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ABSTRACT

Since 1985, federal agencies have been using the Federal
Radiological Emergency Response Plan (FRERP) in exercises and real
events. This experience and the development of other emergency
response guidance (e.g., National System for Emergency
Coordination) are fueling current efforts to review and revise the
FRERP to reflect what the agencies have learned since the FRERP
was published. Revision efforts are concentrating on clarifying
the plan and addressing deficiencies. No major changes are
expected in the general structure of the federal response nor
should states need to revise their plans because of these
modifications.

Background

If a large radiological accident occurs, most state and local

governments will need some assistance in mitigating the effects of the

accident. Although their primary function is not emergency response, many

federal agencies use personnel, equipment, and materials in their normal

activities that can be used to supplement a state's response to such an

accident.

The response to the 1979 Three Mile Island accident demonstrated a need

for better coordination among the responding federal agencies. Post-Three

Mile Island legislation1 required the President to develop a National

Contingency Plan to provide for expeditious, efficient, and coordinated

actions by appropriate federal agencies to protect the public health and

safety in case of accidents at commercial nuclear power plants. The mandated

plan was published as the "Master Plan"2. The "Master Plan" assigned the
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Department of Energy (DOE) the responsibility for developing a Federal

Radiological Monitoring and Assessment Plan (FRMAP) to integrate all federal

radiological monitoring plans. It also stated that the FRMAP should replace

the Interagency Radiological Assistance Plan (IRAP), which called for federal

agencies to help each other during any radiological emergency.

DOE responded to this assignment by developing the FRMAP to be

applicable to all radiological emergencies within the U.S. and its

territories. This included accidents involving nuclear materials at

commercial nuclear power plants and elsewhere. Under the FRMAP, DOE

coordinates the federal radiological assistance to state and local authorities

and to federal agencies needing information in serious radiological

emergencies. The FRMAP also covers the small, more frequent regional DOE

responses under the DOE Radiological Assistance Program.

The idea of a broader approach to radiological response spread, and the

Federal Radiological Preparedness Coordinating Committee (FRPCC)3 created the

Federal Response Subcommittee to develop the Federal Radiological Emergency

Response Plan (FRERP) to replace the "Master Plan" and to apply to all types

of radiological incidents, not just accidents at commercial power reactors.

The Federal Response Subcommittee developed the FRERP in stages—

planning guidance, draft plan, interim plan,^ and operational plan.5 At each

preliminary step, the planners held exercises to check the workability of

their plan and to identify problems. The final test of the FRERP before its

publication in November 19855 as an operational plan was a large, multi-

agency field exercise, the FRERP Field Exercise (also known as the Federal

Field Exercise), held at the St. Lucie power reactor in Florida in March 1984.
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The FRERP assigns the overall coordination of the federal response in

most incidents to a cognizant federal agency (CFA), the agency owning,

controlling, or regulating the material or facility. The CFA is primarily

responsible for any federal onsite response and would coordinate public

information activities. DOE would be the CFA for an accident at one of its

facilities or involving nuclear material in its custody.

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and DOE have major

offsite roles after any serious radiological incident. FEMA coordinates the

nonradiological support and assistance to state and local authorities. DOE

has the primary responsibility for implementing the FRMAP (now part of the

FRERP) and coordinating all offsite federal radiological activities during the

emergency phase of a response whether or not DOE is the CFA. DOE may

establish a Federal Radiological Monitoring and Assessment Center (FRMAC), and

FEMA, a Federal Response Center (FRC), to simplify the coordination process.

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) later assumes the coordination role

for long-term federal radiological support from DOE.

The federal planners have always viewed the FRERP and FRMAP as plans

that would be updated from time to time to incorporate any new experience

gained in radiological responses or exercises.

Experience with the FRERP

The FRERP has been tested in a variety of exercises since its inception.

Some of these exercises have used scenarios based on nuclear power reactor

accidents, such as the 1985 Relocation Tabletop Exercise with the Beaver

Valley reactor in Pennsylvania and the 1987 second FRERP Field Exercise at the

Zion facility in Illinois. The FRERP has also been used in exercises based on



4

nuclear weapons accidents (Distinct Action [1989]) and nuclear terrorism

(Mighty Derringer [1986], Compass Rose [1988]).

These exercises have helped the federal agencies identify problems in

the original plan and recognize that minor adjustments may need to be made.

Agencies have developed implementation procedures and agreements to improve

the federal response.

Different types of exercises have resulted in DOE, for example, looking

more closely at the interrelationships of different DOE groups responding to

an incident. A reactor accident, where DOE is only coordinating the federal

offsite radiological assistance, presents no internal problem. In a nuclear

weapons accident where the Department of Defense (DOD) is the CFA, DOE

response groups may be both in the FRMAC and assisting DOD onsite as part of

the Joint Operating Center and the Joint Hazards Evaluation Center. DOE must

clarify the paths for information flow and mechanisms for sharing resources

among its response groups within the framework of the FRERP. Similar work

needs to be done for the groups responding to an accident at a DOE facility;

the FRERP, while applicable, has not been exercised with this type of

scenario.

Exercises that focused on recovery from a radiological incident and

mitigating food chain effects have identified the need to clarify the FRERP

regarding long-term recovery responsibilities among federal agencies. A CFA,

such as the Nuclear Regulatory Commission in a reactor incident or the

Department of Defense or DOE in a nuclear weapons accident, may not have the

expertise to deal with longer-term responses and may require advice or

assistance from other agencies. The statutory authorities and

responsibilities of federal regulatory agencies (i.e., EPA, the Department of
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Agriculture [USDA], and the Department of Health and Human Services [HHS])

must be respected by the CFA and coordinated and integrated into its

programmatic goals. Clearer policy about long-term roles and responsibilities

of federal agencies within the context of the FRERP needs to be established.

The federal response to the Chernobyl accident and the planning for the

1988 Cosmos 1900 satellite's reentry also identified areas in which the

original plan needs to be extended or clarified. For example, the Chernobyl

accident prompted a federal response under the existing interagency memorandum

of understanding for trans-Pacific fallout. Even though the health

consequences in the U.S. were insignificant, the federal agencies involved now

believe that the FRERP would allow better coordination of the federal efforts

to advise the public promptly on the projected consequences of similar

accidents on U. S. citizens at home and abroad. One advantage that the FRERP

could provide would be the DOE-coordinated Federal Radiological Monitoring and

Assessment Center (FRMAC) to gain a better picture of the world-wide

radiological situation. (This FRMAC would probably be established within the

U. S., not in the foreign country.)

Compatibility with Other Response Plans

Accident and exercise experiences are not the only initiators of the

FRERP review. Other federal groups have developed response plans in the

intervening years. The National System for Emergency Coordination, Executive

Order 12657, and the revised DOD-DOE Nuclear Accident Response Procedures for

weapons incidents have prompted reviews of the FRERP to ensure compatibility

with other emergency response plans and procedures for similar incidents.
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Possible Modifications to the FRERP

A number of possible clarifications, extensions, and minor modifications

have been proposed for the FRERP.

Experience in international incidents and exercises involving terrorism

have increased the awareness of the role of the Federal Bureau of

Investigation and the Department of State in some actual or postulated

radiological incidents. The National Aeronautics and Space Administration

becomes a CFA for accidents involving the U.S. space shuttle carrying nuclear

materials. The General Services Administration provides logistic support for

federal agencies during a response and should become more involved in the

response planning. These four agencies may become signatory to the next

version of the FRERP.

The FRERP now applies only to accidents that occur on U.S. territory.

As a result of the Chernobyl experience, the FRERP is being revised to apply

to incidents that occur outside the U.S., but that have an actual or

potentially significant impact on the U.S. territories. The EPA will probably

assume the coordination role for a federal response in those situations and in

other incidents (such as foreign satellite reentry) where there is no CFA, but

which could potentially cause wide-spread contamination.

One proposed solution to the problem of the CFA's not being the best-

equipped agency to deal with the long-term questions is the appointment of an

environmental advisor to the CFA from another agency. Other approaches used

in recent exercises include interagency work groups, both at the scene and in

Washington, D.C. A Food and Health Effects Advisory Group has been

established, composed of senior headquarters-level representatives from EPA,

HHS, USDA, the CFA and other appropriate federal agencies. A similar advisory
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group, including state representatives, was first convened during the planning

for the reentry of the Soviet reactor-powered Cosmos 1900 satellite, and has

been used in subsequent exercises. This group meets in Washington but has

access to data through its own working group located at the FRMAC. The

advisory group coordinates regulatory decisions that each federal agency and

impacted states feel a need to address.

A special reentry/recovery planning group, consisting of onscene

federal, state, and local representatives, has also met (often in the FRMAC)

at some exercises to develop specific radiological criteria for the reentry of

persons who were evacuated and for the recovery of affected area. Recent

exercises have emphasized the need for all agencies to have input into this

process, because the states and federal government will base their final

decisions on political as well as technical considerations. While the

existing FRERP is not specific about the recovery phase, the revised FRERP

will probably build on these experiences to define that portion of the

response in more detail.

Revisions to the FRERP have been under consideration for the past two

years. The Subcommittee on Federal Response of the Federal Radiological

Preparedness Coordinating Committee has directed this review process. Their

efforts will continue until participating agencies agree on a revised FRERP

that addresses a broader range of radiological emergency issues. A date has

not been set to issue the revised FRERP.

Conclusion

The FRERP provides useful guidance and an effective means for

coordinating federal response in support of the states during a radiological
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emergency. The plan has provided a workable basis for response during

exercises and real events. The FRERP revisions will concentrate on clarifying

federal roles and responsibilities in response to any type of radiological

accident. The emphasis will continue to be on improving federal support for

the CFA and the impacted states.

These changes should not affect the structure of the federal response

nor interactions with the states, as they generally pertain to the

interactions of the federal agencies. Moreover, these proposed FRERP

revisions will not require changes in radiological planning already

accomplished by state and local governments. Revision of the federal plan is

a natural step in the efforts to incorporate experience to improve the federal

response in support of a state to a radiological emergency. The process also

allows the federal agencies to keep their procedures current for both their

interactions with other agencies and within their own agencies.
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