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CHAIRMAN GREGORY B. JACZKO’S COMMENTS ON SECY-11-0053 FINAL RULE:
ENHANCEMENTS TO EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS REGULATIONS (10 CFR PART 50
AND 10 CFR PART 52)

| approve the staff's request to publish a final rule to amend certain emergency preparedness
requirements in the regulations that govern the domestic licensing of production and utilization
facilities. | believe that it is critically important that we finalize this rule as it is the culmination of
several years of hard work to re-evaluate EP regulations that were decades old. Although we
will certainly learn from the events in Japan, | do not think that we need to wait to implement the
many enhancements that this rule will provide, particularly related to security events. The
development of this rule has been a multi-year process that has recognized that Emergency
Preparedness is a shared responsibility of federal agencies, state and local authorities, and the
private sector. That is why we have gone well beyond what is formally required to involve the
public, licensees, and other stakeholders in this process. Throughout this multi-year effort, they
actively participated and contributed significantly to the development of this rule, and it is a
stronger, more effective regulation because of their participation. This is a mode! of how we
should approach our rulemaking in this area and others.

The staff has done an admirable job of providing a final rule package that is reflective of the
-extensive outreach to a broad audience of stakeholders, as well as being responsive to the
Commissions’ comments on the draft rule provided in SECY-09-0007. This rule has also been
challenging in its development as it required close coordination with FEMA and its stakeholders.
The comments made by FEMA at the Commission meeting on May 3, 2011, clearly indicated .
that the staffs at both agencies have been and will continue to work closely to coordinate our
respective regulatory responsibilities for emergency preparedness. | believe it was very
beneficial for all stakeholders to have the opportunity to review draft guidance along with the
proposed rule language. | think this is a good practice that, whenever possible, should be
utilized as part of our rulemaking process. ‘

This rule provides a number of enhancements, some of which have evolved since the proposed
rule was first prowded to the Commission in 2006. | have followed the development of several
important issues related to the rule over the years and | am pleased with the final outcome. In
particular, the incorporation of a number of enhancements related to security-related EP issues
that had been previously provided to licensees in NRC Order EA-02-026. and Bulletin 2005-02
are now part of the EP rules. These include a requirement for licensees to have Emergéncy
Action Levels for Hostile Actions; a requirement to include hostile action scenarios and other
scenario variations in drills and exercises; a requirement to provide specific emergency plan
provisions to protect onsite emergency responders, and other onsite personnel in emergencies
resulting from hostile action at nuclear power plants; and a requirement to identify alternative
facilities to support Emergency Response Organization augmentation during a hostile action.
This is reflective of insights developed after the 9/11 attacks and are necessary to deal with
“security-related events. Another improvement in the final rule is the requirement for licensees to
review and update Evacuation Time Estimates periodically. | believe that the shift from a criteria
of a 10-percent population changes in the proposed rule to a site-specific population increase
that causes the longest ETE value to increase by 30 minutes or 25-percent , whichever is less
than the licensee’s currently NRC-approved or updated ETE is a practical approach. | do,
however, agree with Commissioner Ostendorff that a stronger technical basis is needed for
areas such as the backup alert and notification system and evacuation timing. In particular, |
am concerned that the guidance that provides a methodology for evaluating changes to the
ETEs may be too complex and difficult to inspect for accuracy. The staff will need to re-
evaluate the guidance as experience is developed regarding this issue to ensure it is truly
working as envisioned.

[ continue to believe, as | have indicated in my past votes, that establishing near-site
Emergency Operating Facilities (EOF) rather than consolidated EOFs is a more preferred



approach. All emergencies are local and possibly having responders many miles away, even in

another state, trying to deal with all of the complicated issues that arise is not, in my view,
practical or desired. Whenever possible, it should be encouraged that Ilcensees estabhsh their
EOFs as close to sites as practical.

| will also look forward to ultimately receiving the staff's analysis of how we can develop a more
performance-based approach to EP. | noted that performance based criteria for Emergency
Operations Facilities are part of this final rule. It is a good beginning but should go further. |
believe that this will ultimately provide a stronger regulatory approach for emergency

preparedness. Q}
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Commissioner Svinicki’s Comments on SECY-11-0053
Fmal Rule Enhancements to Emergency Preparedness Regulations (10 CFR Part 50 and
10 CFR Part 52) (RIN-3150-Al10)

| approve publication of the draft final rule in the Federal Register (Enclosure 3 to
SECY-11-0053), subject to these comments and the attached edits. | commend the staff on an
extensive and robust stakeholder involvement process, which has led to this final rule and its
associated analysis. The staff should continue this stakeholder engagement throughout the
implementation period for this rule. On the basis of this engagement, necessary adjustments to
the rule and associated guidance may be identified. The staff should strive to finalize the NRC
guidance in a timely manner in order to support orderly implementation by licensees and
coordination with other affected entities. In addition, the staff should report back to the
Commission in an information paper upon the completion of the final FEMA FEP Manual with an
analysis of the impacts the FEMA REP Manual, in its final form, poses for the implementation of
the fmal rule by NRC's licensees.

Regarding the amended emergency plan change process, the proposed rule contained an
implementation period of 30 days after the final rule’s publication in the Federal Register.
Comments received from stakeholders requested an implementation period ranging from 90
days to 12 months.  The draft final rule would make the amended emergency plan change
process immediately effective, with no implementation period. | disapprove this and would
provide an implementation period of 90 days, which would provide time to institute any
necessary changes to plant procedures.

| Finally, the basis for the proposed provision in Appendix E, IV.A.9, is unclear to me. The new
provision reads as follows:

9. By [INSERT DATE 365 DAYS AFTER THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE FINAL
RULE], for nuclear power reactor licensees, a detailed analysis demonstrating that on-
shift personnel assigned emergency plan implementation functions are not assigned
responsibilities that would prevent the timely performance of their assigned functions as
specified in the emergency plan. ‘

Licensees are alréadv required, under the existing provisions of 10 CFR 50.47(b)(2) to comply
with the following requirements:

(b) The onsite and, except as provided in paragraph (d) of this section, offsite
emergency response plans for nuclear power reactors must meet the following
standards: -

. (2) On-shift facility licensee responsibilities for emergency response are
unambiguously defined, adequate staffing to provide initial facility accident response in
key functional areas is malntalned at all times, timely augmentation of response
capabilities is available and the interfaces among various onsite response activities and
offsite support and response activities are specified.



Regulatory clarity is not served by having two provisions that achieve essentially the same
objective but which are stated differently and located in two different locations in the
regulations. To the extent that staff has found inadequacies in licensees’ compliance with the
existing requirement, that issue is best remedied by changes in inspection, enforcement, and
guidance. | am unconvinced that this additional, proposed provision in Appendix E provides a
direct remedy to staff's concerns and would not include it. ’

_ KFistife L. Svinicki



implementation, pridritization, énd resource estimates. Based on its review, the NRC staff
recomme'nded. that the Commission approve rulemaking as the most effective and efficient
means to ensure that the high priority EP issues were resolved with an opportunity for
par’ucnpatlon by all mterested stakeholders. |

Inits SRM to SECY-OS-OZOO dated January 8, 2007, the Commission approved the
NRC staff's recommendation to pursue rulemaking and guidance changes for enhancements to
the EP program. On April 17, 2007, the staff provided its rulefnaking plan to the Commission.
During the dév_elopment of the plan, the NRC staff assessed the issues identified in
SECY-06-0200 and discussed the feasibility of conducting rulerhaking and updating guidance
on all issues. The staff deterrﬁined that the best course of action waé to conduct rulemaking on
the 12 issues identified in SECY—06-0200 as having a high priority, and to reassess the
remaining issues at a later date. Ihe decision to conduct rulemaking on the highest priority
.issues was made to allow a timelier rulemaking effort to occur and enaﬁle the staff to more
completely ésse_ss the remaining lower priority issues.

Due to the similarities between two issues known in the rulemaking plan as “collateral
duties” and “shift staffing and augmentation,” these issues have been partially combined in this
final rule. Additionally, the Commission Idirected the NRC staff in SRM-M060502, “Staff
Requirements — Briefing on Status of Emergency Planning Activities, (Two sessions) 9: 30 A M
and 1:00 P.M., Tuesday, May 2, 2006, Commissioners’ Conference Room, One White tht
North, Rockville, Maryland (Open to public attendance)," dated June 29, 2006, to coordinate
with the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) to develop emergency planning exercise
scenarios that would ensure that EP drills and exermses—we;eé?\aﬂenging and%a{/not
precondition participa'nt responses. This direction was incorporated into the rulemaking issue
regarding the conduct of hostile actioh driils and exercises because it was so closely related.

BL-05-02 provided a definition of “hostile action” for use in EP programs: “An act toward an
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" responders to the danger of hostile action. NRC inspections to evaluate the eﬁectiveness of the
.implementation of the ICMs revealed \_/ariations in the identiﬂcation and stafﬁng of alternative
Iemergency response'facilities. |

BL-05-02 describedrhow alternative locations for onsite emergency response facilities
support EP functions during hostile action. It stated that the ERO is expected to be staged in a
mannér that supports rapid response to limit or mitigate site damage or the potential for an

offsite radiblogical release. It also pointed out that some licensees have chosen not to activate

elements of the ERO during hostile action until the site was secured, How he NRC
hostile acTron events OU"LSIO(Q ",

considers it pruder&q fully activate ERO mem l &

| promptly staff alternative facilities, in order to minimize delays in overall site response.
BL-05-02 conveyed that, even during normal working hours, licensees syhouid consider
deploymeht of onsite ERO personnel to an alternative facility near the site during hostile action.
To resolve this issue, the NRC considered taking no regulatofy action or continuing the
voluntary implementation cUrrenfly in place as a result of BL-05-02 and the guidance endorsed
by NRC Regulatory Issue Summary (RIS) 2006-12, “Endorsement of Nuclear Energy In,st_itut-e
Guidance ‘Enhancements to Emergency Préparedness Programs for Hostile Action,” dated
July 19, 2006. I_f no action had been taken, there would have continued to be no explicit
regulatory requirement regarding the actions necessary during hostile actioﬁ for the ERO to staff
an alternative facility. ERO members would likely not have access to the site during hostile |
‘action, but timely augmentation would still be necessary for adequate response. Taking no
regulatory action may have resulfed in inconsistent implementation of ERO augmentation
gﬁidelines, and Ie§s effective overall site response. The NRC also considered using a voluntary
program; however, voluntary programs, such as those developed per the NEI guidance
endorsed by RIS 2006-12,-‘3(;{{1(& provide a consistent, NRC-approved means for addressing /\’

needed enhancements for hostile action. The use of voluntary programs would not have

21



allow the NRC to require specific scenario content. The NRC is amending its regulations to do

$0.

Following the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, the NRC conducted a review of

the EP planning basis in view of the changed threat environment and concluded that the EP

planning basis remains valid. The NRC observed licensee performance during numerous

~ hostile action EP exercises and tabletop drills as well as several security FOF exercises. The

NRC also discussed security-based EP issues with licensees and Federal, State, and local EP -

professionals and advocacy groups and issued BL-05-02 to collect information from licensees

on the enhancements to drill and exercise programs to address the hostile action contingency.

Through these efforts, the NRC concluded that, although EP measures are designed to .

address a wide range of events, response to hostile action can present unique challenges not

addressed in licensee and ORO drills and exercises, such as:

Extensive coordination between operations, security, and EP personnel;

Use of the alternative emergency response faéilities for activation of the ERO,;
Execution of initial response actions in a hostile environment (i.e., Vduring simulated
hostile action); |

The need to shelter personhel‘from armed attack or aircraft attack in a manner very
different frovm that‘u~sed' during radiological emergencies;

Conducf of operations and rebair activities when the site conditions prevent normal
access due to fire, locked doors, security measures, and areas that have not yet
been secured,

Conduct of opérations and repair activities with large areas of the plant damaged or
on fire,

Rescue nd medical attention tg.significant numbers of personnel; and
o Dk bers of
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" adirect correlation to the volume of vehicles on the roadway, which directly affects the roadway

capacity. Although changes in infrastructure can impact roadway capacity, changes sufficient to

impact the ETE by more than a few minutés, such as the addition of an interstate highway, take .

many years to plan and construct. Because population changes occur continuously, change in
population is considered the more appropriate metric to monitor the potential effect on rc‘)adway
capacity. Therefore, the NRC is revising the regulations to explicitly require ETE updates based
on population changes that cause the ETE values within the analysis to exceed a specified
threshold.

The NRC aiso considerevdv using guidance as a means to soive the problem of the
lack of specificity in regulations directing applicants and licensees on the periodicity for
updating'ETEs. Aithough the availability of more detailed guidance would provide

applicants and licensees with the tools to better update their ETEs, this option would not

have provided the regulatory means for enforcing the desired ffequency of ETE updafes
and consistency of ETE determinations. |

Theréfore, the NRC is amending § 50.47(b)(10) and Part 50, Appendix E, Section IV, to
require the periodic review and updating of ETEs. NRC guidance for completing the ETE
analysis and required ETE updates is contaiﬁed in NUREG/CR-7002, “Criteria for Development
of Evacuation Time Estimate Studies.” B
5. Amended Emergency Plan Change Process

Applicants for operating licenses under Part 50 for nuclear power reactors, research
reactors, and certain fuel facilities, and early site permits (as applicable) and combined licenses
under Part 52 for nuclear power plants, are required by regulation to develop emergency plans
that meet the requirements of Appendix E to Part 50 and,.for nuclear power reactor license
applicants, the standards of § 50.47(b). After the facility license was issued, the holder of the

license was required by the former § 50.54(q) to follow and maintain in effect emergency plans

45

This
S!’\GU/CQ
et e

In -
bo (dfm



]/(’] /5
Shev
ot

(4
be

this finatl rule, confain adequate requirements to ensure that licensee compliance with these

regulations would result in effective communication between OROs and licensees during

' emefgencies. ‘Therefore, the NRC is not requiring that NIMS/ICS become the sole means of

incident command management for licensees.
Comments received by the NRC in response to other specific requests for comments in

the proposed rule are addressed in Sections Il and IV of this document.

| Iv. Section-by-Sectioh Analysis
The Commission is amending portions of § 50.47, “Emergency plans,” § 50.54,
“Conditions of licenses;” Part 50, Appendix E, “Emergency Planniﬁg and Preparédness'for
Production and Utilization Facilities;” and § 52.79, “Contents of applications; technical
information in final safety analysis report.” | |

1. Section 50.47 Emergency Plans

The NRC is amending § 50.47(b)(3) to remove the reference to the EOF és a “near-site”
facility. The ﬁnél rule provides criteria in Part 50, Appendix E, Section IV.E.8, re.gvarding EOF
distance from a nuclear power reactor site and for a performance based approach for EOFs,
specifying that these facilities must meet certain functional requirements rather than requiring
that they be located within a certain distance of the plant. The intent of this change is discussed
in the section on changes to Appendix E, Section IV.E.8. (A discussion of this issue is also
provided in Section 11.B.3 of this document.)

The final rule amends § 50.47(5)(10) to require licensees to review and update their
ETEs periodically. Changes .to Appendix E to Part 50 provide the required frequéncy and
details of th.e ETE updates and submissions to the NRC. Although requirements for ETEs
are found in botﬁ § 50.47(b) and in Appendix E to vPart 50, the level of detail between them

differs. Section 50.47(b) establishes the EP planning standards that licensees must

N .
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meet, whereas Appéndix E sets forth more detailed implementation requirements. (A ﬁ"" (C{QUL&
discussion of tﬁis issue is also provided in Section 11.B.4 of this document.)
Thié new'reqdirement ehsures that ETEs are reviewed périodically to dete?min_e whether
population changes have caused signiﬁcant chénges in the ETE values. NRC review of ETE
updates willvenSUre they are performed routinely, are consistent across the industry, aﬁd are
technically souhd. NRC guidance will provide hore details of NRC expectétions for

development of an adequate ETE analysis, as well as provide NRC reviewers with guidance on

the review of ETE updates.' The NRC expects that the updated ETEs will be shared with OROs

to be incorporated into offsite protective action strategies.

The--NRC received several comments that suggested that the proposed rule language of
§ 50.47(b)(10) be revised to accommodate changes to ETE update criteria. Two commenters
stéted that thg threshold for ETE updates should be based on a population sensitivity study that
would assess the effect »of a population change on the ETE. Two cdmmenters argued that the
ETE updates should be based on changes in population density rather than absolute population
change. The NRC agrees that the ETE update criteria should be changed and should be based
on the impact that a population'change has on the ETE instead of a percent change in
population. Howéver, the details of the reviséd ETE update criteria should be included in
Appendix E to Part 50 where more detailed implementation requirements afe found. Two
comménters argued that the proposed rule language should be reyised to eliminate the
requirement for submission of ETEs to the NRC for review and approval. The NRC believes
that NRC review is_necessary for consistent irﬁplementation, but the NRC will not approve the
ETE updates. See the discussion under Appendix E to Part 50 in this section of the document
for further information on this topic.

The NRC is amending § 50.47(d)(1) to remove the reference to the EOF as a “near-site”

facility. The'ﬂnal rule provides criteria in Part 50, Appendix E, Section IV.E.8, regarding EOF
57
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doc’_umeht that describes the programmatic méthods that the licensee useé to maintain
preparedness and to respond to emergencies, and to demonstrate compliance with the
requirements of Apbendix E, and for nuclear power réacto'rs, the‘ plénning standér’ds of

§ 50.47(b). In response to a stakeholder comment on § 50.54(d)( 1)(ii) in the proposed rule, the
NRC has revised this definition in the finall rule by removing the proposed reference to
“emergency planning functions,” and replacihg it with “methods for maintaining emergency
preparedness .and reéponding to emérgencies.” Sub-tie-r documents, such as emergency plan
implementing procedures, are not ordinarily subject to the § 50.54(q) change process because
these procedures generally only provide instructions in performing the programmatic methods_
identified and described in the emergency plan. However, if a Iicehs_efWere to relocate a
programmatic Qescription to another document, that description will remain subject to fhe

§ 50.54(q) change process. For example, if a licensee were to relocate the details of its

‘emergency classification scheme from the emergency plan to a wall chart posted in the control

room, the wall chart would be subject to the § 50.54(q) change process. The definition also

emphasizes, by incorporation, the role of the licensee’s original émerg'ency plan approved by

the NRC in minimizing the likelihood that a series of incremental changes, many of which may

not have been reviewed by the NRC, over time will constitute a reduction in effectiveness of the
NRC approved emergency plan. | |

~ Section 50.54(q)(1)(iii) in the final rule defines the term “emergency planning function”
in terms of a capability or resource necéssary to prepare for and respond to aradiological
emergency. During the development of the EP Cornerstone of the ROP, a group of EP subject
matter experts, including NRC staff and nuclear power industfy stakeholders, with input from the
public, developed a series of planning standard functiqns that aré used in determining the

significance of inspection findings. These planning standard functions are paraphrases of the



Appendix E to Part 50 in terms of the slgnif icant functions that need to be accomplished, or the
--capabilities that need to be in place to maintain the effectiveness of a Iicensee s emergency .
_plan and emergency response cap_abillty. Within the EP Cornerstone, the srgnlﬁcance of .
inspection findings depends on whether the planning standards can be accomplished (i.e., loss
of planning standard function) or can be accomplished only in a degraded manner

(i.e., degraded planning standard function). The characterization of a reduction in effectiveness
in the final rule capitalizes on this earlier effort in that any degradation or loss of a planning
standard function is deemed to constitute a reduction in effectiveness. The NRC is using the
phrase “emergency planning function” in lieu of “planning standard function” as used in the ROP
to allow the definition to be applicable to licensed facilities that are subject to Appendix E, but
are not subject to the planning stand.ards of § 50.47(b). The emergency planning functions
have been established in RG 1.219 along with examples of typical emergency plan changes
that are expected to constitute a reduction in effectiveness and examples of changes that are
not.

The emergency planning functions do not replace or supplement the regutations upon
which they were based an@fs such, complia'nce with these functions is not required. They are
only used to differentiate between changes that the licensee is allowed to make without prior
NRC approval and those that require prior NRC approval. The NRC did not establish these
emergency planning fLinctions in regulations because th’e underlying regulations already exist,
and the expression of the emergency planning functions differs between nuclear power
reactors, non-power reactors, and fuel facilities licensed under Part 50 or Part 52. RG 1.219
discusses these emergency planning functions fer nuclear power reactor licensees.

'|n response to the definition of “emergency planning function” in proposed
§ 50.54(q)(1)(iii), the NRC received a stakeholder comment that suggested that the planning

standards of § 50.47(b) should be used for determining reductions in effectiveness, in lieu of the

60



proposed emergency planning functions, since compliance is based on meeting planning

- standards. The NRC disagrees with this comment.  The § 50.54(q) changeprocessbestablishes

atwo factor test to establish whether the licensee has the authority to make a change without
priof NRC approval. First, the plan as modified must continue to comply with the requirements
of Appendix E, and for power reactors, the planning standards of § 50.47(b). Second, the
licensee must estéblish that the change does not reduce the effectiveness of the emergency
plan. These are two different prerequisites. Compliance with the requirements of Appendix E, .
and for power reéctors, the planning standards of § 50.47(b), satisfies the first factor, but it
doesn't necessarily meet the second factor,

Under § 50.47(a)(1)(i), ah operating license will be issued only if the NR(.;, finds that
there is reasonable assurance that adequate.protective measures can and will be taken in the
event of a radiological emergency. During the licensing process, the licensee or the NRC may
have identified planning conétraints and vulnerabilities that required the licensee to commit to-
site-specific capabilities and resources beyond those identified in generic régulatory guidance
as meéting the requirements of Appendix E, and for nudear power reactor licensees, the
planning standards of § 50.47(b). After receiving its license, a licensee may have identified
newly developed planning or response constraints, or self-identified weaknesses in its
emergency plan, and implementéd corrective actions beyond that identified in its emergency
-plan. For example, an applicant having a site with complex meteorological regimes or complex
topography may ha\)e been required to establish a more advanced emergency dose
assessfnent capability. Because these extensions to generic guidance were found to be
necessary to n;neet the broadly worded requirements in Appendix E, and for nuclear power
reactor licensees, the planniné standards of § 50.47(b), a license seekin.g to relax these

) &S Modify

reduirements needs to determine that the emergency planjcan con’tinue to be eﬁectiV@ab V\/
-medified:- This will generally require that the licensee establish that the considerations that X
61



made the site-specific requirements necessaky are no longer applicable to that site, or require ?’

[

an alternative approach that 'maintainé fh’ei‘/e‘,f\fsectivenéss. Thus, simply mAeeting the X
requirements of Appendix E, and for power reactqrs, the planning standards of § 50.47(b), is.not
necessarily éufficient to prevenf a reduction in the plan’s effectiveness. For these reasons, the
requirements of Appendix E, and for power reactors, the planning standards of § 50.47(b@lone p(
cannot be used for determining reductions in effediveness. / |

‘Section 50.54(q)(1)(iv) in fhe final rule defines the term “reduction in effectiveness” as a
change to the emergency plan that results in a reduction of the licensee’s capability to perform
an emergency planning function in the event of a radiological emergency. The phrase
“reduction in effectiveness” is an evaluation concept that is used in § 50.54(q) to differentiate
between changes that the licensee is allowed to make without prjor NRC approval and those -
that require prior NRC approval. A determination that a change may reéult in a reduction in
. ,efféctiveness does not imply that the licensee could no ionger implement its plan and provide
adequate measures for the protection of the public. The NRC may apprové a proposed
emergency plan éhangé that the licensee determined to be a reduction in effectivenessy/if the )(
NRC can find that the emergency plan, as modified, continues to meet the requirements of
Appendix E, and for nuclear power reactor licensees, the planning standards of § 50.47(b), and
continues to provide reasonable asﬁurance that adequate protective measures can and will be
taken in the event of a radiological emergency. “Radiological emergency” as used in
§ 50.54(q)(1)(iv) in the final rule means any condition that results in the decla;ati_on of any ECL
and the implementétion of the Iicenseé's emergency 'pllan‘ A nucléar power feactbr licensee
evaluating whether a particular emergency plan chahge constitutes a reduction in effectiveness
is expected to consider the spectrum of accidents addressed in the planning basis described in

NUREG-0654. In making this determination, licensees of non-power reactors and fuel facilities

licensed under Part 50 must base their evaluations on the planning bases for their respective

62



ETE values. ‘The proposed requirement to up'date an ETE analysis based on a 'étandard value
ofa 10 perbént population change would have required licensees to submit updated ETEs that
may have had fhe same time estimatés as the original document an@herefore, would provide X
no useful updated ETE information to response agencies. An épprpach that considers both |
population change and its impéct on the ETE numerical values provides assurance that updated
ETE analysés are submitted only v_vheﬁ the ETE valueé ére_impaéted. This links the update to a
population changé that has an irhpact on the ETE values on a site-specific basis rathér thana -
generic 10 percent population change that may or may not impact these values. |
 Therefore, nuclear power reactor licensees (but not applicants) will be required to
provide an updated ETE analysis to the NRC within 365 days of 1) the later of the date of the
availability of the most recent decennial census data or the effective date of this final rule, 2) the
availability of subsequent decennial census data, and 3) the availability of fhe population data
used .in the update, during the years between decennial censuses, when a populatioﬁ increase
within the EPZ causes certain ETE values to increase by 25 percent or 30 minutes, whichever is
less from the liceﬁsee’s currently NRC-approved or updated ETE. Licensees should perform a
population éensitivity. study for various population increases (i.e., 10 percent, 20 percent, and
30 percent increases) to determine the population value that will cause ETE values to increase
by 25 percent or 30 minutes, whichever is less. Ifyduring the decennial period between ’ )(
censuses@thresholq IS reacrmﬁst update the ETE analys“is to refiect the | X |

impact of the population increase. Tb establish the basis for t_hese_ update criteria, the.-NRC

considered the input of ETE subject matter experts whb consideréd_'the senéitivity of ETE
analysis tools, uncertainty of the data used in the development of ETEs, and discussions with
OROs regarding the time necessary to mobilize resources to supbort an evacuation. The NRC.
determined that an ETE increase of 30 minutes is the smallest timie value that OROs wouid

consider to potentially impact a protective action decision from shelter-in-place to evacuate or
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?\}c\fiut[):{ | changed to require licensees to have a detailed analysis in their emergency plans without Y :
W\c\,e{' -| providing it to the NRC. = . B x

1 ned, |
The final rule does not specify, by position or function, which responsibilities must be

assigned, but allows nuclear power reactor licensees the flexibility to determine the limit of
assigned responsibilities for effective emergency plan implementation on a site-specific basis.
This allows licensees to take credit for new technologies that could potentially affect the number

~ of on-shift staff that would be heeded. However, licensees need to ensure that the'dﬁties
assigned to o'h-éhift staff are reasonable for oné pergon to perform and are not so burdensome
as to negatively impact emergency response. (A discussion of thisb issue is also provided in
Section lI.A.1 of this document.) |

The final rule requires nuclear power reactor licensees to perform a detailed analysis,

such as a job\task analysis (JTA) or a time motion analysis, to demonstrate tﬁat on-shift

' personnel could implement the plan effectively without having competing responsibilities thaf
could prevent them from performing their primary emérgency plan tasks. The NRC expects the .
analysis to identify all the tasks that must be performed by available staff during an evolution
such as response to an emergency. These licensees need to define the events that will be
used in the detailed. staffing analysis, such as postulated design basis accidents and the DBT, _
for which there must be emergency planning. The analysis must identify all tasks that must bé
.completed for each analyzed event, and the responders responsible for the performance of
those tasks. Licensees must then ensure that there is sufficient on-shift staff to perform all
necessary tasks until augmentation staff arrives to provide assisténce. Enhancing the
regu}latiovns to require licensees to ensure that multiple responsibilit-ies assigned to on-shift staff
will not detract from adequate emergency plan implementatiory%ill establish a‘r_egulatory X
framework that more clearly codifies the NRC’s shift staffing expectatioﬁs for effective

emergency response. -
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notificati-on of the public within about 15 minutes. The 15-minute timeliness expectation for
emergency declarations now beiﬁg codified is consistent with these current regulatory - |
requirements and the EP planning basis.
Although the NRC recognizes that protective actions are not necessary at the lower

ECLs and the iower ECL events have lesser potential consequences on the public, the NRC
belie\-/es that a single timeliness criterion for all four ECLs is necessary. Thé NRC notes that the
ECL, beita N;tification of Unusual Event or a higher ECL, ‘cannét be known until the
classification is completed a_hd the declara'tion' is made. This argues against the use of different
timeliness criterié for Notification of Unusual Events and higher ECLs because emergency
events may notv proceed step-wise through the four ECLs. |

~ Further, the actions tb assess, classify, and declare an emergency, and the resourc.es
needed to accomplish those actionsf-fég_.,'“capability"), do noi differ by ECL. fAlthough there
are more EAL thresholds to consider during a Notification of Unusual Event than there are at the
higher ECLs, fhis is balanced by 'increasing demands on the on-shift staff (i.e., to perform

assessments, corrective actions, and mitigative actions needed to address the degraded plant

~ condition) associated with the higher ECLs. The conditions (such as insufficient staffing,

procedures, and training) that reduce a nuclear power reactor licensee’s capability for declaring
a Notification of Unusual Event within 15 minutes have a similar effect on the licensee’s
capability for declaring higher ECLs. Also, the licensee’s pen‘ormanc_:e in declaring Notification
of Unusual Events is a viable predictor of licensee performance at the less frequently declared
higher ECLs. These performance deficiencies might not be identified and corrected if the NRC
were to establish one hour for declaring Notification of Unusual Events and 15 minutes for the
higher classification level emergencies. Therefore, thé NRC has decided to retain the single

timeliness criterion in the final rule for all ECLs.
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exposure pathWay EPZ havé been established. It is not necessary to address backup methods
in§ 5’0.4?(b)(5) because the current provision establishes the overall requirement for balerting
and notification.

Based on a comment received on the prdposed rule, Part 50, Appendix E,

Section IV.E.5 is revised to replace the reference to “physicians” with the term “medical service
_providers” be’caﬁse licensees typically make arrangements for medical services with medical
service providers rather than individual physicians. The phrase “and other medical personne!” is
deleted because it is now redundant to the reference to “medical service providers.” The NRC
also revised Section_ IVES 6f Apbendix E to change the term “radiation” to “radi.ologica/ld’/fo
provide consistent use of the phrase “radiological emergency.” '"

The final rule redesignates the former language of Appendix E, Section IV..E.8 as
Section IV.E.8.a; and adds new Sections IV.E.8.b, IV.E.8.c, IV.E.8.d, and IV.E.8.e.

éection IV.E.8.a in the final rule removes.the reference to the EOF as a “near-site”
_facility and adds the requiremeht that nuclear power reactor licensees must provide an OSC. In
a conforming change, the final rule revises § 52.79(a)(17) to clarify that combined license
applications are not subject to the TMI action requirements in § 50.34(f)(2)(xxv), which addréss
th.e need for an onsite TSC, an onsite OSC, and an EOF. Instead, the requirements governing
the neea for such facilities in Part 50, Appe.ndix‘.E, Section IV.E.8B.a(i) will apply to combined
license applications. (A discu_ssion of this issue i$ also pfovided in Section 11.B.3 of this
dodument.)

Section IV.E.8.b incorporates EOF distance criferia éuneﬁtly found iﬁ NRC guidance and
specifies that an EOF must be located within 10 to 25 miles of each nuclear power reactor site
that the facility serves or, if the EOF is Iocatéd less than 10 miles from a nuclear power reactor
site, then a backup facility must be provided within 10 to 25 miles 'of a site. The distance

between the EOF and a site will be determined by the straight line distance from the site’s TSC
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The commenter aiso pointed out that the‘ final rule shoul'd have the samewording‘ as
BL-05-02, which states that “it is appropriate for alternaﬁve facilities to have general plant
drawings, procedures, phones, and (ideally) computer links to the site.” Another commenter
recommended an increased implementation period for this 'lpart of the rule since licensee

facilities do not meet the proposed requirements for the availability of computer links and wouid

need to make facility changes under the site modification process. The NRC agrees in part with
L ~these comments BL-05-02 does dlrect Ilcensees to equip alternative facilities as stated.

N However the NRC has determined thaéflnce the alternative facmty (or facu_lltnes) must have the

capablhty#er_eem* with the EOF, control room; and site security;/to perform offsite

fo condyct
notifications; andfoy\engineenng assessment activities, including damage control team planning

and prepa JIOH, then licensees should have flexibility in meeting these requirements based on
site-specific eharacteristics. Also, the NRC did not intend for licensees to perform major facility
modifications or construct new facilities to meet the new requirement. The NRC intends for
licensees to use existing facilities that are a safe distance from the plant. Therefore, the NRC
will not codify the equipment that must be present in the alternative facility (or facilities) but
rather will allow licensees to achieve the required capabilities of the alternative facility (or
facilities) in the most appropriate manner for their site. (A discussion of this issue is also
provided in Section 11.A.3 of this document.) |

| The NRC is also adding new Section IV.E.8.e te permit a_huclear power.reactor'
licenseej(hat, on the day the final rule becomes effective, has an approved EOF that does not
meet the distance criteria for a primary or backup EOF, or does not have‘ provisions for e facility
closer to the site if the EOF is located more than 25 miles from a nuclear power reactor site, to
not be subject to the requirerhents of Section IV.E.8.b. These licensees have already received
approval from the Commission for variances from existing requirements (and guidance)

regardihg'EOF locations, backup EOF facilities, or other EOF characteristics. ‘(Also refer to the
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| rédiologic_al releases and events, vtb properly train responders to _.re‘s'pond to events more -
realistic than those currently used in training, and to avoid preconditioning the respondérs to
success with inappropriate anticipatory responses. Licensees are also required to emphasize _
coérdination in their drills and exercises among onsite and offsite response organizations to
streﬁgthen the‘capat»)ilities of the OROs to adequately respond to an emergency at the plant that
requires offsite response. (A discussion of this issue is also provided in Section I1.A.6 of.this

" document.)

The NRC is adding new Section IV.F.2.j to Appendix E to require that nuclear power
reactor licénsees conduct exercises that provide ERO members the opportunity to demonstrate
proficiency in the key skills necessary to implement the principal emergency response functional
~ areas idéntiﬁed in Section IV.F.2.b. Each exercise will also be required to provide ERO
members the opportunity to demonstrate key skills specific to the emergehcy response duties in
~ each emergency response facility. During each exercise cycle, licensees will be required to
vary the content of exercise scenarios to provide ERO members the opportunity to demonstrate
proficiency in the key skills necessary to respond to several specific scenario elements,
including hostile acﬁon directed at the plant site; ho radiological release or an unplanned
~ minimal radiological release that does not require public brotective actions; an initial
classification of or rapid escalation to a Sité Area Emergency or General Emergency;
implementationfof strategies, procedures, and guid'ance developed under § 50.54(hh)(2); and
integration of offsite resources with onsite response. The final rule identifies the exercise cycle
as eight calendar ye‘érs, whiéh must begin in the year of the licensee’s first hostile action
exercise./ This amendment prescribes the minimum exercise scenario elements necessary for X
licensees to meet NRC expectatipns for ch'allenging and varied scenario content in biénnial
exercises.

The NRC received comments regarding the proposed requirement that the first exercise

106



S
2y, B

Y in thé ﬁew 'c'y(:le mﬁst include hostile action. In Sfafe’s with mUItiple hucleér power reactor siteé,
this would require several such exercises in succession, increasing the burden on State

. emergency management agencies to supp‘ort these exercises énd perhaps reduci'ng the benefit
of prepared_hess efforts. The implementation period for this provision of the final rule'wés
modified to allow current licensees until December 31., 2015, th conduct a hostile a_ction
exercise. The final rule clarifies the expectation that States should fully participate in a hostile
action exercise by December 31,2015, and that State full participation should be'rotéted

=

' among&zensees in States with more than one nuclear power reactor plume exposure pathway

Epz. T
The NRC believes that,in the current threat environme%nuclear power reactors may be
a target for hostile action. Although such an attack is unlikely, EP is a defense-in-depth

measure and NRC rules require preparedness for unlikely accidents and events. The final rule

Rz

requires that hostile action response be integrated formally into the EP program through the
inspection of biennial exercises performed early in the first exercise cycle and periodically
thereafter.

The proposed rule would have identified the exercise cycle as six years. The proposed
rule additionally would have specified a mihirﬁum frequency for hostile action scenarios.
However, the NRClreceived numerous comments that the cycle should be changed to eight
years and that a minimum frequency for hostile action scenarios should be eliminated to allow
more ﬂexfbility in meeting the new req'uiréments as well as preserving ’thre variability of scenario
challenges. Additionally‘, the comménters stated fhat the new réquirements for scénario cbntent
coupled with the existing requirements would degrade the ability to vary scenario content. The
NRC agrees with these comments and has changed the proposed rule to establish an
éight—year exercise cycle without‘a minimum frequency for hostile action scenarios. This

| changé enhances the ability of licensees to vary exercise scenario content in line with the
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5) The.licensee shall retain a record of eéch change to the emergency'plan
made without prior NRC approval for a period of three years from t‘hevdate of the change
and shall submit, as specified in § 50.4, a report of each such change, .including a )
summary of its analysis, within 30 days after the change is put in effect. |

(6) The nuclear power reactor licensee shall retain the emergency plan and each
change for which prior NRC approVaI was obtained pursuant to § 50.54(q)(4) as a record

until the Commission terminates the license for the nuclear power reactor.

* * * * *

(r) [Reserved].
(s)(1) [Reserved].

(2)(i) [Reserved].

* * % * *

(u) [Reserved].

(99)(1) Notwithstanding 10 CFR 52.1 03, i@ollowing the conduct of the exercise required K
by paragraph IV.f.2.a of appehdix E to part 50 of this chapter, FEMA identifies one 6r more
deficiencies in the state of offsite emergency preparedhess,”the- h&ider of a combined license
under 10 CFR part 52 may operéte at up to 5 percent of rated therrﬁal power only if the
Commission finds that the state of onsite emergency preparédness provides reasonable
assurance that adequate protective measures can and will be taken in the event of a

radiological ‘émergency. The NRC will base this finding on its assessment of the applicant's
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December 31, 2013. An applicant that does not receive a combined Ii‘cense or early site permit -
before .December 31, 2013, shall revjse its combined license or early site permit application to
comply with those changes no later than December 31, 2013. NotWith_standing any Commission
finding under 1OVCFR 52.103(g) regarding th,e' combined lice’nse h_older’s‘facility, the combined
license holder may not operate the facility until the NRC has approved the IicenSé amendment .

demonstrating compliance with the final ruie.

6. The Tennessee Valley Authority Watts Bar Nuclear Plant, Unit 2, holding a
construction permit under the provisions of part 50 of this chapter, shall meet the requirements
of the final rule issued [INSERT THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE FINAL RULE] as applicable

to operating nuclear power reactor licensees.

K, /c{_gbo{/ — = Il The Preliminary Safety Analysis Report x

* * . * * - *

H. A preliminary analysis reflecting the need to include facilities, systems, and methods
for identifying the degree of seriousness and potential scope of radio,log_igal cohsequences of
emergency situations within and outside the site boundary, including capabilities for dose
projection using real-time ‘meteorological information and for dispatch of radiological monitoring
teams within the EPZs; and a preliminary analysis reflecting the rble of the onsite technical
support center and thé emergency operations fécility in assessing infor'mation., recommending

protective action, and disseminating information to the public.

IV. Content of Emergency Plans -

1. The applicant's emergency plans shall contain, but not necessarily be limited to,
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| approve the final rule for publication in the Federal Register. Additional improvements to
emergency preparedness requirements may result from the recommendations of the Task
Force on NRC Processes and Regulations Following the Events in Japan. In addition, | join
Commissioner Ostendorff in his expectation that the “forthcoming PRA level lll initiative in the
NRC'’s Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research should serve to provide the risk-informed
technical rationale to support further enhancements of EP requirements and guidance.” Finally,
| support the ACRS recommendation in their May 18, 2011 letter that the staff should document -
the language from the Statements of Consideration cited in the ACRS letter in an appropriate
‘guidance document before publishing the final rule.
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Commissioner Magwood Comments on SECY-11-0053
Final Rule: “Enhancements to Emergency Preparedness
Requlations (10 CFR Part 50 and 10 CFR Part 52)”

| approve staff's request to publish a final rule to effect enhancements to the regulations guiding
radiological emergency preparedness (REP) programs in the United States. | applaud the staff
for its long, patient work in developing this rule, during which it conducted many public meetings
and engaged innumerable stakeholders, including state and local officials and Federal agency
representatives. The resulting rule is one of the very best organized and most clearly written
rules I've seen, and | congratulate the staff for its effort to communicate these complex matters
in such a cogent manner. | also very much appreciate the efforts of those outside NRC who
devoted significant time and resources to this effort—particularly our partners at the Federal
'Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) who share the responsibility to assure that the plans
. and resources are in place in the event that we are challenged by a radiological emergency.

The subject of REP has gained considerable attention in the aftermath of the events at the |
Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear plant in Japan. As we have noted on numerous occasions since
that plant was dama_ge'd by the Tohoku Earthquake and resultant tsunami, NRC will proce'e‘d
carefully to understand the lessons that can be learned from this incident and if ény changes
must be made to the U.S. regulatory framework, this agency will proceed expeditiously to do so.
However, many stakeholders have expressed the belief that this rule should not go forward until
all the lessons of Fukushima have been analyzed and absorbed. ‘

Despite these reasonable concerns, | believe it is time to move forward. First, it is important to
point to the fact that the enhancements associated with this final rule advance public safety over
our already very good REP framework. Delaying these enhancements would serve no good
cause. Second, if any lessons learned from Fukushima affect this rule, we can institute
changes as necessary in the future.

Whatever lessons emerge from Fukushima, we already know that the rigor of REP programs
currently in place in the U.S. far exceed similar efforts in most other countries. The insights
gained in the aftermath of the Three Mile Island accident taught us the importance of instituting
and practicing plans to enable licensees, government organizations, and others to take
appropriate actions under a range of scenarios. The emergency preparedness programs
instituted after Three Mile Island are an essential layer of the defense-in-depth ensuring the
protection of public health and safety.

One of the lessons we learned after Three Mile Island was the vital importance of assuring that
decision makers have access to clear information about plant conditions during an emergency.
Were an accident to occur in the United States, NRC Resident Inspectors—who work at nuclear
power plant sites every day to assure safety performance—would report to the reactor control
rooms and on-site Technical Support Centers and be in constant contact with NRC
headquarters. The plant operators would also activate their Emergency Response Data



System, which would provide a continuous flow of technical data to NRC. We would have a
clear understanding of the situation on the ground and be well-positioned to take timely actions
that might be required to protect public safety. When it comes to REP, actions taken in Japan
with respect to Fukushima tell little about the response the public should expect in the event of a
U.S. accident. -

Aside from the effort to learn from Fukushima, there are other NRC activities coming in the near
future which could eventually impact the REP framework. For example, work continues to
complete the State-of-the-Art Reactor Consequence Analyses (SOARCA) project, which will
bring greater realism to the consequences of postulated severe reactor accidents. Fukushima
may inform this work substantially. We have seen in Japan, for example, the rather long period .
of time required for nuclear accidents in light water reactors to develop. The defense-in-depth
inherent to the basic design of such plants both allow time for operators to mitigate or prevent -
radiological releases and provide considerable time for offsite response—SOARCA will help us:
understand this and inform future considerations of our REP programs. '

We may also soon need to consider the REP framework in the context of Small Modular
Reactors. These systems raise intriguing questions for.the agency’s emergency preparedness
programs and.may force us to take a fresh look at how we analyze and plan for radiological

© emergencies. - ' ' :

Perhaps the most important element of the final rule before us today is the inclusion of security
considerations into REP programs. This rule incorporates the National Incident

Management System (NIMS) and the incident Command System (ICS) into NRC’s REP
framework, thereby modernizing our approach with the standard system already in use by
firefighters, hazardous materials teams, rescuers and emergency medical teams around the
u.s. '

However, like many stakeholders who commented on this rule, | continue to have questions
about how onsite and offsite security resources will be integrated. While | agree with the
change made from the proposed rule to avoid requiring licensees to “ensure” that state and
local resources were available to support the licensee’s plan (because it created a framework
under which NRC would attempt, in effect, to regulate state and local agencies), | agree with
comments made by several groups that the final rule leaves the situation somewhat uncertain.
Nevertheless,. it is my experience that resources adapt over time to meet the needs identified by
REP exercises. = With the inclusion of hostile action-based (HAB) scenarios into exercises
(though on an eight-year cycle, which—as several stakeholders pointed out—seems at odds
with both the six-year full-scale exercise cycle and the need to assure that participants are well-
practiced), | expect that these resource issues will be explored on a plant-by-plant basis.
Nevertheless, now that the measures reflected in various orders and voluntary programs are
incorporated into regulation, [ also believe the staff and the Commission should carefully
monitor how inspection results from HAB exercises impact REP programs. The history of the
last decade demonstrates that security concerns only increase—they never lessen. This could



have serious implications for both licensees and Local Law Enforcement Agencies as they
support integrated safety-security REP programs. -

Another issue of note in the final rule is the decision to apply a performance-based approach to
the location of Emergency Operations Facilities (EOFs). Given advances in communications
technologies and the continuing consolidation of the nuclear utility industry, a performance-
based strategy makes complete sense. However, | share the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania’s
concerns about forgoing the current requirement for licensees to obtain NRC approval to locate
their EOFs beyond 25 miles. The issue arises because of the afore-mentioned consolidation of
.nuclear utilities and | fully expect that it is quite practical in most cases to have a single, well-
equipped EOF that is positioned to serve a number of sites. However, it is not clear to me how
the concerns of state and local officials will be factored into decisions regarding the location of
_EOFs. The ACRS shares this concern and has indicated that state and local agencies “may
find it more difficult to fulfill their responsibilities at a remote EOF, perhaps one in a different
state than the reactor site which it serves”. Maintaining the need for NRC approval would have -
provided an opportunity to assure that all concerns would be aired. . As the location of an EOF is
not a decision one would expect a licensee to make very often, | reject staff's contention that it
would be “unnecessarily restrictive” to require NRC approval. Just because something is
convenient doesn’t mean that it is approprlate

Several stakeholders, including Riverkeeper and Pilgrim Watch, raised significant questions
regarding the rule’s approach to Alert Notification System (ANS) backup means. The basic
* question exists as to whether the systems would work and effectively alert the public, especially
in the instance of widespread power losses (which could be an initiating event, potentially
leading to a radiological emergency). Staff's attempts to resolve this matter have been
laudable, 'but I believe many questions remain. This appears to be an area with which both
NRC and FEMA will need to engage again in the future.

Finally, | agree with a comment filed by Riverkeeper regarding the missed opportunity to
institute greater participation from the general public. While public participation in exercises
should not be required, they might be effectively encouraged. Emergency officials might benefit
significantly from the insights of the public as they plan and resource their REP efforts.

Despite these few reservations, | believe the final rule advances our mission to protect public
health, safety, and security. | look forward to the further engagement of FEMA, other Federal
entities, and our partners in state and local government as we refine REP programs. | aiso look
forward to additional scrutiny and comment from the pubilic as this rule is tested in table-tops

and exercises at sites across the country.
ét)w @@D_ Iy
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Commissioner Ostendorffs Comments on SECY 11-0053,
“Final Rule: Enhancements to the Emergency Preparedness Regulations (10 CFR Part 50
and 10 CFR Part 52) (RIN 3150-Al10)”

I approve the staff's recommendations and final rule revising the NRC’s emergency
preparedness (EP) requirements as described in SECY-11-0053. The staff in partnership with
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has comprehensively and systematically -
revised the NRC's EP requirements to enhance licensees’ emergency preparedness. | would
also like to express my appreciation to FEMA officials who participated in and supported the
recent Commission meeting on the EP final rulemaking. The insights of FEMA have helped
inform the Commission in a manner to promote harmonization of our agencies efforts to protect
the American public. | also commend the staff for the management of this rulemaking and in
- particular, the stakeholder outreach efforts. The NRC and FEMA jointly conducted 11 public
meetings in six different cities in a one-year time frame that exemplifies the type of “in the field”
direct feedback from stakeholders that is critical to effective rulemaking.

~ Inthat spirit, | believe now is the appropriate time to promulgate this final rule, independent of
~ recent NRC efforts to self-assess NRC programs and process in view of the accident at the
Fukushima Daiichi nuclear plant. The enhanced EP rule, in particular the amendments for
hostile action based preparedness and for evacuation time estimate (ETE) updating, further a
licensee’s preparedness to take certain EP actions and protective measures in the event of a
radiological emergency.

|- am mindful that there may be additional opportunities to further enhance our EP requirements,
guidance, and technical basis. In looking down the road, Presidential Policy Directive 8 to
integrate a national preparedness system will afford the NRC another opportunity to partner with
FEMA and advance EP expectations. Coupled with the NRC Fukushima Task Force’s and
FEMA's corresponding efforts, the NRC will have another opportunity to refine its requirements
at an appropriate time. Any future EP rulemaking should include stronger technical bases for
areas such as backup alert and notification system (ANS) and evacuation timing. in addition, |
believe the state-of-the art reactor consequence analysis (SOARCA) project and forthcoming
probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) level Il initiative in the NRC’s Office of Nuclear Regulatory
Research should serve to provide the risk-informed technical rationale to support further
‘enhancements of EP requirements and guidance. In that respect, | support the staff's research
in several areas to determine the feasibility of risk-informing EP as noted in SECY 11-0053.

With respect to ANS for residents in surrounding communities near nuclear power plants,
technology advancements and lessons learned from natural disasters should continue to be
leveraged to ensure all segments of the population are effectively informed in a radiological
emergency. As one senior.Federal official stated in response to.a recent tornado disaster in
Missouri, to reach everyone is key and "we've got to keep everyone in mind."

Finally, States and local agencies as first responders have the direct burden in coordination with.
the NRC'’s licensees, to implement these pending major Federal EP revisions from the joint
NRC/FEMA effort. Because States and local authorities have yet to see the final revisions to
FEMA's guidance, after issuance of FEMA guidance the staff should assess stakeholder
feedback and inform the Commission if the FEMA guidance adversely affects the timelines for
rule implementation schedules outlined in SECY 11-0053. However, the issuance of NRC's final
rule should not be delayed as adjustments to implementation schedules have been made in
anticipation of these pending changes.



