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We, the undersigned representatives of non-governmental organizations who participated in the 
recent NRC emergency preparedness rulemaking process and who have engaged the NRC more 
broadly on this subject for many years prior to this latest effort, understand that the NRC staff 
views this rulemaking effort as a shining example of how the process should work.  
 
We do not understand how the NRC staff acquired this notion. From our perspective, the 
process was an abysmal failure that should never have happened, let alone be replicated. 
 
It is especially troubling that the perspectives of the NRC staff and us should be so drastically 
different. It’s almost as if we attended different meetings than the NRC staff, since attending the 
same meetings at the same time cannot account for such disparate views.  
 
Of course, the NRC staffers now touting the virtues of this model rulemaking process were not 
the same persons in the rooms with us along the way. In the NRC’s never-ending musical chairs, 
Eric Leeds, Nader Mamish, Stacey Rosenberg and others made their cameo appearances in the 
EP arena and moved on to cameos in other parts of the NRC realm. There is not a single change 
in our NGO lineup – the exact roster of players taking the field during the NRC’s EP workshop 
on August 31st and September 1st 2005 is still on the field. Perhaps the NRC’s Johnny Come 
Latelies formed a positive impression of the process they didn’t participate in – we don’t know. 
We do know that we non-cameo players in this game take serious issue with the EP rulemaking 
process for the following reasons: 
 

1. Inequitable public meetings 
 

The NRC staff met with NGO representatives concerning EP on August 31st and 
September 1st of 2005 and on May 19, 2006. The NRC met with industry representatives 
concerning EP on January 21, 2004, June 30, 2004, January 26, 2005, August 31st and 
September 1st of 2005, January 18, 2006, July 19, 2006, July 20, 2006, February 16, 
2007, and November 19, 2007. The different frequency of meetings could be attributed to 
the NGO representatives being smarter and more articulate than the industry types such 
that the NRC staff can understand our concerns in far fewer meetings than it requires to 
comprehend the industry’s issues. Or, the difference could reflect the minimum number 
of meetings needed to patronize a disenfranchised segment (i.e., the NGOs) versus the 
number of meetings necessary to interact with a valued partner (i.e., the NEI gang).  
 
In addition to a disparate number of interactions, the form of the interactions is also 
vastly different. There are transcripts and meeting summaries publicly available for all 
three of the NRC’s public meetings with the NGOs; there are only meeting summaries 
publicly available for the NRC’s public meetings with industry (except for the two 
meetings where industry lowered itself to our level by meeting jointly).  

 
2. Indeterminate NRC use of NGO inputs 
 

The draft EP rulemaking language addresses a small minority of the concerns NGOs 
raised during the three public meetings. The draft EP rulemaking language, and its 
accompanying materials, fails to explain why the majority of the NGO concerns were not 
addressed. Was it because they lacked merit? If so, why and how? Was it because the 
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NRC staff wasn’t listening or didn’t care about NGO’s concerns? Was it because the 
NRC staff who sat in those NGO meetings had rotated on to new cameo roles and the 
NRC staff tasked this week with preparing the draft language didn’t know about the NGO 
concerns?* From our experience, providing input during the EP public meetings was like 
talking to a brick wall, except that the brick wall has a valid excuse for not listening and 
not responding. 

 
3. Unfair interface between NRC and NEI 

 
From documents released in response to a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request, 
we found that NRC was rapidly forwarding input it received from NGOs to NEI. On the 
left is an e-mail transmitting EP comments from an NGO to Bob Moody of the NRC. On 
the right (only spatially, not morally) is an e-mail 24 ½ hours later transmitting comments 
on the NGO comments from NEI to the NRC. Considering that NGOs are never provided 
“FYI” info from the NRC about industry’s comments and plans, it is unfair that NRC 
would unilaterally offer such service to NEI. The NGO comments were not placed in 
public ADAMS (until the FOIA long afterwards), meaning that no one except NEI got 
this access. And NEI’s response was not placed in public ADAMS (until the FOIA), 
meaning that no one had a chance to rebut the rebuttal.  
 

 

                                                 
* A credible option, given that the NRC staff did not notify the entire, but short, NGO roster about the March 5, 
2008, public meeting because the new NRC staff did not have our contact info. 
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The NRC employed a double standard throughout the EP rulemaking – a frequent and 
open exchange with industry and an infrequent, closed exchange with NGOs. Maybe this 
is what tickles the NRC staff’s fancy so much about the EP rulemaking plan – the NGOs 
clearly and undeniably got the short end of the stick.  

 
In summary, the EP rulemaking process was bifurcated. The NRC staff met often with industry 
representatives and freely exchanged information along the way. The NRC staff met minimally 
with NGO representatives and provided information very stingily. We the maligned NGO 
representatives sincerely believe this rulemaking process warrants close study by the NRC, but 
as an example of what NOT to ever do again. 
 
Signatories (arranged alphabetically by organization name with NRC photos from the August, 
since the NRC sees its public so infrequently) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Rochelle Becker 
Executive Director 
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility 
 

 
 
 
 
Paul Gunter 
Beyond Nuclear 
6930 Carroll Avenue, Suite 400 
Takoma Park, MD 20912 
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Debbie B. Grinnell 
Resource Assistant 
C-10 Foundation 
 

 
 
 
Jim Riccio 
Nuclear Policy Analyst 
Greenpeace 
702 H Street NW #300 
 

 
 
Jim Warren 
Executive Director 
North Carolina Waste Awareness 
& Reduction Network 
PO Box 61051 
Durham, NC 27715-1051 
 

 
 
{did not attend the workshop; 
represented by others and engaged on 
emergency preparedness issues for 
years prior to this 2005 workshop} 

 
 
 
Mary Lampert 
Chair, Town of Duxbury (MA) 
Nuclear Advisory Committee and 
Pilgrim Watch 
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Lisa Rainwater 
Indian Point Campaign Director 
Riverkeeper 

 
 
 
 
 
David Lochbaum 
Director, Nuclear Safety Project 
Union of Concerned Scientists 
1825 K Street, Suite 800 
Washington, DC 20006-1232 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


