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SUMMARY 

Emergency preparedness at U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) facilities is promoted by development 
and quality control of response plans. To promote 
quality control efforts, DOE has developed a review 
document that consolidates requirements and guidance 
pertaining to emergency response planning from 
various DOE and regulatory sources. The Criteria 
for Evaluation of Operational Emergency Plans 
(herein referred to as the Criteria document)' has 
been constructed and arranged to maximize ease of 
use in reviewing DOE response plans. Although 
developed as a review instrument, the document also 
serves as a de facto guide for plan development, and 
could potentially be useful outside the scope of its 
original intended DOE clientele. As regulatory and 
DOE requirements are revised and added in the 
future, the document will be updated to stay current. 

I. BACKGROUND AND MOTIVATION FOR 
D E V E L O P M E N T  OF C R I T E R I A  
DOCUMENT 

DOE facilities contain significant amount of 
materials that are hazardous because they are 
radioactive, toxic, flammable, corrosive, chemically 
reactive, or unstable upon prolonged storage. If such 
hazardous materials are released in sufficient quantity 
in an uncontrolled manner, there is a threat to the 
health and safety of workers, the nearby public and 
the environment. Even facilities that are now 
devoted entirely to cleanup and restoration may still 
pose potential hazards to workers and neighbors due 
to the continued presence of radioactive and/or 

chemically hazardous waste. DOE devotes 
considerable resources to planning, training, 
exercising, and otherwise promoting emergency 
preparedness at its facilities. 

A. Operational Emergencies and DOE 
Organizational Responsibilities 

Operational emergencies are significant 
accidents, incidents, events, or natural phenomena 
which have or potentially can seriously degrade the 
safety or security of DOE facilities? For the most 
part, they involve the actual or potential uncontrolled 
release of hazardous materials. Industrial accidents 
in which forklifts puncture drums or cranes drop 
casks containing hazardous material may cause 
operational emergencies, as well as fires and 
explosions, inadvertent nuclear criticalities, loss of 
electric power needed for control, and natural 
phenomena such as earthquakes, tornadoes, and 
floods. Operational emergencies also include 
transportation accidents and security violations such 
as invasion of facilities by armed terrorists. 

It is DOE'S policy to develop and maintain an 
emergency management system (EMS) that is capable 
of responding to and mitigating the consequences 
resulting from operational emergencies at DOE 
facilities. The EMS includes a three-tiered 
organizational approach for responding to operational 
emergencies. Primary responsibilities are assigned 
to: (1) the manager of the facility (DOE or a DOE 
contractor); (2) the cognizant DOE Field element (a 
local DOE Area Office and/or regional Operations 
Office); and (3) the cognizant DOE Headquarters 
(HQ) Program Office.2 
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The manager of the facility is primarily 
responsible for taking basic initial response actions. 
These include making the initial identification and 
categorization of an event; making prompt initial 
notifications to offsite authorities; taking immediate 
mitigative and corrective actions; and continuing such 
actions until the emergency is resolved. The 
cognizant DOE Field element's responsibilities 
include assuring that the facility manager's 
responsibilities are being met, and coordinating 
provision of additional DOE and other federal agency 
resources as needed. The HQ Program Office is 
responsible for providing overall management and 
direction of the DOE emergency response, including 
mobilization of DOE agency-wide response assets and 
coordination with other federal agencies. Each of 
these three organizational elements is responsible for 
developing integrated and compatible emergency 
response plans and procedures for carrying out their 
responsibilities. 

B. Review and Quality Assurance for DOE 
Operational Emergency Plans 

Operational emergency response plans are 
developed at the facility or site level under the 
supervision of the appropriate DOE field element. 
DOE Headquarters has the primary role for review 
and evaluation of response plans. To that end, DOE 
Headquarters offices have issued internal 
requirements (DOE Orders) and guidance documents 
(Emergency Management Guides or EMGs) to set 
policy and guide development of plans. DOE 
Headquarters offices also conduct technical reviews 
of facility and site plans in order to ensure that they 
comply with the applicable standards and guidance. 

C. Motivation for Criteria Document 

1. Multiplicity of DOE Requirements and 
Guidance. One factor that complicates the process of 
quality control for emergency planning is the sheer 
number of different standards and guides that apply. 
Within DOE, two documents have a central role in 
guiding operational emergency preparedness. DOE 
Order 5500.3A, Planning and Preparedness for 
Operational Emergencie~,~ is the flagship document 
for emergency preparedness at DOE facilities. It sets 
basic policy, including authority and responsibilities 
at the Headquarters, field office, site and facility 
level. It also establishes topical "program elements" 
that must be addressed in all DOE emergency 
management programs, such as notification, interface 

with offsite organizations, consequence assessment, 
protective actions, and medical support, among 
others. It requires preparation of emergency plans 
outlining the how each program element will be 
addressed, as well as implementing procedures 
containing specific instructions as to how each 
function will be carried out. 

The second central document is the EMG 
entitled Standard Format and Content for Emergency 
Plans (herein referred to as the EMG-F/C).4 This 
EMG contains detailed instructions for preparation of 
DOE emergency plans. It specifies a uniform format 
for all plans, based on the program elements listed in 
DOE 5500.3A. For each such element, the EMG- 
F/C provides detailed interpretation and guidance as 
to how that element should be addressed in 
emergency plans. 

These documents have had a determining role in 
the shaping the growth of emergency planning within 
the Department. However, numerous other Orders, 
EMGs, and other publications also play a role. 
Several DOE Orders, and nineteen EMGs have been 
issued (to date) concerning particular aspects of 
emergency preparedness. For example, DOE Order 
5500.2B5 establishes a standard nomenclature for 
classification of emergencies by severity, and 
specifies notifications to be made at each level. DOE 
Order 5500.4A6 governs policy and planning for 
public affairs functions during an emergency. Topic- 
specific EMGs have been issued containing detailed 
guidance on specific areas such as consequence 
assessment, protective action decision making, 
emergency response training, drills and exercises, 
facilities and equipment, and reentry and recovery. 

The extensive library of requirements and 
guidance promotes uniformity and quality of 
preparedness measures across the Department. 
However, as the number and specificity of the 
applicable guides has increased, it has become much 
more difficult to assess whether a given emergency 
plan is meeting their intent. It is not practical for a 
planner or plan reviewer to sit down with 25 or so 
documents to compare against a particular emergency 
plan. In addition, with that many guidance 
documents, there is inevitably a certain amount of 
duplication and overlap among them. The Criteria 
document was developed in an effort to consolidate 
the various applicable criteria into a single, 
reasonably compact document, providing a usable 
tool for evaluation of plans. 



2. Growth of Regulatory Requirements. 
The last several years have seen a steady growth in 
the application of environmental regulations to federal 
facilities. The process has been incremental and at 
times litigious, but gradually the barriers have broken 
down and facility administrators are generally 
adapting to the fact that federal facilities are now 
subject to the same requirements (in some cases, one 
could argue stricter requirements) as private industrial 
facilities. Among other things, these environmental 
regulations have added a new layer of requirements 
pertaining to emergency preparedness. 

Emergency preparedness and response 
requirements may be found in regulations pertaining 
to water pollution,' hazardous waste management,* 
and hazardous materials spill resp~nse.~. '~ Like the 
DOE requirements, they come from various sources 
and there is a certain amount of overlap among them. 
In addition, the regulation-based requirements overlap 
with the DOE requirements. The most recent 
revision of the Criteria document incorporates these 
regulatory requirements alongside the DOE material. 

II. DEVELOPMENT AND USE OF THE 
C R I r n U  DOCUMENT 

The original idea to consolidate existing DOE 
guidance in a "review checklist" format came from 
the DOE Defense Programs (DP) Office of 
Emergency Response (DP-23). Argonne National 
Laboratory developed the Criteria document under 
DP-23 sponsorship and with the active review and 
advice of staff from that office. During the 
development process, contacts were made with the 
emergency response offices of other DOE branches. 
Emergency response offices in the Energy Research 
(ER) and Environmental Management (EM) branches 
expressed interest in adopting the Cziteria document 
for their use. It was circulated for review among the 
field offices of all three branches. Following the 
review process and subsequent modifications, the 
document was adopted for use by DP, EM and ER. 
The Headquarters emergency management offices of 
those branches now use the Criteria document as a 
checklist for performing compliance reviews of 
emergency plans for facilities and sites within their 
purview. Offices submitting plans for evaluation are 
encouraged to provide a cross reference index that 
specifies where each criterion is addressed in the plan 
and which, if any, criteria do not apply. The 
submitting offices are also encouraged to provide a 
complete list of associated documents (e.g. 

implementing procedures, memoranda of 
understanding, etc.) that augment the basic plan. 

The original document was limited to material 
from DOE Orders and guides. The first revision 
(being printed for distribution as of this writing) 
includes regulatory requirements as well as a handful 
of Order updates and EMGs that were published 
subsequent to the original version. Inclusion of the 
regulatory requirements led to a conflict which 
surfaced when the revision was reviewed by the DOE 
field offices. It was pointed out that some sites have 
multiple emergency plans, for example a Spill 
Prevention, Control and Contingency plan for 
relatively minor hazardous materials spills, and an 
Operational Emergency plan for large-scale events. 
At such sites no single plan would include all of the 
points listed in the revised Criteria. In response to 
this point, modifications were made to the revised 
Criteria document to clarify that it was not intended 
to force the integration of multiple plans, and that 
sites submitting Operational Emergency plans for 
review should simply indicate by reference where a 
given point is handled under another plan. 

HI. DESIGN OF THE C R I T E U  DOCUMENT 

The organization and format of the Criteria 
document are designed to facilitate its use in 
reviewing plans. At a broad level, its organization is 
parallel to the organization of the plans being 
reviewed. At a finer level, topically related material 
is grouped together. In addition, certain standard 
terms and conventions are employed throughout in 
order to promote consistency of interpretation. 

A. Organization Parallel to Plans 

As mentioned above, the EMG-F/C specifies a 
standard fonnat for operational emergency plans. All 
DOE operational emergency plans are to be organized 
according to this format, which is based on (but more 
specific than) the program elements listed in DOE 
5500.3A, section 11. The Criteria document follows 
the same structure. Thus a plan reviewer can sit 
down with a plan and the Criteria document side-by- 
side, and go through them together without having to 
flip back and forth. The Criteria document follows 
the F/C EMG to the two-digit level. Subdivisions 
finer than two digits are organized by grouping 
related items together into topical categories. 



B. Grouping of Related Requirements 

Drawing from many diverse sources, the 
Criteria document groups related requirements 
together. In many instances several different 
requirements address a single topic. For example, 
several regulations, Orders and EMGs address the 
topic of notifications to be made in the event of an 
emergency : 

DOE Order 5500.3A, Sec. ll.c.(4) calls for 
prompt notifications to appropriate DOE 
elements and local, state, tribal and federal 
response organizations. DOE Orders 5500.2B 
and 5000.3B contain more extensive 
requirements pertaining to emergency 
notifications. 

There is an EMG entitled "Notification and 
Communications. " In addition, notification 
provisions are found in EMGs pertaining to plan 
format and content, protective actions, offsite 
response interface, and exercise evaluation. 

Notification requirements triggered by discovery 
of hazardous substance spills are included in 
regulations that implement federal pollution 
control statutes, including the Clean Water Act, 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act, Toxic 
Substances Control Act, and the Emergency 
Planning and Community Right-tO-KnOW Act. 

All of the above referenced provisions are 
covered in the notification section (section 5.1) of the 
Criteria document. Within that section, the 
requirements have been sorted into topical 
subsections: type of notification (who must be 
notified, under what circumstances), notification 
protocols (i.e. advance arrangements for 
notifications), notification timing, and notification 
format and content (primarily, what information must 
be included in particular notification messages). 

C. Construction Rules and Conventions 

The document was constructed using certain 
rules and conventions to promote consistency and 
ease of use. The main part of the document consists 
of a detailed checklist for plan evaluation. The 
checklist is extensively referenced, and was 
developed according to certain rules concerning 

fidelity to sources, use of standard terminology, and 
fine-level organization. Specifically, the checklist has 
the following attributes: 

Each major subsection is referenced to the 
source document(s) that it is derived from. The 
references are presented directly adjacent to the 
material they pertain to so that if there is a 
question as to interpretation or intent, the user 
can easily go to the original source documents. 

Source documents are quoted verbatim to the 
extent practicable. The original language of the 
source documents was used to the greatest 
extent possible; however, since the checklist 
was pieced together from disparate sources, 
minor editorial alteration or paraphrasing was 
sometimes necessary in order to make it 
readable. 

Where the source document language was 
modified or paraphrased, a consistent lexicon 
was used to indicate which items were 
requirements vs. guidance. Regulatory and 
DOE Order-based requirements are stated with 
"shall" or "must," whereas guidance items are 
stated with "should. " 

As mentioned above, within each two-digit 
topic, the presentation order of materials is 
"natural" in the sense that the authors used their 
judgement as to how to logically group the 
items to be included. However, whenever 
possible, DOE Order requirements were used as 
the major subheadings, followed by subpoints 
from the EMGs. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

The Criteria document was developed as an 
evaluation instrument, and its official use is limited to 
that function. Nonetheless, review comments from 
the field indicate that it is also serving as an informal 
guideline for plan developers. Naturally, when 
developing a plan, a sensible planner will bear in 
mind the criteria by which the plan will be 
administratively evaluated. In addition, however, the 
document has served a useful function by bringing 
together applicable standards from diverse sources. 
That function has been expanded and e n h a n d  by the 
recent inclusion of regulatory criteria. Emergency 
planners for other (non-DOE) facilities may find the 
Criteria document useful in that regard; it is unique 



in compiling regulatory emergency planning 
requirements around a topical framework. Even the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, in the 
preamble to its recent proposed rule on air pollution 
emergency planning, has acknowledged that 
environmental and workplace-safety regulations 
establish multiple layers of overlapping 
requirements." It should be noted, however, that the 
document does not include the regulations or 
guidance issued by the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission and the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency pertaining to emergency planning for 
commercial nuclear power plants. 

The Criteria document is intended to be a living 
document, requiring continual updating to stay 
current. Argonne, under DOE sponsorship, will 
continue to update the document as new DOE and 
regulatory standards are issued. It is hoped that it 
will continue to serve as a useful instrument for 
planners and plan reviewers both withii and outside 
the DOE complex. 
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