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Topical Session 3: “Emergency Management” 

 
Topical session 3 focused on the role that regulatory bodies can play in improving the 

effectiveness of emergency management. The aim of the session was to transform experience 

into regulatory improvements and to propose specific actions such as strengthening international 

cooperation in emergency management and achieving a well planned, well managed national 

emergency response that can minimize the consequences of nuclear accidents. Seven panellists 

elaborated on challenges in communication, coordination and consistency in international and 

national responses to emergencies; establishment and implementation of criteria for protective 

actions in an emergency and during remediation; and challenges in the integration of local 

authorities and first responders in interregional and national emergency management 

programmes.  

It was recognized that IAEA safety standards and operational guidelines are available in the area 

of emergency preparedness and response, and were developed based on lessons learned from 

past emergencies and exercises as well as relevant research. The safety standards relevant to 

emergency management are the Safety Requirements on Preparedness and Response for a 

Nuclear or Radiological Emergency (IAEA Safety Standards Series No. GS-R-2) and two related 

Safety Guides (IAEA Safety Standards Series Nos GS-G-2.1 and GSG-2). 

Implementation of IAEA safety standards will contribute to international harmonization of 

national policies for emergency management and hence build public trust. 

Regulatory bodies often have the additional function of National Competent Authority (under the 

definition of the Convention on Early Notification of a Nuclear Accident and the Convention on 

Assistance in the Case of a Nuclear Accident or Radiological Emergency), which requires them 

to play an extended international role in the emergency response. 

The safety standards and guidelines require that, in an emergency situation, actions be taken 

based on default triggers that are easy to observe or measure and to interpret. The three default 

triggers for emergency actions, which are derived from the generic criteria, are: observables and 



indicators (conditions on the scene); operational intervention levels (OILs) (measured in the 

surrounding environment) and emergency action levels (EALs) at the nuclear power plant. 

It was emphasized that it is imperative for a country to ensure that arrangements are established 

for taking precautionary urgent protective actions before a release, on the basis of plant 

conditions, and for application of OILs during an emergency, as these are essential as guides to 

decision making during an emergency. 

Consistent policies and criteria for implementation of urgent and long term protective actions 

and for return to normality should be established in the preparedness process. A policy example 

was presented on how a nuclear regulatory body has addressed post-accident management issues. 

It was emphasized that it is imperative to ensure that provisions are made for medical and 

psychological care, radiation monitoring, financial support and compensation for those affected 

by the emergency, as well as for sustainable waste management solutions. 

It was recognized that there are significant communication challenges that must be addressed 

with respect to communicating consistent messages in response to a nuclear emergency. 

Misinformation leads to inconsistent actions. For example, key areas of confusion arise over 

explanations to the public concerning activity concentrations and radiation units, equivalent 

versus effective doses, and contamination in food and consumer products. Such confusion and 

misunderstandings could lead to psychological trauma, as was demonstrated after the accident at 

the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear power plant. It was suggested that a professional nuclear society 

can play a pivotal role in producing and distributing good public communication materials that 

can counteract misinformation, which government and industry may not be able to do in a timely 

way. 

Since the Fukushima Daiichi accident, the IAEA has developed several new supporting 

documents to address, among other things, the challenges faced in informing the public on 

whether they are safe in an emergency and what actions they need to perform to reduce the risks. 

What remains to be done is for regulatory bodies to facilitate the distribution of knowledge 

within their countries about available guidelines for different aspects of emergency management.  

An example was provided of a regulatory body’s role in communication in a nuclear emergency 

to further strengthen regulatory practices. The main details of the strategy were to ensure 

competence; demonstrate independence, neutrality, transparency and efficiency; exchange 

experience among regulatory bodies; and cooperate internationally with stakeholders. 

It was stressed that in order to improve communication systems and strengthen public trust, it is 

imperative to: involve stakeholders in the process; work with media professionals; use new 

technologies (such as social media); adapt technical language to common usage; have prepared 

communication plans that integrate international communication tools; and focus on increasing 

cooperation and coordination in the field of communication. Education of the public at the 



planning stage, including continuous education of children and other target audiences, will 

reduce distrust and increase understanding of the risks associated with radiation.  

Lessons learned in Japan after the Fukushima Daiichi accident and their incorporation into the 

country’s “Regulatory Guideline on Nuclear Emergency Preparedness and Response” were 

presented. 

To ensure efficient response, regulatory bodies should play a constructive, active role in 

addressing the challenges associated with integrating local authorities and first responders into 

national nuclear emergency management programmes. Regulatory bodies need to play a key role 

in this integration. The following challenges could be faced in this integration process: 

− Support of national emergency management programmes is dependent on the occurrence 
of emergency events. 

− Local responders have little or no experience in nuclear emergencies. 

− There is often a lack of attention to the long term recovery period, and more emphasis is 
placed on the early stages of a nuclear emergency. 

− There is likely to be fear and uncertainty on the part of the public. 
 

It was also discussed that national exercises are one form of ‘stress testing’ the national 

emergency management systems. However, to enhance harmonization between national systems, 

and therefore national responses, exercise scenarios should be developed to address emergency 

management at all levels, from the highest level of government to the local authorities. It is 

recommended that regulatory bodies facilitate the preparation of and conduct such exercises in 

every country and report the results in a transparent manner.   

In response to these challenges the nuclear regulatory body needs to be an emergency 

management role model; to be a vocal and active emergency management player at the national 

and international levels; to do its part to ensure that its emergency management partners 

understand nuclear risks; to promote integration and clarify the roles and responsibilities of all 

players, and insist on regular exercises to take place at all levels of government; to use its 

authority to the maximum level possible in relation to emergency preparedness and response; 

and to use its influence to draw attention to the complex issues associated with the recovery 

period. 

It was acknowledged that there is often an assumption that severe nuclear accidents cannot 

happen. But they can occur, and therefore it is imperative to focus on emergency preparedness 

planning. The nuclear regulatory authority of Japan has responded to the Fukushima Daiichi 

accident by revising their “Regulatory Guideline on Nuclear Emergency Preparedness and 

Response”, which outlines an emergency response strategy based on lessons learned from the 

accident. 



One of the observations that the Japanese have made is that there was an implicit assumption that 

an accident such as happened at the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear power plant could not happen, 

and thus not enough attention was paid to emergency preparedness and response. The lesson is 

that there is a need for regulatory bodies to plan for severe emergencies, including those of low 

probability. 

 

Key recommendations 

Implementation of IAEA safety standards in emergency preparedness and response will 

contribute to international harmonization of national policies for emergency management. 

Countries are encouraged to implement these standards, especially requirements on development 

and implementation of predefined generic and operational criteria (abnormal facility conditions, 

observables on the scene and operational intervention levels). 

The regulatory body should facilitate the preparation of and should conduct national exercises 

(national stress tests of emergency management), with exercise scenarios to address emergency 

management at all levels, from the highest level of government to the local authorities in every 

country. To ensure consistency in the results, countries are encouraged to utilize standardized 

scenarios developed by the IAEA based on the relevant safety standards. Countries are 

encouraged to consider peer review of the results by an independent appraisal mission 

(Emergency Preparedness Review). Results should be reported in a transparent manner.   

The regulatory bodies should ensure development of a national communication plan that is 

consistent with a national emergency response plan and is regularly tested and exercised.   

 


