify dose projections with 
field data and compare projections with other organizations also calculating dose 
projections.] The detailed provisions are described in [Deletion: separate] 
[Addition: implementing]procedures. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend deleting first sentence and relocating to criterion I.1.d which seems to 
be a more appropriate location. Recommend deleting third sentence and relocating 
to criterion I.5 which seems to be a more appropriate location. Editorial change to 
clarify that the Emergency Plan is not a procedure and that “detailed provisions” 
belong in implementing procedures. 

Agree in 
Part 

The word “separate” was replaced with 
“implementing” in evaluation criterion I.8, formerly 
evaluation criterion I.7. However, the first sentence 
was not relocated since the evaluation criterion is 
applicable to offsite response organizations (OROs) 
as well as licensees.  
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-19 

I.7  
 
Comment - This applies to a local government in a home rule state. Please include 
"local" in the number and applicability column.  

Accepted 
The applicability of evaluation criterion I.8, formerly 
evaluation criterion I.7, has been updated to 
include “local” applicability. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0086-9 

4. Criterion I.8 indicates that it is applicable to locals. Contrary to this when 
mentioning using available resources, the term "local" is not included. Accepted 

Evaluation criterion I.9, formerly evaluation 
criterion I.8, was updated to include “local” and 
“tribal government” resources. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-23 

Criterion I.8 indicates that it is applicable to locals. Contrary to this when 
mentioning using available resources, the term “local” is not included. Accepted 

Evaluation criterion I.9, formerly evaluation 
criterion I.8, was updated to include “local” and 
“tribal government” resources. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-25 

Criterion I.8 indicates that it is applicable to locals. Contrary to this when 
mentioning using available resources, the term “local” is not included.  Accepted 

Evaluation criterion I.9, formerly evaluation 
criterion I.8, was updated to include “local” and 
“tribal government” resources. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-28 

Criterion I.8 The box diagram that indicates the criteria is applicable to local 
organizations. Contrary to this, when mentioning using available resources, the 
term "local" is not included. 
 
I.8 includes a new requirement for field monitoring teams to take "peak plume 
measurements" in order to characterize the plume. The last sentence also directs 
that readings must be taken while "submerged" in the plume. There are several 
issues associated with the addition of this criteria and the wording of the criteria. 
 
a. Including peak readings is not necessary for the development of protective 
actions. 
b. Directing field teams to take peak plume measurements may not be consistent 
with state and local policy for emergency worker self-protection, potentially 
violating the ALARA principles used to develop response guidelines for emergency 
workers. 
c. Submersion in the plume is only necessary for the collection of radioactive iodine 
samples. Peak plume exposure may occur in areas where the plume is elevated 
therefore, submersion is not possible. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion I.9, formerly evaluation 
criterion I.8, was updated to include “local” and 
“tribal government” resources. 



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

Planning Standard I Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 164 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-345 

Evaluation Criteria: I.8 
Applicability: [Deletion: Licensee], State, [Deletion: Local], Tribal  
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
Arrangements to locate and track the airborne radioactive plume are made using 
available resources, which includes Federal, [Deletion: State, and/or Licensee] 
resources. [Deletion: Provisions are made to characterize the plume including 
taking peak plume measurements. Identification of the plume includes determining 
a measurement that is high enough to be reasonably above background radiation 
readings and sufficient enough to indicate submersion within the plume.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Delete Licensee from the applicability for this criterion. The licensee arrangements 
for plume tracking are addressed by criteria I.1.d and I.4. The term ‘State’ is not 
needed in the criterion wording because the criterion is already applicable to a 
State. It is noted that ‘Tribal’ is included under applicability, however, is not 
referenced in the body of the criterion. It is not clear whether this is intentional. 
 
The remainder of the criterion’s first sentence focuses on Federal resources which 
is understood to be the FRMAC. State and Tribal agencies are the primary interface 
point with the FRMAC. For this reason, and because local agencies typically do not 
perform plume tracking, ‘Local’ should be deleted from the applicability for this 
criterion. 
 
Recommend removal of the second half of the criterion as details regarding plume 
characterization are more reflective of procedure level content and so should not 
be detailed here. 

Agree in 
Part 

Local and tribal government resources have been 
added to evaluation criterion I.9, formerly 
evaluation criterion I.8; however, the applicability 
to licensees remains, as the coordination between 
all parties is integral to the process of this 
assessment. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-9 

Page 36 – I.8 “Arrangements to locate and track the airborne radioactive plume are 
made using available resources, which includes Federal, state, and / or licensee 
resources. Provisions are made to characterize the plume including taking peak 
plume measurements. Identification of the plume include determining a 
measurement that is high enough to be reasonably above background radiation 
readings and sufficient enough to indicate submersion within the plume.  
 
- This requirement is same as I.11 in previous revision. However this revision has 
broadened the applicability including the licensee. Which is a positive change but 
as stated in Introduction, NRC is not enforcing the change; how FEMA expect to see 
OROs change plans and procedures without the licensee’s coordination?  

Noted 

Local and tribal government resources have been 
added to evaluation criterion I.9, formerly 
evaluation criterion I.8; however, the applicability 
to licensees remains, as the coordination between 
all parties is integral to the process of this 
assessment.  
 
The intent of updating NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 is 
to better reflect current practices.  The planning 
standards remain the same regardless of the 
version used. A change summary will help in 
comparing the documents and will be provided.  
Furthermore, offsite response organizations (OROs) 
(and NRC licensees/applicants) always have the 
option of developing alternative approaches to the 
evaluation criteria in order to meet the planning 
standards. Regardless, close coordination with the 
licensee will ensure that there are no significant 
gaps or inconsistencies within the onsite and offsite 
emergency plans. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-16 

Page: 36 
Reference Text: I.8 Application to "Local"  
 
Comment: What needs to be in local plans and procedures regarding this criterion?  

Noted 

When a box is colored in and labeled, it indicates 
that the corresponding evaluation criterion may be 
applicable to organizations in that category. 
Although a category box may be highlighted for a 
certain evaluation criterion, there can be exceptions 
or variations to the actual implementation within 
emergency plans. Regarding the specific 
information to be included in plans and procedures, 
that determination should be made by the 
jurisdiction and in conjunction with the FEMA 
Region. Additional and more specific guidance can 
be found in the current edition of the FEMA REP 
Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-14 

Section II, Criterion I.8  
 
The criterion references Federal, State and Utility in its text, but the graphic 
indicates local responsibility as well. The text and graphic need to be consistent.  

Accepted 
Evaluation criterion I.9, formerly evaluation 
criterion I.8, was updated to include “local” and 
“tribal government” resources. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-10 

Page 36 – I.9 “Organizations directly responsible for radiological monitoring, 
analysis, and dose projections describe the capability for coordinating monitoring 
efforts, tracking and trending data, and sharing analytical results with other 
organizations performing radiological assessment functions.  
 
- This requirement looks like a new one that is positive change. However, same as 
I.8 without NRC enforcing this document, getting licensee on board may be 
difficult.  

Noted 

This is a joint NRC/FEMA guidance document, which 
is endorsed by both agencies and applies to offsite 
response organizations (OROs) and NRC 
licensees/applicants.   

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-17 

Page: 36 
Reference Text: I.9: Organizations directly responsible for radiological monitoring, 
analysis, and dose projections describe the capability for coordinating monitoring 
efforts, tracking and trending data, and sharing analytical results with other 
organizations performing radiological assessment functions.  
 
Comment: "Organizations directly responsible" does this mean state radiation labs, 
state field team center(s), state/local field teams, monitoring and decontamination 
sites? All, some, or something else?  
Is this referring to statistical "trend estimation," "trend analysis," or something 
else? Is there a guidance document describing how this is done?  

Noted 

In evaluation criterion I.10, formerly evaluation 
criterion I.9, the “Organizations directly 
responsible” is referring to the response 
organizations as designated by the planners with 
responsibility for “radiological monitoring, analysis, 
and dose projections.” 



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

Planning Standard J Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 167 

Planning Standard J Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 
Comment 
Number Comment Text Comment 

Disposition Adjudication Response 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0068-2 

2. The document appears to have added more specific requirements in Evaluation 
Criteria J and M that would require additional plans and procedures to be 
developed and included in pre-existing plans and procedures, especially for 
recovery phase. And in some cases, procedures for sample and analysis planning 
would now need to be specifically referenced in the plan or included as 
attachments. These appear to be significant changes to this evaluation criterion.  

Noted 

Changes have been made to the evaluation criteria 
for Planning Standards J and M to increase the 
programmatic guidance provided for intermediate 
and long-term recovery planning. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-39 

The document appears to have added more specific requirements in Evaluation 
Criteria J and M that would require plans and procedures that are currently 
developed during an exercise or event to be developed and included in pre-existing 
plans and procedures, especially for the recovery phase. In some cases, procedures 
for sample and analysis planning would now need to be specifically referenced in 
the plan or included as attachments. These appear to be significant changes to this 
evaluation criterion.  

Noted 

Changes have been made to the evaluation criteria 
for Planning Standards J and M to increase the 
programmatic guidance for intermediate and long-
term recovery planning. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-43 

The document appears to have added more specific requirements in Evaluation 
Criteria J and M that would require plans and procedures that are currently 
developed during an exercise or event to be developed and included in pre-existing 
plans and procedures, especially for recovery phase. This appears to be a significant 
change to this evaluation criterion. 

Noted 

Changes have been made to the evaluation criteria 
for Planning Standards J and M to increase the 
programmatic guidance for intermediate and long-
term recovery planning. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-49 

The document appears to have added more specific requirements in Evaluation 
Criteria J and M that would require plans and procedures that are currently 
developed during an exercise or event to be developed and included in pre-existing 
plans and procedures, especially for recovery phase. And in some cases, procedures 
for sample and analysis planning would now need to be specifically referenced in 
the plan or included as attachments. These appear to be significant changes to this 
evaluation criterion. 

Noted 

Changes have been made to the evaluation criteria 
for Planning Standards J and M to increase the 
programmatic guidance for intermediate and long-
term recovery planning. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-346 

Evaluation Criteria: J.1 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
The means and time required to alert, notify, and provide a range of protective 
actions for [Addition: individuals located in the Owner Controlled Area][Deletion: 
onsite individuals and individuals who may be in areas controlled by the licensee 
(including members of the public)] during an incident are described. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommended wording change to terminology commonly used in the industry. 
‘Owner Controlled Area’ is a defined term commonly used in site plans and 
documents. The term ‘Owner Controlled Area’ subsumes ‘onsite individuals and 
individuals who may be in areas controlled by the licensee (including members of 
the public)’. The proposed change simplifies wording and improves clarity and does 
not alter meaning or intent of the criterion. 

Rejected 

The suggested edit changes the intent of the 
evaluation criterion and makes it more restrictive. 
Evaluation criterion J.1 is intended to apply to an 
area larger than the owner controlled area.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-21 

J.1.a and J.3 Please change the word “evacuated” to “relocation or relocated.”  
 
When the media and the public here that the plant evacuated the site it puts an 
unnecessary fear in their minds. It should be: Non-essential personnel have been 
relocated.  
 
The press in all exercises jump on the terminology of “evacuating” the site. 
 
This change is for the sack of the public and the elimination of unnecessary fears 
and questioning. 

Rejected 
The term “relocation” has a particular and well-
defined meaning for the REP Program and its use 
here would be inappropriate. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-347 

Evaluation Criteria: J.3 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Addition: Provisions for r]Radiological monitoring and decontamination, if 
necessary, of personnel evacuated from the site are [Addition: described] 
[Deletion: provided.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommended wording change to better address intent of the criteria. Use of 
‘Provision for’ and ‘described’ are consistent with wording used in other criteria. 

Accepted Evaluation criterion J.3 has been updated for clarity 
and consistency as suggested. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0087-1 

Page 37-41 
 
Current criterion J.12 describes the capability to provide decontamination services 
to evacuees at relocation centers. There is no specific criterion for providing an 
“action level” which would require decontamination of members of the public; 
however, it has been interpreted in the past as being an integral part of J.12. 
Planning standard area K includes similar criteria for emergency workers; however, 
criterion K.5.a specifically states the need for action levels which would determine 
the need for decontamination. In the proposed revision, the current criterion in 
K.5.a has been incorporated into the new criterion K.4; however, it has been 
expanded to include action levels for public decontamination.  
 
It is agreed that it is appropriate to have action levels specified for determining the 
need for decontaminating the public and associated vehicles, personal possessions, 
service animals and pets. However, it is recommended that such criteria be 
incorporated into the proposed J.3. Since the procedures and facilities for 
emergency worker and public monitoring are commonly separate, maintaining 
separate criteria should simplify planning and evaluation. 

Rejected 

Evaluation criterion J.3 is for onsite licensee 
personnel; therefore, consolidation of evaluation 
criteria for the public and offsite emergency 
workers would not be appropriate.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0071-1 

Page: 37-41 
Comment: Current criterion J.12 describes the capability to provide 
decontamination services to evacuees at relocation centers. There is no specific 
criterion for providing an "action level" which would require decontamination of 
members of the public; however, it has been interpreted in the past as being an 
integral part of J.12. Planning standard area K includes similar criteria for 
emergency workers; however, criterion K.5.a specifically states the need for action 
levels which would determine the need for decontamination. In the proposed 
revision, the current criterion in K.5.a has been incorporated into the new criterion 
K.4; however, it has been expanded to include action levels for public 
decontamination.  
 
It is agreed that it is appropriate to have action levels specified for determining the 
need for decontaminating the public and associated vehicles, personal possessions, 
service animals and pets. However, it is recommended that such criteria be 
incorporated into the proposed J.3. Since the procedures and facilities for 
emergency worker and public monitoring are commonly separate, maintaining 
separate criteria should simplify planning and evaluation.  

Rejected 

Evaluation criterion J.3 is for onsite licensee 
personnel; therefore, consolidation of evaluation 
criteria for the public and offsite emergency 
workers would not be appropriate.  



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

Planning Standard J Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 170 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-348 

Evaluation Criteria: J.4 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
The capability to account for all individuals inside the plant Protected Area 
following declaration of a SAE or GE is described. The names of missing individuals 
are ascertained within 30 minutes following the [Addition: notification of 
personnel] [Deletion: emergency declaration] and accountability is maintained 
continuously thereafter. [Addition: The description should address provisions for 
performing accountability under circumstances that would preclude completion 
within 30 minutes due to concerns for personnel safety (e.g., a Hostile Action)]. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
There does not appear to be a regulatory or technical basis for imposing a 
requirement for starting the 30-minute accountability clock with the declaration of 
the emergency. Recommend starting the 30-minute accountability clock at the 
point that personnel are notified. Many sites employ this approach and there have 
been no performance or safety issues identified that would indicate why it is no 
longer acceptable. 
Recommend adding last sentence to address operating experience from Hostile 
Action-Based (HAB) drills and exercises. Given the requirement of 10 CFR 50, 
Appendix E, Section I, and the need to protect plant personnel from security-
related threats and physical attacks, there may be conditions present that would 
prevent the performance of accountability within the normally expected 30-minute 
period. The emergency plan should broadly discuss the key decision-making 
considerations for conducting accountability once HAB protective measures can be 
modified or ended (e.g., after lifting a “duck and cover” order in a post-attack 
environment). For some sites, provisions may also be needed to address severe 
weather conditions. 

Agree in 
Part 

While the suggested edit was not used verbatim, 
evaluation criterion J.4 was updated to take hostile 
action-based incidents under consideration.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-22 

Under J.5 another section should be added for licensee. 
 
Provisions and the process for making Protective action notification to the state 
and local jurisdictions consistent with the EAL, dose projections and Protective 
Action Guidelines are described 

Rejected The concepts the commenter notes are addressed 
within evaluation criteria J.6 and J.9.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-23 

J.6 In the boxes for Applicability add “Locals.” In home rule states this may be the 
responsibility of the locals. Accepted The applicability for evaluation criterion J.6 has 

been updated to include local governments. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-20 

J: Protective Response  
J.6  
 
Comment - This applies to a local government in a home rule state. Please include 
"local" in the number and applicability column.  

Accepted The applicability for evaluation criterion J.6 has 
been updated to include local governments. 



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

Planning Standard J Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 171 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-18 

Page: 37 
Reference Text: J.6: The basis and methodology are established for the 
development of PARs for the responsible OROs, including evacuation, sheltering, 
and, if appropriate, radioprotective drug use, for the plume exposure pathway EPZ.  
 
Comment: This criterion used to reference the EPA PAG Manual and other 
documents, now there is no reference seemingly leaving OROs to choose whatever 
they want.  

Agree in 
Part 

Reference to the currently accepted Federal 
guidance for the development of protective action 
recommendations (PARs) has been added to 
evaluation criterion J.6. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-15 

Section II, Criterion J.6  
 
In this criterion radioprotective drugs are referenced. In other places potassium 
iodide (KI) is specifically referenced. Document should use one term consistently.  

Rejected 

The term "radioprotective drugs" has been used 
consistently throughout the document.  The term 
“potassium iodide (KI)” only appears in the 
language of Planning Standard J, which is regulatory 
text and is not being updated as part of the revision 
to this document, and the glossary.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0086-10 

5. In Criterion J.7 "a site specific protective action strategy .... Developed, 
maintained and coordinated between the licensee and ORO," needs clarification. 
Licensees are responsible for developing and providing protective actions to the 
appropriate decision makers. States are responsible for providing the protective 
action recommendations to the affected jurisdiction if it is a home rule state or 
making their own protective action recommendations for state decision makers. 
Other than NUREG-0654, Supplement 3, there are no other endorsed or federal 
methodologies. FEMA and the NRC have both stated that they are required to use 
Supplement 3. State agencies responsible for the development of protective 
actions recommendations may use methodologies based on state specific rules, 
regulations and practices. A coordinated protective action strategy between the 
licensee and ORO would disregard an independent state assessment. 

Noted 

The intent of evaluation criterion J.7 is for licensees 
and state, local, and tribal governments to develop 
pre-incident, coordinated protective action strategy 
guidance for decision makers. This strategy should 
include factors that may uniquely affect a particular 
emergency planning zone (EPZ) and influence the 
protective action decisions (PADs). 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-29 

Criterion J.7 is somewhat confusing in that it is not clear what "a site specific 
protective action strategy .... Developed, maintained and coordinated between the 
licensee and ORO" exactly means. Licensees are responsible for developing and 
providing protective action recommendations to the appropriate decision makers. 
States are responsible for providing the protective action recommendations to the 
affected jurisdiction if it is a home rule state or making their own protective action 
recommendations for state decision makers. Other than NUREG-0654, Supplement 
3, there are no other endorsed or federal methodologies. It was made fairly clear 
by both FEMA and NRC when the latest version of Supplement 3 was issued that it 
was only applicable to licensees. State agencies responsible for the development of 
protective action recommendations could use methodologies based on state 
specific rules, regulations and practices. 

Noted 

The intent of evaluation criterion J.7 is for licensees 
and state, local, and tribal governments to develop 
pre-incident, coordinated protective action strategy 
guidance for decision makers. This strategy should 
include factors that may uniquely affect a particular 
emergency planning zone (EPZ) and influence the 
protective action decisions (PADs). 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-26 

Criterion J.7 is somewhat confusing in that it is not clear what “a site specific 
protective action strategy …. Developed, maintained and coordinated between the 
licensee and ORO”, exactly means. Licensees are responsible for developing and 
providing protective actions to the appropriate decision makers. States are 
responsible for providing the protective action recommendations to the affected 
jurisdiction if it is a home rule state or making their own protective action 
recommendations for state decision makers. Other than NUREG-0654, Supplement 
3, there are no other endorsed or federal methodologies. It was made fairly clear 
by both FEMA and NRC when the latest version of supplement 3 was issued that it 
was only applicable to licensees. State agencies responsible for the development of 
protective actions recommendations could use methodologies based on state 
specific rules, regulations and practices.  

Noted 

The intent of evaluation criterion J.7 is for licensees 
and state, local, and tribal governments to develop 
pre-incident, coordinated protective action strategy 
guidance for decision makers. This strategy should 
include factors that may uniquely affect a particular 
emergency planning zone (EPZ) and influence the 
protective action decisions (PADs).  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-24 

Criterion J.7 is somewhat confusing in that it is not clear what “a site specific 
protective action strategy 
 
.... Developed, maintained and coordinated between the licensee and ORO”, 
exactly means. Licensees are responsible for developing and providing protective 
action recommendations to the appropriate decision makers. States are 
responsible for providing the protective action recommendations to the affected 
jurisdiction if it is a home rule state or making their own protective action 
recommendations for state decision makers. Other than NUREG-0654, Supplement 
3, there are no other endorsed or federal methodologies. It was made fairly clear 
by both FEMA and NRC when the latest version of Supplement 3 was issued that it 
was only applicable to licensees. State agencies responsible for the development of 
protective actions recommendations could use methodologies based on state 
specific rules, regulations and practices. 

Noted 

The intent of evaluation criterion J.7 is for licensees 
and state, local, and tribal governments to develop 
pre-incident, coordinated protective action strategy 
guidance for decision makers. This strategy should 
include factors that may uniquely affect a particular 
emergency planning zone (EPZ) and influence the 
protective action decisions (PADs). 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-349 

Evaluation Criteria: J.7 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
A site-specific protective action strategy, informed by the ETE study, is developed, 
maintained, and coordinated between the licensee and OROs. Currently accepted 
and/ or endorsed Federal [Addition: guidance is 
considered][Deletion:.methodologies are used.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend changing ‘Federal methodologies are used’ to ‘Federal guidance is 
considered’ to better reflect how Federal-level documents are used to 
guide/inform the development of protection action strategies. ‘Are used’ implies 
that methodologies in guidance documents are requirements. 

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion J.7 is for licensees 
and state, local, and tribal governments to develop 
pre-incident, coordinated protective action strategy 
guidance for decision makers. This strategy should 
include factors that may uniquely affect a particular 
emergency planning zone (EPZ) and influence the 
protective action decisions (PADs).   
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-21 

J.7  
 
Comment - Identify the methodology that should be used when creating a site-
specific protective action strategy.  

Rejected 

The current Federal guidance referenced here is 
Supplement 3 to NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1. 
No specific references were included to ensure the 
timelessness of the document. If there is any 
question about which document is being 
referenced, Section III: Resources and/or the FEMA 
regional offices should be consulted. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-11 

Page 37 – J.7 “A site-specific protective action strategy, informed by the ETE study, 
is developed, maintained, and coordinated between the licensee and OROs. 
Currently accepted and/or endorsed Federal methodologies are used.”  
 
- The only document that I am aware of describing a site-specific protective action 
strategy is “NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1, Supplement 3, “Criteria for 
Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological Emergency Response Plans and 
Preparedness in Support of Nuclear Power Plants – Guidance for Protective Action 
Strategies” (October 2011). The requirement described in J.7 indicating NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1, Supplement 3 should be accepted? What happens if one 
of OROs decides not to go along with this document recommendation?  

Noted 

The intent of evaluation criterion J.7 is for licensees 
and state, local, and tribal governments to develop 
pre-incident, coordinated protective action strategy 
guidance for decision makers. This strategy should 
include factors that may uniquely affect a particular 
emergency planning zone (EPZ) and influence the 
protective action decisions (PADs). 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-350 

Evaluation Criteria: J.9 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
PARs are provided [Deletion: directly] to the designated ORO(s) responsible for 
making protective action decisions (PADs) within the plume exposure pathway EPZ. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommended removal of the term ‘directly’ as it is unnecessarily restrictive and 
arbitrary. Licensees and OROs have developed diverse methods for transmitting 
PARs. There are examples in which a State receives the information from the 
licensee, and then provide the PAR information to the local municipalities who are 
responsible for making the PAD based on their knowledge of local conditions. 
Communications arrangements are a negotiated item between licensees and OROs. 
As long as the timing aspects of PARs and PADs are acceptable, and the appropriate 
decisions are made, there is no need to, or basis for, imposing requirements on 
information flowpaths. 

Rejected 

The word "directly" is purposely used to signify that 
the offsite response organizations (OROs) 
responsible for making protective action decisions 
(PADs) are receiving the information.   

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-22 

J.9  
 
Comment - Eliminates "prompt notification" from current NUREG language. 
"Prompt notification" should remain as it is in existing language because it conveys 
the urgency for notifications made directly to the offsite authorities responsible for 
implementing protective measures to protect the health and safety of the public 
living in the vicinity of an NPP.  

Agree in 
Part 

“In a timely manner" has been added to evaluation 
criterion J.9 to convey the needed level of urgency.  
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-23 

J.10  
 
Comment - Remove vague wording "based upon current Federal guidance". Include 
title reference to the specific federal guidance which implementation is to be 
based.  

Rejected 

In order to preserve the timelessness of NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1, specific references to other 
documents in the evaluation criteria were avoided. 
This was done in an effort to minimize the need to 
update this document (i.e., any specifically 
referenced guidance would force revision to this 
document if it was ever updated). Section III 
contains an “Authorities and References” section 
that provides more specific references for use in 
conjunction with NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-24 

Under J.11 someplace: Maps having pre-identified sampling points or monitoring 
routes, wind direction and plume location. Post plume maps showing projected 
deposition footprint and actual footprint after measuring and sampling. 

Rejected The process to address sampling locations is 
addressed in evaluation criteria I.9 and I.10. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-351 

Evaluation Criteria: J.11.b 
Applicability: [Deletion: Licensee], State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
Maps, tables, or other information showing population distribution around the 
nuclear facility by evacuation areas. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend removal of “Licensee” from applicability. This information is included 
in the ETE for licensees and is therefore addressed by criterion J.8. 

 Rejected 

The applicability to "Licensee" remains for 
evaluation criterion J.10.b, formerly evaluation 
criterion J.11.b, as this information still needs to be 
accounted for as described. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0062-3 

Criterion J.11.f and J.13 state that the means for registering, monitoring, and 
decontaminating evacuees, service animals, pets, vehicles, and possessions at 
reception centers are to be described. Additional guidance and clarification on the 
monitoring and decontamination of service animals and pets is needed. 

Noted 

The intent of evaluation criteria J.11.d, previously 
evaluation criterion J.11.f, and J.13 is to ensure that 
there are plans to address the fact that those 
evacuating will bring service animals and pets to 
reception and monitoring/decontamination 
centers. Standards and guidance on how to monitor 
and decontaminate service animals and pets are 
being addressed by other Federal agencies and will 
be referenced in the FEMA REP Program Manual 
(RPM) once finalized.  
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-24 

J.11.f  
 
Comment - Eliminate wording "and pets". Arrangements for handling pets should 
be separated out from language for humans and service animals. Pet shelter 
operations should be independent and clearly distinguish roles and responsibilities 
of the human shelter vs. animal housing and care. The majority of emergency mass 
care shelters, notably American Red Cross shelters, require animal shelters to be 
physically separate from human shelters. With the exception of service animals, 
state health and safety regulations generally do not permit humans and pets to be 
sheltered in the same room.  

Noted 

The intent of evaluation criterion J.11.d, previously 
evaluation criterion J.11.f, is to ensure that plans 
address the fact that those evacuating will bring 
service animals and pets to reception and 
monitoring/decontamination centers.  Evaluation 
criterion J.11.d does not specify that shelters for 
animals need to be co-located with shelters for 
humans. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-25 

J.11.f add at the end: are identified and described. Rejected This is addressed in evaluation criterion J.11. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-26 

J.11.g and J 11.i add “are described” at the end. Rejected This is addressed in evaluation criterion J.11. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-25 

J.11.i  
 
Comment- Spell out Site Area Emergency. Don't use acronym "SAE".  

Rejected 
This acronym is spelled out previously in the 
document (header of Table B-1) as well as in the 
Abbreviation and Acronyms section. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-27 

Criterion J.12 states:  
 
Protective actions to be used for the ingestion exposure pathway EPZ are specified, 
including the methods for protecting the public from consumption of contaminated 
foodstuffs.  
 
Protective actions for the ingestion pathway are developed based upon the input 
and analysis of a team of assessment scientists that includes personnel from the 
federal government agencies at the FRMAC. Ingestion Pathway PARs will also be 
influenced by the expertise and guidance of the Advisory Team. The scenario and 
circumstances for any accident sequence are unique and PARs for the intermediate 
phase will really depend on accident specific data and assessment. It will be difficult 
to specify, as the criterion states, in plans the details of the methods that will be 
used since they will be uniquely developed for a specific accident. Generally 
speaking, ingestion pathway PARs can be discussed but with no greater detail than 
is provided within federal guidance documents issued by EPA and FDA. Again this is 
a situation where the applicability of the criterion is best suited for a combination 
of state and federal agencies working together. 

Rejected 

Evaluation criterion J.12 does not contain any new 
requests for information and is similar to evaluation 
criterion J.11 in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1. 
Additional detail will be provided in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-30 

Criterion J.12 states: 
Protective actions to be used for the ingestion exposure pathway EPZ are specified, 
including the methods for protecting the public from consumption of contaminated 
foodstuffs. 
 
Protective actions for the ingestion pathway are developed based upon the input 
and analysis of a team of assessment scientists that includes personnel from the 
federal government agencies at the FRMAC. Ingestion Pathway PARs will also be 
influenced by the expertise and guidance of the Advisory Team. The scenario and 
circumstances for any accident sequence are unique and PARs for the intermediate 
phase will really depend on accident specific data and assessment. It will be difficult 
to discuss in any procedure the details of the methods that will be used since they 
will be uniquely developed for a specific accident. Generally speaking, ingestion 
pathway PARs can be discussed but with no greater detail than is provided within 
federal guidance documents issued by BPA and FDA. Again this is a situation where 
the applicability of the criterion is best suited for a combination of state and federal 
agencies working together 

Rejected 

Evaluation criterion J.12 does not contain any new 
requests for information and is similar to evaluation 
criterion J.11 in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1. 
Additional detail will be provided in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-25 

Criterion J.12 states: 
 
Protective actions to be used for the ingestion exposure pathway EPZ are specified, 
including the methods for protecting the public from consumption of contaminated 
foodstuffs. 
 
Protective actions for the ingestion pathway are developed taking into account the 
input and analysis of a team of assessment scientists that includes personnel from 
the federal government agencies at the FRMAC. Ingestion Pathway PARs will also 
be influenced by the expertise and guidance of the Advisory Team. The scenario 
and circumstances for any accident sequence are unique and PARs for the 
intermediate phase will depend upon accident specific data and assessment. It will 
be difficult to discuss in any procedure the details of the methods that will be used 
since they will be uniquely developed for a specific accident. Generally speaking, 
ingestion pathway PARs can be discussed but with no greater detail than is 
provided within federal guidance documents issued by EPA and FDA. Again this is a 
situation where the applicability of the criterion is best suited for a combination of 
state and federal agencies working together. 

Rejected 

Evaluation criterion J.12 does not contain any new 
requests for information and is similar to evaluation 
criterion J.11 in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1. 
Additional detail will be provided in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-26 

J. 12  
 
Protective actions to be used for the ingestion exposure pathway EPZ are specified, 
including the methods for protecting the public from consumption of contaminated 
foodstuffs.  
 
Comment - As worded, the new language is too vague. It eliminates specific details 
from existing language. Retain the language in the current NUREG. 

Rejected 

The language of evaluation criterion J.12 was 
broadened to allow for flexibility. Additional detail 
will be provided in the FEMA Radiological 
Emergency Preparedness (REP) Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-24 

J.12.d  
 
- Means for identifying and protecting access/functional needs groups such as 
transportations-dependent residents and those within special facilities or 
correctional facilities whose mobility may be impaired, or residents who would 
have difficulty in implementing protective measures without assistance. These 
means include notification and support and assistance in implementing protective 
measures where appropriate. What is support and assistance? Are we supposed to 
respond to help them shelter in place? We already provide evacuation assistance 
under the current regulation.  

Noted 

There is no evaluation criterion J.12.d; this 
comment is more appropriate to evaluation 
criterion J.11.a. The intent of evaluation criterion 
J.11.a is to identify those individuals and facilities 
that may need additional assistance and ensure 
their needs are accounted for in the emergency 
plans.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-25 

J.12.j  
 
- Identification of and means for dealing with potential impediments to use of 
evacuation routes (e.g., seasonal impassability of roads) and contingency measures. 
Plans describe resources available to clear impediments and responsibility for re-
routing traffic, as necessary; We do not believe that it is necessary to list towing 
companies and capabilities in REP plans. Law enforcement already has quick clear 
accident procedures in place and resources to manage them.  

Rejected 

There is no evaluation criterion J.12.j; this comment 
is more appropriate to evaluation criterion J.11.f. 
The intent of evaluation criterion J.11.f is to ensure 
that the capability to clear impediments is 
addressed. References to other plans/procedures 
may be used within the emergency plan to address 
this evaluation criterion. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-28 

Criterion J.13 states:  
 
The means for registering, monitoring, and decontaminating evacuees, service 
animals, pets, vehicles, and possessions at reception centers in host areas is 
described. The personnel and equipment available are capable of monitoring 20 
percent of the plume exposure pathway EPZ population, including transients, 
assigned to each facility within a 12 hour period.  
 
The following definition is from the glossary:  
 
Pet: a domesticated animal, such as a dog, cat, bird, rabbit, rodent, or turtle that is 
traditionally kept in the home for pleasure rather than for commercial purposes, 
can travel in commercial carriers, and be housed in temporary facilities. Household 
pets do not include reptiles (except turtles), amphibians, fish, insects/arachnids, 
farm animals (including horses), and animals kept for racing purposes.  
 
The potential issues and liabilities that will arise in attempting to monitor and 
decontaminate even the limited list of pets in the criteria are significant. This 
requirement may also substantially increase potential for personal injury to 
emergency workers and staff at reception centers due to the unpredictability of the 
potentially wide range of animals that could arrive as pets. Additionally, if the types 
of animals considered pets in the criteria are required to be monitored, that 
creates the likely scenario that people will bring “pets” that are not on the list as 
well. The rationale will most likely be that perhaps you just had not considered 
their particular “pet” in developing evacuation plans. This could cause serious 
concerns and safety issues at reception centers for staff and other evacuees. The 
requirement has not been well thought through and sufficient guidance is not 
provided for the development of “best practices”. This criterion should not be 
included at this time.  

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion J.13 is to ensure 
that there are plans to address the fact that those 
evacuating will bring service animals and pets to 
reception centers.  Standards and guidance on how 
to monitor and decontaminate service animals and 
pets are being addressed by other Federal agencies 
and will be referenced in the FEMA REP Program 
Manual (RPM) once finalized. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-31 

Criterion J.13 states: 
The means for registering, monitoring, and decontaminating evacuees, service 
animals, pets, vehicles, and possessions at reception centers in host areas is 
described. The personnel and equipment available are capable of monitoring 20 
percent of the plume exposure pathway EPZ population, including transients, 
assigned to each facility within a 12 hour period. 
 
The following definition is from the glossary: 
 
Pet: a domesticated animal, such as a dog, cat, bird, rabbit, rodent, or turtle that is 
traditionally kept in the home for pleasure rather than for commercial purposes, 
can travel in commercial carriers, and be housed in temporary facilities. Household 
pets do not include reptiles (except turtles), amphibians, fish, insects/arachnids, 
farm animals (including horses), and animals kept for racing purposes. 
 
The requirement for monitoring pets should be removed from this criteria and the 
document. The potential issues and liabilities that will arise in attempting to 
monitor and decontaminate even the limited list of pets in the criteria are 
significant. This requirement may also substantially increase potential for personal 
injury to emergency workers and staff at reception centers due to the 
unpredictability of the potentially wide range of animals that could arrive as pets. 
Additionally, if the types of animals considered pets in the criteria are required to 
be monitored, that creates the likely scenario that people will bring "pets" that are 
not on the list as well. Pet owners will likely present the rational that perhaps you 
just had not considered their particular "pet" in developing evacuation plans. This 
could cause serious concerns and safety issues at reception centers for staff and 
other evacuees. The requirement has not been well thought through and sufficient 
guidance has not been provided for the development of "best practices." This 
criterion should not be included at this time. 

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion J.13 is to ensure 
that there are plans to address the fact that those 
evacuating will bring service animals and pets to 
reception centers. Standards and guidance on how 
to monitor and decontaminate service animals and 
pets are being addressed by other Federal agencies 
and will be referenced in the FEMA REP Program 
Manual (RPM) once finalized. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-26 

Criterion J.13 states: 
 
The means for registering, monitoring, and decontaminating evacuees, service 
animals, pets, vehicles, and possessions at reception centers in host areas is 
described. The personnel and equipment available are capable of monitoring 20 
percent of the plume exposure pathway EPZ population, including transients, 
assigned to each facility within a 12 hour period. 
 
The following definition is from the glossary: 
 
Pet: a domesticated animal, such as a dog, cat, bird, rabbit, rodent, or turtle that is 
traditionally kept in the home for pleasure rather than for commercial purposes, 
can travel in commercial carriers, and be housed in temporary facilities. Household 
pets do not include reptiles (except turtles), amphibians, fish, insects/arachnids, 
farm animals (including horses), and animals kept for racing purposes. 
 
The requirement for monitoring pets should be removed from this criteria and the 
document. The potential issues and liabilities that will arise in attempting to 
monitor and decontaminate even the limited list of pets in the criteria are 
significant. This requirement may also substantially increase potential for personal 
injury to emergency workers and staff at reception centers due to the 
unpredictability of the potentially wide range of animals that could arrive as pets. 
Additionally, if the types of animals considered pets in the criteria are required to 
be monitored, that creates the likely scenario that people will bring “pets” that are 
not on the list as well. The rational will most likely be that perhaps you just had not 
considered their particular “pet” in developing evacuation plans. This could cause 
serious concerns and safety issues at reception centers for staff and other 
evacuees. The requirement has not been well thought through and sufficient 
guidance is not provided for the development of “best practices”. This criterion 
should not be included at this time. 

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion J.13 is to ensure 
that there are plans to address the fact that those 
evacuating will bring service animals and pets to 
reception centers. Standards and guidance on how 
to monitor and decontaminate service animals and 
pets are being addressed by other Federal agencies 
and will be referenced in the FEMA REP Program 
Manual (RPM) once finalized. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-27 

J.13  
 
– Protective measures to be used for the ingestion pathway are specified, including 
the methods for protecting the public from consumption of contaminated 
foodstuffs. This includes criteria for deciding whether dairy animals should be put 
on stored feed. The plan identifies procedures for detecting contamination, for 
estimating the dose commitment consequences of uncontrolled ingestion, and for 
imposing protection procedures such as impoundment, decontamination, 
processing, decay, product diversion, and preservation. Maps, tables, or charts for 
recording survey and monitoring data, key land use data (e.g., farming), dairies, 
food processing plants, watersheds, water supply intake and treatment plants, and 
reservoirs are maintained. If these maps, tables, or charts are not written directly 
into the plan, the plan references their availability and location and plan for their 
use. Maps start at the facility and include the entire 50-mile ingestion pathway EPZ. 
Up-to-date lists of the name and location of all facilities which regularly process 
milk products and other large amounts of food or agricultural products originating 
in the ingestion pathway Emergency Planning Zone, but located elsewhere, are 
maintained. Plans include methodology for designating areas of concerns where 
monitoring and sampling will be implemented and for the collection of agricultural 
samples. How would you estimate the dose commitment consequences of 
uncontrolled ingestion, if its uncontrolled it is not possible to estimate? The process 
for imposing protection procedures such as impoundment, decontamination, 
processing, decay, product diversion, and preservation is extremely complicated 
and scientific and cannot be described readily in plans and there is no federal 
guidance and or standards to follow for this. Up-to-date lists of the name and 
location of all facilities which regularly process milk products and other large 
amounts of food or agricultural products originating in the ingestion pathway 
Emergency Planning Zone, but located elsewhere, are maintained. It is not practical 
to conduct farm by farm tracing for processing of all agricultural products in the 
EPZ or IPZ in advance of an incident.  

Rejected 

This comment is not applicable to the version of the 
document posted for public comment. Contact was 
made with the commenter to confirm that this 
comment was intended for a previous draft. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-27 

J.13  
 
Comment - The means for decontaminating evacuees and service animals at 
reception centers should be distinct from pets, vehicles, and possessions. Pet 
monitoring and decontamination is not a protective action. The priority for 
monitoring and decontamination should be the public. Pet monitoring and 
decontamination take special planning and resources and should only be 
implemented when the public health has been addressed.  

Noted 

The intent of evaluation criterion J.13 is to ensure 
that there are plans to address the fact that those 
evacuating will bring service animals and pets to 
reception centers. Standards and guidance on how 
to monitor and decontaminate service animals and 
pets are being addressed by other Federal agencies 
and will be referenced in the FEMA REP Program 
Manual (RPM) once finalized. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-27 

J.13 would be better placed after J.11.f.  Rejected 

Evaluation criterion J.11 and its sub-criteria address 
the implementation of protective actions whereas 
evaluation criterion J.13 addresses the registration, 
monitoring, and decontamination of evacuees, 
service animals, pets, vehicles, and possessions.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-12 

Page 39 – J.13 “The means for registering, monitoring, and decontaminating 
evacuees, service animals, pets, vehicles, and possessions at reception centers in 
host area described. The personnel and equipment available are capable of 
monitoring 20 percent of the plume exposure pathway EPZ population, including 
transients, assigned to each facility within a 12-hour period.”  
 
- This is extension from J.12 from previous revision. Monitoring and 
Decontamination of pets, vehicles, and possessions were not included until this 
point. Does FEMA expect to publish some kind of guidance document to deal with 
this issue?  

Noted 

The intent of evaluation criterion J.13 is to ensure 
that there are plans to address the fact that those 
evacuating will bring service animals and pets to 
reception centers. Standards and guidance on how 
to monitor and decontaminate service animals and 
pets are being addressed by other Federal agencies 
and will be referenced in the FEMA REP Program 
Manual (RPM) once finalized. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-29 

Criterion J.14 a through f.  
 
All of the criteria within this section are related to relocation actions. Relocation of 
individuals will be based upon the input and analysis of a team of assessment 
scientists that includes personnel from the federal government agencies at the 
FRMAC. Relocation PARs and access control will also be influenced by the expertise 
and guidance of the Advisory Team. The scenario and circumstances for any 
accident sequence are unique and PARs for relocation will really depend on 
accident specific data and assessment. It will be difficult to discuss in any procedure 
the details of the methods that will be used since they will be uniquely developed 
for a specific accident. Generally speaking, relocation PARs can be discussed but 
with no greater detail than is provided within federal guidance documents issued 
by EPA and FDA. Again this is a situation where the applicability of the criterion is 
best suited for a combination of state and federal agencies working together.  

Rejected 

These evaluation criteria are not new; they were 
moved from Planning Standard M as relocation is a 
protective action and therefore more appropriately 
addressed under Planning Standard J. The level of 
detail needed to satisfy the evaluation criteria can 
be broad enough to allow for situational-dependent 
actions and decisions; however, offsite response 
organizations (OROs) should consider and plan for 
relocation activities. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-27 

Criterion J.14 a through f. 
 
All of the criteria within this section are related to relocation actions. Relocation of 
individuals will be based upon the input and analysis of a team of assessment 
scientists that includes personnel from the federal government agencies at the 
FRMAC. Relocation PARs and access control will also be influenced by the expertise 
and guidance of the Advisory Team. The scenario and circumstances for any 
accident sequence are unique and PARs for relocation will really depend on 
accident specific data and assessment. It will be difficult to discuss in any procedure 
the details of the methods that will be used since they will be uniquely developed 
for a specific accident. Generally speaking, relocation PARs can be discussed but 
with no greater detail than is provided within federal guidance documents issued 
by EPA and FDA. Again this is a situation where the applicability of the criterion is 
best suited for a combination of state and federal agencies working together. 

Rejected 

These evaluation criteria are not new; they were 
moved from Planning Standard M as relocation is a 
protective action and therefore more appropriately 
addressed under Planning Standard J. The level of 
detail needed to satisfy the evaluation criteria can 
be broad enough to allow for situational-dependent 
actions and decisions; however, offsite response 
organizations (OROs) should consider and plan for 
relocation activities. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-32 

Criterion J.14 a through f. 
 
All of the criteria within this section are related to relocation actions. Relocation of 
individuals will be based upon the input and analysis of a team of assessment 
scientists that includes personnel from the federal government agencies at the 
FRMAC. Relocation PARs and access control will also be influenced by the expertise 
and guidance of the Advisory Team. The scenario and circumstances for any 
accident sequence are unique and PARs for relocation will therefore depend on 
accident specific data and assessment. It will be difficult to discuss in any procedure 
the details of the methods that will be used since they will be uniquely developed 
for a specific accident. Generally speaking, relocation PARs can be discussed but 
with no greater detail than is provided within federal guidance documents issued 
by EPA and FDA. Again this is a situation where the applicability of the criterion is 
best suited for a combination of state and federal agencies working together. 

Rejected 

These evaluation criteria are not new; they were 
moved from Planning Standard M as relocation is a 
protective action and therefore more appropriately 
addressed under Planning Standard J. The level of 
detail needed to satisfy the evaluation criteria can 
be broad enough to allow for situational-dependent 
actions and decisions; however, offsite response 
organizations (OROs) should consider and plan for 
relocation activities. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-28 

J.14. The term “restricted area” is not defined. Change it to “areas exceeding the 
EPA relocation Protective Action Guide.” 

Agree in 
Part 

A definition for "restricted area" has been added to 
the glossary. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-29 

J.14..... General provisions for monitoring and decontamination of emergency 
workers, individuals, equipment and vehicles entering and exiting the restricted 
areas and the implementation of exposure control are described. 

Rejected This issue is addressed in evaluation criterion K.4. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-13 

Page 39 – J.14 “General plans for the removal or continued exclusion of individuals 
form restricted areas are developed. Relocation plans include:”  
 
- This requirement seems to be a new one. Is this requirement different than 
requirements found in Planning Standard M? Any implementation guide available?  

Noted 

These evaluation criteria are not new; they were 
moved from Planning Standard M as relocation is a 
protective action and therefore more appropriately 
addressed under Planning Standard J. The level of 
detail needed to satisfy the evaluation criteria can 
be broad enough to allow for situational-dependent 
actions and decisions; however, offsite response 
organizations (OROs) should consider and plan for 
relocation activities. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-28 

J.14.a  
 
Comment - This is not a capability; this is direction to other guidance. What 
guidance is this referring to? And which part of which guidance are we to be held to 
in demonstrations? Eliminate vague wording (for implementing current Federal 
guidance). Retain the language in the current NUREG.  

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion J.14.a is to 
describe the process through which the current 
Federal guidance for relocation will be 
implemented. The current Federal guidance 
referenced here is the protective action guides 
(PAGs) from the EPA PAG Manual. No specific 
reference is included to ensure the timelessness of 
the document. If there is any question about which 
document is being referenced, Section III: 
Resources and/or the FEMA regional offices should 
be consulted.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-14 

Page 39 – J.14.a “Process for implementing current Federal guidance for 
relocation”  
 
- What is the current Federal guidance for relocation?  

Noted 

The current Federal guidance referenced in 
evaluation criterion J.14.a is the protective action 
guides (PAGs) from EPA PAG Manual. If there is any 
question about which document is being 
referenced, Section III: Resources and/or the FEMA 
regional offices should be consulted. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-26 

J.15.d  
 
- Control of access to and egress from relocation areas and plans for providing 
security of depopulated areas; The term depopulated should not be used and 
evacuation and/or relocation areas should be used. We do not depopulate areas!  

Accepted 
This comment seems more appropriate for 
evaluation criterion J.14.d. The word “depopulated” 
was replaced with “evacuated.” 



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

Planning Standard K Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 185 

Planning Standard K Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 
Comment 
Number Comment Text Comment 

Disposition Adjudication Response 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-352 

Evaluation Criteria: K.1 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
The radiation protection [Addition: controls][Deletion:program] for emergency 
workers to be implemented during emergencies [Addition: are][Deletion: is] 
described. The[Addition:se controls][Deletion: is program] address[Deletion:es] the 
following aspects: 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend replacing the word ‘program’ with ‘controls’. There may not a stand-
alone program which addresses all aspects of radiation protection for emergency 
workers. Rather, controls from one or more programs may be used during an 
emergency (e.g., controls from the Radiation Protection Program and others 
specified in the Emergency Preparedness Program). The salient point for the 
purpose of this criterion is describing the radiation protection controls employed 
during an emergency. 
Recommend the term ‘emergency worker’ be added to the glossary to ensure 
consistent application throughout the document. 

Accepted 

Evaluation criterion K.1 has been updated to state: 
“The radiation protection controls for emergency 
workers to be implemented during emergencies are 
described. These controls address the following 
aspects:”. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-353 

Evaluation Criteria: K.1.a 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Onsite [Addition: emergency] exposure guidelines, [Deletion: including limits for 
internal and external radiation contamination], for emergency workers consistent 
with their assigned duties and current Federal guidance and the conditions under 
which the [Deletion: emergency controls] [Addition: guidelines] apply. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Added ‘emergency’ to clarify that the criterion applies to onsite exposure 
guidelines that are implemented during a declared emergency (i.e., non-emergency 
guidelines need not be described in the emergency plan). 
Deleted ‘including limits for internal and external radiation contamination’ as these 
elements are subsumed by the use of ‘emergency exposure guidelines’. 
Editorial change to improve clarity - the sentence subject should remain consistent 
by not substituting “emergency controls’ for ‘guidelines’. 

Accepted 

Evaluation criterion K.1.a has been updated to 
state: “Onsite emergency exposure guidelines for 
emergency workers consistent with their assigned 
duties and current Federal guidance and the 
conditions under which the guidelines apply.” 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-354 

Evaluation Criteria: K.1.b 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
The capability to monitor emergency worker exposures (i.e., total effective dose 
equivalent [TEDE]) at the time of exposure when direct measurement of the TEDE 
components is not feasible. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
No recommendation for alternate approach or wording. 
Recommend the term ‘emergency worker’ be added to the glossary to ensure 
consistent application throughout the document. 

Agree in 
Part  

The term "emergency worker (offsite)" has been 
added to the glossary. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-33 

Criterion K.1.c (Licensee requirement).  
 
"Continuously" monitor and assess radiation received by emergency workers. In 
the digital age, continuous really means continuous. It is therefore necessary to 
explain the goal. Do exposure rates really need to be "continuously monitored in 
real time," for example, by using wireless telemetry? If the goal is to have alarming 
dosimeters, that should be stated directly. 
 
NOTE: The NUREG-0654 glossary provides the definition as: 
 
Continuous: action carried out without stopping or interruption. 

Agree in 
Part 

The term "continuously" has been removed and 
“…for the duration of the incident” has been added 
to the end of the sentence. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-30 

Criterion K.1.c (Licensee requirement).  
 
“Continuously monitor and assess radiation received by emergency workers. In the 
digital age, continuous really means continuous. It is therefore necessary to explain 
the goal. Do exposure rates really need to be “continuously monitored in real 
time,” for example, by using wireless telemetry? If the goal is to have alarming 
dosimeters, that should be stated directly.  
 
NOTE: The NUREG-0654 glossary provides the definition as:  
 
Continuous: action carried out without stopping or interruption.  

Agree in 
Part 

The term "continuously" has been removed and 
“…for the duration of the incident” has been added 
to the end of the sentence. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-28 

Criterion K.1.c (Licensee requirement).  
“Continuously monitor and assess radiation received by emergency workers. In the 
digital age, continuous really means continuous. It is therefore necessary to explain 
what the goal. Do exposure rates really need to be “continuously monitored in real 
time”? For example, by using wireless telemetry? If the goal is to have alarming 
dosimeters, that should be stated directly. 
 
NOTE: The NUREG-0654 glossary provides the definition as: 
 
Continuous: action carried out without stopping or interruption. 

Agree in 
Part 

The term "continuously" has been removed and 
“…for the duration of the incident” has been added 
to the end of the sentence. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-355 

Evaluation Criteria: K.1.c 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
The capability to [Deletion: continuously] monitor and assess the radiation doses 
received by emergency workers. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend deletion of the word ‘continuously.’ This term implies the use of 
telemetry technology. Industry and ORO OE indicates that the monitoring of 
emergency worker doses can be effectively accomplished without the use of 
telemetry. 

Agree in 
Part 

The term "continuously" has been removed and 
“…for the duration of the incident” has been added 
to the end of the sentence. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-356 

Evaluation Criteria: K.1.e 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
The capability to decontaminate emergency workers,[Addition: ]and, equipment., 
[Deletion : vehicles, and other material.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend removal ‘vehicles and other material’ - these items are subsumed by 
the term ‘equipment’. Also, ‘other material’ is an undefined and subjective term; its 
inclusion in the criterion could lead to confusion. 
Recommend the term ‘emergency worker’ be added to the glossary to ensure 
consistent application throughout the document. 

Agree in 
Part 

The term "other material" has been removed from 
evaluation criterion K.1.e to avoid confusion. The 
term “emergency worker (offsite)” has been added 
to the glossary. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-30 

K.2  
The references to exposure and dose limits set forth in 10 CFR 20 or 29 may not 
directly apply to the OROs. The reference should be modified or a new section 
added to include the dose limits as specified by the EPA for emergency workers and 
the general public. 

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion K.2 is to ensure 
those workers who are both part of the radiological 
response to an incident at a nuclear power plant as 
well as an occupational worker, factor in their 
occupational exposure when accumulating 
exposure for emergency activities.  
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-15 

Page 40 – K.2  
“Individual(s) that can authorize personnel to receive radiation doses in excess of 
the occupational dose limit in accordance with the minimum standards set forth in 
10 CFR Part 20 or 29 CFR 1910.1096, as applicable to the organization, are 
identified by the title/position. Such authorizations are documented. - This criterion 
is applicable to licensee, state, local, and tribal and talking about occupational dose 
limit. Everyone working for licensee should be occupational radiation worker and 
occupational dose limit is applicable to them. In state and local, some of the 
responders could be radiation worker and occupational dose limit is applicable and 
for some they are not radiation workers and use the emergency worker limit is 
applicable. Is this requirement only applicable to radiation workers whose dose is 
monitored regular basis?  

Noted 

The intent of evaluation criterion K.2 is to ensure 
those workers who are both part of the radiological 
response to an incident at a nuclear power plant as 
well as an occupational worker, factor in their 
occupational exposure when accumulating 
exposure for emergency activities.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-16 

Section II, Criterion K.2  
 
This criterion refers to occupational does limits. Occupational dose limits do not 
apply during the emergency/plume phase. Needs to reference EPA emergency 
worker limits.  

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion K.2 is to ensure 
those workers who are both part of the radiological 
response to an incident at a nuclear power plant as 
well as an occupational worker, factor in their 
occupational exposure when accumulating 
exposure for emergency activities.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-17 

Section II, Criterion K.2 and K.3  
 
It appears that criteria K.2 and K.3 could be combined into a single criterion. 

Rejected 
Evaluation criteria K.2 and K.3 are addressing 
separate issues and have different applicability and 
therefore cannot be combined. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0086-11 

6. Criterion K.3. 
 
"Provisions for the continuous capability to determine the doses received by 
emergency workers involved in any commercial NPP incident are described. Each 
organization makes provisions for distribution of direct-reading dosimeters (DRDs) 
and permanent record dosimeters (PRDs)." In the digital age, continuous really 
means continuous. It is therefore necessary to explain the goal. Do exposure rates 
really need to be "continuously" monitored in real time? 
 
NOTE: The NUREG-0654 glossary provides the definition as: 
 
Continuous: action carried out without stopping or interruption. 

Accepted The term "continuous" has been removed. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-31 

Criterion K.3.  
 
“Provisions for the continuous capability to determine the doses received by 
emergency workers involved in any commercial NPP incident are described. Each 
organization makes provisions for distribution of direct-reading dosimeters (DRDs) 
and permanent record dosimeters (PRDs).” The comment here is similar to the one 
provided for K.1.c.  

Accepted The term "continuous" has been removed. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-34 

Criterion K.3.  
"Provisions for the continuous capability to determine the doses received by 
emergency workers involved in any commercial NPP incident are described. Each 
organization makes provisions for distribution of direct-reading dosimeters (DRDs) 
and permanent record dosimeters (PRDs)." The comment here is similar to the one 
provided for K. l .c. in the digital age, continuous really means continuous. It is 
therefore necessary to explain the goal. Do exposure rates really need to be 
"continuously" monitored in real time? 
 
NOTE: The NUREG-0654 glossary provides the definition as: 
 
Continuous: action carried out without stopping or interruption. 

Accepted The term "continuous" has been removed. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-29 

Criterion K.3.  
“Provisions for the continuous capability to determine the doses received by 
emergency workers involved in any commercial NPP incident are described. Each 
organization makes provisions for distribution of direct-reading dosimeters (DRDs) 
and permanent record dosimeters (PRDs).” The comment here is similar to the one 
provided for K.1.c. In the digital age, continuous really means continuous. It is 
therefore necessary to explain what the goal. Do exposure rates really need to be 
“continuously” monitored in real time? 
 
NOTE: The NUREG-0654 glossary provides the definition as: 
 
Continuous: action carried out without stopping or interruption. 

Accepted The term "continuous" has been removed. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-357 

Evaluation Criteria: K.3 
Applicability: State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Provisions for the [Deletion: continuous] capability to determine the doses received 
by emergency workers involved in any commercial NPP incident are described. 
Each organization makes provisions for distribution of direct- reading dosimeters 
(DRDs) and permanent record dosimeters (PRDs). 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend deletion of the word ‘continuous’ as applied to monitoring of dose. 
Use of the word ‘continuous’ gives the connotation of telemetry usage. The ability 
to monitor doses should not imply the sole use of telemetry in order to compete 
this activity as this would be an unnecessary requirement given industry operating 
experience with monitoring of doses. 
Recommend the term ‘emergency worker’ be added to the glossary to ensure 
consistent application throughout the document. 

Agree in 
Part  

The word “continuous” has been removed and the 
term "emergency worker (offsite)" has been added 
to the glossary. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-29 

Page 40-41  
K: Radiological Exposure Control  
K.3.a  
 
Comment - What are the appropriate intervals and what are they based on? Are 
these locally established intervals or federal? Please specify the interval.  

Agree in 
Part 

The word "appropriate" has been replaced with 
"designated" in evaluation criterion K.3.a for clarity.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-358 

Evaluation Criteria: K.[Addition:2][Deletion:3].b 
Applicability: State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
The process for authorizing emergency workers to incur exposures in excess of the 
current Federal guidance is described. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend this criteria be grouped under the K.2 series which addresses 
exposures in excess of federal guidance. Recommend the term ‘emergency worker’ 
be added to the glossary to ensure consistent application throughout the 
document. 

Accepted Evaluation criterion K.3.b has been renumbered to 
K.2.b and relocated. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-30 

K.3.b  
 
Comment- Eliminate vague wording (current Federal guidance) and replace with 
existing language "EPA General Public Protective Action Guides (i.e., EPA PAGs for 
emergency workers and lifesaving activities).  

Rejected 

The current Federal guidance referenced here is the 
protective action guides (PAGs) from EPA PAG 
Manual. No specific references are included to 
ensure the timelessness of the document. If there is 
any question about which document is being 
referenced, Section III: Resources and/or the FEMA 
regional offices should be consulted. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-16 

Page 41 – K.3.b  
“The process for authorizing emergency workers to incur exposures in excess of the 
current Federal guidance is described.  
 
- K.2 above described excessive exposure to the radiation workers. So is K.3.b only 
applicable to the emergency workers that are not radiation workers? If someone is 
radiation worker and responded to radiological incident, is he or she fall under K.2 
or K.3.b?  

Noted 

Evaluation criteria K.2.b, previously evaluation 
criterion K.3.b, has been moved as it is more related 
to the evaluation criteria under K.2. Additionally, 
the term “emergency worker (offsite)” has been 
added to the glossary. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-31 

K.4  
"The means for disposal of contaminated waste are also established"  
 
Comment- Is this for decontamination waste or radiological waste in general? 
Change this to "contaminated waste from decontamination efforts."  

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion K.4 has been edited to clarify 
that the “contaminated” waste is from the 
decontamination efforts. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-18 

Section II, Criterion K.4  
 
This criterion includes the sentence “The means for disposal of contaminated waste 
are also established.” Does this mean specific plans and procedures for this are in 
place, or is a general strategy sufficient?  

Noted 
A general strategy to address the contaminated 
waste from the decontamination efforts is sufficient 
to meet evaluation criterion K.4.  



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

 192 

 
This page intentionally left blank. 



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

Planning Standard L Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 193 

Planning Standard L Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 
Comment 
Number Comment Text Comment 

Disposition Adjudication Response 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0086-12 

7. Criterion L.1 specifies that one hospital is located outside the plume exposure 
pathway. Recommend deleting this additional guidance. Although the rationale for 
this guidance has been previously issued in the MS-1 clarification dating back to 
1988, it is restrictive in the sense that the selection of medical facilities has more 
important selection criteria than distance alone. 

Rejected 

Hospitals should not be chosen by location alone, 
but, as evaluation criterion L.1 states, one must be 
located outside the plume exposure pathway 
emergency planning zone (EPZ). This is to ensure 
that at least one hospital will be minimally affected 
by evacuation efforts. More than two hospitals may 
be listed in the emergency plan. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-30 

Criterion L.1 specifies that one hospital is located outside the plume exposure 
pathway. Recommend deleting this additional guidance. Although the rationale for 
this guidance has been previously issued in the MS-1 clarification dating back to 
1988 it is restrictive in the sense that the selection of medical facilities has more 
important selection criteria than distance alone. 

Rejected 

Hospitals should not be chosen by location alone, 
but, as evaluation criterion L.1 states, one must be 
located outside the plume exposure pathway 
emergency planning zone. This is to ensure that at 
least one hospital will be minimally affected by 
evacuation efforts. More than two hospitals may be 
listed in the emergency plan. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-35 

Criterion L.1 specifies that one hospital is located outside the plume exposure 
pathway. We recommend deleting this additional guidance. Although the rationale 
for this guidance has been previously issued in the MS-1 clarification dating back to 
1988, it is restrictive in the sense that the selection of medical facilities has more 
important selection criteria than distance alone. 

Rejected 

Hospitals should not be chosen by location alone, 
but, as evaluation criterion L.1 states, one must be 
located outside the plume exposure pathway 
emergency planning zone. This is to ensure that at 
least one hospital will be minimally affected by 
evacuation efforts. More than two hospitals may be 
listed in the emergency plan. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-17 

Page 42 – L.1  
 
“Arrangements are established with primary and backup hospitals (one hospital is 
located outside the plume exposure pathway EPZ) and medical services. These 
facilities have the capability for evaluation of radiation exposure and uptake. The 
persons providing these services are adequately trained and prepared to handle 
contaminated and/or injured emergency workers and members of the general 
public.”  
 
- Since this requirement is applicable to OROs only, can two hospitals same as 
utility workers designated hospitals? This also changes from previous revision by 
separating utility workers and emergency workers/general public, some of the 
hospitals that currently designated under L.1 may not be feasible to use for general 
public. In that case should ORO consider adding another hospital to the list? Also 
does FEMA expect to see separate LOAs for hospitals under L.1 and L.2?  

Noted 

The two hospitals in evaluation criteria L.1 and L.2 
can be the same, but their capacity to treat both 
the utility workers and the emergency 
workers/general public must be taken into 
consideration. The use of letters of agreement 
(LOAs) for the hospitals under evaluation criteria L.1 
and L.2 should be arranged at the discretion of the 
jurisdiction and hospitals. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-19 

Page: 42 
Reference Text: L.1: Arrangements are established with primary and backup 
hospital (one hospital is located outside the plume exposure pathway EPZ) and 
medical services. These facilities have the capability for evaluation of radiation 
exposure and uptake. The persons providing these services are adequately trained 
and prepared to handle contaminated and/or injured emergency workers and 
members of the general public.  
 
Comment: New arrangements separate from the existing arrangements they have 
with NPPs requiring a new set of MOU/LOAs. This criterion does not list any specific 
requirements whereas the following Criterion L.2 for the Licensee lists several 
specific requirements. Hospitals may now be required to be familiar with two 
different sets of procedures for receiving contaminated and/or injured individual 
depending on where the individual comes from. 

Noted 

The situation described by the commenter is 
entirely possible. The intent of evaluation criterion 
L.1 is not to increase the burden on the hospitals, 
but rather ensure that planning for an incident at 
the nuclear power plant takes into consideration 
the injured and potentially contaminated 
individuals from both the licensee as well as those 
from the public and offsite response organizations’ 
response efforts.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-19 

Section II, Criterion L.1  
 
This criterion states in part “…contaminated and/or injured… ”. Does this mean the 
subject of the medical drill does not have to be contaminated?  

Noted 

The subject of Medical Services Drills is addressed in 
evaluation criterion N.4.b. Evaluation criterion L.1 
has been edited to remove the “and/or” to clarify 
the intent.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-31 

Under L.2 another sub-section may need to be added to specify: 
 
Arrangements are made and described for the removal of a contaminated injured 
individual and transport or ambulance services for contaminated injured individuals 
are described 

Agree in 
Part 

Edits have been made to evaluation criterion L.4, 
formerly evaluation criterion L.5, to address the 
commenter’s suggested edits. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-359 

Evaluation Criteria: L.2.a 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
A continuous, onsite first aid capability with adequate medical equipment and 
supplies [Addition: is] available.[Deletion: onsite to perform this capability.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend removal of ‘onsite to perform this capability’ at the end of the 
sentence as this is redundant wording. Minor editorial changes to improve 
sentence structure. 

Accepted 
Evaluation criterion L.2.a has been updated to 
state: “An onsite first aid capability with adequate 
medical equipment and supplies.” 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-20 

Section II, Criterion L.2.b  
 
There is a comma between the words contaminated and injured in this criterion 
which reinforces the impression that the subject of a medical drill does not have to 
be contaminated.  

Noted 

Information regarding Emergency Medical Drills for 
licensees is addressed in evaluation criterion N.4.a 
and Medical Services Drills for offsite response 
organizations (OROs) is addressed in evaluation 
criterion N.4.b.  
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-360 

Evaluation Criteria: L.2.c 
Applicability: Licensee  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Addition: Offsite medical facilities have provisions for][Deletion: R]radiological 
controls capability, including the isolation of contamination, assessment of 
contamination levels, radiation exposure monitoring for medical facility staff, 
collection of contaminated waste, and decontamination of treatment areas. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommended wording change to clarify that the referenced controls apply to 
offsite medical facilities. It is the industry’s understanding that this criterion is 
based on the requirements for control of contamination for medical facilities and 
staff as outlined in FEMA Guidance Memorandum, GM MS-1, Medical Services, 
November 13, 1986. Inclusion of the proposed wording provides additional clarity 
on this point. 

Rejected 
The suggested change to the wording of evaluation 
criterion L.2.c limits what arrangements could be 
made to address the needed controls. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-361 

Evaluation Criteria: L.2.d 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Provisions are made [Addition:to] [Deletion:for the] 
evaluat[Addition:e][Deletion:ion] of injured personnel for radiological 
contamination [Addition: either] prior to transport to a medical facility [Addition: or 
after arrival.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Reworded criterion to allow flexibility in when a contamination assessment is 
performed. If a medical emergency is serious enough and occurring in the 
radiologically controlled area, licensee personnel may simply assume that the 
individual is contaminated and handle the individual accordingly (i.e., employ 
contamination controls) in order to expedite transport to a hospital. This approach 
minimizes the time between the onset of the medical emergency and receipt of 
medical treatment by allowing the contamination assessment to be performed at 
the hospital. 

Accepted 

Evaluation criterion L.2.d has been updated to 
state: “Provisions to evaluate for radiological 
contamination either prior to transport to a medical 
facility or after arrival.” 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-362 

Evaluation Criteria: L.3 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
The capability [Addition: to] [Deletion: for the] treat[Deletion: ment of radiation 
sickness due to] [Addition: a potentially life- threatening over] exposure to 
radioactive material is described. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend removal of the term ‘radiation sickness’ - the event of interest for this 
criterion is an ‘overexposure.’ Included the term ‘potentially life-threatening’ to 
qualify the level of overexposure for which a treatment capability should be 
maintained. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion L.2.e, formerly previously 
evaluation criterion L.3, was updated to state: 
“Contact information for facilities capable of 
treating overexposure to radioactive material.” This 
evaluation criterion was also moved in order to 
provide better context. The term “potentially life-
threatening” was not added because it would 
unnecessarily narrow the scope of the evaluation 
criterion. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-32 

Page 42  
L: Medical and Public Health Support  
L.3  
 
Comment- Please use the accepted term of Acute Radiation Syndrome (ARS).  

Agree in 
Part 

The term “acute radiation sickness (ARS)” is too 
limiting for the broad range of radiation sickness 
that evaluation criterion L.2.e, formerly evaluation 
criterion L.3, is addressing. The evaluation criterion 
has been moved in order to provide better context 
and updated to state: “Contact information for 
facilities capable of treating overexposure to 
radioactive material.” 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0067-2 

Section: L: MEDICAL AND PUBLIC HEALTH SUPPORT  
L.3: 'The capability for the treatment of radiation sickness due to exposure to 
radioactive material is described." 
 
Issue: The applicability is stated as "Licensee." The licensee, in general, is not likely 
to have the expertise needed to treat radiation sickness. This would be an aspect of 
the arrangement between the licensee and the local hospitals as described in L.2. 
 
Proposed Modification: Convert L.3 to L.2.e. 
 
Outcome with Proposed Modification: Improved structure for how the licensee will 
ensure radiation sickness can and will be treated by participating hospitals. 

Agree in 
Part 

The evaluation criterion was renumbered from 
evaluation criterion L.3 to L.2.e as suggested. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0062-4 

Criterion L.4 states that supplemental lists are developed indicating the location of 
the closest public, private and military hospitals and other emergency medical 
facilities within the state or contiguous states considered capable of providing 
medical support for any contamination individual. Will the inclusion of these 
facilities in plans/procedures require biennial evaluation? 

Noted 

Only the hospitals listed as part of evaluation 
criterion L.1 will be evaluated as described in 
evaluation criterion N.4.b. The facilities on the 
supplemental list referenced in evaluation criterion 
L.3, formerly evaluation criterion L.4, will not be 
evaluated. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-32 

L.4  
 
this sub-section, in addition to contaminated injured individuals, must also address 
over exposed individuals per prior court cases and prior guidance. 

Agree in 
Part 

The specifics of this particular change has been 
rejected; however, the concept the commenter is 
suggesting be addressed in evaluation criterion L.3, 
formerly evaluation criterion L.4, has been 
addressed in evaluation criterion L.2.e. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-21 

Section II, Criterion L.4  
 
This criterion states “Supplemental lists are developed that indicate the location of 
the closest public, private, and military hospitals and other emergency medical 
facilities within the state or contiguous states considered capable of providing 
medical support for any contaminated individual”.  
 
- This is very broad language. A minimum distance would be helpful for planning 
purposes.  
 
- Other L criteria refer to “contaminated injured”. This criterion refers only to 
contaminated individuals. Are these facilities expected only to focus on 
contamination and not injuries or other medical issues?  
 
- What definition is being used for “other emergency medical facilities”?  

Noted 

The language in evaluation criterion L.3, formerly 
evaluation criterion L.4, is intentionally broad to 
allow for planning flexibility.  The supplemental list 
should include the facilities that can be reached 
within a time that is reasonable for standard of 
care; however, consideration should be given to 
facilities outside the plume exposure pathway 
emergency planning zone (EPZ).  This evaluation 
criterion has been updated to reference 
“contaminated, injured individuals” as seen in other 
evaluation criteria under Planning Standard L.  The 
“other emergency medical facilities” should be 
capable of handling treatment of potentially 
contaminated, injured individuals, including being 
able to isolate and decontaminate them as needed. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-363 

Evaluation Criteria: L.5 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
Each organization arranges for the means to control contamination while 
transporting victims of radiological accidents to medical support facilities.[Deletion: 
and the decontamination of transport vehicle following use.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend removal of reference to ‘decontamination of transport vehicle 
following use’. The purpose of the criterion is to ensure contamination controls as 
needed are in effect during transport. The process for returning vehicles to service 
is outside this purview. 

Rejected 

The capability to decontaminate the transport 
vehicles mentioned in evaluation criterion L.4, 
formerly evaluation criterion L.5, cannot be 
removed. The vehicles must be returned to service 
to ensure that there are enough to sustain the 
response and other operations during that time 
period, which necessitates planning for vehicle 
decontamination. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-33 

L.5  
 
This section needs to be modified as follows: Each organization arranges for the 
transportation of contaminated injured individuals and the means to control 
contamination....... 

Accepted 

Evaluation criterion L.4, formerly evaluation 
criterion L.5, has been updated to include the 
phrase “the transportation of contaminated, injured 
individuals and…”. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-28 

L.6  
 
- Each organization arranges for and documents the means to control 
contamination while transporting victims of radiological accidents to medical 
support facilities, including assurance that persons providing these services are 
adequately trained and prepared to handle contaminated and injured individuals. 
Does this requirement apply to all ambulance services in the EPZ of just the ones 
servicing designated reception centers? 

Noted 

There is no evaluation criterion L.6; this comment is 
more appropriate to evaluation criterion L.4. The 
intent of evaluation criterion L.4 is to identify those 
transport vehicles that may be transporting victims 
of radiological incidents to medical support facilities 
and therefore may require decontamination.  
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Planning Standard M Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 
Comment 
Number Comment Text Comment 

Disposition Adjudication Response 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-32 

General Comment on Section M  
 
It is probably a prudent idea to start to develop criteria for the development of 
plans and procedures that address issues related to recovery, re-entry and post-
accident operations. However, it is unclear why the burden of the post-accident 
plan and procedure development and implementation falls squarely on the state, 
local and tribal organizations. These aspects of a response have been rarely tested 
through drills and exercise and there are no guidance documents or best practice 
guidelines to follow to assist with the development.  
 
Return, recovery and clean up following a large scale radiological incident will be 
very specific to the particular circumstances of that incident. There can be very 
broad and general operational guidelines for this phase of a response but the 
details will be worked out on an ad hoc basis with reliance on federal assets, 
capabilities and expertise. FEMA should carefully consider whether or not it is 
appropriate to include the criteria within this section with so little guidance 
developed for state, local and tribal organizations to follow to meet the criteria. 
Further discussions between federal, state, tribal and local agencies should ensue 
to help develop guidance for the late phase of a radiological incident. There has not 
been sufficient focus on these issues to expect that detailed plans and procedures 
can be developed to address these criteria in the NUREG.  

Noted 

The intent of Planning Standard M is to ensure that 
plans are being made and that the recovery, 
reentry, and post-accident operations issues 
discussed here have been considered. State, local, 
and tribal governments and organizations are in the 
best position to know what the recovery priorities 
for their communities should be and it is best to 
have those conversations before an incident occurs. 
Further guidance will be available in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-31 

General Comment on Section M 
 
It is probably a prudent idea to start to develop criteria for the development of 
plans and procedures that address issues related to recovery, re-entry and post-
accident operations. However, it is unclear why the burden of the post-accident 
plan and procedure development and implementation falls squarely on the state, 
local and tribal organizations. These aspects of a response have been rarely tested 
through drills and exercise and there are no guidance documents or best practices 
guidelines to follow to assist with the development. 
 
Return, recovery and clean up following a large scale radiological incident will be 
very specific to the particular circumstances of that incident. There can be very 
broad and general operations guidelines for this phase of a response but the details 
will be worked out on an ad hoc basis with heavy reliance on federal assets, 
capabilities and expertise. FEMA should carefully consider whether or not it is 
appropriate to include the criterion within this section with so little guidance 
developed for state, local and tribal organizations to follow to meet the criteria. 
Further discussions between federal, state, tribal and local agencies should ensue 
to help develop guidance for the late phase of a radiological incident. 
 
There has not been sufficient focus on these issues to expect that detailed plans 
and procedures can be developed to address these criteria in the NUREG. 

Noted 

The intent of Planning Standard M is to ensure that 
plans are being made and that the recovery, 
reentry, and post-accident operations issues 
discussed here have been considered. State, local, 
and tribal governments and organizations are in the 
best position to know what the recovery priorities 
for their communities should be and it is best to 
have those conversations before an incident occurs. 
Further guidance will be available in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-36 

General Comment on Section M 
 
It is probably a prudent idea to start to develop criteria for the development of 
plans and procedures that address issues related to recovery, re-entry and post-
accident operations. However, it is unclear why the burden of the post-accident 
plan and procedure development and implementation falls squarely on the state, 
local and tribal organizations. These aspects of a response have been rarely tested 
through drills and exercise and there are no guidance documents or best practice 
guidelines to follow to assist with the development. 
 
Return, recovery and post-accident operations following a large scale radiological 
incident will be very specific to the particular circumstances of that incident. There 
can be very broad and general operations guidelines for this phase of a response 
but the details will be worked out on an ad hoc basis with heavy reliance on federal 
assets, capabilities and expertise. FEMA should carefully consider whether or not it 
is appropriate to include the criterion within this section with so little guidance 
developed for state, local and tribal organizations to follow to meet the criteria. 
Further discussions between federal, state, tribal and local agencies should ensue 
to help develop guidance for the late phase of a radiological incident. There has not 
been sufficient focus on these issues to expect that detailed plans and procedures 
can be developed to address these criteria in the NUREG. 

Noted 

The intent of Planning Standard M is to ensure that 
plans are being made and that the recovery, 
reentry, and post-accident operations issues 
discussed here have been considered. State, local, 
and tribal governments and organizations are in the 
best position to know what the recovery priorities 
for their communities should be and it is best to 
have those conversations before an incident occurs. 
Further guidance will be available in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-37 

Criterion M.1 is probably the only appropriate criterion for this section and perhaps 
should be included. The rest are overly prescriptive in the requirements and 
assume that state, local and tribal organizations can successfully implement return 
and recovery operations without federal support, assets or capabilities. In fact, 
Criterion M.3 sounds very similar to the CONOPS that DOE and EPA have been 
developing for the transition and turnover of FRMAC operations for long term 
environmental sampling, clean up and recovery operations. 

Noted 

The intent of Planning Standard M is to ensure that 
plans are being made and that the recovery, 
reentry, and post-accident operations issues 
discussed here have been considered. The State, 
local, and tribal governments and organizations 
have a role to plan in any recovery environment 
and should understand their interface with Federal 
partners as well as their roles and responsibilities. 
Further guidance will be available in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-33 

Criterion M.1 is probably the only really appropriate criterion for this section and 
perhaps should be included. The rest are overly prescriptive in the requirements 
and assume that state, local and tribal organizations can successfully implement 
return and recovery operations without federal support, assets or capabilities. In 
fact, Criterion M.3 sounds very similar to the CONOPS that DOE and EPA have been 
long developing for the transition and turnover of FRMAC operations to long term 
environmental sampling, clean up and recovery operations. 

Noted 

The intent of Planning Standard M is to ensure that 
plans are being made and that the recovery, 
reentry, and post-accident operations issues 
discussed here have been considered. The State, 
local, and tribal governments and organizations 
have a role to plan in any recovery environment 
and should understand their interface with Federal 
partners as well as their roles and responsibilities. 
Further guidance will be available in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-32 

Criterion M.1 is probably the only really appropriate criterion for this section and 
perhaps should be included. The rest are overly prescriptive in the requirements 
and assume that state, local and tribal organizations can successfully implement 
return and recovery operations without federal support, assets or capabilities. In 
fact, Criterion M.3 sounds very similar to the CONOPS that DOE and EPA have been 
long developing for the transition and turnover of FRMAC operations to long term 
environmental sampling, clean up and recovery operations. 

Noted 

The intent of Planning Standard M is to ensure that 
plans are being made and that the recovery, 
reentry, and post-accident operations issues 
discussed here have been considered. The State, 
local, and tribal governments and organizations 
have a role to plan in any recovery environment 
and should understand their interface with Federal 
partners as well as their roles and responsibilities. 
Further guidance will be available in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-364 

Evaluation Criteria: M.1 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal  
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
General recovery, reentry, and return plans [Deletion: and procedures] are 
developed, as appropriate.[Addition: The plans should include:] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend removal of references to procedures from this criterion. While general 
recovery, reentry, and return plans may be developed, that is not the case for 
procedures. The scope and content of recovery, reentry, and return implementing 
procedures would be highly dependent upon the nature of the accident/event and 
the resulting consequences. Any procedures developed in advance would need to 
be comprehensively reviewed and revised to address contemporaneous onsite and 
offsite conditions, both prevailing and anticipated. There is no advantage to 
attempting procedure development is advance of the accident/event and imposing 
this requirement is an unnecessary administrative and regulatory burden. 
 
Recommend re-structuring of criterion to utilize examples provided in M.4 and M.5 
as sub-criteria to M.1 

Agree in 
Part  

Evaluation criterion M.1 has been updated to state: 
“General recovery, reentry, and return plans for 
radiological incidents are developed, as 
appropriate. These plans address reoccupancy, as 
appropriate. The plans should include:”.  
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-18 

Page 43  
 
– M.3 “The process for initiating recovery actions is described and includes the 
criteria for terminating the emergency. Provisions ensure continuity during transfer 
of responsibility from the emergency phase to the recovery and reentry 
operations.”  
 
- Is there generally accepted criterion for terminating emergency? If NPP incidents 
happen in the US, these become Federal disaster. At that point, does Federal 
government will make the determination when to terminate the emergency? Did 
anyone look at Hurricane Katrina or BP Oil Spill in the Gulf of Mexico? How the 
transfer of responsibility works if the incident becomes federalized? 

Noted 

The criteria to terminate the emergency refer to 
decision-making onsite, though the decision to 
terminate an emergency should be made with input 
from state, local, and tribal government officials 
and Federal agencies who are there to assist with 
the incident. The emphasis for state, local, and 
tribal government officials to initiate recovery 
actions and ensure continuity during transfer of 
responsibility between phases is addressed in 
evaluation criterion M.4. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-365 

Evaluation Criteria: M.[Addition:1.a][Deletion:4] 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Provisions for allowing reentry into the owner controlled area are described. 
Reentry planning includes evaluation of the controls necessary for reentry under 
post-incident of the controls necessary for reentry under post-incident conditions.  
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
No recommendation for alternate wording. 
 
Recommend relocation of the criterion from M.4 to a sub-criteria under M.1 to 
address licensee specific element of Recovery Planning. 

Accepted 
Evaluation criterion M.4 has been renumbered as 
M.1.a and relocated as a sub-criterion under 
evaluation criterion M.1. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-20 

Page: 43 
Reference Text: M: Recovery, Reentry, and Post-Accident Operations 
 
Comment: Former M. 4 from Rev. 1 has been removed: "Each plan shall establish a 
method for periodically estimating total population exposure." Is this no longer a 
requirement? 

Noted 

Former evaluation criterion M.4 from Rev. 1 is now 
evaluation criterion M.8 and has been rewritten to 
state: "A method for periodically conducting 
radiological assessments of public exposure is 
established." 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-38 

Criterion M.5 is the role of the Advisory Team correct? It is not clear why the 
Advisory Teams role and responsibility is assigned to state, local and tribal 
organizations in this document. 

Noted 

The role of the Advisory Team (A-Team) is to 
provide advice and guidance to state, local, and 
tribal governments. It is ultimately the responsibility 
of state, local, and tribal governments to coordinate 
and implement decisions regarding reentry, as well 
as conduct the appropriate level of planning for the 
concepts addressed within evaluation criterion 
M.1.b, formerly evaluation criterion M.5. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-33 

Criterion M5 is the role of the Advisory Team correct? It is not clear why the 
Advisory Teams role and responsibility is assigned to state, local and tribal 
organizations in this document. 

Noted 

The role of the Advisory Team (A-Team) is to 
provide advice and guidance to state, local, and 
tribal governments. It is ultimately the responsibility 
of the state, local, and tribal governments to 
coordinate and implement decisions regarding 
reentry, as well as conduct the appropriate level of 
planning for the concepts addressed within 
evaluation criterion M.1.b, formerly evaluation 
criterion M.5. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-34 

Criterion M5 will require the support and input from federal resources provided 
through the NRIA and will include the Advisory Team and FRMAC. The criteria 
should include federal agencies in the assignment boxes in addition to state, local 
and tribal. 

Rejected 

The role of the Advisory Team (A-Team) and Federal 
Radiological Monitoring and Assessment Center 
(FRMAC) is to provide advice, guidance, and support 
to state, local, and tribal governments. It is 
ultimately the responsibility of the state, local, and 
tribal governments to coordinate and implement 
decisions regarding reentry, as well as conduct the 
appropriate level of planning for the concepts 
addressed within evaluation criterion M.1.b, 
formerly evaluation criterion M.5. It is appropriate 
for plans to describe how state, local, and tribal 
governments intend to coordinate with Federal 
agencies and what resources/support is anticipated 
from the Federal Government.   

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-366 

Evaluation Criteria: M.[Addition:1.b][Deletion:5] 
Applicability: State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Provisions for reentry into restricted areas, including exposure and contamination 
control, are addressed as appropriate. A method for coordinating and 
implementing decisions regarding temporary reentry into restricted areas is 
addressed. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
No recommendation for alternate wording. 
 
Recommend relocation of the criterion from M.5 to a sub-criteria under M.1 to 
address State, Local and Tribal specific element of Recovery Planning. 

Accepted 
Evaluation criterion M.5 has been renumbered to 
M.1.b and relocated as a sub-criterion under 
evaluation criterion M.1. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0070-29 

M.5  
 
- Provisions for reentry into restricted areas are addressed as appropriate. Plans 
address a method for coordinating and implementing decisions regarding 
temporary reentry into restricted areas. Provisions for exposure and contamination 
control include means for access control, exposure limits (e.g., not to exceed 500 
mR), justification for reentry, use of dosimetry, dose tracking capabilities, 
availability of radiation exposure rate maps with advice on areas to avoid, and 
establishment of monitoring and decontamination facilities at exit points. What is 
the basis for the “not to exceed 500 mR? States already have exposure limits and 
turn around values. This statement implies a new nationally mandated exposure 
limits. States do not have the capability to develop detailed “Radiation exposure 
rate maps with advice on areas to avoid” in early stages of the incident. 

Rejected 

This comment is not applicable to the version of the 
document posted for public comment. Contact was 
made with the commenter to confirm that this 
comment was intended for a previous draft. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-34 

M.5 The term “restricted areas” is not defined. Change it to “areas exceeding the 
relocation protective action guidelines.” 

Agree in 
Part 

The term “restricted areas” has been added to the 
glossary. The language in evaluation criterion M.1.b, 
formerly evaluation criterion M.5, was not changed. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-35 

Criterion M.6 provides guidance that vital services and facilities are a priority. 
Relaxing protective actions will be a very accident specific decision that will very 
difficult to describe with more than very general terms. 

Noted 

The intent of evaluation criterion M.5, previously 
evaluation criterion M.6, is to develop the 
framework for determining which services are vital 
and how that determination will be made. The 
word “criteria” has been changed to “framework” 
to help clarify this.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-34 

Criterion M.6 provides guidance that vital services and facilities are a priority. Will 
this always be true? Is this a good assumption? Isn’t prioritization of response 
operations and missions state, local or tribal decision? That statement needs to be 
removed from this criterion. Further, relaxing protective actions will be a very 
accident specific decision that will very difficult to describe with more than very 
general terms. 

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion M.5, previously 
evaluation criterion M.6, is to develop the 
framework for determining which services are vital 
and how that determination will be made. The 
word “criteria” has been changed to “framework” 
to help clarify this.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-39 

Criterion M.6 provides guidance that vital services and facilities are a priority. Will 
this always be true? Is this a good assumption? Isn't prioritization of response 
operations and missions a state, local or tribal decision? Clearly that statement 
needs to be removed from this criterion. Further, relaxing protective actions will be 
a very accident specific decision that will very difficult to describe with more than 
very general terms. 

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion M.5, previously 
evaluation criterion M.6, is to develop the 
framework for determining which services are vital 
and how that determination will be made. The 
word “criteria” has been changed to “framework” 
to help clarify this.  
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-367 

Evaluation Criteria: M.[Addition:4][Deletion:6] 
Applicability: State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
The criteria for relaxing protective actions and allowing for return are described. 
Prioritization is given to restoring access to vital services and facilities. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
No recommendation for alternate wording. 
 
Recommend renumbering of this criterion from M.6 to M.4 based on comments 
relative to establishing sub-criteria for M.1. 

Accepted 

Other changes have been made to the ordering of 
evaluation criteria within Planning Standard M so 
evaluation criterion M.6 has been renumbered to 
M.5.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-19 

Page 43 – M.6  
 
“The criteria for relaxing protective actions and allowing for return are described. 
Prioritization is given to restoring access to vital services and facilities.”  
 
- Is there federal guideline to relaxing protective action? 

Noted The EPA Protective Action Guide (PAG) Manual 
provides guidance for relaxing protective actions. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0068-3 

3. Evaluation Criteria M.7 specifies that "Each plan identifies the organization 
responsible for developing and implementing cleanup operations." This appears to 
be new criteria that have not previously been specified. 

Noted Evaluation criterion M.6, previously evaluation 
criterion M.7, is a new evaluation criterion.   

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-35 

Criterion M.7 is the role of the USEPA correct? It is not clear why EPA’s role and 
responsibility is assigned to state, local and tribal organizations in this document. 
This appears to be new criteria that has not been specified or discussed in previous 
meetings on the development of this document? Where did this originate and what 
is the intent of this criterion? 

Noted 

It is appropriate for plans to describe how state, 
local, and tribal governments intend to coordinate 
with Federal agencies and what resources/support 
is anticipated from the Federal Government. The 
EPA Protective Action Guide (PAG) Manual provides 
acceptable guidance on planning for cleanup 
operations. Various Federal departments and 
agencies may coordinate cleanup and remediation 
efforts with state, local, and tribal government 
counterparts and the public, consistent with the 
National Response Framework (NRF). 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-40 

Criterion M.7 is the role of the USEPA correct? It is not clear why EPAs role and 
responsibility are assigned to state, local and tribal organizations in this document. 
This appears to be a new criterion that has not previously been specified or 
discussed in previous meetings on the development of this document? Where did 
this originate and what is the intent of this criterion? 

Noted 

It is appropriate for plans to describe how state, 
local, and tribal governments intend to coordinate 
with Federal agencies and what resources/support 
is anticipated from the Federal Government. The 
EPA Protective Action Guide (PAG) Manual provides 
acceptable guidance on planning for cleanup 
operations. Various Federal departments and 
agencies may coordinate cleanup and remediation 
efforts with state, local, and tribal government 
counterparts and the public, consistent with the 
National Response Framework (NRF). 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-36 

Criterion M.7 requires assignment of a responsible organization for developing and 
implementing clean-up operations. Clearly, the USEPA are the recognized experts 
and the lead agency for setting policy for radiological clean up and dealing with 
contaminated sites. State organizations will play a significant role in the 
development of the clean-up standards for oversight of operations and 
implementing the plan. However, this will be a shared responsibility and defined by 
accident specific details. This appears to be new criteria that has not been 
discussed in previous meetings on the development of this document. This criterion 
should not be included at this time. 

Noted 

It is appropriate for plans to describe how state, 
local, and tribal governments intend to coordinate 
with Federal agencies and what resources/support 
is anticipated from the Federal Government. The 
EPA Protective Action Guide (PAG) Manual provides 
acceptable guidance on planning for cleanup 
operations. Various Federal departments and 
agencies may coordinate cleanup and remediation 
efforts with state, local, and tribal government 
counterparts and the public, consistent with the 
National Response Framework (NRF). 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-368 

Evaluation Criteria: M.[Addition:5][Deletion:7] 
Applicability: State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
The organization(s) responsible for developing and implementing cleanup 
operations is identified. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
No recommendation for alternate wording. 
 
Recommend renumbering of this criterion from M.7 to M.5 based on comments 
relative to establishing sub-criteria for M.1. 

Accepted 

Other changes have been made to the ordering of 
evaluation criteria within Planning Standard M so 
evaluation criterion M.7 has been renumbered to 
M.6. 



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

Planning Standard M Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 208 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-20 

Page 43 – M.7  
 
“The organization(s) responsible for developing and implementing cleanup 
operations is identified  
 
- This criterion is only applicable to state, local, and tribal, but the responsible party 
is always responsible for developing and implementing cleanup effort for any other 
chemical, oil and etc.. I think this criterion should be applicable to licensee. I don’t 
believe state, local and tribal would not have resource required to develop and 
implement the cleanup.  

Agree in 
Part 

Since licensees only have jurisdiction over their 
facilities, an offsite organization must take 
responsibility for coordinating and managing this 
task offsite. Language has been added to evaluation 
criterion M.6, formerly evaluation criterion M.7, to 
clarify this point. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0064-33 

Page 43  
M: Recovery, Reentry, and Post-Accident Operations  
M.7  
 
Comment - This is a new requirement and no federal provision exists to define the 
requirement. There is no definition to provide clarification for the term "clean-up". 
The definition must be provided in order for any state to identify the resources 
required to respond. A federal agency must be identified as the lead agency 
responsible for the development of clean-up processes and response to federally 
licensed nuclear facilities. 

Rejected 

The EPA Protective Action Guide (PAG) Manual 
provides acceptable guidance on planning for 
cleanup operations. Various Federal departments 
and agencies may coordinate cleanup and 
remediation efforts with state, local, and tribal 
government counterparts and the public, consistent 
with the National Response Framework (NRF). 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-35 

Sub section M.7 - delete. This is under debate. Rejected 

The need to identify organizations who will take the 
lead in organizing clean-up operations in evaluation 
criterion M.6, formerly evaluation criterion M.7, is 
not under debate. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-36 

Criterion M.8 is the role of the FRMAC correct? It is not clear why FRMAC’s role and 
responsibility is assigned to state, local and tribal organizations in this document. Noted 

The role of the Federal Radiological Monitoring and 
Assessment Center (FRMAC) is to provide advice, 
guidance, and support to state, local, and tribal 
governments. It is ultimately the responsibility of 
the state, local, and tribal governments to 
coordinate and implement decisions, as well as 
conduct the appropriate level of planning for the 
concepts addressed within evaluation criterion M.7, 
formerly evaluation criterion M.8. It is appropriate 
for plans to describe how state, local, and tribal 
governments intend to coordinate with Federal 
agencies and what resources/support is anticipated 
from the Federal Government.   
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-41 

Criterion M.8 is the role of the FRMAC correct? It is not clear why FRMACs role and 
responsibility are assigned to state, local and tribal organizations in this document. Noted 

The role of the Federal Radiological Monitoring and 
Assessment Center (FRMAC) is to provide advice, 
guidance, and support to state, local, and tribal 
governments. It is ultimately the responsibility of 
the state, local, and tribal governments to 
coordinate and implement decisions as well as 
conduct the appropriate level of planning for the 
concepts addressed within evaluation criterion M.7, 
formerly evaluation criterion M.8. It is appropriate 
for plans to describe how state, local, and tribal 
governments intend to coordinate with Federal 
agencies and what resources/support is anticipated 
from the Federal Government.   

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-37 

Criterion M.8 will require the support and input from federal resources provided 
through the NRIA and will include the Advisory Team and FRMAC. The criteria 
should include federal agencies in the assignment boxes in addition to state, local 
and tribal. 

Rejected 

The role of the Federal Radiological Monitoring and 
Assessment Center (FRMAC) is to provide advice, 
guidance, and support to state, local, and tribal 
governments. It is ultimately the responsibility of 
the state, local, and tribal governments to 
coordinate and implement decisions as well as 
conduct the appropriate level of planning for the 
concepts addressed within evaluation criterion M.7, 
formerly evaluation criterion M.8. It is appropriate 
for plans to describe how state, local, and tribal 
governments intend to coordinate with Federal 
agencies and what resources/support is anticipated 
from the Federal Government.   

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-369 

Evaluation Criteria: M.[Addition:6][Deletion:8] 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Provisions for developing and modifying sampling plans are established. Provisions 
for laboratory analysis of samples are included in the plan. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
No recommendation for alternate wording. 
 
Recommend renumbering of this criterion from M.8 to M.6 based on comments 
relative to establishing sub-criteria for M.1. 

Accepted 

Other changes have been made to the ordering of 
evaluation criteria within Planning Standard M so 
evaluation criterion M.8 has been renumbered to 
M.7. 
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Planning Standard N Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 
Comment 
Number Comment Text Comment 

Disposition Adjudication Response 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0070-1 

1. There are new requirements for “drills” identified throughout the document. 
Please define what a “drill” is and how is it evaluated, documented and 
reported? Do “drills” have to have a FEMA review and approval before they are 
conducted? Why aren’t newly required “drills” included in the eight year 
exercise cycle? 

Noted 

The term “drill” is defined in the glossary of NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2; there has been no 
change to the intent and purpose of drills with this 
revision. The frequency of Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) drills has always been 
independent of the exercise cycle and will remain 
that way. With the exception of the Medical 
Services Drills which have always been conducted 
annually and evaluated biennially, and will continue 
to be done this way, the drills should be conducted 
as noted within each evaluation criterion and will 
not be evaluated, but rather reported within the 
annual letter of certification (ALC) process.  

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0070-2 

2. The use of the term “drills” seems to be in addition to the eight year exercise 
schedule. If drills are required then they should be incorporated into the eight 
year exercise cycle so that the demonstration criterion is clearly defined and 
understood.  

Rejected 

The frequency of Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) program drills has always been 
independent of the exercise cycle and will remain 
that way. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0075-38 

General Comment on Section N  
Many of the criteria for exercises and drills have been modified. It is unclear for 
some exactly what the expectations are for demonstration of the criterion and 
what will satisfy the requirement. For some it appears that the frequency has 
been modified from the 8 year exercise cycle that was identified in previous 
NRC rulemaking and FEMA guidance documents. Others seem to be overly 
prescriptive and some appear to be demonstration guidance and not planning 
basis criteria.  

Noted 

The commenter is correct that there have been 
changes to the evaluation criteria addressing 
exercises and drills; however, the majority of the 
changes have been made to increase clarity. The 
evaluation criteria that were added under Planning 
Standard N were added to address key skills and 
capabilities where there have been issues observed 
with performance and understanding or to address 
concerns of attrition based on lack of use. The 
frequency of demonstration and evaluation of 
exercises and drills remains unchanged. 
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FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0073-37 

General Comment on Section N 
 
Many of the criteria for exercises and drills have been modified. It is unclear 
exactly what the expectations are for demonstration of the criterion and what 
will satisfy the requirement. For some it appears that the frequency has been 
modified from the 8 year exercise cycle that was identified in previous NRC 
rulemaking and FEMA guidance documents. Others seem to be overly 
prescriptive and some appear to be demonstration guidance and not planning 
basis criterion. 

Noted 

The commenter is correct that there have been 
changes to the evaluation criteria addressing 
exercises and drills; however, the majority of the 
changes have been made to increase clarity. The 
evaluation criteria that were added under Planning 
Standard N were added to address key skills and 
capabilities where there have been issues observed 
with performance and understanding or to address 
concerns of attrition based on lack of use. The 
frequency of demonstration and evaluation of 
exercises and drills remains unchanged. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0089-42 

General Comment on Section N 
 
Many of the criteria for exercises and drills have been modified. It is unclear for 
some exactly what the expectations are for demonstration of the criterion and 
what will satisfy the requirement. For some it appears that the frequency has 
been modified from the eight year exercise cycle that was identified in previous 
NRC rulemaking and FEMA guidance documents. Others seem to be overly 
prescriptive and some appear to be demonstration guidance and not planning 
basis criterion. 

Noted 

The commenter is correct that there have been 
changes to the evaluation criteria addressing 
exercises and drills; however, the majority of the 
changes have been made to increase clarity. The 
evaluation criteria that were added under Planning 
Standard N were added to address key skills and 
capabilities where there have been issues observed 
with performance and understanding or to address 
concerns of attrition based on lack of use. The 
frequency of demonstration and evaluation of 
exercises and drills remains unchanged. 
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FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0086-16 

11. In addition to the criteria already mentioned, the revision appears to 
indicate multiple areas where Planning Standards and Evaluation Criteria have 
increased the frequency of exercises or where level of participation expected 
from OROs is unclear. An increased level of participation at the State or ORO 
level may be required to meet these standards. FEMA should specify in 
responses to comments or the document itself any changes in frequency or 
participation level that is intended with respect to these standards and criteria: 
 
a. "Hostile Action Based exercises must be performed (with state inclusion) 
during each eight-year cycle." [Standard N.3 & N.3.a.] 
 
b. "Medical Service Drills: An emergency medical drill [with state inclusion] 
involving simulated contaminated emergency worker and/or member of the 
general public ...is conducted annually." [Standard N.4.b.] 
 
c. Training Standard: "Each organization [including state] ensures the training of 
emergency responders and other appropriate individuals with an operational 
role in the emergency plan. Initial training and annual training are provided." 
[Standard O.1.] 
 
d. Standard P may impose additional planning, training, and tracking 
requirements at the State or ORO level. 

Noted 

The Medical Services Drills will continue to be 
conducted annually and evaluated biennially, just as 
they have previously been conducted and 
evaluated. The demonstration frequency for the 
hostile action-based (HAB) scenario element 
remains once during each eight-year exercise cycle. 
There is no change to demonstration or evaluation 
frequency. 
 
Changes were made to consolidate the evaluation 
criteria under Planning Standard O for clarity and 
ease of use. The changes to evaluation criterion O.1 
reflect the consolidation and impose no new 
guidance or implementation. 
 
NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 contains guidance, not 
requirements. Organizations are always welcome to 
propose an alternative method to meet the intent 
of any of the planning standards.  

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0064-36 

N.2.b  
 
Comment - Revise inconsistencies in language among evaluation criterion 
frequencies. For example the proposed language reads:  
N.1.c " ... at least once every eight year cycle";  
N.2.b " ... during each eight-year exercise cycle";  
N.4.i & N.4.j " ... during every eight year exercise cycle"  
N.3.c.1 " ... at least once within the eight-year exercise cycle "  
Use precise, consistent language for all demonstration criteria requiring this 
specific frequency, such as" ... at least once within the eight-year exercise 
cycle."  

Accepted 

The language used to describe the frequency of the 
drills and exercises throughout the Planning 
Standard N evaluation criteria has been reviewed 
and updated to ensure consistency wherever 
possible. 
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FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0068-5 

5. NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 (Draft) appears to indicate multiple areas 
where Planning Standards and Evaluation Criteria have increased the frequency 
of exercises or where level of participation expected from OROs is unclear. An 
increased level of participation at the State or ORO level may be required to 
meet these standards. FEMA should specify in responses to comments or the 
document itself any changes in frequency or participation level that is intended 
with respect to these standards and criteria:  
 
a. "Exercises that include mobilization of state, local. beyond the plume 
exposure pathway EPZ are conducted during each eight-year cycle". [Standard 
N.2.b].  
 
b. Hostile Action Based exercises must be performed (with state inclusion) 
during each eight-year cycle. [Standard N.3 & N .3.a.]  
 
c. "The licensee [with state inclusion] is required to demonstrate the ability to 
respond no/minimal release scenario at once within the eight year cycle." 
Standard [N .3.c.1.]  
 
d. Medical Service Drills: "An emergency medical drill [with state inclusion] 
involving simulated contaminated emergency worker and/or member of the 
general public ... is conducted annually." [Standard N.4.b.]  
 
e. Laboratory Drills: "A laboratory drill is conducted biennially that involves 
demonstration of handling, documenting ..." [Standard N.4 .c.]  
 
f. Environmental Monitoring Drills: "Environmental monitoring drills [with state 
inclusion] are conducted annually." [Standard N.4.d.]  
 
g . Ingestion Pathway Drills: "An ingestion pathway drill is conducted biennially 
that involves sample development, analysis of lab results ..." [Standard N.4.e.]  

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.2.b refers to the traditional 
“ingestion exercise” and the frequency remains 
unchanged at once every eight years. Evaluation 
criterion N.3 is overarching and refers to all the 
scenario elements which must be included during 
each eight-year exercise cycle. Evaluation criterion 
N.3.a specifically addresses the hostile action-based 
(HAB) scenario element; the frequency remains 
unchanged at once during each eight-year exercise 
cycle. Evaluation criteria N.3.c, N.3.c.1, and N.3.c.2 
address the no/minimal release of radioactive 
materials scenario element; the frequency of once 
during the eight-year exercise cycle and guidance 
for participation of offsite response organizations 
(OROs) remains unchanged. Evaluation criterion 
N.4.b addresses Medical Services Drills; the 
frequency remains unchanged and these drills 
should continue to be conducted annually and 
evaluated biennially. Evaluation criterion N.4.c 
addresses Laboratory Drills, which are a new type of 
drill that should be conducted biennially and 
evaluated once every eight-year exercise cycle, with 
the non-evaluated drills being reported in the 
annual letter of certification (ALC). Evaluation 
criterion N.4.d addresses Environmental Monitoring 
Drills, which are a combination of the Health 
Physics and Radiological Monitoring Drills from 
Revision 1 of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1; they 
should be conducted annually and reported in the 
ALC. And lastly, evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses 
Ingestion Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, 
which are a new type of drill that should be 
conducted biennially and reported in the ALC. 
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Evaluation Criteria have increased the frequency of exercises or where level of 
participation expected from OROs is unclear. An increased level of participation 
at the State or ORO level may be required to meet these standards. FEMA 
should specify in responses to comments or the document itself any changes in 
frequency or participation level that is intended with respect to these standards 
and criteria: 
 
a. “Exercises that include mobilization of state, local....beyond the plume 
exposure pathway EPZ are conducted during each eight-year cycle”. [Standard 
N.2.b]. 
 
b. Hostile Action Based exercises must be performed (with state inclusion) 
during each eight-year cycle. [Standard N.3 & N.3.a.] 
 
c. “The licensee [with state inclusion] is required to demonstrate the ability to 
respond no/minimal release scenario at once within the eight year cycle.” 
Standard [N.3.c.1.] 
 
d. Medical Service Drills: “An emergency medical drill [with state inclusion] 
involving simulated contaminated emergency worker and/or member of the 
general public...is conducted annually.” [Standard N.4.b.] 
 
e. Laboratory Drills: “A laboratory drill is conducted biennially that involves 
demonstration of handling, documenting...” [Standard N.4.c.] 
 
f. Environmental Monitoring Drills: “Environmental monitoring drills [with state 
inclusion] are conducted annually.” [Standard N.4.d.] 
 
g. Ingestion Pathway Drills: “An ingestion pathway drill is conducted biennially 
that involves sample development, analysis of lab results...” [Standard N.4.e.] 
 
h. Training Standard: “Each organization [including state] ensures the training of 
emergency responders and other appropriate individuals with an operational 
role in the emergency plan. Initial training and annual training are provided.” 
[Standard O.1.] 
 
i. Standard P may impose additional planning and training and tracking 
requirements at the State or ORO level. 

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.2.b refers to the traditional 
“ingestion exercise” and the frequency remains 
unchanged at once every eight years. Evaluation 
criterion N.3 is overarching and refers to all the 
scenario elements which must be included during 
each eight-year exercise cycle. Evaluation criterion 
N.3.a specifically addresses the hostile action-based 
(HAB) scenario element; the frequency remains 
unchanged at once during each eight-year exercise 
cycle. Evaluation criteria N.3.c, N.3.c.1, and N.3.c.2 
address the no/minimal release of radioactive 
materials scenario element; the frequency of once 
during the eight-year exercise cycle and guidance 
for participation of offsite response organizations 
(OROs) remains unchanged. Evaluation criterion 
N.4.b addresses Medical Services Drills; the 
frequency remains unchanged and these drills 
should continue to be conducted annually and 
evaluated biennially. Evaluation criterion N.4.c 
addresses Laboratory Drills, which are a new type of 
drill that should be conducted biennially and 
evaluated once every eight-year exercise cycles, 
with the non-evaluated drills being reported in the 
annual letter of certification (ALC). Evaluation 
criterion N.4.d addresses Environmental Monitoring 
Drills, which are a combination of the Health 
Physics and Radiological Monitoring Drills from 
Revision 1 of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1; they 
should be conducted annually and reported in the 
ALC. And lastly, evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses 
Ingestion Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, 
which are a new type of drill that should be 
conducted biennially and reported in the ALC. 
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NUREG -0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 (Draft) appears to indicate multiple areas 
where Planning Standards and Evaluation Criteria have increased the frequency 
of exercises or where the level of participation expected from OROs is unclear. 
An increased level of participation at the State or ORO level may be required to 
meet these standards. FEMA should specify in its response to comments or the 
document itself any changes in frequency or participation level that is intended 
with respect to these standards and criteria: 
 
a. "Exercises that include mobilization of state, local…beyond the plume 
exposure pathway EPZ are conducted during each eight-year cycle." [Standard 
N.2.b]. 
 
b. Hostile Action Based exercises must be performed (with state inclusion) 
during each eight-year cycle. [Standard N.3 & N.3.a.] 
 
c. "The licensee [with state inclusion] is required to demonstrate the ability to 
respond to a no/minimal release scenario at least once within the eight year 
cycle." Standard [N.3.c.1.] 
 
d. Medical Service Drills: "An emergency medical drill [with state inclusion] 
involving simulated contaminated emergency worker and/or member of the 
general public ...is conducted annually." [Standard N.4.b.] 
 
e. Laboratory Drills: "A laboratory drill is conducted biennially that involves 
demonstration of handling, documenting ..." [Standard N.4.c.] 
 
f. Environmental Monitoring Drills: "Environmental monitoring drills [with state 
inclusion] are conducted annually." [Standard N.4.d.] 
 
g. Ingestion Pathway Drills: "An ingestion pathway drill is conducted biennially 
that involves sample development, analysis of lab results..." [Standard N.4.e.] 
 
h. Training Standard: "Each organization [including state] ensures the training of 
emergency responders and other appropriate individuals with an operational 
role in the emergency plan. Initial training and annual training are provided.” 
[Standard O.1.] 
 
i. Standard P may impose additional planning and training and tracking 
requirements at the State or ORO level. 

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.2.b refers to the traditional 
“ingestion exercise” and the frequency remains 
unchanged at once every eight years. Evaluation 
criterion N.3 is overarching and refers to all the 
scenario elements which must be included during 
each eight-year exercise cycle. Evaluation criterion 
N.3.a specifically addresses the hostile action-based 
(HAB) scenario element; the frequency remains 
unchanged at once during each eight-year exercise 
cycle. Evaluation criteria N.3.c, N.3.c.1, and N.3.c.2 
address the no/minimal release of radioactive 
materials scenario element; the frequency of once 
during the eight-year exercise cycle and guidance 
for participation of offsite response organizations 
(OROs) remain unchanged. Evaluation criterion 
N.4.b addresses Medical Services Drills; the 
frequency remains unchanged and these drills 
should continue to be conducted annually and 
evaluated biennially. Evaluation criterion N.4.c 
addresses Laboratory Drills, which are a new type of 
drill that should be conducted biennially and 
evaluated once every eight-year exercise cycle, with 
the non-evaluated drills being reported in the 
annual letter of certification (ALC). Evaluation 
criterion N.4.d addresses Environmental Monitoring 
Drills, which are a combination of the Health 
Physics and Radiological Monitoring Drills from 
Revision 1 of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1; they 
should be conducted annually and reported in the 
ALC. And lastly, evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses 
Ingestion Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, 
which are a new type of drill that should be 
conducted biennially and reported in the ALC. 
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Overall, NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 (Draft) appears to indicate multiple 
areas where Planning Standards and Evaluation Criteria have increased the 
frequency of exercises or where level of participation expected from OROs is 
unclear. An increased level of participation at the State or ORO level may be 
required to meet these standards. FEMA should specify in responses to 
comments or in a revision of the document itself any changes in frequency or 
participation level that is intended with respect to these standards and criteria:  
 
a. “Exercises that include mobilization of state, local….beyond the plume 
exposure pathway EPZ are conducted during each eight-year cycle”. [Criterion 
N.2.b].  
 
b. Hostile Action Based exercises must be performed (with state inclusion) 
during each eight-year cycle. [Criterion N.3.a.]  
 
c. “The licensee [with state inclusion] is required to demonstrate the ability to 
respond no/minimal release scenario at once within the eight year cycle.” 
[Criterion N.3.c.1.]  
 
d. Medical Service Drills: “An emergency medical drill [with state inclusion] 
involving simulated contaminated emergency worker and/or member of the 
general public…is conducted annually.” [Criterion N.4.b.]  
 
e. Laboratory Drills: “A laboratory drill is conducted biennially that involves 
demonstration of handling, documenting…” [Criterion N.4.c.]  
 
f. Radiological Monitoring Drills: “Radiological monitoring drills [with state 
inclusion] are conducted annually.” [Criterion N.4.d.]  
 
g. Ingestion Pathway Drills: “An ingestion pathway drill is conducted biennially 
that involves sample development, analysis of lab results…” [Criterion N.4.e.]  
 
h. Training Standard: “Each organization [including state] ensures the training of 
emergency responders and other appropriate individuals with an operational 
role in the emergency plan. Initial training and annual training are provided.” 
[Criterion O.1.]  
 
i. Standard P may impose additional planning and training and tracking 
requirements at the State or ORO level.  

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.2.b refers to the traditional 
“ingestion exercise” and the frequency remains 
unchanged at once every eight years. Evaluation 
criterion N.3 is overarching and refers to all the 
scenario elements which must be included during 
each eight-year exercise cycle. Evaluation criterion 
N.3.a specifically addresses the hostile action-based 
(HAB) scenario element; the frequency remains 
unchanged at once during each eight-year exercise 
cycle. Evaluation criteria N.3.c, N.3.c.1, and N.3.c.2 
address the no/minimal release of radioactive 
materials scenario element; the frequency of once 
during the eight-year exercise cycle and guidance 
for participation of offsite response organizations 
(OROs) remain unchanged. Evaluation criterion 
N.4.b addresses Medical Services Drills; the 
frequency remains unchanged and these drills 
should continue to be conducted annually and 
evaluated biennially. Evaluation criterion N.4.c 
addresses Laboratory Drills, which are a new type of 
drill that should be conducted biennially and 
evaluated once every eight-year exercise cycle, with 
the non-evaluated drills being reported in the 
annual letter of certification (ALC). Evaluation 
criterion N.4.d addresses Environmental Monitoring 
Drills, which are a combination of the Health 
Physics and Radiological Monitoring Drills from 
Revision 1 of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1; they 
should be conducted annually and reported in the 
ALC. And lastly, evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses 
Ingestion Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, 
which are a new type of drill that should be 
conducted biennially and reported in the ALC. 



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

Planning Standard N Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 218 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0070-5 

5. What constitutes the new mobilization drills for areas outside the EPZ 
required once every eight years. Ingestion County notification, activation and 
mobilization and EOC setup? Is this FEMA evaluated for the 32 additional 
counties in Minnesota? 

Rejected 

This comment is not applicable to the version of the 
document posted for public comment. Contact was 
made with the commenter to confirm that this 
comment was intended for a previous draft. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0086-13 

8. Many of the criteria in Section N for exercises and drills have been modified. 
It appears to split the traditional ingestion pathway drills into separate types of 
drills and increase the frequency to biennial. Since these changes could have a 
workload and cost impact on OROs, some clarification is needed on the 
expectations for demonstration of the criterion to satisfy the requirements in 
N.2.b, N.4.c, N.4.d and N.4.e. 

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.2.b refers to the traditional 
“ingestion exercise” and the frequency remains 
unchanged at once within the eight-year exercise 
cycle. Evaluation criterion N.4.c addresses 
Laboratory Drills, which are a new type of drill that 
should be conducted biennially and evaluated once 
every eight-year exercise cycle, with the non-
evaluated drills being reported in the annual letter 
of certification (ALC). Evaluation criterion N.4.d 
addresses Environmental Monitoring Drills, which 
are a combination of the Health Physics and 
Radiological Monitoring Drills from Revision 1 of 
NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1; they should be 
conducted annually and reported in the ALC. And 
lastly, evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses Ingestion 
Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, which are a 
new type of drill that should be conducted 
biennially and reported in the ALC. 
 
Additional information will be provided in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0070-32 

N.7  
 
- Each organization establishes a corrective action program to capture… This is a 
new requirement for state and local jurisdictions to establish and maintain a 
CAP. Not sure the necessity of this since we already include corrective actions in 
the FEMA exercise report. This seem to be something that is administratively 
burdensome to implement with little value  

Rejected 

This comment is not applicable to the version of the 
document posted for public comment. Contact was 
made with the commenter to confirm that this 
comment was intended for a previous draft. 
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Page 44-46  
N: Exercises and Drills  
 
Comment - Eliminates existing Communication Drills language and frequency of 
drills for specific groups; in current NUREG guidance "N.2.a. ORO 
communications systems are tested monthly; Communications with the Federal 
response organizations and States within the ingestion pathway are tested 
quarterly; and Communications with the NPP, ORO EOCs, and field assessment 
teams are tested annually." Existing language should remain as it is, with 
specific frequency requirements and to which organization those frequency 
requirements apply. This provides clear means for testing the reliability of 
communication systems.  

Agree in Part 

The Communications Drills have been reinstated in 
evaluation criterion N.4.f, with some modifications 
to the language but not the intent. The system 
testing is now addressed in evaluation criterion F.3. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0066-22 

Section II, Criterion N.3  
 
In Revision 1 this criterion specified the contents of the scenario packet. Where 
will this information be defined if it isn’t included here in Revision 2? 

Noted 

The information that was contained in evaluation 
criterion N.3 of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1 is 
now addressed in other guidance documents, 
including the FEMA Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0078-370 

Evaluation Criteria: N.1 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Exercises and drills are conducted, observed, and critiqued/evaluated [Deletion: 
as set forth in NRC and FEMA regulations and guidance], [Addition: and include 
the following:]. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend deletion of the phrase ‘as set forth in NRC and FEMA regulations 
and guidance’ as it is unnecessary to understanding the criterion and not used 
in other criteria. Criterion should be re-worded to direct the user to the sub- 
criteria below for additional information. 

Rejected 

While the language is unique to evaluation criterion 
N.1, it was deemed important to specifically call out 
the regulations and guidance related to exercises 
and drills, particularly for instances of new 
planners.  

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0064-35 

N.1  
 
Comment- -Identify the specific guidance used to critique and evaluate 
exercises and drills.  

Rejected 

The guidance used to evaluate exercises and drills is 
contained within the regulations and other 
guidance documents, including the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0074-36 

N.1.a - delete. FEMA and the NRC develop the process for evaluation, not the 
licensee, state, local or tribal entities. 
 
Unless it is meant that: Provisions are provided and described for the NRC and 
FEMA to evaluate exercises and drills.??? Which is a totally different meaning.  

Rejected 

Evaluation criterion N.1.a is subordinate to 
evaluation criterion N.1, where the adherence to 
NRC and FEMA regulations and guidance is 
addressed.  
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Evaluation Criteria: N.1.b 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
[Addition: The process used to track issues identified by drill and exercise 
critiques/evaluations, including the assignment and completion of][Deletion: 
Responsibility for implementing corrective actions is assigned. Organizations are 
assigned responsibility establish means to ensure that corrective actions are 
implemented] described. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Criterion reworded to reflect the way that these corrective actions are actually 
addressed by licensees. For a licensee, the emergency plan does not assign 
responsibility for corrective actions; that is a function of the corrective action 
program (CAP). The CAP will ensure that the appropriate organization is 
assigned ownership of issue evaluations and corrective actions, and the 
resources necessary for completion are provided. The emergency plan should 
describe the program’s interface with the CAP (e.g., how issues are identified 
and entered). Given the 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, requirements applicable to 
licensees, it may be necessary to split this criterion into one for Licensees and 
one for OROs. 

Agree in Part 

Evaluation criterion N.1.b has been modified to 
state: “The process used to track findings and 
associated corrective actions identified by drill and 
exercise critiques/evaluations, including their 
assignment and completion, is described.” 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0074-37 

N.1.b Responsibility for implementing improvements and corrective actions..... Rejected 

The term “corrective actions” was selected as it 
includes “improvements.” Implementing the 
commenters requested edit would result in 
redundancy as the concept is already addressed in 
the verbiage used. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0078-372 

Evaluation Criteria: N.1.d 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording:  
At least one drill or exercise in every eight-year cycle is unannounced [Addition: 
or announced to occur within a time window of no less than 14 days.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend adding a provision for a time window during which the drill will 
take place. This approach allows the EP Department to distribute typical pre-
drill information (e.g., drill initial conditions, extent-of-play instructions, etc.) 
and safety reminders to the ERO prior to the start of the drill window, and also 
precludes pre-staging or “leaning forward” to meet drill objectives. Many sites 
have used this approach and it does not compromise the integrity of the drill. 

Rejected 
The commenter’s requested edit describes a 
method in which the intent of evaluation criterion 
N.1.d could be accomplished.  



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

Planning Standard N Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 221 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0087-3 

Page 46 
 
Current criterion N.1.d. recommends that an Ingestion Pathway Exercise be 
conducted once every cycle, which is currently once every 8-years. This criterion 
is similar to that stated in the proposed criterion N.2.b. Previous criterion was 
once every 6 years. The proposed criterion of N.4.e recommends an Ingestion 
Pathway Drill every two years.  
 
Since all ORO activities for an Ingestion Pathway Drill would be the same for the 
radiation health groups within the Local and State OROs as that required for an 
exercise, the change effectively increases the frequency of skill demonstration 
on these groups by a factor of four. Since these groups were commonly able to 
demonstrate these activities in a satisfactory manner once every six years, it is 
unclear what benefit is expected from formally drilling on the same tasks once 
every two years. Recommend incorporating Ingestion Pathway attributes into 
more frequent Data Analysis / Dose Assessment Drills or the removal of the 
proposed criterion, as described in the previous comment. This would allow 
Licensee and State response organizations the flexibility to emphasize drilling in 
areas of known weakness, which may or may not be related to Ingestion 
Pathway activities. 

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.2.b refers to the traditional 
“ingestion exercise” and the frequency remains 
unchanged at once every eight years. Evaluation 
criterion N.4.c addresses Laboratory Drills, which 
are a new type of drill that should be conducted 
biennially and evaluated once every eight-year 
exercise cycle, with the non-evaluated drills being 
reported in the annual letter of certification (ALC). 
Evaluation criterion N.4.d addresses Environmental 
Monitoring Drills, which are a combination of the 
Health Physics and Radiological Monitoring Drills 
from Revision 1 of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1; they 
should be conducted annually and reported in the 
ALC. And lastly, evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses 
Ingestion Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, 
which are a new type of drill that should be 
conducted biennially and reported in the ALC. 
 
Additional information will be provided in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-0071 
-3 

Page: 46 
 
Comment: Current criterion N.1.d. recommends that an Ingestion Pathway 
Exercise be conducted once every cycle, which is currently once every 8-years. 
This criterion is similar to that stated in the proposed criterion N.2.b. Previous 
criterion was once every 6 years. The proposed criterion of N.4.e recommends 
an Ingestion Pathway Drill every two years.  
 
Since all ORO activities for an Ingestion Pathway Drill would be the same for the 
radiation health groups within the Local and State OROs as that required for an 
exercise, the change effectively increases the frequency of skill demonstration 
on these groups by a factor of four. Since these groups were commonly able to 
demonstrate these activities in a satisfactory manner once every six years, it is 
unclear what benefit is expected from formally drilling on the same tasks once 
every two years. Recommend incorporating Ingestion Pathway attributes into 
more frequent Data Analysis/Dose Assessment Drills or the removal of the 
proposed criterion, as described in the previous comment. This would allow 
Licensee and State response organizations the flexibility to emphasize drilling in 
areas of known weakness, which may or may not be related to Ingestion 
Pathway activities.  

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.2.b refers to the traditional 
“ingestion exercise” and the frequency remains 
unchanged at once every eight years. Evaluation 
criterion N.4.c addresses Laboratory Drills, which 
are a new type of drill that should be conducted 
biennially and evaluated once every eight-year 
exercise cycle, with the non-evaluated drills being 
reported in the annual letter of certification (ALC). 
Evaluation criterion N.4.d addresses Environmental 
Monitoring Drills, which are a combination of the 
Health Physics and Radiological Monitoring Drills 
from Revision 1 of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1; they 
should be conducted annually and reported in the 
ALC. And lastly, evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses 
Ingestion Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, 
which are a new type of drill that should be 
conducted biennially and reported in the ALC. 
 
Additional information will be provided in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 
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Evaluation Criteria: N.2 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording 
Exercises are designed to enable the response organizations’ demonstration of 
the key skills necessary to implement the principal functional areas of 
emergency response. The following two types of exercises are conducted at the 
frequency noted: 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
No recommendation for alternate approach or wording. 
 
The industry believes that the NRC has not provided a definitive listing of ERO 
key skills (e.g., the term is used in 10 CFR 50, Appendix E, and the EP Rule ISG, 
but a list is not specifically identified). To drive consistent understanding and 
implementation of this criterion and related criteria, the NRC staff should 
provide a definitive listing of ERO ‘key skills,’ or the attributes necessary for a 
licensee to determine them (e.g., to distinguish them from non-key skills). 

Noted 

The definitive listing of emergency response 
organization (ERO) key skills is contained in the 
November 2011 Interim Staff Guidance (NSIR/DPR-
ISG-01). 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0074-38 

N.2 and N.3 the term “key skills” should be replaced with “capabilities” to be 
consistent with this document and all other exercise programs. Agree in Part The term “capabilities” has been added to 

evaluation criteria N.2 and N.3 to ensure clarity.  

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0078-374 

Evaluation Criteria: N.2.b 
Applicability: State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording 
Exercises that include mobilization of state, local, and tribal (as appropriate) 
personnel and resources and implementation of emergency plans to 
demonstrate response capabilities to a release of radioactive materials 
requiring post-plume phase protective actions [Deletion: beyond] [Addition: 
within] the [Deletion: plume] [Addition: ingestion] exposure pathway EPZ during 
each eight-year exercise cycle. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend wording change to improve clarity. Proposed wording better 
specifies the EPZ area of interest for this type of Exercise. 

Agree in Part 

Evaluation criterion N.2.b has been updated to, 
“Ingestion Exposure Pathway Exercises. Ingestion 
exposure pathway exercises are conducted at least 
once every eight years. These exercises include 
mobilization of state, local, and tribal government 
personnel and resources and implementation of 
emergency plans to demonstrate response 
capabilities to a release of radioactive materials 
requiring post-plume phase protective actions 
within the ingestion exposure pathway EPZ.” 
Additional edits were made for consistency with 
other Planning Standard N evaluation criteria. 
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N.2.b  
 
- OROs within the 50-mile EPZ that are not part of the full-participation 
ingestion exercise with the State participate in an ingestion tabletop exercise or 
other ingestion pathway training activity at least once during the exercise cycle. 
What constitutes participation, one person form the ingestion county? 

Rejected 

The requested level of detail is best addressed in 
the FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness 
(REP) Program Manual and the specific level of 
participation for exercise activities should be 
addressed through extent of play negotiations 
between the offsite response organizations (OROs) 
and FEMA REP staff. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0089-45 

N.2.b states: "Exercises that include mobilization of state, local, and tribal (as 
appropriate) personnel and resources and implementation of emergency plans 
to demonstrate response capabilities to a release of radioactive materials 
requiring post plume phase protective actions beyond the plume exposure 
pathway EPZ are conducted during each eight-year exercise cycle." N.4.e states: 
"Ingestion Pathway Drills. An ingestion pathway drill is conducted biennially that 
involves sample plan development, analysis of lab results from samples, 
assessment of the impact on food and agricultural products, protective 
decisions for relocation , and food/crop embargo". The fequency of these two 
criterions seems to be in direct conflict and the scope of these criteria needs to 
be specified. The requirements for post plume drills and exercises have changed 
several times in the REP Manual and FAQ's with respect to which ORO's are 
required to participate and to what extent. The inclusion of N.4.e, a new 
criterion, has increased the number of exercises/drills required of ORO's. If the 
scope of these criteria is increased beyond ORO's impacted by a 10 mile EPZ and 
includes all those impacted within a 50 mile IPZ, the burden on personnel and 
resources would be significant. 

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.2.b refers to the traditional 
“ingestion exercise” and the frequency remains 
unchanged at once every eight years. Evaluation 
criterion N.4.c addresses Laboratory Drills, which 
are a new type of drill that should be conducted 
biennially and evaluated once every eight-year 
exercise cycle, with the non-evaluated drills being 
reported in the annual letter of certification (ALC). 
Evaluation criterion N.4.d addresses Environmental 
Monitoring Drills, which are a combination of the 
Health Physics and Radiological Monitoring Drills 
from Revision 1 of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1; they 
should be conducted annually and reported in the 
ALC. And lastly, evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses 
Ingestion Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, 
which are a new type of drill that should be 
conducted biennially and reported in the ALC. 
 
Additional information will be provided in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 
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FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0073-40 

N.2.b states: “Exercises that include mobilization of state, local, and tribal (as 
appropriate) personnel and resources and implementation of emergency plans 
to demonstrate response capabilities to a release of radioactive materials 
requiring post-plume phase protective actions beyond the plume exposure 
pathway EPZ are conducted during each eight-year exercise cycle.” N.4.e 
states:” Ingestion Pathway Drills. An ingestion pathway drill is conducted 
biennially that involves sample plan development, analysis of lab results from 
samples, assessment of the impact on food and agricultural products, protective 
decisions for relocation, and food/crop embargo.” The frequency of these two 
criterions seems to be in direct conflict and the scope of these criteria needs to 
be specified. The requirements for post plume drills and exercises have changed 
several times in the REP Manual and FAQ’s with respect to which ORO’s are 
required to participate and to what extent. The inclusion of N.4.e, a new 
criterion, has increased the number of exercises/drills required of ORO’s. If the 
scope of these criteria is increased beyond ORO’s impacted by a 10 mile EPZ and 
includes all those impacted within a 50 mile IPZ, the burden on personnel and 
resources would be significant. 

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.2.b refers to the traditional 
“ingestion exercise” and the frequency remains 
unchanged at once every eight years. Evaluation 
criterion N.4.c addresses Laboratory Drills, which 
are a new type of drill that should be conducted 
biennially and evaluated once every eight-year 
exercise cycle, with the non-evaluated drills being 
reported in the annual letter of certification (ALC). 
Evaluation criterion N.4.d addresses Environmental 
Monitoring Drills, which are a combination of the 
Health Physics and Radiological Monitoring Drills 
from Revision 1 of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1; they 
should be conducted annually and reported in the 
ALC. And lastly, evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses 
Ingestion Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, 
which are a new type of drill that should be 
conducted biennially and reported in the ALC. 
 
Additional information will be provided in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0075-42 

N.2.b states: “Exercises that include mobilization of state, local, and tribal (as 
appropriate) personnel and resources and implementation of emergency plans 
to demonstrate response capabilities to a release of radioactive materials 
requiring post-plume phase protective actions beyond the plume exposure 
pathway EPZ are conducted during each eight-year exercise cycle.” N.4.e states: 
Ingestion Pathway Drills. An ingestion pathway drill is conducted biennially that 
involves sample plan development, analysis of lab results from samples, 
assessment of the impact on food and agricultural products, protective 
decisions for relocation, and food/crop embargo.” The frequency of these two 
criteria seems to be in direct conflict and the scope of these criteria needs to be 
specified. The requirements for post plume drills and exercises have changed 
several times in the REP Manual and FAQ’s with respect to which ORO’s are 
required to participate and to what extent. The inclusion of N.4.e, a new 
criterion, has increased the number of exercises/drills required of ORO’s. If the 
scope of these criteria is increased beyond ORO’s impacted by a 10 mile EPZ and 
includes all those impacted within a 50 mile IPZ, the burden on personnel and 
resources would be significant.  

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.2.b refers to the traditional 
“ingestion exercise” and the frequency remains 
unchanged at once every eight years. Evaluation 
criterion N.4.c addresses Laboratory Drills, which 
are a new type of drill that should be conducted 
biennially and evaluated once every eight-year 
exercise cycle, with the non-evaluated drills being 
reported in the annual letter of certification (ALC). 
Evaluation criterion N.4.d addresses Environmental 
Monitoring Drills, which are a combination of the 
Health Physics and Radiological Monitoring Drills 
from Revision 1 of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1; they 
should be conducted annually and reported in the 
ALC. And lastly, evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses 
Ingestion Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, 
which are a new type of drill that should be 
conducted biennially and reported in the ALC. 
 
Additional information will be provided in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 
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FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0061-21 

Page 44 – N.2.b “Exercises that include mobilization of state, local, and tribal (as 
appropriate) personnel and resources and implementation of emergency plans 
to demonstrate response capabilities to a release of radioactive materials 
requiring post-plume phase protective actions beyond the plume exposure 
pathway EPZ are conducted during each eight-year exercise cycle.”  
 
- Does this requirement look at different things than what is required in N.4.e? 
By the description given, it seems to focus more on decision making process 
than the technical skill to demonstrate what is described in N.4.e. 

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.2.b refers to the traditional 
“ingestion exercise” and the frequency remains 
unchanged at once every eight years. Evaluation 
criterion N.4.c addresses Laboratory Drills, which 
are a new type of drill that should be conducted 
biennially and evaluated once every eight-year 
exercise cycle, with the non-evaluated drills being 
reported in the annual letter of certification (ALC). 
Evaluation criterion N.4.d addresses Environmental 
Monitoring Drills, which are a combination of the 
Health Physics and Radiological Monitoring Drills 
from Revision 1 of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1; they 
should be conducted annually and reported in the 
ALC. And lastly, evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses 
Ingestion Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, 
which are a new type of drill that should be 
conducted biennially and reported in the ALC. 
 
Additional information will be provided in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

Planning Standard N Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 226 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-0071 
-4 

Page: 46 
 
Comment: Current criterion for Medical Services Drills in N.2.c is listed as 
applicable to only Licensee and Local. The proposed N.4.b reproduces this 
criterion; however, its applicability has been expanded to include the State. 
Since the transport and treatment of a patient to a local hospital may not 
require the response or involvement of State resources, the basis for the 
expanded applicability is not clear. It is recommended that the applicability of 
this proposed criterion be the same as the current criterion. This would prevent 
the need for a State role if one does not already exist. It may also avoid the 
perception that a geographically distant ORO has a required role in an evolution 
which requires the implementation of immediate emergency actions.  

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion N.4.b was not to 
replicate evaluation criterion N.2.c from NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1 as can be seen in the 
similarities and differences between evaluation 
criteria N.4.a and N.4.b from this version. 
Additionally, the Introduction paragraph in Section 
II describes the use of the shaded boxes to 
indicated applicability as follows: “When a box is 
colored in and labeled, it indicates that the 
corresponding evaluation criterion may be 
applicable to organizations in that category. 
Although a category box may be highlighted for a 
certain evaluation criterion, there can be exceptions 
or variations to the actual implementation within 
emergency plans. This may mean that not all 
evaluation criteria marked for “state” responsibility 
will be addressed within the state’s emergency 
plan. This is particularly true for jurisdictions within 
home rule states, where some evaluation criteria 
may be more appropriately addressed in a local 
jurisdiction’s plan.” The evaluation criteria are 
meant to apply when and where applicable; 
however, if it is determined that this evaluation 
criterion is not applicable to the commenter’s state, 
that does not change the fact that it could be 
applicable to another state , and therefore the 
applicability for “State” will remain. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0062-5 

Criterion N.3 directs that exercise scenario content be varied to provide the 
opportunity to demonstrate the key skills necessary to respond. Development 
of these varied and diverse scenarios will burden already limited staff resources 
in terms of time and the availability of trusted-agent staff, rendering them 
unavailable for participation.  

Noted 

The scenario elements discussed in evaluation 
criterion N.3 were part of NRC’s 2011 Emergency 
Preparedness (EP) final rule, and the subsequent 
update of the FEMA Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program Manual and creation 
of Supplement 4 of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 
1. 
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FEMA-
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Evaluation Criteria: N.3 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording  
Exercise scenario content is varied to provide the opportunity to demonstrate 
the key skills necessary to respond to the following scenario elements during 
each eight-year exercise cycle: 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
No recommendation for alternate approach or wording. 
 
The industry believes that the NRC has not provided a definitive listing of ERO 
key skills (e.g., the term is used in 10 CFR 50, Appendix E, and the EP Rule ISG, 
but a list is not specifically identified). To drive consistent understanding and 
implementation of this criterion and related criteria, the NRC staff should 
provide a definitive listing of ERO ‘key skills,’ or the attributes necessary for a 
licensee to determine them (e.g., to distinguish them from non-key skills). 

Noted 

The definitive listing of emergency response 
organization (ERO) key skills is contained in the 
November 2011 Interim Staff Guidance (NSIR/DPR-
ISG-01). 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0072-21 

Page: 45 
Reference Text: N.3.a: Hostile Action Based (HAB). Hostile action directed at the 
plant site. The HAB exercise scenario may be combined with either a 
radiological release scenario or no/minimal radiological release scenario, but a 
no/minimal radiological release scenario should not be included in consecutive 
HAB exercises at a NPP site.  
 
Comment: Shall or should?  

Noted The use of “should” in this case is appropriate as it 
denotes guidance. 
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FEMA-
2012-
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Criteria N.3.c includes the state, local and tribal in the criteria applicability. This 
would indicate that they are required to participate in these scenarios with the 
licensees. This is in direct conflict with N.3.c.1 which directs that such 
participation is optional. 

Noted 

The offsite response organizations’ (OROs’) 
participation in no/minimal release of radioactive 
materials scenario element during an exercise is 
addressed in the updated version of evaluation 
criterion N.3.c.1. Additionally, the Introduction 
paragraph in Section II describes the use of the 
shaded boxes to indicated applicability as follows: 
“When a box is colored in and labeled, it indicates 
that the corresponding evaluation criterion may be 
applicable to organizations in that category. 
Although a category box may be highlighted for a 
certain evaluation criterion, there can be exceptions 
or variations to the actual implementation within 
emergency plans. This may mean that not all 
evaluation criteria marked for “State” responsibility 
will be addressed within the State’s emergency 
plan. This is particularly true for jurisdictions within 
home rule states, where some evaluation criteria 
may be more appropriately addressed in a local 
jurisdiction’s plan.” 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0089-43 

Criteria N.3.c includes the state, local and tribal in the criteria applicability. This 
would indicate that they are required to participate in these scenarios with the 
licensees. This is in direct conflict with N.3.c.1 which directs that such 
participation is optional. 

Noted 

The offsite response organizations’ (OROs’) 
participation in no/minimal release of radioactive 
materials scenario element during an exercise is 
addressed in the updated version of evaluation 
criterion N.3.c.1. Additionally, the Introduction 
paragraph in Section II describes the use of the 
shaded boxes to indicated applicability as follows: 
“When a box is colored in and labeled, it indicates 
that the corresponding evaluation criterion may be 
applicable to organizations in that category. 
Although a category box may be highlighted for a 
certain evaluation criterion, there can be exceptions 
or variations to the actual implementation within 
emergency plans. This may mean that not all 
evaluation criteria marked for “State” responsibility 
will be addressed within the State’s emergency 
plan. This is particularly true for jurisdictions within 
home rule states, where some evaluation criteria 
may be more appropriately addressed in a local 
jurisdiction’s plan.” 
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FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0075-40 

Criterion N.3.c includes the state, local and tribal in the criteria applicability. 
This would indicate that they are required to participate in these scenarios with 
the licensees. This is in direct conflict with N.3.c.1 which directs that such 
participation is optional. 

Noted 

The offsite response organizations’ (OROs’) 
participation in no/minimal release of radioactive 
materials scenario element during an exercise is 
addressed in the updated version of evaluation 
criterion N.3.c.1. Additionally, the Introduction 
paragraph in Section II describes the use of the 
shaded boxes to indicated applicability as follows: 
“When a box is colored in and labeled, it indicates 
that the corresponding evaluation criterion may be 
applicable to organizations in that category. 
Although a category box may be highlighted for a 
certain evaluation criterion, there can be exceptions 
or variations to the actual implementation within 
emergency plans. This may mean that not all 
evaluation criteria marked for “State” responsibility 
will be addressed within the State’s emergency 
plan. This is particularly true for jurisdictions within 
home rule states, where some evaluation criteria 
may be more appropriately addressed in a local 
jurisdiction’s plan.” 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0078-376 

Evaluation Criteria: N.3.c 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording 
No/Minimal Release of Radioactive Materials. No release or an unplanned 
minimal release of radioactive material which does not require public protective 
actions. [Addition: Participation in this exercise by State, Tribal and local 
response organizations is optional; however, if an offsite organization elects not 
to participate in the licensee exercise, it remains obligated to meet the biennial 
exercise requirements specified in 44 CFR § 350.9.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate 
Recommend incorporating criterion N.3.c.3 into N.3.c to highlight the 
relationship between these two regulatory requirements; this will improve 
clarity (i.e., the related requirements for no/minimal release scenarios are in 
one criterion). 

Agree in Part 
Evaluation criterion N.3.c.3 has been incorporated 
into evaluation criterion N.3.c.1 to improve clarity 
as the commenter suggests. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0086-14 

9. Criterion N.3.c, N.3.c.1, N.3.c.2 and N.3.c.3 need to be modified to clearly 
state that the licensee under 10 CFR 50 Appendix E is the organization required 
to demonstrate this scenario variation. The ORO is required to participate in 
exercises biennially and does not have a corresponding requirement under 44 
CPR Part 350. Therefore there is no need to include OROs in these criteria. 

Rejected 

The offsite response organizations’ (OROs’) 
participation in exercises implementing the 
no/minimal release of radioactive materials 
scenario element is addressed in the updated 
version of evaluation criterion N.3.c.1. 
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FEMA-
2012-
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0089-47 

In Criterion N.3.c, N.3.c.1, N.3.c.2 and N.3.c.3 the topic of No/Minimal Release is 
discussed.  
 
These criterion need to be modified to clearly state that the licensee under 
10CFR 50 Appendix E is the organization required to demonstrate this scenario 
variation. The ORO is required to participate in exercises biennially and does not 
have a corresponding requirement under 44 CFR Part 350. Therefore, there is 
no need to include OROs in this criterion. 

Rejected 

The offsite response organizations’ (OROs’) 
participation in no/minimal release of radioactive 
materials scenario element during an exercise is 
addressed in the updated version of evaluation 
criterion N.3.c.1. Additionally, the Introduction 
paragraph in Section II describes the use of the 
shaded boxes to indicated applicability as follows: 
“When a box is colored in and labeled, it indicates 
that the corresponding evaluation criterion may be 
applicable to organizations in that category. 
Although a category box may be highlighted for a 
certain evaluation criterion, there can be exceptions 
or variations to the actual implementation within 
emergency plans. This may mean that not all 
evaluation criteria marked for “State” responsibility 
will be addressed within the State’s emergency 
plan. This is particularly true for jurisdictions within 
home rule states, where some evaluation criteria 
may be more appropriately addressed in a local 
jurisdiction’s plan.” 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0075-44 

In Criterion N.3.c, N.3.c.1, N.3.c.2 and N.3.c.3 the topic of No/Minimal Release is 
discussed. These criteria need to be modified to clearly state that the licensee 
under 10CFR 50 Appendix E is the organization required to demonstrate this 
scenario variation. The ORO is required to participate in exercises biennially and 
does not have a corresponding requirement under 44 CFR Part 350. Therefore 
there is no need to include OROs in these criteria. 

Rejected 

The offsite response organizations’ (OROs’) 
participation in no/minimal release of radioactive 
materials scenario element during an exercise is 
addressed in the updated version of evaluation 
criterion N.3.c.1. Additionally, the Introduction 
paragraph in Section II describes the use of the 
shaded boxes to indicated applicability as follows: 
“When a box is colored in and labeled, it indicates 
that the corresponding evaluation criterion may be 
applicable to organizations in that category. 
Although a category box may be highlighted for a 
certain evaluation criterion, there can be exceptions 
or variations to the actual implementation within 
emergency plans. This may mean that not all 
evaluation criteria marked for “State” responsibility 
will be addressed within the State’s emergency 
plan. This is particularly true for jurisdictions within 
home rule states, where some evaluation criteria 
may be more appropriately addressed in a local 
jurisdiction’s plan.” 



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

Planning Standard N Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 231 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0073-42 

In Criterion N.3.c, N.3.c.1, N.3.c.2 and N.3.c.3 the topic of No/Minimal Release is 
discussed. These criterion need to be modified to clearly state that the licensee 
under 10 CFR 50 Appendix E is the organization required to demonstrate this 
scenario variation. The ORO is required to participate in exercises biennially and 
does not have a corresponding requirement under 44 CFR Part 350. Therefore 
there is no need to include OROs in this criterion. 

Rejected 

The offsite response organizations’ (OROs’) 
participation in no/minimal release of radioactive 
materials scenario element during an exercise is 
addressed in the updated version of evaluation 
criterion N.3.c.1. Additionally, the Introduction 
paragraph in Section II describes the use of the 
shaded boxes to indicated applicability as follows,: 
“When a box is colored in and labeled, it indicates 
that the corresponding evaluation criterion may be 
applicable to organizations in that category. 
Although a category box may be highlighted for a 
certain evaluation criterion, there can be exceptions 
or variations to the actual implementation within 
emergency plans. This may mean that not all 
evaluation criteria marked for “State” responsibility 
will be addressed within the State’s emergency 
plan. This is particularly true for jurisdictions within 
home rule states, where some evaluation criteria 
may be more appropriately addressed in a local 
jurisdiction’s plan.” 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0078-377 

Evaluation Criteria: N.3.c.1 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording 
[Deletion: The licensee is required to demonstrate the ability to respond to a 
no/minimal radiological release scenario at least once within the eight-year 
exercise cycle. State, Tribal and local response organizations have the option, 
and are encouraged, to participate jointly in this demonstration.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
This criterion reflects offsite exercise planning and implementing guidance, and 
is not appropriate for inclusion in a licensee emergency plan. Since the criterion 
is already addressed in Federal exercise guidance, it is not necessary to describe 
it in any emergency plan. This criterion should be deleted or reassigned to 
“State, Local, Tribal” only. 

Rejected 

Evaluation criterion N.3.c.1 has been combined with 
evaluation criterion N.3.c.3 and is deemed a 
necessary evaluation criterion to be addressed in 
emergency plans to ensure this scenario element is 
properly coordinated and addressed by licensees 
and offsite response organizations (OROs). 
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FEMA-
2012-
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N.3.c.1 There is a statement that indicates the OROs “have the option, and are 
encouraged,” to participate jointly in this demonstration. This is a 
misstatement. It is required to meet the biennial exercise requirements. It is in 
conflict with N.3.c.3. The ORO are require to participate with local law 
enforcement agencies, manning of the Incident Command Post, exposure 
control, communications, coordination with the Emergency Operation Centers, 
coordination of protective actions, and public information and the coordination 
with the Joint Information Center. The licensee would not be able to complete 
their demonstration requirements without the participation of the OROs.  

Noted 

The offsite response organizations’ (OROs’) 
participation in no/minimal release of radioactive 
materials scenario element during an exercise is 
addressed in the updated version of evaluation 
criterion N.3.c.1. Additionally, the Introduction 
paragraph in Section II describes the use of the 
shaded boxes to indicated applicability as follows: 
“When a box is colored in and labeled, it indicates 
that the corresponding evaluation criterion may be 
applicable to organizations in that category. 
Although a category box may be highlighted for a 
certain evaluation criterion, there can be exceptions 
or variations to the actual implementation within 
emergency plans. This may mean that not all 
evaluation criteria marked for “State” responsibility 
will be addressed within the State’s emergency 
plan. This is particularly true for jurisdictions within 
home rule states, where some evaluation criteria 
may be more appropriately addressed in a local 
jurisdiction’s plan.” 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0075-41 

Criteria N.3.c.1 and N.3.c.2 should be removed as they are not really evaluation 
criteria but guidance for demonstrations. Rejected 

The entirety of evaluation criterion N.3.c and its 
sub-criteria provide guidance regarding the 
implementation of no/minimal release of 
radioactive materials scenario element. All 
evaluation criteria contained within NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 are guidance. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0073-39 

Criteria N.3.c.1 and N.3.c.2 should be removed as they are not really evaluation 
criteria but guidance for demonstrations. Rejected 

The entirety of evaluation criterion N.3.c and its 
sub-criteria provide guidance regarding the 
implementation of no/minimal release of 
radioactive materials scenario element. All 
evaluation criteria contained within NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 are guidance. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0089-44 

Criteria N.3.c.1 and N.3.c.2 should be removed as they are not really evaluation 
criteria but guidance for demonstrations. Rejected 

The entirety of evaluation criterion N.3.c and its 
sub-criteria provide guidance regarding the 
implementation of no/minimal release of 
radioactive materials scenario element. All 
evaluation criteria contained within NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 are guidance. 
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Evaluation Criteria: N.3.c.2 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording  
[Deletion: When planning for a joint no/minimal radiological release exercise, 
affected State, Tribal and local jurisdictions, the licensee, and FEMA will identify 
offsite capabilities that may still need to be evaluated and agree upon 
appropriate alternative evaluation methods to satisfy FEMA’s biennial criteria 
requirements. Alternative evaluation methods that could be considered during 
the extent of play negotiations include expansion of the exercise scenario, out 
of sequence activities, plan reviews, staff assistance visits or other means as 
described in FEMA guidance.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
This criterion reflects offsite exercise planning and implementing guidance, and 
is not appropriate for inclusion in a licensee emergency plan. Since the criterion 
is already addressed in Federal exercise guidance, it is not necessary to describe 
it in any emergency plan. This criterion should be deleted or reassigned to 
“State, Local, Tribal” only. 

Rejected 

Evaluation criterion N.3.c.2 is deemed a necessary 
evaluation criterion to be addressed in emergency 
plans to ensure this scenario element is properly 
coordinated and addressed by licensees and OROs. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0078-379 

Evaluation Criteria: N.3.c.3 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording 
[Deletion: If the offsite organizations elect not to participate in the licensee 
required minimal or no-release exercise, they will still be obligated to meet the 
exercise requirements as specified in 44 CFR § 350.9.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend incorporating this criterion into N.3.c as discussed above. 

Agree in Part Evaluation criterion N.3.c.3 has been combined with 
evaluation criterion N.3.c.1. 
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FEMA-
2012-
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Evaluation Criteria: N.3.d 
Applicability: Licensee  
 
Industry Proposed Wording  
[Deletion: 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2) Strategies. Demonstration of the use of 
equipment, procedures, and strategies developed in compliance with 10 CFR 
50.54(hh)(2).] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend deletion of this criterion. As discussed in SECY-15-0065, the 
requirements of 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2) are being relocated to a new section, 10 
CFR 50.155, Mitigation of Beyond-Design-Basis Events. The new regulation will 
include a requirement for drills or exercises involving strategies and guidelines 
used to maintain or restore core cooling, containment and spent fuel cooling 
capabilities under the circumstances associated with loss of large areas of the 
plant due to explosions or fire. In addition, the reference to 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2) 
currently contained in 10 CFR 50, Appendix E, is being deleted. The guidance 
associated with conducting these drills and exercises is provided in DG- 1319, 
Integrated Response Capabilities for Beyond-Design-Basis Events. It is not 
necessary to describe beyond- design-basis event drills in the site emergency 
plan as they will be governed under other NRC regulations. 

Rejected 

The final rule has not been approved by the 
Commission. Therefore, an effective date for 10 CFR 
50.155 has not been established and thus it cannot 
be used as a basis for eliminating guidance to 
conduct drills in support of 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(2). 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0064-37 

N.3.e  
 
Comment - Does this criterion relate to a Hostile Action Base exercise or a 
medical drill involving a contaminated and injured employee? Define integration 
of off-site resources with onsite response.  

Rejected 

The information contained in evaluation criterion 
N.3.e is one of the scenario elements detailed in 10 
CFR Part 50, Appendix E, Section IV.F.2.j. Additional 
information can be found in other guidance 
documents, including the FEMA Radiological 
Emergency Preparedness (REP) Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0074-40 

N.3.e “Resource Integration. Integration of offsite resources with onsite 
response. 
 
I believe this sub-section can be deleted. Not sure what it accomplishes. This is 
an aspect of all drills and exercises when the resources are needed, especially in 
an HAB based exercise.  

Rejected 

The information contained in evaluation criterion 
N.3.e is one of the scenario elements detailed in 10 
CFR Part 50, Appendix E, Section IV.F.2.j. Additional 
information can be found in other guidance 
documents, including the FEMA Radiological 
Emergency Preparedness (REP) Program Manual. 
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FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0061-22 

Page 45 – N.3.e “Resource Integration. Integration of offsite resources with 
onsite response.”  
 
- What types of resources should be integrated? Flex Initiative or Hostile Action 
Based could be one of these drills? How will this type of drill be evaluated and 
by whom?  

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.3.e does not describe a drill, 
but rather a scenario element that can be used in 
conjunction with other scenario elements, such as 
hostile action-based (HAB) scenarios, as the 
commenter suggests. The information contained in 
evaluation criterion N.3.e is one of the scenario 
elements detailed in 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix E, 
Section IV.F.2.j. Additional information can be 
found in other guidance documents, including the 
FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 
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FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0078-381 

Evaluation Criteria: N.4 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording  
Drills are designed to enable an organization’s demonstration and maintenance 
of key skills necessary to fulfill functional roles. Drills include, but are not limited 
to, the following at their noted frequencies: 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
No recommendation for alternate approach or wording. 
 
1) The industry believes that the NRC has not provided a definitive listing of ERO 
key skills (e.g., the term is used in 10 CFR 50, Appendix E, and the EP Rule ISG, 
but a list is not specifically identified). To drive consistent understanding and 
implementation of this criterion and related criteria, the NRC staff should 
provide a definitive listing of ERO ‘key skills,’ or the attributes necessary for a 
licensee to determine them (e.g., to distinguish them from non-key skills). 
 
2) As other criteria already address the demonstration and maintenance of ERO 
‘key skills’, consideration should be given to the need for sub-criteria N.4.a - 
N.4.j (i.e., they could be deleted). All are legacy criteria from Revision 1 or 
proposed additions of a similar nature that would appear to be subsumed by 
current requirements and guidance. 10 CFR 50 Appendix E requires, among 
other things, the periodic demonstration of ERO key skills and, the comment 
above notwithstanding, the various drill elements described in criteria N.4.a 
through N.4.j are likely considered to be key skills (individual and/or 
organizational). A licensee is responsible for ensuring that their ERO maintains 
key skills, and should have the flexibility to determine the required type and 
frequency of drills necessary to do that. This would allow a reasonable 
performance-based approach to drill scheduling. Drills are critiqued and 
weaknesses/deficiencies entered into the corrective action program (CAP). The 
changes necessary in improve performance, including adjustments to drill types, 
frequencies and objectives would be addressed through the CAP. Given current 
drill and CAP requirements, licensees should have the flexibility to conduct drills 
at frequencies and using objectives that meet their particular ERO performance 
enhancement needs (e.g., apply drill and personnel resources where they are 
needed to maintain key skills rather than meeting arbitrary drill guidance). 

Noted 

The definitive listing of emergency response 
organization (ERO) key skills is currently contained 
in the November 2011 Interim Staff Guidance 
(NSIR/DPR-ISG-01). 
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FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0078-382 

Evaluation Criteria: N.4.a 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording 
[Addition: Medical] Emergency [Deletion: Medical] Drill[Deletion: s]. A[Deletion: 
n] [Addition: medical] emergency [Deletion: medical] drill involving a simulated 
contaminated individual and [Addition: which] contains provisions for 
participation by support services agencies (i.e., ambulance and offsite medical 
treatment facility) is conducted annually. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend wording change for improved clarity. Use of the term ‘Medical 
Emergency Drill’ better defines the scope of the drill. The proposed change does 
not alter the intent of the criterion. 

Agree in Part 

Evaluation criterion N.4.a was reworded to the 
following for clarity: “Emergency Medical Drills. 
Emergency medical drills are conducted annually. 
These drills involve a simulated, contaminated 
individual and contain provisions for participation 
by support services agencies (i.e., ambulance and 
offsite medical treatment facility).” 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0070-31 

N.4.a  
 
- Emergency Medical Drills. An emergency medical drill involving a simulated 
contaminated individual and that contains provisions for participation by the 
local support services agencies (i.e., ambulance and offsite medical treatment 
facility) is conducted annually. Dose this apply to all ambulances and hospitals in 
the EPZ or only designated services? What constitutes a drill? If this is an annual 
requirement why isn’t it stated that way in the eight year exercise cycle?  

Noted 

The level of participation in the exercise will depend 
on the ambulances and hospitals designated in the 
emergency plan. The frequency of Radiological 
Emergency Preparedness (REP) drills has always 
been independent of the exercise cycle and will 
remain that way. Drills are defined in the glossary 
and additional information is available in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0064-38 

N.4.a and N.4.b  
 
Comment - These are duplicative drills. Local response agencies including 
ambulances, hospitals, and public health officers would be required to 
participate in two or more annual medical drills. The procedures for a 
contaminated and injured individual are the same regardless if the individual is 
a utility employee, emergency worker, or a member of the public. This is 
duplication is excessive, unnecessary, and places a burden on medical resources 
with no benefit. Eliminate the duplication of exercises by combining N.4.a and 
N.4.b.  

Rejected 

The drill described in evaluation criterion N.4.a is 
for licensees and evaluation criterion N.4.b is for 
state, local, and tribal governments and are 
therefore not duplicative. The procedures for 
determining the level of exposure and 
contamination differ when treating a utility 
employee, emergency worker, or member of the 
public and therefore these evaluation criteria 
cannot be combined. Further information will be 
provided in the Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program Manual. 



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

Planning Standard N Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 238 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0061-23 

Page 45 – N.4.a “Emergency Medical Drills. An emergency medical drill involving 
a simulated contaminated individual and contains provisions for participation by 
support services agencies (i.e., ambulance and offsite medical treatment facility) 
is conducted annually.”  
- Can this type of drill be combined with the drills described in the N.4.b Medical 
services Drills? Both types of drills encompass offsite responders such as 
ambulance and medical facility. Some of the medical facilities are used for both 
onsite personnel and general public. 

Noted 

The drill described in evaluation criterion N.4.a is 
for licensees and evaluation criterion N.4.b is for 
state, local, and tribal governments. The procedures 
for determining the level of exposure and 
contamination differ when treating a utility 
employee, emergency worker, or member of the 
public and therefore these evaluation criteria 
cannot be combined. Further information will be 
provided in the Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0086-15 

10. N.4.b (Medical Services Drills) The scope of this criterion needs to be 
specified. The current RPM requirements for Medical Services Drills are for 
biennial demonstrations for all hospitals and a rotation of transportation 
providers throughout the eight-year cycle. This is seemingly at odds with criteria 
N.4.b as written, which also does not provide specifics. 

Noted 

As the commenter –notes, there are more specifics 
in the FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness 
(REP) Program Manual regarding the Medical 
Services Drills which are described in evaluation 
criterion N.4.b. The frequency of the Medical 
Services Drills remains unchanged and these drills 
should continue to be conducted annually and 
evaluated biennially. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0078-383 

Evaluation Criteria: N.4.b 
Applicability: State, Local, Tribal  
 
Industry Proposed Wording 
Medical Services Drills. A[Deletion: n] [Addition: medical] emergency [Deletion: 
medical] drill[Deletion: s]. A[Deletion: n] [Addition: medical] emergency 
[Deletion: medical] drill involving a simulated contaminated emergency worker 
and/or member of the general public and [Addition: which] contains provisions 
for participation by support services agencies (i.e., ambulance and offsite 
medical treatment facility) is conducted annually. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend wording change for improved clarity. Use of the term ‘medical 
emergency drill’ better defines the scope of the drill. The proposed change does 
not alter the intent of the criterion. 

Agree in Part 

Evaluation criterion N.4.b was reworded to the 
following for clarity: “Medical Services Drills. 
Medical services drills are conducted annually at 
each medical facility designated in the emergency 
plan. These drills involve a simulated, contaminated 
emergency worker and/or member of the general 
public and contain provisions for participation by 
support services agencies (i.e., ambulance and 
offsite medical treatment facility)." 
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FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0064-39 

N.4.b  
 
Comment - Medical Services Drills are unnecessary. Utility Emergency Medical 
Drills demonstrate the capabilities necessary for addressing the needs of a 
contaminated and injured individual. Annual drills create an excessive burden 
on ambulance services and medical facilities when combined with N.4.a. 
Additionally, the procedures for a contaminated and injured individual are the 
same regardless if the individual is a utility employee, emergency worker, or a 
member of the public. Remove this requirement.  

Rejected 

The drill described in evaluation criterion N.4.a is 
for licensees and evaluation criterion N.4.b is for 
state, local, and tribal governments. The procedures 
for determining the level of exposure and 
contamination differ when treating a utility 
employee, emergency worker, or member of the 
public and therefore these evaluation criteria 
cannot be combined. Further information will be 
provided in the Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0089-46 

N.4.b (Medical Services Drills)  
 
The scope of this criterion needs to be specified. The current RPM requirements 
for Medical Services Drills are for biennial demonstrations for all hospitals and a 
rotation of transportation providers throughout the eight year cycle. This is 
seemingly at odds with criteria N.4.b as written which also does not provide 
specifics. 

Noted 

As the commenter –notes, there are more specifics 
in the FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness 
(REP) Program Manual regarding the Medical 
Services Drills which are described in evaluation 
criterion N.4.b. The frequency of the Medical 
Services Drills remains unchanged and these drills 
should continue to be conducted annually and 
evaluated biennially. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0075-43 

N.4.b (Medical Services Drills) The scope of this criterion needs to be specified. 
The current RPM requirements for Medical Services Drills are for biennial 
demonstrations for all hospitals and a rotation of transportation providers 
throughout the 8 year cycle. This is seemingly at odds with criteria N.4.b as 
written which also does not provide specifics. 

Noted 

As the commenter –notes, there are more specifics 
in the FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness 
(REP) Program Manual regarding the Medical 
Services Drills which are described in evaluation 
criterion N.4.b. The frequency of the Medical 
Services Drills remains unchanged and these drills 
should continue to be conducted annually and 
evaluated biennially. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0073-41 

N.4.b (Medical Services Drills) The scope of this criterion needs to be specified. 
The current RPM requirements for Medical Services Drills are for biennial 
demonstrations for all hospitals and a rotation of transportation providers 
throughout the 8 year cycle. This is seemingly at odds with criteria N.4.b as 
written which also does not provide specifics. 

Noted 

As the commenter –notes, there are more specifics 
in the FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness 
(REP) Program Manual regarding the Medical 
Services Drills which are described in evaluation 
criterion N.4.b. The frequency of the Medical 
Services Drills remains unchanged and these drills 
should continue to be conducted annually and 
evaluated biennially. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0074-41 

N.4.b The term drills should be changed to exercises. It meets the definition. It is 
an event that tests the complete integrated response capabilities and the entire 
emergency medical procedures and plans for responding to contaminated 
injured individuals. In addition it is a fully evaluated exercise by FEMA. It is an 
exercise for the ambulance and hospital, not a drill. 

Rejected 

The Medical Services Drills noted in evaluation 
criterion N.4.b are appropriately referred to as 
drills. Please see the definition of a drill in the 
glossary. 
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FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0061-24 

Page 46 – N.4.b “Medical Services Drills. An emergency medical drill involving a 
simulated contaminated emergency worker and/or members of the general 
public and contains provisions for participation by support services agencies 
(i.e., ambulance and medical treatment facility) is conducted annually.”  
 
- See comment made for N.4.a.  

Noted 

The drill described in evaluation criterion N.4.a is 
for licensees and evaluation criterion N.4.b is for 
state, local, and tribal governments and are 
therefore not duplicative. The procedures for 
determining the level of exposure and 
contamination differ when treating a utility 
employee, emergency worker, or member of the 
public and therefore these evaluation criteria 
cannot be combined. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0087-4 

Page 46 
 
Current criterion for Medical Services Drills in N.2.c is listed as applicable to only 
Licensee and Local. The proposed N.4.b reproduces this criterion; however, its 
applicability has been expanded to include the State. 
 
Since the transport and treatment of a patient to a local hospital may not 
require the response or involvement of State resources, the basis for the 
expanded applicability is not clear. It is recommended that the applicability of 
this proposed criterion be the same as the current criterion. This would prevent 
the need for a State role if one does not already exist. It may also avoid the 
perception that a geographically distant ORO has a required role in an evolution 
which requires the implementation of immediate emergency actions. 

Rejected 

The Introduction paragraph in Section II describes 
the use of the shaded boxes to indicated 
applicability as follows: “When a box is colored in 
and labeled, it indicates that the corresponding 
evaluation criterion may be applicable to 
organizations in that category. Although a category 
box may be highlighted for a certain evaluation 
criterion, there can be exceptions or variations to 
the actual implementation within emergency plans. 
This may mean that not all evaluation criteria 
marked for “State” responsibility will be addressed 
within the state’s emergency plan. This is 
particularly true for jurisdictions within home rule 
states, where some evaluation criteria may be more 
appropriately addressed in a local jurisdiction’s 
plan.” The evaluation criteria are meant to apply 
when and where applicable; however, if it is 
determined that this evaluation criterion is not 
applicable to the commenter’s state, that does not 
change the fact that it could be applicable to 
another state, and therefore the applicability for 
“State” will remain. 
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FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0072-22 

Page: 46 
Reference Text: N.4.b: Medical Services Drills. An emergency medical drill 
involving a simulated contaminated emergency worker and/or member of the 
general public and contains provisions for participation by support services 
agencies (i.e., ambulance and offsite medical treatment facility) is conducted 
annually.  
 
Comment: Is this for every hospital/ambulance or annually for the ORO (i.e. may 
alternate between primary and alternate hospital/ambulances)? 
 
N.4.a is requiring the same hospital/ambulance(s) to conduct annual drills for 
the licensee separately from this requirement. This is placing additional 
drill/exercise requirements on medical personnel already tasked heavily with 
providing routine emergency medical care. 

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.4.b was written deliberately 
to ensure that the simulated, contaminated 
individual is a member of the general public and/or 
emergency worker. The commenter is correct that 
the intent of evaluation criterion N.4.b is different 
from that of evaluation criterion N.4.a; however, 
the hospital and ambulance service that 
participates will be dependent on the ambulances 
and hospitals designated in the emergency plan. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0067-3 

Section: N: EXERCISES AND DRILLS  
N.4.b: "Medical Services Drills.  
 
An emergency medical drill involving a simulated contaminated emergency 
worker and/or member of the general public and contains provisions for 
participation by support services agencies." 
 
Issue: N .4.b conflicts with wording in N.4.a in that:  
- N.4.a discusses " ... simulated contaminated individual. .. " and  
- N.4.b discusses " ... simulated contaminated emergency worker and/or 
member of the general public ... "  
 
The licensee may opt to provide a single exercise where a person on site is 
contaminated (N.4.a) and injured and is transported to the hospital (N.4.b) for 
treatment.  
 
The current wording can be interpreted that the individual cannot be a non-
emergency plant worker (e.g., office administrator) when exercising N.4.b. 
 
Proposed Modification: Align N.4.a and N.4.b:  
 
Modify N.4.b: "Medical Services Drills. An emergency medical drill involving a 
simulated contaminated individual and contains provisions for participation by 
support services agencies." 
 
Outcome with Proposed Modification: Simplifies and aligns wording to ensure 
licensee and hospital can be exercised together with a variety of scenarios not 
limited by difference in verbiage. 

Rejected 

Evaluation criterion N.4.b was written deliberately 
to ensure that the simulated, contaminated 
individual is a member of the general public and/or 
emergency worker. The commenter has correctly 
identified that the intent of evaluation criterion 
N.4.b is different from that of evaluation criterion 
N.4.a. 
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FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0078-384 

Evaluation Criteria: N.4.c 
Applicability: State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording  
Laboratory Drill[Deletion: s]. A laboratory drill [Deletion: is conducted 
biennially] that involves demonstration of [Addition: the] handling, 
documenting, and analyzing [Addition: of] air, soil, and food samples [Addition: 
is conducted biennially][Deletion: as well as quality control and quality 
assurance programs. This drill also involves an assessment of the laboratory’s 
capacity to handle daily and weekly samples and the volume of samples that 
can be processed daily or weekly.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend deletion of text as indicated in the industry proposed wording. A 
drill is a supervised instruction period aimed at improving individual and group 
performance, and not an appropriate activity to assess a QA or QC program, or 
the capacity of a laboratory. These types of assessments are planning-related 
and should be performed under other programmatic controls, e.g., a periodic 
self-assessment, an annual plan review, etc. Minor editorial changes are 
suggested to improve clarity. 

Rejected 

The lab activities described in evaluation criterion 
N.4.c were identified as infrequently performed and 
noted as an area where additional practice is 
needed. Some edits were made to ensure 
consistency with the evaluation criteria that 
address drills. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0064-40 

N.4.c  
 
Comment- Lab drills conducted biennially are unnecessary for offsite 
organizations. This should be linked to the IPX and conducted in conjunction 
with the offsite sampling requirement. Change this to align with the IPX 
requirements.  

Rejected 

Evaluation criterion N.4.c addresses Laboratory 
Drills, which are a new type of drill that should be 
conducted biennially and evaluated at least once 
every eight years, with the non-evaluated drills 
being reported in the annual letter of certification 
(ALC). Additional information will be provided in the 
FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0074-42 

N4.c Add: This applies individually to all labs described in plans and procedures 
and are relied upon in an emergency for making protective action decisions. 
This includes mobile labs, fixed labs and back up labs. 

Rejected 
The level of detail requested by the commenter is 
best addressed within the FEMA Radiological 
Emergency Preparedness (REP) Program Manual. 
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FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0061-25 

Page 46 – N.4.c “Laboratory Drills. A laboratory drill is conducted biennially that 
involves demonstration of handling, documenting, and analyzing air, soil and 
food samples as well as quality control and quality assurance processes. This 
drill also involves an assessment of samples that can be processed daily or 
weekly.”  
 
- Since this is a new requirement or more frequently required than previous 
revision, a lot of guidance is needed for offsite to understand the scope of this 
requirement. Is biennial requirement per utility? Will there be provisions for 
state with multiple utilities on frequency requirement? Will this be part of 
utility’s biennial exercise? What about the provisions for the 3rd party contract 
laboratory?  

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.4.c addresses Laboratory 
Drills, which are a new type of drill that should be 
conducted biennially and evaluated at least once 
every eight years, with the non-evaluated drills 
being reported in the annual letter of certification 
(ALC). Additional information will be provided in the 
FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0066-23 

Section II, Criterion N.4.c  
 
What is the basis for conducting the laboratory drills biennially? Does this apply 
to only the primary labs or does it include secondary labs as well? Can 
demonstration of this criterion be rotated between labs or must all labs 
demonstrate during every exercise? How will contract laboratories be 
evaluated?  

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.4.c addresses Laboratory 
Drills, which are a new type of drill that should be 
conducted biennially and evaluated at least once 
every eight years, with the non-evaluated drills 
being reported in the annual letter of certification 
(ALC). Additional information will be provided in the 
FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0068-4 

4. Evaluation Criterion N.4.c (Laboratory Drills), N.4.d (Environmental 
Monitoring Drills) and N.4.e (Ingestion Pathway Drills) appear to split the 
traditional ingestion pathway drills into three separate types of drills and 
increase the frequency to biennial. These changes will likely have a large 
workload and cost impact on OROs and need to be discussed. If this 
understanding is not the case, the document should explain why these 
evaluation criteria do not include significant changes or have already been 
promulgated and accepted. 

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.4.c addresses Laboratory 
Drills, which are a new type of drill that should be 
conducted biennially and evaluated at least once 
every eight years, with the non-evaluated drills 
being reported in the annual letter of certification 
(ALC). Evaluation criterion N.4.d addresses 
Environmental Monitoring Drills, which are a 
combination of the Health Physics and Radiological 
Monitoring Drills from Revision 1 of NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1. They should be conducted 
annually and reported in the ALC. And lastly, 
evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses Ingestion 
Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, which are a 
new type of drill that should be conducted 
biennially and reported in the ALC. 
 
Additional clarification on extent of play and 
evaluation frequency will be provided in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 
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FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0073-44 

Evaluation Criterion N.4.c (Laboratory Drills), N.4.d (Environmental Monitoring 
Drills) and N.4.e (Ingestion Pathway Drills) appear to split the traditional 
ingestion pathway drills into three separate types of drills and increase the 
frequency to biennial. These changes will likely have a large workload and cost 
impact on OROs and need to be discussed. If this is not the case, the document 
should explain why these evaluation criteria do not include significant changes 
or have already been promulgated and accepted. 

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.4.c addresses Laboratory 
Drills, which are a new type of drill that should be 
conducted biennially and evaluated at least once 
every eight years, with the non-evaluated drills 
being reported in the annual letter of certification 
(ALC). Evaluation criterion N.4.d addresses 
Environmental Monitoring Drills, which are a 
combination of the Health Physics and Radiological 
Monitoring Drills from Revision 1 of NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1. They should be conducted 
annually and reported in the ALC. And lastly, 
evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses Ingestion 
Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, which are a 
new type of drill that should be conducted 
biennially and reported in the ALC. 
 
Additional clarification on extent of play and 
evaluation frequency will be provided in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0089-50 

Evaluation Criterion N.4.c (Laboratory Drills), N.4.d (Environmental Monitoring 
Drills) and N.4.e (Ingestion Pathway Drills) appear to split the traditional 
ingestion pathway drills into three separate types of drills and increase the 
frequency to biennial and annually. These change will likely have a large 
workload and cost impact on OROs and need to be discussed. If this is not the 
case, the document should explain why these evaluation criteria do not include 
significant changes or have already been promulgated and accepted. 

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.4.c addresses Laboratory 
Drills, which are a new type of drill that should be 
conducted biennially and evaluated at least once 
every eight years, with the non-evaluated drills 
being reported in the annual letter of certification 
(ALC). Evaluation criterion N.4.d addresses 
Environmental Monitoring Drills, which are a 
combination of the Health Physics and Radiological 
Monitoring Drills from Revision 1 of NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1. They should be conducted 
annually and reported in the ALC. And lastly, 
evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses Ingestion 
Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, which are a 
new type of drill that should be conducted 
biennially and reported in the ALC. 
 
Additional clarification on extent of play and 
evaluation frequency will be provided in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 



Adjudication Report Draft NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 2 
 

Planning Standard N Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 245 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0075-46 

Evaluation Criterion N.4.c (Laboratory Drills), N.4.d (Radiological Monitoring 
Drills) and N.4.e (Ingestion Pathway Drills) appear to split the traditional 
ingestion pathway drills into three separate types of drills and increase the 
frequency to biennial. These changes will likely have a large workload and cost 
impact on OROs and need to be discussed. If this is not the case, the document 
should explain why these evaluation criteria do not include significant changes 
or have already been promulgated and accepted. 

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.4.c addresses Laboratory 
Drills, which are a new type of drill that should be 
conducted biennially and evaluated at least once 
every eight years, with the non-evaluated drills 
being reported in the annual letter of certification 
(ALC). Evaluation criterion N.4.d addresses 
Environmental Monitoring Drills, which are a 
combination of the Health Physics and Radiological 
Monitoring Drills from Revision 1 of NUREG-
0654/FEMA-REP-1. They should be conducted 
annually and reported in the ALC. And lastly, 
evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses Ingestion 
Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, which are a 
new type of drill that should be conducted 
biennially and reported in the ALC. 
 
Additional clarification on extent of play and 
evaluation frequency will be provided in the FEMA 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program Manual. 
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Proposed Language: N.4.c., p. 45, A Laboratory drill is conducted biennially that 
involves demonstration of handling, documenting, and analyzing air, soil, and 
food samples as well as quality control and quality assurance processes. This 
drill also involves an assessment of the laboratory’s capacity to handle daily and 
weekly samples and the volume of samples that can be processed daily or 
weekly. 
 
N.4.d., p. 45 - Radiological Monitoring Drills (onsite and offsite) are conducted 
annually. These drills include direct radiation measurements in the 
environment, collection and analysis of all sample media, and provisions for 
communications and record keeping. 
 
N.4.e., p. 45 - Ingestion Pathway Drills conducted biennially that involves sample 
plan development, analysis of lab results from samples, assessment of the 
impact on food and agricultural products, protective decisions for relocation 
and food/crop embargo.  
 
Comment: Could a routine nuclear power plant monitoring program that 
involves the sampling stated in N.4.c., N.4.d and N.4.e be substituted for the 
requirements in N.4.c., N.4.d and N.4.e. If not, these criteria should be 
elaborated to the detail (extent of play) of what will exactly be required and 
whether it will be evaluated, if any. As an example, would it be sufficient to use 
a typical drill scenario and the associated samples that are collected for the 
purpose of complying with this requirement. The implementation of these 
requirements in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, could potentially involve 
considerable amount of resources and costs at the proposed frequency.  
 
Also, would demonstration of assessment of the impact on food and agricultural 
products, protective decisions for relocation and food/crop embargo in N.4.e be 
required, or would submission of the implementing procedures, suffice for this 
evaluation? If not, the same comments from the previous paragraph apply.  

Noted 

The language in evaluation criterion N.4 and its sub-
criterion has been updated to clarify the frequency 
of the drills. NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 provides 
guidance for meeting the intent of the planning 
standards; proposals for alternative approaches 
may be submitted for consideration. Additional 
clarification on extent of play and evaluation 
frequency will be provided in the FEMA Radiological 
Emergency Preparedness (REP) Program Manual. 
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FEMA-
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0062-7 

Criterion N.4.c and N.4.e describe the frequency of Laboratory and Ingestion 
Pathway Drills, respectively. The frequency of these types of drills has increased 
from the original guidance and will likely increase demands on resources (e.g., 
staffing, travel, equipment use and report development). Further, clarification is 
needed on the extent of play for offsite response organizations in these drills 
and if participation will be federally evaluated and/or documented in the 
Annual Letter of Certification (ALC). 
 
Criterion N.4.c addresses Laboratory Drills, but the guidance is unclear as to 
whether this applies to fixed laboratory facilities, mobile field laboratories or 
both. Clarification should be provided in this regard.  

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.4.c addresses Laboratory 
Drills, which are a new type of drill that should be 
conducted biennially and evaluated at least once 
every eight years, with the non-evaluated drills 
being reported in the annual letter of certification 
(ALC). Evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses Ingestion 
Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, which are a 
new type of drill that should be conducted 
biennially and reported in the ALC. Both of these 
drills are designed to be learning tools as well as 
provide local OROs within the ingestion exposure 
pathway EPZ or those with post-plume phase 
responsibilities within the ingestion exposure 
pathway EPZ the opportunity to participate during 
each exercise cycle, even though the evaluated 
ingestion exercise may not include them as part of 
the scenario. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-0071 
-2 

Page: 46 
 
Comment: Current criterion N.2.e (1) recommends the semiannual performance 
of Health Physics Drills by Licensee and State responders. The proposed 
Revision 2 introduces new types of drills in Section II, e.g., N.4.c (Laboratory 
Drills), N.4.e (Ingestion Pathway Drills). It does not continue the practice of 
Health Physics Drills.  
 
Presumably the new drills were intended to include all attributes of the deleted 
semiannual Health Physics drills described in N.2.e of Revision 1. However, the 
proposed drills do not specifically include the analysis/evaluation of sample data 
for the full range of possible radiological releases. Recommend the addition of 
semi-annual "data analysis" or "dose assessment" drills to supplement the new 
list of drills or simply the retention of the current criteria without the new 
proposed drills.  

Rejected 

Evaluation criterion N.4.d addresses Environmental 
Monitoring Drills, which are a combination of the 
Health Physics and Radiological Monitoring Drills 
from Revision 1 of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1. They 
should be conducted annually and reported in the 
annual letter of certification (ALC). The 
Environmental Monitoring Drills address the 
“analysis of all sample media” as was previously 
addressed in the Health Physics drills. The 
recommended frequency of “annually” is only a 
minimum frequency and additional drills can be 
conducted on a more frequent basis at the 
jurisdiction’s discretion.  
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Evaluation Criteria: N.4.d 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording 
Environmental Monitoring Drill[Deletion: s]. [Addition: An e][Deletion: 
E]nvironmental monitoring drill[Deletion: s] [Addition: is][Deletion: are] 
conducted annually. Th[Addition: is][Deletion: ese] drill[Deletion: s] includes 
direct radiation measurements in the environment, collection and analysis of all 
sample media (e.g., water, vegetation, soil, and air), and provisions for 
communications and record keeping. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Editorial changes to improve clarity. The proposed change does not alter the 
intent of the criterion. 

Rejected 

The requested changes have not been 
implemented; however, changes were made to 
other evaluation criteria to ensure consistency 
between the evaluation criteria that address drills. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0087-2 

Page 46 
 
Current criterion N.2.e (1) recommends the semiannual performance of Health 
Physics Drills by Licensee and State responders. The proposed Revision 2 
introduces new types of drills in Section II, e.g., N.4.c (Laboratory Drills), N.4.e 
(Ingestion Pathway Drills). It does not continue the practice of Health Physics 
Drills. 
 
Presumably the new drills were intended to include all attributes of the deleted 
semiannual Health Physics drills described in N.2.e of Revision 1. However, the 
proposed drills do not specifically include the analysis/evaluation of sample data 
for the full range of possible radiological releases. Recommend the addition of 
semi-annual “data analysis” or “dose assessment” drills to supplement the new 
list of drills or simply the retention of the current criteria without the new 
proposed drills. 

Rejected 

Evaluation criterion N.4.d addresses Environmental 
Monitoring Drills, which are a combination of the 
Health Physics and Radiological Monitoring Drills 
from Revision 1 of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1. They 
should be conducted annually and reported in the 
annual letter of certification (ALC). The 
Environmental Monitoring Drills address the 
“analysis of all sample media” as was previously 
addressed in the Health Physics drills. The 
recommended frequency of “annually” is only a 
minimum frequency and additional drills can be 
conducted on a more frequent basis at the 
jurisdiction’s discretion.  

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0066-24 

Section II, Criterion N.4.d  
 
What is the basis for conducting the environmental monitoring drills annually? 

Rejected 

The skills to be demonstrated in Environmental 
Monitoring Drills, as described in evaluation 
criterion N.4.d, were identified as infrequently 
performed and noted as an area where additional 
practice is needed. 
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FEMA-
2012-
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0075-45 

Criterion N.4.e adds a new requirement for biennial ingestion pathway drills. 
This is an increased burden in that this potentially could be more resource 
intensive than a regular plume exercise. The way this criterion is worded it is not 
clear what objectives would be required to satisfy this requirement. While there 
is agreement that practicing ingestion pathway objectives outside of the one 
exercise every eight years is good, making this a requirement cannot be 
supported. 

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses Ingestion 
Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, which are a 
new type of drill that should be conducted 
biennially and reported in the annual letter of 
certification (ALC). NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 
provides guidance for meeting the intent of the 
planning standards; proposals for alternative 
approaches can be submitted for consideration. 
Additional clarification on extent of play and 
objectives will be provided in the FEMA Radiological 
Emergency Preparedness (REP) Program Manual.  

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0089-48 

Criterion N.4.e adds a new requirement for biennial ingestion pathway drills. 
This is an increased burden in that this potentially could be more resource 
intensive than a regular plume exercise. The way this criterion is worded it is not 
clear what objectives would be required to satisfy this requirement. While there 
is agreement that practicing ingestion pathway objectives outside of the one 
exercise every eight years is good, this as a requirement which cannot be 
supported. 

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses Ingestion 
Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, which are a 
new type of drill that should be conducted 
biennially and reported in the annual letter of 
certification (ALC). NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 
provides guidance for meeting the intent of the 
planning standards; proposals for alternative 
approaches can be submitted for consideration. 
Additional clarification on extent of play and 
objectives will be provided in the FEMA Radiological 
Emergency Preparedness (REP) Program Manual.  

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0078-386 

Evaluation Criteria: N.4.e 
Applicability: State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording 
[Deletion: Ingestion Pathway Drills. An ingestion pathway drill is conducted 
biennially that involves sample plan development, analysis of lab results from 
samples, assessment of the impact on food and agricultural products, protective 
decisions for relocation, and food/crop embargo.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
The regulatory or technical basis for this proposed criterion is unclear. The 
industry is unaware of any performance deficiencies significant enough to 
warrant the imposition of this requirement (particularly ones that would 
necessitate increasing the exercise cycle drill frequency by a factor of 4). 

Rejected 

Evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses Ingestion 
Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, which are a 
new type of drill that should be conducted 
biennially and reported in the annual letter of 
certification (ALC). NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 
provides guidance for meeting the intent of the 
planning standards; proposals for alternative 
approaches can be submitted for consideration. 
Additional clarification on extent of play and 
objectives will be provided in the FEMA Radiological 
Emergency Preparedness (REP) Program Manual. 
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FEMA-
2012-
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N.4.e  
 
Comment - The frequency for Ingestion Pathway drills is at least once every 
eight-year cycle. Correct the frequency from "biennially" to "at least once within 
the eight-year exercise cycle".  

Rejected 

Evaluation criterion N.4.e describes an Ingestion 
Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drill. It appears the 
commenter is referring to the Ingestion Pathway 
Exercise which is described in evaluation criterion 
N.2.b. The frequency and scope of the Ingestion 
Pathway Exercise remains unchanged. The Ingestion 
Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills are new and 
should be conducted biennially and reported in the 
annual letter of certification (ALC). 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0074-43 

N.4.e Part of this is a post plume activity and cannot be demonstrated during a 
release. Water, soil, vegetation and food sources are sample media used to 
determine the impact of deposition and the resulting dose. It would not be a 
valid sample until the release of radioactive material has terminated.  
 
I believe what is meant is: These drills include direct ambient radiation 
measurements and collection and field analysis of air samples.  
 
Move the water, soils, vegetation and food stuff to N.4.e. 

Rejected 
The concepts the commenter notes are all 
addressed in evaluation criterion N.4.d, 
Environmental Monitoring Drills. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0061-26 

Page 46 – N.4.e “Ingestion Pathway Drills. An ingestion pathway drill is 
conducted biennially that involves sample plan development, analysis of lab 
results from samples, assessment of the impact on food and agricultural 
products, protective decisions for relocation, and food/crop embargo.”  
 
- Should this requirement for biennially per utility? While at the state level, 
LDEQ participate in every drills and exercises, State EOC and local Participants 
are only participating during the dress rehearsal and evaluated exercise, should 
we include ingestion pathway portion to every dress rehearsal or exercise in 
order to meet this requirement? Are there any provisions for state with multiple 
utilities? Should this requirement also implemented for locals within 50 miles 
ingestion pathway biennially?  

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses Ingestion 
Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, which are a 
new type of drill that should be conducted 
biennially and reported in the annual letter of 
certification (ALC). Additional information will be 
provided in the FEMA Radiological Emergency 
Preparedness (REP) Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0072-23 

Page: 46 
Reference Text: N.4.e: Ingestion Pathway Drills. An ingestion pathway drill is 
conducted biennially that involves sample plan development, analysis of lab 
results from samples, assessment of the impact on food and agricultural 
products, protective decisions for relocation, and food/crop embargo.  
 
Comment: These drills/exercises typically require heavy Federal level support to 
conduct. Will the agencies needed be available at this frequency?  
 
Every 4 years (twice per cycle) seems more reasonable and increases frequency 
without potentially overwhelming Federal partners. 

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.4.e describes Ingestion 
Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drill, which differ 
from the Ingestion Pathway Exercises described in 
evaluation criterion N.2.b. It is not anticipated that 
an Ingestion Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drill 
would require the extensive level of Federal 
support that is seen in an Ingestion Pathway 
Exercise. 
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FEMA-
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Section II, Criterion N.4.e  
 
What is the basis for conducting the ingestion pathway drills biennially? The 
activities described in this criterion constitute the bulk of the activities that 
make up an evaluated ingestion pathway exercise. In effect this is forcing OROs 
to conduct ingestion pathway exercises more frequently than once in an eight 
year cycle. Ingestion exercise preparations are very time and resource intensive. 
This criterion will add significant burden to the OROs.  

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses Ingestion 
Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, which are a 
new type of drill that should be conducted 
biennially and reported in the annual letter of 
certification (ALC). Additional clarification on extent 
of play and objectives for this drill will be provided 
in the FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness 
(REP) Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0062-6 

Similarly, the increased frequency of Ingestion Pathway Drills specified in 
criterion N.4.e will require the dedication of significant resources unless 
demonstration criteria for that particular scenario, which are not enumerated, 
are relaxed in relation to Ingestion Pathway Exercises as conducted and 
evaluated in the past. 

Noted 

Evaluation criterion N.4.e addresses Ingestion 
Pathway and Post-Plume Phase Drills, which are a 
new type of drill that should be conducted 
biennially and reported in the annual letter of 
certification (ALC). These drills are not meant to 
replicate the Ingestion Pathway Exercises. 
Additional clarification on extent of play and 
objectives will be provided in the FEMA Radiological 
Emergency Preparedness (REP) Program Manual. 
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Evaluation Criteria: N.4.f 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording 
Post-Accident Sampling Drill[Deletion: s]. [Addition: A drill is conducted to 
demonstrate p][Deletion: P]ost-accident sampling capabilities, including analysis 
of [Deletion: in-plant liquid] samples with simulated [Deletion: or actual] 
elevated radiation levels, [Deletion: are to be demonstrated annually.] 
[Addition: [This criterion is not applicable if the unit(s) does not have a licensing 
basis requirement for a post-accident sampling system.]] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Deleted “in-plant liquid” to facilitate application of this criterion to units with 
more than one post-accident sampling point - this will allow a licensee to 
periodically rotate through the different post-accident sampling locations (e.g., 
RCS, RHR, containment sump, containment atmosphere, plant vent grab 
sample, etc.). 
 
Deleted “actual” as that would seem to run counter to radiation protection 
ALARA requirements and conducting a drill in the presence of elevated radiation 
levels would not demonstrate sound operational decision-making. 
 
Added bracketed qualifier at end, ‘[This criterion is not applicable if the unit(s) 
does not have a licensing basis requirement for a post-accident sampling 
system.]’ Many plants have eliminated licensing basis requirements for post- 
accident sampling systems through the Consolidated Line Item Improvement 
Process (CLIIP). Refer to Technical Specification Task Force (TSTF) issue numbers 
366 (Westinghouse and Combustion Engineering), 413 (General Electric) and 
442 (Babcock and Wilcox), and the associated model safety evaluations. With 
respect to the potential usefulness in responding to a reactor accident or 
making decisions regarding actions to protect the public from possible releases 
of radioactive materials, the NRC staff concluded that information provided by a 
PASS is either unnecessary or is effectively provided by other indications of 
process parameters or measurement of radiation levels. The staff also 
determined that contingency plans should be developed to obtain and analyze 
highly radioactive samples. Because these are contingency plans, the staff 
concluded that the plans must be available to be used by the licensees during 
an accident; however, they did not have to be performed in emergency plan 
drills or exercises. 

Agree in Part 

Post-Accident Sampling Drills are now addressed in 
N.4.g. The need for such a drill to be conducted 
annually was not removed to ensure a consistent 
timeframe for demonstration and to provide 
opportunities for various staff to demonstrate these 
capabilities over the course of each exercise cycle. 
The staff retained the reference to liquid samples 
and, for clarity, added the reference to containment 
atmosphere samples as these were stipulated in 
NUREG-0737 guidance upon which the systems 
were based. The staff agreed with the concept of, 
but modified “requirements for post-accident 
sampling systems,” to read “requirements for post-
accident sampling.” Although the NRC has approved 
site-specific license amendment requests to remove 
the post-accident sampling system, the NRC 
required licensees to identify commitments to 
retain a capability to obtain these samples as part 
of the approval for removal of these system. 
Additional edits were made to ensure consistency 
within the other evaluation criteria that address 
drills. 
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Evaluation Criteria: N.4.g 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording 
[Deletion: Off-Hours Report-In Drills. Off-hours report-in drills are unannounced 
and conducted at least biennially.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
The industry’s proposed provisions in criterion N.4.h are sufficient to provide 
reasonable assurance that ERO augmentation commitments can be met without 
the need to do more frequent report-in drills. This criterion can be deleted as it 
would impose an unnecessary administrative and regulatory burden. 

Rejected 

Off-Hours Report-In Drills are now addressed in 
N.4.h. Conducting an off-hours unannounced 
report-in drill biennially where personnel report to 
their assigned emergency response facility and are 
timed, will demonstrate the achievability of the 
augmentation goals and will identify improvement 
areas where additional focus may be needed. A 2-
year cycle is specified because plants have multiple 
teams and there is staff turnover in between drills. 
The 2-year cycle allows for testing of all teams 
during the 8-year exercise cycle and is consistent 
with the licensee exercise of its onsite emergency 
plan, as provided in 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix 
Section IV.F.2.b. Additional edits were made to 
ensure consistency within the other evaluation 
criteria that address drills. 
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FEMA-
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Evaluation Criteria: N.4.h 
Applicability: Licensee  
 
Industry Proposed Wording 
Off-Hours Call-In Drills. Off-hours call-in drills are conducted [Deletion: at least 
quarterly] [Addition: semi-annually and assessed to determine if the required 
level of ERO augmentation was achieved (i.e., staff and timing).] [Deletion: , 
such that each ERO member’s response time is validated at least biennially.] 
Some drills are unannounced [Addition: or announced to occur within a time 
window of no less than 14 days.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Changed this criterion such that implementation would provide a reasonable 
level of assurance that ERO augmentation commitments can be met. 
 
Deleted “at least” - unnecessary term since the criterion is imposing a minimum 
drill frequency and a licensee can always conduct more if needed. 
 
Added wording to establish a performance-based approach for the periodic 
assessment of ERO augmentation capability, i.e., the licensee assesses the drill 
results to determine if augmentation commitments/goals were achieved. The 
assessment of the augmented response would necessitate that each notified 
individual provide an estimated transit or arrival time to their assigned response 
location, i.e., given the responder’s location when the call-in drill notification 
was received, what is the person’s estimate for a response time. Personnel 
response times are assessed to determine if augmentation drill objectives were 
met. This action, coupled with criterion N.1.b, will ensure that issues are 
identified and corrective actions taken where needed. 
Deleted ‘such that each ERO member’s response time is validated at least 
biennially’ - under the proposed approach, this action is unnecessary since the 
ability of the ERO to augment the on-shift staff will be assessed semi-annually. It 
was also noted that ‘validation’ of normally expected response times (e.g., from 
an individual’s home) is an ERO maintenance activity and not suitable for 
assessment in a call-in drill since individuals could be anywhere when they 
receive the drill notification. 
 
Recommend adding a provision for a time window during which the drill will 
take place. This approach allows the EP Department to distribute typical pre-
drill information (e.g., extent-of-play instructions) and safety reminders to the 
ERO prior to the start of the drill window, and also precludes pre-staging or 
“leaning forward” to meet drill objectives. Many sites have used this approach 
and it does not compromise the integrity of the drill. 

Agree in Part 

Off-Hours Call-In Drills are now addressed in N.4.i. 
The “at least” wording was deleted prior to 
“quarterly.” Guidance for conducting an off-hours 
unannounced call-in drill quarterly was established 
to align with the performance indicator schedule 
consistent with the NEI 99-02 quarterly indicator 
reports. An additional provision that response times 
for all ERO members be validated biennially is 
retained to address the potential that quarterly 
drills may not capture the response of all 
emergency response organization (ERO) members 
due to absence, rotation, etc. The NRC 
acknowledges that the use of a time window when 
conducting unannounced drills or exercises has 
become a common industry practice. Licensees 
have flexibility in scheduling and conducting these 
activities as long as they are done in a manner such 
that the date and time are not known to 
participants in advance. Providing additional 
guidance in the evaluation criterion for specific 
parameters regarding the conduct of unannounced 
drills or exercises, such as the length of a time 
window, is not necessary.  
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FEMA-
2012-
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0078-390 

Evaluation Criteria: N.4.i 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording 
Onsite Protective Actions Drill[Deletion: s]. [Addition: A] [Deletion: Protective 
actions] drill[Deletion: s are conducted during every eight year exercise cycle] to 
demonstrate the site’s ability to implement and coordinate protective actions 
for onsite personnel during [Addition: a] hostile action [Addition: is conducted 
in each eight-year exercise cycle.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Reworded criterion to improve clarity. Also reworded to make clear that at least 
one drill is needed in each eight-year cycle. These changes do not alter the 
intent of the criterion. 

Rejected 

Onsite Personnel Protective Action Drills are now 
addressed in N.4.j. The requested changes have not 
been implemented; however, changes were made 
to ensure consistency between the other evaluation 
criteria that address drills. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0078-391 

Evaluation Criteria: N.4.j 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording 
Aircraft Threat/Attack Response Drill[Deletion: s]. [Addition: A d][Deletion: 
D]rill[Deletion: s] [Addition: to demonstrate] [Deletion: are conducted during 
every eight-year exercise cycle on] the use of procedures and protective 
measures developed per 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(1) [Deletion: for responding to 
hostile action involving aircraft threat or attack, ][Addition: is conducted in each 
eight-year exercise cycle.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Reworded criterion to improve clarity. By saying “50.54(hh)(1),” the phrase “for 
responding to hostile action involving aircraft threat or attack” is unnecessary. 
Also reworded to make clear that at least one drill is needed in each eight-year 
cycle. These changes do not alter the intent of the criterion. 

Agree in Part 

Aircraft Threat/Attack Response Drills are now 
addressed in N.4.k. The requested changes have not 
been implemented; however, changes were made 
to ensure consistency between the other evaluation 
criteria that address drills. Additionally, the 
reference to 10 CFR 50.54(hh)(1) was removed for 
clarity and to ensure the timelessness of the 
document. 

FEMA-
2012-
0026-
0061-27 

Page 46 N.4.j “Aircraft Threat/Attack Response Drills. Drills are conducted 
during every eight-year exercise cycle to demonstrate the use of procedures 
and protective measures developed per 10 CFR 50.54 (hh)(1) for responding to 
hostile action involving an aircraft threat or attack?.”  
 
- While N.3.a Hostile Action-Based (HAB) exercise is applicable for Licensee, 
state, local, and tribal, N.4.j is only applicable to the licensee. Does that mean if 
licensee is having Aircraft Threat/Attack response drill, OROs are not required to 
participate? Does Aircraft Threat/Attack response drill have to happen separate 
of HAB?  

Noted 

The Aircraft Threat/Attack Response Drills are now 
addressed in N.4.k. This drill may be combined with 
the hostile action-based scenario element. Although 
the Aircraft Threat/Attack Response Drill only has 
applicability to licensees, offsite response 
organizations (OROs) are not precluded from 
participating in this type of drill, if agreed upon with 
the licensee. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0068-6 

6. Training Standard : "Each organization [including state] ensures the training of 
emergency responders and other appropriate individuals with an operational role 
in the emergency plan. Initial training and annual training are provided." [Standard 
O.1.]  
 
What are FEMA's expectations to ensure that the standards have been met?  

Noted 
The validation that the intent of the evaluation 
criterion is being met will be the same as before, 
through the annual letter of certification (ALC). 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-392 

Evaluation Criteria: O.1 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Each organization ensures the training of emergency responders and other 
appropriate individuals with an operational role described in the emergency plan. 
Initial training and [Addition: continuing][Deletion: annual re] training are provided. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend replacement of the term ‘annual retraining’ with the term ‘continuing 
training’. Continuing training is the term more commonly used in the industry. This 
change does not alter the intent of the criterion. 

Agree in 
Part 

The term “continuing training” is not commonly 
used outside of the industry and therefore would 
not be appropriate to utilize here. However, the 
language of evaluation criterion O.1 was modified 
to clarify that annual training is considered to be 
the minimum amount of training that should be 
provided.    

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-393 

Evaluation Criteria: O.1.a 
Applicability: Licensee  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
Site-specific emergency response training is [Deletion: provided] [Addition: 
developed and offered to] [Deletion: for] those offsite organizations that may be 
called upon to provide onsite assistance in the event of an emergency. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend changing “provided for” to “developed and offered to.” A licensee can 
develop and offer training to offsite organizations but cannot compel individuals to 
attend.” 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion O.1.a was updated to read 
“Site-specific emergency response training is 
developed and conducted for those offsite 
organizations that may be called upon to provide 
onsite assistance in the event of an emergency.” 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-44 

O: Radiological Emergency Response Training 
 
Add a sub-section 
 
For the OROs only 
 
O.1.a Training provided is documented including the participants, scope, nature 
and frequency and is reported and certified annually in the Annual Letter of 
Certification. 

Rejected 

The annual letter of certification (ALC) is a method 
by which the intent of the evaluation criterion (i.e., 
documenting the training provided) can be 
accomplished. Additional information regarding the 
ALC can be found in the FEMA Radiological 
Emergency Preparedness (REP) Program Manual. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-394 

Evaluation Criteria: O.2 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
The ERO training program consists of [Deletion: desired] learning objectives 
[Addition: that are used] to develop and maintain key skills. [Deletion: This includes 
a systematic analysis of jobs and tasks to be performed from which learning 
objectives are derived.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend deletion of ‘desired’ - this term is unnecessary. Added ‘that are used’ 
to improve readability.  
 
Recommend removal of references to “systematic analysis.” A systematic analysis 
is one component of the “systematic approach to training” (also referred to as a 
“systems approach to training” in 10 CFR 55.4). It is unclear how a site could 
formally apply one element of the systematic approach training, as required by this 
criterion, but not the rest. There is no regulatory requirement to apply a systematic 
approach to EP training programs; however, most licensees currently use some 
aspects of a systematic approach where doing so adds value to their EP training. 
 
Operating experience demonstrates that current training methods are generally 
effective in preparing ERO members to perform their assigned duties. The 
imposition of a systematic approach to training requirement, via this criterion, 
would impose unnecessary administrative and regulatory burden. 
 
The industry believes that the NRC has not provided a definitive listing of ERO key 
skills (e.g., the term is used in 10 CFR 50, Appendix E, and the EP Rule ISG, but a list 
is not specifically identified). To drive consistent understanding and 
implementation of this criterion and related criteria, the NRC staff should provide a 
definitive listing of ERO ‘key skills,’ or the attributes necessary for a licensee to 
determine them (e.g., to distinguish them from non-key skills). 

Agree in 
Part 

The rewording of the first sentence of evaluation 
criterion O.2 provides additional clarity and is 
accepted as proposed. However, the commenter’s 
proposed deletion of the second sentence or the 
removal of systematic analysis from the evaluation 
criterion is not being implemented. Systematic 
analysis is an effective method to identify learning 
objectives and develop training programs. This is 
consistent with NRC staff’s report to the 
Commission in SECY-09-0152, “Annual Update on 
the Status of Emergency Preparedness Activities,” 
(ADAMS Accession No. ML091900372), that 
provided recommendations for resolving eight 
medium and low priority emergency preparedness 
(EP) rulemaking issues identified in SECY-06-0200, 
“Results of the Review of Emergency Preparedness 
[EP] Regulations and Guidance,” (ADAMS Accession 
No. ML061910707). SECY-09-0152 states its 
intention to provide additional guidance for 
designing and conducting emergency response 
organization (ERO) training using a systematic 
approach to training in NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 
to address one of the medium priority issues 
identified in SECY-06-0200. This guidance does not 
preclude licensees from proposing an alternate 
method to identify learning objectives and develop 
training. 
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Planning Standard P Evaluation Criteria Public Comments 
Comment 
Number Comment Text Comment 

Disposition Adjudication Response 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0068-7 

7. Standard P may impose additional planning and training and tracking 
requirements at the State or ORO level. What are FEMA's expectations on meeting 
Standard P?  

Noted 

NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 contains guidance, not 
requirements. FEMA’s expectations to meet 
Planning Standard P is that responsibilities for plan 
development, review, and distribution, as well as 
appropriate training for planners, are addressed. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0074-45 

P: Responsibility for the Planning Effort: Development, Periodic Review, and 
Distribution of Emergency Plans 
 
Add a sub-section for OROs only. 
 
This process and the results are updated and reported annually in the Annual Letter 
of Certification. 

Rejected 

The annual letter of certification (ALC) is a method 
by which the intent of the evaluation criterion can 
be accomplished. Additional information regarding 
the ALC can be found in the FEMA Radiological 
Emergency Preparedness (REP) Program Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-395 

Evaluation Criteria: P.1 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
The initial and [Addition: continuing] [Deletion: periodic re]training program of 
individuals responsible for the planning effort is described. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend replacement of the term ‘periodic retraining’ with the term 
‘continuing training’. Continuing training is the term more commonly used in the 
industry. This change does not alter the intent of the criterion. 

Rejected 

The term “continuing training” is not commonly 
used outside of the industry and therefore would 
not be appropriate to utilize here. The term 
“periodic retraining” in evaluation criterion P.1 is 
the term more widely used by the other 
stakeholders. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-396 

Evaluation Criteria: P.3 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
The individual[Addition: (s)] with the responsibility for the development, 
maintenance, review, [Deletion: and] updating [Addition: and distribution] of 
emergency plans, as well as the coordination of these plans with other response 
organizations, is identified by title/position. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Added ‘(s)’ to individual reflecting that fact that different individuals may hold 
these responsibilities.  
 
Recommend relocating an element of criterion P.5 - the individual responsible for 
plan distribution. This places all the individual responsibilities under one criterion. 

Agree in 
Part 

The suggested edits were implemented as they 
clarify the intent of evaluation criterion P.3. 
However, the part of the comment recommending 
relocation of an element of evaluation criterion P.5 
was not implemented as this change would alter 
the intent of the evaluation criterion.  
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-397 

Evaluation Criteria: P.4 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
The [Addition: process] [Deletion: program] for reviewing annually, and updating 
[Addition: and distributing] as necessary, the emergency plan, implementing 
procedures, and agreements is described. The [Deletion: program] [Addition: 
process] includes a method for recording changes made to documents and, when 
appropriate, how these changes are retained. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend use of the word ‘process’ instead of ‘program’ to employ a more 
accurate term. Recommend relocating an element of criterion P.5 - provisions for 
distributing documents. This places all elements of the document maintenance 
process under one criterion. 

Agree in 
Part 

Some of the suggested edits were implemented as 
they clarify the intent of evaluation criterion P.4. 
However, the part of the comment recommending 
relocation of an element of evaluation criterion P.5 
was not implemented as this change would alter 
the intent of the evaluation criterion.   

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-398 

Evaluation Criteria: P.5 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Deletion: Provisions for distributing the emergency plan and implementing 
procedures to all organizations and appropriate individuals with responsibility for 
implementation of the plan/procedures is described.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend relocating one element of this criterion to criterion P.3 - the individual 
responsible for plan distribution. This places all the individual responsibilities under 
one criterion. 
 
Recommend relocating the other element of this criterion to criterion P.4 - 
provisions for distributing documents. This places all elements of the document 
maintenance process under one criterion. 

Rejected 

The intent of evaluation criterion P.5 is to ensure 
that the emergency plan and implementing 
procedures are distributed appropriately and the 
provisions for doing so, and not just the individual 
responsible, need to be addressed in the 
emergency plan 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-399 

Evaluation Criteria: P.6 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
A listing of annexes, appendices, and supporting plans [Deletion: and their source] 
is included. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend removal of the term “and their source” as this phrase is not defined. 
The industry suggests that this term be defined if maintained within the criterion. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion P.6 was updated to state: “A 
listing of annexes, appendices, and supporting plans 
and their originating agency is included in the 
emergency plan.” 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-400 

Evaluation Criteria: P.9 
Applicability: Licensee  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Deletion: The program] [Addition: Provisions for addressing the requirements of 
10 CFR 50.54(t)] [Deletion: conducting independent reviews performed on all 
emergency preparedness program elements, including a review of the adequacy of 
interfaces with OROs is] [Addition: are] described. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend replacing the abridged text taken from regulation with a reference to 
the applicable regulation. Change ‘The program’ to ‘Provisions’ - there typically is 
not a stand-alone program for conducting 10 CFR 50.54(t) reviews. These changes 
do not alter the intent of the criterion. 

Accepted 
This comment and suggested edits have been 
accepted in full as they provide clarity to the intent 
of evaluation criterion P.9. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-401 

Evaluation Criteria: P.10 
Applicability: Licensee, State, Local, Tribal 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Deletion: The process for reviewing and updating contact information identified in 
the emergency plan and implementing procedures is described and implemented 
quarterly.] 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend deletion of this criteria as it is legacy in nature. Section E, criterion E.2 
addresses the means for alerting, notifying mobilizing emergency response 
personnel. Contact information related to this aspect of response is subsumed by 
that criterion. Other contact information related to vendors or external support 
organizations is typically maintained in phone directories or web links outside of 
the plan and procedures in order to facilitate the frequency in which the 
information is subject to change. The frequency used for review and updating of 
contact information is administrative in nature and should not be included in the 
emergency plan. 

Agree in 
Part 

Evaluation criterion P.10 addresses a process for 
updating and reviewing contact information that is 
in place and performed periodically. Evaluation 
criterion E.2 does not specify the need for this 
process and regular updating. Evaluation criterion 
P.10 has been updated to state: “The administrative 
process for the periodic review and updating of 
contact information identified in the emergency 
plan and implementing procedures is described.”  
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-402 

Evaluation Criteria: P.11 
Applicability: Licensee 
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
The process for [Deletion: tracking and addressing] [Addition: entering] emergency 
preparedness program-related issues that could reduce the effectiveness of the 
emergency plan into the site-wide corrective action program [Deletion: for 
evaluation, tracking and correction] is described. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Editorial change to improve clarity - the way the sentence is constructed, ‘entering’ 
should replace ‘tracking and addressing.’ The phrase ‘for evaluation, tracking and 
correction’ is unnecessary as those are all required elements for handling issues 
within a corrective action program. These changes do not alter the intent of the 
criterion. 

Accepted 

This comment and suggested edits have been 
accepted in full as they provide clarity to the intent 
of evaluation criterion P.11. The evaluation criterion 
was updated to state: “The process for entering EP 
program-related issues that could reduce the 
effectiveness of the emergency plan into the site-
wide corrective action program is described.” 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-403 

Evaluation Criteria: P.12 
Applicability: Licensee  
 
Industry Proposed Wording: 
[Addition: Provisions are made to evaluate changes] [Deletion: The process for how 
changes, both temporary and permanent,] in plant configuration for their impact 
on the effectiveness of the emergency plan [Deletion: is described]. 
 
Basis for industry proposal/alternate approach: 
Recommend use of ‘provisions’ instead of process - there are many different plant 
change control processes. The emergency plan should discuss the provisions 
employed within these processes to identify changes that may affect the 
emergency plan. The term ‘changes’ encompasses both ‘temporary and 
permanent;’ therefore, this phrase is unnecessary. 

 
Agree in 
Part 

This comment and suggested edits have been 
accepted in full as they provide clarity to the intent 
of evaluation criterion P.12. The evaluation criterion 
has been updated to state: “The process to evaluate 
changes in plant configuration for their impact on 
the effectiveness of the emergency plan is 
described.” 
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Section III: Resources Public Comments 
Comment 
Number Comment Text Comment 

Disposition Adjudication Response 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-24 

Page: 52 
Reference Text: NUREG-1150, "Severe Accident Risks: An Assessment for Five U.S. 
Nuclear Power Plants," 1990, ML040140729 (Vol 1, 2, 3 and Appendices) 
 
Comment: All other entries have "ADAMS Accession No." before the ML number 

Accepted The text has been updated accordingly. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-29 

Page 53 – FEMA REP Program Manual, June 2013  
 
- Was this document referenced at the time of NUREG-0654, FEMA/REP-1, Rev. 2, 
Draft document was being written? The most current REP Manual was published 
January of 2015 and next one is due out for July 2015. Will the final NUREG-0654 
referencing the most recent one?  

Noted The reference has been updated to read "FEMA REP 
Program Manual, current edition." 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0061-28 

Page 53 – NRC EP Manual, NUREG-TBD  
 
- As I understood that NRC will develop EP Manual to give implementation 
guidance referring NUREG-0654, FEMA/REP-1, Rev. 2, NRC EP Manual, NUREG-TBD 
shouldn’t be a reference document. Also unpublished document should not be 
referenced.  

Noted All references to the "NRC EP Manual, NUREG-TBD" 
have been removed. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0087-8 

Page 53 54 
 
The document has several instances of referencing itself instead of simply stating 
“in this document.” However, the most significant example of this practice is the 
listing of “NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1” and NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, 
[Addenda] Rev. 1” in Section III (Resources). Recommend deleting both entries 
since the issuance of this document will supersede all relevant portions and all 
remaining portions will only be of historical value. 

Rejected 
References to NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1 are 
being retained as licensees may continue to use 
that document. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-1 

Page: 4, 6, 15, 53 
Reference Text: NRC EP Handbook (NUREG-[TBD]) 
 
Comment: Is it acceptable to reference this document in this way? Once the name 
has been decided, will it be able to be updated in a timely manner within this 
document?  

Noted All references to the "NRC EP Manual, NUREG-TBD" 
have been removed. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-26 

Page: 53 
Reference Text: FEMA REP Program Manual (June 2013) 
 
Comment: The REP Program Manual typically gets updated yearly, currently on 
2015 

Noted The reference has been updated to read "FEMA REP 
Program Manual, current edition." 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0072-25 

Page: 53 
Reference Text: Long Island Lighting Company (Shoreham Nuclear Power Station, 
Unit 1), CLI-87-12, 26 NRC 383 (1987), ADAMS Accession No. ML051670650 (no 
publicly available) 
 
Comment: (not publicly available) 

Noted 
It was determined that the ADAMS number is not 
necessary for this reference, so the edit from the 
commenter, while correct, is no longer necessary.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0071 -7 

Page: 53-54 
 
Comment: The document has several instances of referencing itself instead of 
simply stating "in this document." However, the most significant example of this 
practice is the listing of "NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1" and NUREG-654/FEMA-
REP-1, [Addenda] Rev. 1" in Section III (Resources). Recommend deleting both 
entries since the issuance of this document will supersede all relevant portions and 
all remaining portions will only be of historical value.  

Rejected 
References to NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1 are 
being retained as licensees may continue to use 
that document. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0086-17 

1. Some of the wording for the definitions in section III of the Glossary do not 
match those in the July 2015 REP Manual. For example the definition of "Drill" and 
"Exercise" in the July 2015 REP Manual were revised to the HSEEP definitions. 
Others seem to be original and not something that has been published in another 
document. For example, the definitions of "Drills" and "Exercises" do not appear to 
be documented elsewhere. The following comments will highlight some of the 
issues that were identified. However, FEMA and NRC should collaborate more on 
definitions and use the experience of EPA and DOE to reach a consensus if some 
definitions are to be provided in this guidance. It should be recognized that this 
guidance document and planning basis is being revised and will need to stand the 
test of time as the last version has for over 35 years. Therefore, care should be 
given to what is included within this document. 

Noted 

The NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 Glossary represents 
definitions agreed upon between NRC and FEMA. 
The FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness 
(REP) Program Manual will be updated accordingly 
once this document is finalized. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-52 

Some of the wording for the definitions in Section III of the Glossary do not match 
those in the July 2015 REP Manual. An example of this is the definition of "Drill" 
and "Exercise" in the July 2015 REP Manual were revised to the HSEEP definitions. 
Others seem to be contrived and not something that has been published in another 
document. For example, the definitions of "Drills" and "Exercises" are not 
something that seems to be documented elsewhere. The following comments will 
highlight some of the issues that were identified. However, FEMA and NRC should 
collaborate more on definitions and use the experience of EPA and DOE to reach a 
consensus if some definitions are to be provided in this guidance. It should be 
recognized that this guidance document and planning basis is being revised and will 
need to stand the test of time as the last version has for over 35 years. Therefore, 
care should be given to what is included within this document. It does not appear 
that this section was well vetted and developed 

Noted 

The NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 Glossary represents 
definitions agreed upon between NRC and FEMA. 
The FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness 
(REP) Program Manual will be updated accordingly 
once this document is finalized. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-48 

Some of the wording for the definitions in section III of the Glossary do not match 
those in the July 2015 REP Manual. An example of this is the definition of “Drill” 
and “Exercise” in the July 2015 REP Manual were revised to the HSEEP definitions. 
Others seem to be contrived and not something that has been published in another 
document, for example, the definitions of “Drills” and “Exercises”. The following 
comments will highlight some of the issues that were identified. However, FEMA 
and NRC should collaborate more on definitions and use the experience of EPA and 
DOE to reach a consensus if some definitions are to be provided in this guidance. It 
should be recognized that this guidance document and planning basis will need to 
stand the test of time as the last version has for over 35 years.  

Noted 

The NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 Glossary represents 
definitions agreed-upon between NRC and FEMA. 
The FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness 
(REP) Program Manual will be updated accordingly 
once this document is finalized. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-46 

Some of the wording for the definitions in section III of the Glossary do not match 
those in the July 2015 REP Manual. An example of this is the definition of “Drill” 
and “Exercise” in the July 2015 REP Manual were revised to the HSEEP definitions. 
Others appear to have never been published in another document. For example, 
the definitions of “Drills” and “Exercises” do not appear to be documented 
elsewhere. The following comments will highlight some of the issues that were 
identified. However, FEMA and NRC should collaborate on definitions and use the 
experience of EPA and DOE to reach a consensus if some definitions are to be 
provided in this guidance. It should be recognized that this guidance document and 
planning basis is being revised and will need to stand the test of time as the last 
version has for over 35 years. Therefore, care should be given to what is included 
within this document. 

Noted 

The NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1 Glossary represents 
definitions agreed-upon between NRC and FEMA. 
The FEMA Radiological Emergency Preparedness 
(REP) Program Manual will be updated accordingly 
once this document is finalized. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-1 

Abbreviations and Acronyms  
 
- The term “ALARA” should be added to Abbreviations and Acronyms section.  
- The term “DIL” is defined but not used in the document. Consider deletion of the 
term.  

Agree in 
Part 

The term "ALARA" is not used within the document 
so it was not added to the Glossary. The term "DIL" 
has been removed because it is not used within the 
document. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0066-26 

Section III, Glossary  
 
- Add the definition of “biennial”  
- Derived intervention level (DIL) is not used in the document. Should it be included 
in the glossary if it is not used? 

Accepted The suggested edits have been accepted in full and 
implemented. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-404 

A 
 
[Addition: Activation (ERO) - the process of initiating actions to notify and mobilize 
Emergency Response Organization (ERO) personnel following an event classification 
under the emergency plan. 
 
Activation (Facility): An Emergency Response Facility (ERF) is activated when the 
minimum staff in the facility per the site emergency plan is available and the facility 
is ready to assume its assigned functions under the Emergency Plan and relieve the 
on- shift staff of those functions. Although the facility may be ready, the on-shift 
relief may be postponed in the interest of completing critical tasks prior to 
turnover. Activation time is measured from the time of event classification until the 
time the lead in the facility declares the facility activated.] 
 
[Deletion: Alert and notification: the process of providing a warning signal to the 
public at risk indicating the need to seek additional information regarding an 
emergency event in progress (alerting), followed by informing the public about the 
nature of the event and any protective actions (notification). 
 
Alert and notification system (ANS): the system used to alert and notify the public, 
including the physical means (equipment and methods) and administrative means 
(organizational responsibility and interaction of responsible organizations for alert 
and notification).] 
 
Alert: an ECL indicating that events are in pro[Addition: gr][Deletion: c]ess or have 
occurred which involve an actual or potential substantial degradation of the level of 
safety of the plant or a security event that involves probable life threatening risk to 
site personnel or damage to site equipment because of [Addition: hostile 
action][Deletion: intentional malicious dedicated efforts of a hostile act]. Any 
releases are expected to be limited to small fractions of the EPA PAG exposure 
levels. 
 
Annual: once every calendar year [Addition: as applied to drill frequencies.]. 
 
Applicant: an entity that has applied for a NPP construction permit/operating 
license under 10 CFR Part 50, COL under 10 CFR Part 52, or a certain type of ESP 
under 10 CFR Part 52. 
 
Industry Comments - 
Activation (ERO) - Added definitions to provide clarity for their use in Section B 
Note 5 of the document. The facility activation definition meets the definition as 
noted in NSIR/DPR-ISG-01. 

Agree in 
Part 

Neither suggested "activation" definition was added 
as their only usage in the document was relevant to 
the communications systems/emergency response 
network or activation products. Modifications were 
made to better utilize the terms "alert and 
notification" and "alert and notification system 
(ANS)" so they were retained. The "alert" definition 
was updated as suggested to match NEI 99-01, 
Revision 6. The "annual" definition was not updated 
as suggested, as the term is used to describe more 
than just drill frequency. 
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Activation (Facility) - Added definitions to provide clarity for their use in Section B 
Note 5 of the document. The facility activation definition meets the definition as 
noted in NSIR/DPR-ISG-01. 
 
Alert - reworded to more closely reflect the wording used in NEI 99-01 Revision 6. 
Alert and notification/alert and notification system - deleted. Terms are not utilized 
in this document. 
 
Added clarification of applicability for ‘Annual’ as different definitions apply to 
completion of 54t and ETE requirements per 10 CFR 50 - Appendix E 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-405 

B – C 
 
Combined license (COL): a [Addition: combined][Deletion: joint] construction 
permit and operating license with conditions for a nuclear power facility issued 
under Subpart C of 10 CFR Part 52. 
 
Command and control: management of emergency [Addition: response] functions 
within a particular context (e.g., an EOC) through leadership and use of authority. 
 
[Deletion: The Commission: a collegial body that formulates policies, develops 
regulations, and issues orders regarding U.S. nuclear reactor and nuclear material 
safety. The Commission is made up of five Commissioners appointed by the 
President and confirmed by the Senate for five-year terms.] 
 
Containment: [Addition: the structure or vessel that encloses the components of 
the reactor coolant pressure boundary and serves as an essentially leak-tight 
barrier against the uncontrolled release of radioactivity to the 
environment.][Deletion: the provision of a gas-tight shell or other enclosure around 
a reactor that confines fission products and prevents their release to the 
environment in an accident.] 
 
Control room: the area in a NPP from which most of the plant power production 
and emergency safety equipment can be operated [Addition: remotely]. [Deletion: 
by remote control.] 
 
Corrective action: concrete, actionable steps that are intended to resolve [Deletion: 
emergency preparedness] program gaps and shortcomings experienced in exercises 
or actual events. 
 
Industry Comments - 
Combined License - revised to directly reflect Part 52 definition 
 
Command and Control - added wording for consistency in reference to emergency 
response function in Section B 
 
The Commission - deleted as the Nuclear Regulatory Commission is defined 
elsewhere in the glossary.  
Containment - proposed an alternate definition taken from 10 CFR 50, Appendix J 
Control Room - Wording change for ease of reading 
Corrective Action - reworded to reflect applicability to programs other than 
emergency preparedness. 

Agree in 
Part 

The "combined license (COL)", "command and 
control", and "control room" definitions have been 
updated as suggested. The definition for "The 
Commission" has been removed. The 
"containment" definition was modified, though not 
exactly as the commenter suggested. The 
"corrective action" definition was not revised as 
suggested as the current definition is appropriate 
for its usage in the document. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-406 

D 
 
Drill: a [Addition: coordinated supervised activity usually employed to validate a 
specific function or capability in a single agency or organization].[Deletion: n event 
involving organizational responses to a simulated incident used to develop and 
maintain key skills for emergency response.] 
 
[Deletion: Drywell: the containment structure enclosing the vessel and recirculation 
system of a boiling water reactor. The drywell provides both a pressure suppression 
system and a fission product barrier under accident conditions.] 
 
Industry Comments - 
Deleted derived intervention level as this term is not used elsewhere in the 
document.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
Drill - revised to align with definition in REP Program Manual. July 2015 
 
Drywell - recommend deleting this term as it is subsumed by the definition of 
containment for a BWR unit (as is the wetwell or suppression pool). In the event of 
a pipe break in the reactor coolant system inside a BWR drywell, pressurized 
coolant escaping from inside the reactor coolant system will flash to steam and 
begin to pressurize and heat the drywell atmosphere. As the pressure rises in the 
drywell, the downcomer vent system (or horizontal vents in Mk III containments) 
will also pressurize, eventually forcing the steam into the wetwell below the water 
level. The steam contacting the water condenses in the wetwell. This reduces 
(suppresses) the pressure in the primary containment following the loss of coolant 
accident by condensing the steam. In some designs and other usage contexts, a 
BWR wetwell may also be referred to as the torus or suppression pool. 

Agree in 
Part 

The "drill" definition was updated to match the 
Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program 
(HSEEP) definition which was similar to the one 
provided by the commenter. Both the definitions 
for the "derived intervention level (DIL)" and 
"drywell" were removed as neither are referenced 
within the document. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0086-18 

2. The glossary defines the term "dose rate" which, in its true sense, is very rarely 
used for REP responses. However, the term exposure rate is used quite often but is 
not defined. 

Accepted 
The definition for "dose rate" has been updated and 
a definition for "exposure rate" has been added to 
the Glossary. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-53 

The glossary defines the term "dose rate" which, in its true sense, is very rarely 
used for REP responses. However, the term exposure rate is used quite often but is 
not defined. 

Accepted 
The definition for "dose rate" has been updated and 
a definition for "exposure rate" has been added to 
the Glossary. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-47 

The glossary defines the term “dose rate” which, in its true sense, is very rarely 
used for REP responses. However, the more accurate term of “exposure rate” is 
used quite often but is not defined. 

Accepted 
The definition for "dose rate" has been updated and 
a definition for "exposure rate" has been added to 
the Glossary. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-49 

The glossary defines the term “dose rate” which, in its true sense, is very rarely 
used for REP responses. However, the term exposure rate is used quite often but is 
not defined.  

Accepted 
The definition for "dose rate" has been updated and 
a definition for "exposure rate" has been added to 
the Glossary. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-407 

Ea – Em 
 
Emergency operations center (EOC): a facility that is the primary base of emergency 
operations for an ORO in a radiological [Addition: emergency][Deletion: incident]. 
 
Emergency Response Data System (ERDS): a direct near real-time electronic data 
link between the licensee’s onsite computer system and the NRC Operations Center 
that provides for the automated transmission of a limited data set of selected plant 
parameters. The ERDS [Addition: data] is [Addition: required] [Deletion: activated 
by the facility] upon declaration of an Alert or higher ECL. 
 
Industry Comments - 
EOC - revised to align with definition in REPP Manual 
 
Emergency Response Data System - Reworded to reflect requirement rather than 
mechanics of operation. 

Rejected 

Neither of the suggested edits were implemented. 
Deliberate efforts have been made to utilize 
"incident" and "emergency" accurately; the use of 
"incident" in the "emergency operations center 
(EOC)" definition is appropriate. The activation 
portion of the "emergency response data system 
(ERDS)" definition is more appropriate for its usage 
in the document. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-408 

En – Ez 
 
[Addition: Emergency Planning Functions: Capability or resource necessary to 
prepare for and respond to a radiological emergency as required by Appendix E IV. 
and the planning standards of 10 CFR 50.47(b). 
 
Emergency Response Functions: The functions listed in Table B-1 which include: 
- Command and Control 
- Communications 
- Radiation Protection 
- Supervision of Radiation Protection 
- Dose Assessment/Projections 
- Emergency Classifications 
- Engineering 
- Security 
- Repair Team Activities 
- Supervision of Repair Team Activities 
- Field Monitoring] 
 
Exercise: [Addition: an instrument to train for, assess, practice, and improve 
performance in prevention, protection, mitigation, response, and recovery 
capabilities in a risk-free environment. Exercises can be used for testing and 
validating policies, plans, procedures, training, equipment, and interagency 
agreements; clarifying and training personnel in roles and responsibilities; 
improving interagency coordination and communications; improving individual 
performance; identifying gaps in resources; and identifying opportunities for 
improvement.] [Deletion: an event involving a simulated commercial NPP incident 
that tests the integrated organizational response capabilities and a major portion of 
the basic elements of emergency plans] 
 
Industry Comments - 
Emergency Planning Functions - added definition based on Section 3.2 of Reg 
Guide1.219 in order to distinguish its use from emergency response functions 
 
Emergency Response Functions - term is used in reference to Key Skills in Section B 
but was not defined. Definition based on industry recommended changes to 
Section B. 
 
Exercise - Revised definition to align with July 2015 REPP Manual  

Agree in 
Part 

Neither "emergency planning function" nor 
"emergency response function" terms are utilized 
within the document, so neither was added to the 
Glossary. The definition for "exercise" was updated 
to be similar to the Homeland Security Exercise and 
Evaluation Program (HSEEP) definition. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0086-19 

3. The glossary contains a definition of the Emergency Operations Facility that is 
incomplete. NUREG-0696 defines the EOF as a: 
 
Near site support facility for the management of overall licensee emergency 
response (including coordination with federal, state and local officials), 
coordination of radiological and environmental assessments and determination of 
recommended public protective actions. 
 
The glossary definition left out the very key component in that this is the facility 
where technical information is shared between onsite and offsite organizations as 
described in the plans and procedures. It is not a licensee-only facility as implied in 
the glossary definition. 
 
In addition, the definitions that are provided in the glossary for OSC and TSC are 
not consistent with those provided in NUREG-0696. The entire glossary needs to be 
reviewed and updated. 

Agree in 
Part 

The definition has been updated to state: 
"Emergency operations facility (EOF): a support 
facility for the management of overall licensee 
emergency response (including coordination with 
Federal, State, local, and tribal government 
officials), coordination of radiological and 
environmental assessments, and determination of 
recommended public protective actions." 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-48 

The glossary contains a definition of the Emergency Operations Facility that is 
incomplete. NUREG- 0696 defines the EOF as a: 
 
Near site support facility for the management of overall licensee emergency 
response (including coordination with federal, state and local officials), 
coordination of radiological and environmental assessments and determination of 
recommended public protective actions. 
 
The glossary definition left out the very key component in that this is the facility 
where technical information is shared between onsite and offsite organizations as 
described in the plans and procedures. It is not licensee only facility as implied in 
the glossary definition. 

Agree in 
Part 

The definition has been updated to state: 
"Emergency operations facility (EOF): a support 
facility for the management of overall licensee 
emergency response (including coordination with 
Federal, State, local, and tribal government 
officials), coordination of radiological and 
environmental assessments, and determination of 
recommended public protective actions." 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-50 

The glossary contains a definition of the Emergency Operations Facility that is 
incomplete. NUREG-0696 defines the EOF as a:  
 
Near site support facility for the management of overall licensee emergency 
response (including coordination with federal, state and local officials), 
coordination of radiological and environmental assessments and determination of  
recommended public protective actions.  
 
The glossary definition left out that this is the facility where technical information is 
shared between onsite and offsite organizations as described in the plans and 
procedures. It is not licensee only facility as implied in the glossary definition.  
 
The definitions that are provided in the glossary for OSC and TSC are not consistent 
with those provided in NUREG-0696. The entire glossary needs to be reviewed and 
updated.  

Agree in 
Part 

The definition has been updated to state: 
"Emergency operations facility (EOF): a support 
facility for the management of overall licensee 
emergency response (including coordination with 
Federal, State, local, and tribal government 
officials), coordination of radiological and 
environmental assessments, and determination of 
recommended public protective actions." 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-54 

The glossary contains a definition of the Emergency Operations Facility that is 
incomplete. NUREG-0696 defines the EOF as a: 
 
Near site support facility for the management of overall licensee emergency 
response (including coordination with federal, state and local officials), 
coordination of radiological and environmental assessments and determination of 
recommended public protective actions. 
 
The glossary definition left out the very key component in that this is the facility 
where technical information is shared between onsite and offsite organizations as 
described in the plans and procedures. It is not a licensee only facility as implied in 
the glossary definition. 
 
In addition, the definitions that are provided in the glossary for OSC and TSC are 
not consistent with those provided in NUREG-0696. The entire glossary needs to be 
reviewed and updated. 

Agree in 
Part 

The definition has been updated to state: 
"Emergency operations facility (EOF): a support 
facility for the management of overall licensee 
emergency response (including coordination with 
Federal, State, local, and tribal government 
officials), coordination of radiological and 
environmental assessments, and determination of 
recommended public protective actions." 
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FEMA-
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F – H 
 
General Emergency (GE): [Deletion: an ECL indicating that e][Addition: E]vents are 
in process or have occurred which involve actual or imminent substantial core 
degradation or melting with potential for loss of containment integrity or [Addition: 
hostile action][Deletion: security events] that result[Addition: s] in an actual loss of 
physical control of the facility. Releases can be reasonably expected to exceed EPA 
PAG exposure levels offsite for more than the immediate site area. 
 
Industry Comments - 
General Emergency - reworded to better align with definition from NEI 99-01, 
Revision 6 

Agree in 
Part 

The definition of "general emergency (GE)" has 
been updated to match the definition in NEI 99-01, 
Revision 6. 
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I – J 
 
Incident: a[Addition: n occurrence], natural or man-made, [Deletion: occurrence] 
that requires a response to protect life or property. Incidents can include major 
disasters, emergencies, terrorist attacks, terrorist threats, civil unrest, wildland and 
urban fires, floods, hazardous materials spills, nuclear accidents, aircraft accidents, 
earthquakes, hurricanes, tornadoes, tropical storms, tsunamis, war-related 
disasters, public health and medical emergencies, and other occurrences requiring 
an emergency response. 
 
Institutionalized individual: [Deletion: a person][Addition; individuals] who 
reside[Deletion: s] in [Deletion: an] institution[Addition: s], such as a nursing 
home[Addition: s] or correctional facility[Addition: ies][Deletion: y], and who may 
need to depend on others for assistance with [Deletion: taking] protective actions. 
[Deletion: An i][Addition: I]nstitutionalized individual[Addition: s] may or may not 
have disabilities and access/functional needs. 
 
Joint information center (JIC): a [Deletion: centralized] location [Addition: available] 
for news media [Deletion: at or near the scene of a NPP incident] to obtain 
information regarding [Addition: details of the event,][Deletion: onsite/ offsite 
conditions,] response organization activities, and any public protective 
actions.[Deletion: ; under specific circumstances, the JIC may be a virtual location. 
News media representatives are kept informed of activities and events via public 
information officials from the licensee and participating Federal, state, local, and 
tribal agencies, which ideally are collocated at the JIC.] 
 
Joint information system (JIS): [Deletion: a structured approach that integrates 
incident information and public  
affairs into a cohesive organization designed to provide consistent, coordinated, 
accurate, accessible, timely, and complete information during a crisis or incident. 
The purpose of a JIS is to provide] a structure and [Addition: mechanism][Deletion: 
system] for [Addition: organizing,] developing[Addition: , integrating and delivering 
coordinated interagency messages; developing, recommending and 
executing][Deletion: and delivering coordinated interagency messages; developing, 
recommending, and executing] public information plans/procedures and strategies 
on behalf of [Addition: senior emergency response officials; ][Deletion: the Incident 
Commander;] advising the incident command concerning public affairs issues that 
could affect a response effort; and controlling rumors and inaccurate information 
that could undermine public confidence in the emergency response effort. 
[Deletion: The JIC is a central location that facilitates operation of the JIS.] 

Rejected 

None of the suggested edits were implemented. 
The “incident” definition has been removed. The 
edits to the "institutionalized individual" definition 
are grammatical in nature and do not provide any 
improvement in understanding. The "joint 
information center (JIC)" and "joint information 
system (JIS)" definitions have been updated to 
specifically address its usage in this document. 
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Industry Comments - 
Incident - reworded to better reflect July 2015 REPP Manual wording 
 
Institutionalized individual - reworded to better reflect July 2015 REPP Manual 
wording Joint Information Center - reworded to reflect accepted industry 
description 
 
Joint Information System - reworded to align with NEI 12-11 wording 

  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0086-20 

4. The glossary identifies and defines a term "ingestion exposure pathway 
emergency planning zone." This is commonly referred to as the Ingestion Planning 
Zone or IPZ in EPA 400. Consider using that definition or just omitting this one from 
the document. 

Rejected 

The "ingestion exposure pathway emergency 
planning zone" is the appropriate terminology. 
There is no reference to the ingestion planning zone 
or IPZ in the EPA Protective Action Guide (PAG) 
Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-55 

The glossary identifies and defines a term "ingestion exposure pathway emergency 
planning zone." This is commonly referred to as the Ingestion Planning Zone or IPZ 
in EPA 400. Consider using that definition or just omitting this one from the 
document. 

Rejected 

The "ingestion exposure pathway emergency 
planning zone" is the appropriate terminology. 
There is no reference to the ingestion planning zone 
or IPZ in the EPA Protective Action Guide (PAG) 
Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-51 

The glossary identifies and defines a term “ingestion exposure pathway emergency 
planning zone”. This is commonly referred to as the Ingestion Planning Zone or IPZ 
in EPA 400. Consider using that definition or just omitting this one from the 
document. 

Rejected 

The "ingestion exposure pathway emergency 
planning zone" is the appropriate terminology. 
There is no reference to the ingestion planning zone 
or IPZ in the EPA Protective Action Guide (PAG) 
Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-49 

The glossary identifies and defines a term “ingestion exposure pathway emergency 
planning zone”. This is commonly referred to as the Ingestion Planning Zone or IPZ 
in EPA 400. Consider using that definition or just omitting this one from the 
document. 

Rejected 

The "ingestion exposure pathway emergency 
planning zone" is the appropriate terminology. 
There is no reference to the ingestion planning zone 
or IPZ in the EPA Protective Action Guide (PAG) 
Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-50 

The definitions of JIC and JIS are lengthy and do not adequately describe the facility 
or system. There are contradictions and they generally lack clarity. There needs to 
be better discussion and consensus of definitions for these terms if they are to be 
included here. 

Agree in 
Part Both definitions have been updated. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-56 

The definitions of JIC and JIS are lengthy and do not adequately describe the facility 
or system. There are contradictions and they generally lack clarity. There needs to 
be better discussion and consensus of definitions for these terms if they are to be 
included here. 

Agree in 
Part Both definitions have been updated. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-52 

The definitions of JIC and JIS are lengthy and do not adequately describe the facility 
or system. There are contradictions and they generally lack clarity. There needs to 
be better discussion and consensus of definitions for these terms. 

Agree in 
Part Both definitions have been updated. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-411 

K - M 
 
Key skill: [Deletion: a capability necessary for implementing emergency response 
functions to protect public health and safety. For applicants/licensees a listing of 
ERO key skills is provided in Appendix E of 10 CFR Part 50.][Addition: Definition 
needed.] 
 
Industry Comments - 
Key Skill - Recommend deletion of the reference to Appendix E for this definition. 
Although the term is used in Appendix E, it is not defined there. The term is also 
used in NSIR/DPR-ISG-01, however, is not specifically defined. The industry 
requests that the NRC provide a clear definition of ‘key skills’. 

Agree in 
Part 

The reference to Appendix E has been replaced with 
a reference to November 2011 Interim Staff 
Guidance (NSIR/DPR-ISG-01). 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-412 

N – Op 
 
Notification of Unusual Event (NOUE): an ECL indicating that events are in 
pro[Addition: gr][Deletion: c]ess or have occurred which indicate a potential 
degradation of the level of safety of the plant or indicate a security threat to facility 
protection. No releases of radioactive material requiring offsite response or 
monitoring are expected unless further degradation of safety systems occurs. This 
term is sometimes shortened to Unusual Event (UE) or other similar site- specific 
terminology. The terms Notification of Unusual Event, NOUE, Unusual Event, and 
UE are used interchangeably. 
 
Industry Comments - 
Notification of Unusual Event - revised to more closely reflect the wording used in 
NEI 99-01 Revision 6. 

Agree in 
Part 

The definition of "notification of unusual event 
(NOUE)" has been updated to match the definition 
in NEI 99-01, Revision 6 with the exception of some 
grammatical changes to remove redundant 
acronyms. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-413 

Ow - Pl 
 
[Addition: Performance Based - Desired, measurable outcomes which lead to 
defined results without specific direction regarding how the results are obtained. 
Results which are based on response-related performance.] 
 
Planning standard: [Addition: One of the 16 standards established in 10 CFR 
50.47(b) that a plan must meet which are supported by the corresponding sections 
of Appendix E, “Emergency Planning and Preparedness for Production and 
Utilization Facilities,”][Deletion: to 10 CFR Part 50. “Domestic Licensing of 
Production and Utilization Facilities.”] an emergency planning element or attribute 
that must be met in onsite and offsite emergency plans and preparedness 
programs. The planning standards are found in NRC regulations at 10 CFR 50.47 and 
FEMA regulations at 44 CFR 350.5.] 
 
Industry Comments - 
Performance Based - added definition based on NRC Glossary and SECY-14-0038, 
Performance Based Framework for Nuclear Power Plant Emergency Preparedness 
Oversight .April 4, 2014 to add clarity to the use of this term in Section B. 
 
Planning Standard - Reworded to reflect definition as provided in IMC 0609, 
Appendix B 

Rejected 

The definition for "performance based" has not 
been added as the term is not utilized within the 
document. The edits to the definition for "planning 
standard" were not implemented as it only 
addressed licensees. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-414 

Pl – Pr 
 
[Addition: Principal Functional Areas: activities such as 
- Management and coordination of emergency response 
- Accident assessment 
- Event classification 
- Notification of offsite authorities 
- Assessment of the onsite and offsite impact of radiological releases 
- Protective action recommendation development 
- Protective action decision making 
- Plant system repair 
- Mitigative action implementation] 
 
Projected dose: [Deletion: an][Addition: the] estimate[Addition: d or 
calculated][Deletion: of the] amount of radiation [Addition: dose][Deletion: 
exposure which affected][Addition: to an] individual[Deletion: s][Addition: from 
exposure to the plume and/or deposited materials, over a period of time, in the 
absence of][Deletion: could potentially receive if] protective action.[Deletion: s are 
not taken.] 
 
Industry Comments - 
Principal functional areas - added per NSIR/DPR-ISG-01 to add clarity to criterion 
N.2  
 
Projected dose - reworded to better align with definition in the July 2015 REPP 
Manual 

Agree in 
Part 

The definition for "principal functional areas" has 
not been added as the term is not utilized within 
the document. The definition for "projected dose" 
has been updated for clarity. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-415 

Ra – Ree 
 
Rad: [Deletion: radiation absorbed dose, the basic][Addition: the special] unit of 
absorbed [Deletion: radiation] dose. One rad is equal to an absorbed dose of 100 
ergs per gram[Addition: or 0.01 joule/kilogram.][Deletion: of the absorbing material 
or tissue.] 
 
Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) Program: [Deletion: refers to 
both][Addition: the] FEMA [Deletion: and NRC] program[Deletion: s] that 
administer[Addition: s] emergency preparedness for[Addition: all] commercial 
nuclear sites. [Deletion: and surrounding areas and encompasses the plans, 
training, exercises, and resources necessary to prepare emergency personnel to 
rapidly identify, evaluate, and respond to emergencies.] 
 
Recovery: the process of reducing radiation exposure rates and concentrations of 
radioactive material in the environment to acceptable levels for return by the 
general public for unconditional occupancy or use after the emergency phase of a 
radiological emergency. [Deletion: More broadly, recovery is accomplished through 
the timely restoration, strengthening, and revitalization of infrastructure, housing, 
and a sustainable economy, as well as the health, social, cultural, historic, and 
environmental fabric of communities affected by a catastrophic incident.] 
 
Re-entry: [Deletion: the provisions for the return of the public after evacuation, 
when the radiation risk has been reduced to acceptable levels. ][Addition: The 
provisions for allowance of certain individuals who have been evacuated or 
relocated from a restricted zone to reenter, under controlled conditions, to 
perform additional emergency response activities or carry out specific types of 
personal business.] 
 
Industry Comments - 
Rad - revised definition to agree with 10 CFR 20.1004. 
 
REP Program - reworded to better align with July 2015 REPP Manual definition. 
Recovery - Reworded to better align with July 2015 REPP Manual definition. 
 
Re-entry - Reworded to better align with July 2015 REPP Manual definition. 

Rejected 

The definition for "rad" has been removed as it is 
not used within the document. The edits to the 
"Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) 
Program" definition have not been implemented as 
it only addresses offsite response organizations 
(OROs). The edits to the "recovery" definition have 
not been implemented as the current definition 
constitutes a blend of both the Environmental 
Protection Agency's (EPA's) and the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency's (FEMA's) 
definitions. The "reentry" definition has been 
updated to match the one found in the EPA 
Protective Action Guide (PAG) Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0087-9 

Page 61 
 
The glossary provides definitions for both the Rad and Roentgen, but not for the 
Rem. Recommend adding a definition for the Rem. 

Agree in 
Part 

The definitions for "rad", "roentgen", and "roentgen 
equivalent man/mammal (rem)" have all been 
removed as none of these terms are utilized in the 
document. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0071 -8 

Page: 61 
 
Comment: The glossary provides definitions for both the Rad and Roentgen, but 
not for the Rem. Recommend adding a definition for the Rem. 

Agree in 
Part 

The definitions for "rad", "roentgen", and "roentgen 
equivalent man/mammal (rem)" have all been 
removed as none of these terms are utilized in the 
document. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0086-21 

5. The definition of "Re-entry" is not correct. This re-entry involves the short term, 
temporary access to restricted areas for the purposes of accomplishing specific 
critical missions. Entry is coordinated through offsite emergency management 
organizations and individuals are briefed on radiation safety practices, provided 
dosimetry, with calculated times for the mission. In some instances there are 
escorts. 

Accepted 
The "reentry" definition has been updated to match 
the one found in the EPA Protective Action Guide 
(PAG) Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-57 

The definition of "Re-entry" is not correct. This re-entry involves the short term, 
temporary access to restricted areas for the purpose of accomplishing specific 
critical missions. Re-entry is coordinated through offsite emergency management 
organizations and individuals are briefed on radiation safety practices, provided 
dosimetry and stay times are calculated for the mission. In some instances there 
are escorts. 

Accepted 
The "reentry" definition has been updated to match 
the one found in the EPA Protective Action Guide 
(PAG) Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-53 

The definition of “Re-entry” is not correct. According to the EPA PAG Manual, re-
entry involves workers or members of the public going into relocation or 
radiological contaminated areas on a temporary basis under controlled conditions. 

Accepted 
The "reentry" definition has been updated to match 
the one found in the EPA Protective Action Guide 
(PAG) Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-51 

The definition of “Re-entry” is not correct. This re-entry involves the short term, 
temporary access to restricted areas for the purposes of accomplishing specific 
critical missions. Entry is coordinated through offsite emergency management 
organizations and individuals are briefed on radiation safety practices, provided 
dosimetry and stay times are calculated for the mission. In some instances there 
are escorts. 

Accepted 
The "reentry" definition has been updated to match 
the one found in the EPA Protective Action Guide 
(PAG) Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-416 

Ref – Rz 
 
[Deletion: Roentgen (r): a unit of exposure of gamma (or X-ray) radiation in field 
dosimetry. One roentgen is essentially equal to one rad (see “rad”). A unit for 
measuring the amount of radiation energy imparted to a volume of air. The 
roentgen can be used only to measure X-rays or gamma rays. 
 
Roentgen equivalent man/mammal (rem): the quantity of ionizing radiation of any 
type which, when absorbed by man or other mammals, produces a physiological 
effect equivalent to that produced by the absorption of 1 roentgen of X-ray or 
gamma radiation.] 
 
Industry Comments - 
Roentgen - deleted as it is not used elsewhere in the document 
 
Roentgen equivalent man/mammal - deleted as it is not used in the elsewhere in 
the document 

Accepted Both definitions have been removed from the 
document. 
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0086-22 

6. The definition of return is also inaccurate. Return may be granted for an area 
with restricted access for work or industrial purposes for example. Accepted 

The "return" definition has been updated to match 
the one found in the EPA Protective Action Guide 
(PAG) Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-54 

The definition of return is also inaccurate. According to the EPA PAG Manual, 
return is the permanent resettlement in evacuation or relocation areas with no 
restrictions, based on acceptable environmental and public health conditions. 

Accepted 
The "return" definition has been updated to match 
the one found in the EPA Protective Action Guide 
(PAG) Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-52 

The definition of return is also inaccurate. For example, return may be granted for 
area with restricted access for work or industrial purposes. Accepted 

The "return" definition has been updated to match 
the one found in the EPA Protective Action Guide 
(PAG) Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-58 

The definition of return is also inaccurate. Return may be granted for areas with 
restricted access for work or industrial purposes for example. Accepted 

The "return" definition has been updated to match 
the one found in the EPA Protective Action Guide 
(PAG) Manual. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0078-417 

S 
 
Site Area Emergency (SAE): an ECL indicating that events are in pro[Addition: 
gr][Deletion: c]ess or have occurred which involve an actual or likely major failure 
of plant functions needed for protection of the public or [Addition: hostile 
action][Deletion: security events] that result[Addition: s] in intentional damage or 
malicious acts[Addition: ; 1)] toward site personnel or equipment that could lead to 
the likely failure of, or[Addition: ; 2)] that prevent effective access to, equipment 
needed for the protection of the public. Any releases are not expected to result in 
exposure levels which exceed EPA PAG exposure levels beyond the site boundary. 
 
Industry Comments - 
Site Area Emergency - Reworded to better align with definition in NEI 99-01, 
Revision 6 

Accepted 
The definition of "site area emergency (SAE)" has 
been updated to match the definition in NEI 99-01, 
Revision 6. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0057-4 

Page 62, NRC has changed the definition of the TEDE to:  
Total Effective Dose Equivalent (TEDE) means the sum of the effective dose 
equivalent (for external exposures) and the committed effective dose equivalent 
(for internal exposures). (72 FR 68043 December 4, 2007). 

Noted The term "TEDE" has been removed from the 
Glossary as it is no longer used in the document. 

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0086-23 

7. The definition of Timely (timely manner) is still vague. Noted 

This comment does not contain specific suggested 
revisions to this revision of NUREG-0654/FEMA-
REP-1. The definition is the same definition that has 
been historically used by the REP Program.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0089-59 

The definition of Timely (timely manner) is sufficiently as vague as the term it is 
defining. Noted 

This comment does not contain specific suggested 
revisions to this revision of NUREG-0654/FEMA-
REP-1. The definition is the same definition that has 
been historically used by the REP Program.  

FEMA-
2012-0026-
0075-55 

The definition of timely (timely manner) is too vague. Noted 

This comment does not contain specific suggested 
revisions to this revision of NUREG-0654/FEMA-
REP-1. The definition is the same definition that has 
been historically used by the REP Program.  
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FEMA-
2012-0026-
0073-53 

The definition of Timely (timely manner) is vague, please add clarification. Rejected 

This comment does not contain specific suggested 
revisions to this revision of NUREG-0654/FEMA-
REP-1. The definition is the same definition that has 
been historically used by the REP Program.  
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